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Action  by  and  against  particular  persons,  or  under  particular  cir- 
cumstances, see  specific  titles. 

For  forms,  see  9  Standabd'Proc.  1224.  For  further  references  and 
cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this  work  and  the  cross-references 
throughout  this  article. 


I.    ORIGIN,    NATURE,   AND   SCOPE    OF   REMEDY.  — A.    In 

General.  —  The  action  known  as  trover,  or  as  trover  and  conversion,^ 
is  classed  among  actions  arising  ex  delicto,  or  from  tort,^  and  is  a 
species  of  the  action  of  trespass  on  the  case.^  It  is  a  form  of  remedy 
adopted  to  recover  damages  for  an  injury  occasioned  to  a  person  hav- 
ing property  in  and  right  of  possession  to  personalty,*  which  is  wrong- 
fully converted  by  the  defendant.  The  foundation  of  the, action  is  not 
the  acquisition  of  property  by  the  defendant,  but  the  deprivation  of 
property  to  the  plaintiff.''  At  common  law  the  action  is  a  fiction  aa 
regards  its  form,  but  in  substance  it  is  an  action  to  recover  the  value 
of  personal  property  wrongfully  held  by  another.'    Trover  is  the  name 


1.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[aj  Name  of  Action. — The  name  ap- 
plied to  this  action  has  undergone  a 
series  of  changes.  In  1693,  it  is  listed 
in  Small's  Declarations,  published  in 
that  year,  merely  as  "trespass  on  the 
'Case."  At  a  later  period,  it  is  always 
designated  in  the  books  and  cases  at 
"trespass  on  the  case  for  trover,"  or 
"treipais  on  the  case  for  trover  and 
conversion."  Still  later  it  is  known 
as  "trover  and  conversion."  Finally 
under  code  practice  it  is  generally 
called  "conversion." 

2.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a"!  la  Hambly  v.  Trott,  1  Cowp.  371, 
98  Eng.  Eeprint  1136,  Lord  Mansfield 
said  that  although  technically  and 
strictly  an  action  of  trover  was  an  ac- 
tion ex  delicto,  yet  that  substantially 
and  really  it  was,  as  he  termed  it,  an 
action  of  property.  During  the  last 
argument  of  the  ease  he  is  reported  to 
have  said:  "  'An  action  of  trover  is 
not  now  an  action  ex  maleficio,  though 
it  is  so  in  form;'  and  also,  'In  sub- 
stince,  trover  is  an  action  of  property. 
If  a  man  receives  the  property  of  an- 
other, his  fortune  ought  to  answer  it. '  " 
Quoted  in  Chase  t;.  Fitz,  132  Mass.  359, 
365. 

3.  Colegrave  v.  Santos,  2  B.  &  C.  76, 
9  B.  C.  L.  42,  107  Eng.  Reprint  311; 
Burroughes  v.  Bayne,  5  H.  &  N.  296, 
29  L,  J.  Ex.  185,  2  L.  T.  N.  S.  16; 
Holdsworth,  Hist,   of  Eng.  Law,  Vol. 
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III,  281;   1    Chit.   PI.    (14th   Am.   ed.) 
p.  146. 

[a]  Trover  is  an  action  on  the  case. 
It  may  be  joined  with  case,  or  new 
counts  in  case  added  to  it  by  way  of 
amendment.  McConnell  v.  Leighton, 
74  Me.  415;  14  Standard  Pboc.  666. 

4.  As  to  the  title  or  interest  necei- 
sary  to  support  the  action,  see  infra, 

5.  Keyworth  v.  Hill,  3  B.  4  Aid. 
685,  5  E.  C.  L.  394,  106  Eng.  Eeprint 
811,  per  Bayley,  J. 

[a]  It  is  a  form  of  action  to  re- 
cover damages  from  one  who  without 
right  has  converted  goods  or  personal 
chattels  in  which  the  plaintiff  has  a, 
general  or  special  property,  and,  in 
addition,  the  possession  or  the  right  of 
possession.  Laurence,  J.,  in  Gordon  v. 
Harper,  7  T.  E.  9,  101  Eng.  Eeprint 
828.  See,  also,  the  following  cases: 
Ind. — State  v.  Nugent,  182  Ind.  200, 
203,  106  N.  E.  361.  Me.— McPheters  v. 
Page,  83  Me.  234,  22  Atl.  101,  23  Am. 
St.  Eep.  772.  MTeb.— State  v.  Omaha 
Nat.  Bank,  59  Neb.  483,  81  N.  W.  319. 
N.  H. — Evans  v.  Mason,  64  N.  H.  98,  5 
Atl.  766;  Flanders  v.  Colby,  28  N.  H. 
34.  N.  C— Simmons  v.  Sikes,  24  N.  C. 
98.  Pa. — Dixon  v.  Owens,  21  Pa.  Su- 
per.  376. 

6.  Cooper  v.  Chitty,  1  Burr.  20,  S7 
Eng.  Eeprint  166. 

[a]  Nature  and  Development  of  the 
Action. — The  action    of    trover,  which 
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of  the  form  of  the  action/  but  the  tort,  the  gist  of  the  action,  is  the 
conversion,  the  unlawful  detention  of  the  goods.'  Trover  is  said  to 
have  come  into  use  at  common  law  as  substitute  for  earlier  remedies, 
to  prevent  the  defendant  from  demanding  wager  of  law.' 

The  scope    of  the  action  of  trover  has  been  much  extended  by  the  evo- 
lutionary expansion  of  the  term  "conversion"  from  its  ordinary  mean- 


was  a  form  of  action, oa  the  case,  but 
which  developed  into  a  separate  form 
of  action,  was  originally  of  a  person 
who  had  lost  personal  property,  against 
the  finder  of  it.  By  a  legal  fiction  it 
became  in  time  the  appropriate  form 
of  action  whenever  a  plaintiff  sought 
to  recover  damages  from  the  defend- 
ant who  had  converted  the  plaintiff's 
goods  to  his  own  use;  a  finding  of  the 
goods  by  the  defendant  was  alleged, 
and  he  was  not  permitted  to  dispute 
the  allegation.  The  circumstances  in 
which  actions  of  trover  and  trespass 
to  goods  lay  were  very  similar,  but 
troTer  was  founded  on  the  property  in 
the  goods,  trespass  on  the  possession 
of  them;  in  trover  damages  only  could 
be  recovered.  Laws  of  Eng.,  Vol.  I, 
tit.  Action,  p.  44. 

[bj  Distinguislied  From  Sepleviu 
or  Detinue. — Trover  is  an  action  to  re- 
cover damages  sufficient  to  cover  the 
value  of  personal  property  wrongfully 
held  by  another,  while  replevin  or  de- 
tinue is  primarily  an  action  to  recover 
the  property  and  a  judgment  is  given 
only  in  absence  of  ability  to  secure  the 
specific  articles  claimed.  Leeper,  Graves 
&  Co.  V.  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Hobart,  26 
Okla.  707,  110  Pae.  6d5,  660,  Ann.  Cas. 
1912B,  302,  29  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  747. 
Bee  the  titles  "Detinue;"  "Replevin." 

As  to  the  fiction  of  finding,  see  infra, 
I,  B. 

7.  C»l. — ^Rogers  v.  Huie,  2  Cal.  571, 
56  Am.  Dec.  363.  111. — Grand  Pac. 
Hotel  Co.  V.  Rowland,  88  111.  App.  519. 
Mass. — Crocker  v-  Atwood,  144  Mass. 
588,  12  N.  E.  421.  N.  D.— More  v. 
Western  Grain  Co.,  31  N.  D.  369,  153 
N.  W.  976.  :?». — ^Porster  v.  Juniata 
Bridge  Co.,  16  Pa.  393,  55  Am.  Dec. 
506.  S.  C. — Warren  v.  Lagrone,  12  S. 
C.  45.  Vt.— Sibley  v.  Story,  8  Vt.  15. 
Eng.— Cooper  v.  Chitty,  1  Burr.  20,  97 
Eng.  Reprint  166. 

8.  Osl. — Rogers  v.  Huie,  2  Cal.  571, 
56  Am.  Dec.  363.  Del.— Boulden  v. 
Gough,  4  Penne.  48,  54  Atl.  693.  N.  O. 
rinch  V.   Olarke,   61   N.   C.   335,   336. 


Eng. — Colegrave  v.  Santos,  2  B.  &  0. 
76,  9  E.  C.  L.  42,  107  Eng.  Reprint  311. 
9.  Burroughes  v.  Bayne,  5  H.  &  N. 
(Eng.)  296,  301,  per  Martin,  B.  See 
Holdsworth,  Hist,  of  Eng.  Law,  "Vol. 
Ill,  p.  281. 

[a]  Wager  of  Law. — A  species  of 
trial  whereby  the  defendant  was  per- 
mitted to  make  oath  of  his  innocence 
or  non-liability.  Upon  such  an  oath  he 
went  free  and  acquitted  of  the  cause 
of  action.  He  was  required,  however, 
to  produce  his  "compurgators,"  that 
is,  eleven  neighbors  who  upon  oath 
avowed  their  belief  that  he  spoke  the 
truth.  3  Blk.  Com.  341;  Coke,  Litt.  295, 
Abolished  by  3  and  4  Wm.  IV,  c.  42. 
(1833). 

[b]  The  remedies  in  enxly  Engllib 
law  for  the  asportation,  detention,  or 
destruction  of  chattels  were  the  four 
actions  known  as  appeals  of  robbery 
or  larceny,  trespass,  replevin,  and  de- 
tinue. In  time  trover  became  theoreti- 
cally concurrent  with  all  four  of  these 
actions,  and  in  practice  it  was  the 
common  remedy  in  all  cases  of  aspor- 
tation or  detention  of  chattels,  or  of 
their  misuse  or  destruction  by  a  de- 
fendant in  possession.  The  career  of 
trover  in  the  field  of  torts  is  matched 
only  by  that  of  assumpsit  in  the  do- 
main of  contract.  Prof.  J.  B.  Ames 
in  Harv.  Law  Rev.,  Vol.  II,  p.  386. 

[c]  The  earliest  reported  case 
in  which  a  defendant  was  charged  with 
converting  plaintiff's  goods  to  his  own 
use  seems  to  be  the  case  reported  in 
1479,  in  Y.  B.  18  Edw.  IV,  F.  23,  pi. 
5.  See  Ames  History  of  Trover,  11 
Harv.  L.  Rev.  374,  384;  Observatione 
on  Trover  and  Conversion,  L.  Q.  Rev., 
Vol.  21,  p.  43.  In  that  case  the  report 
reads:  "In  an  action  on  the  case  the 
plaintiff  declared  how  he  bailed  certain 
boxes  of  money  to  the  defendant  to 
be  safely  kept,  and  how  the  defendant 
broke  them  and  converted  them  to  hia 
own  use." 
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ing  to  a  technical  one.^"  In  this  way  trover  became  a  -proper  remedy 
in  all  eases  in  which  one  was  deprived  of  his  goods,  whether  by  a  con- 
version in  its  original  meaning,  that  is,  an  actual  conversion,  or  by  a 
constructive  conversion,^^  arising  either  from  an  adverse  detention," 
or  from  a  trespass  by  taking."  In  other  words,  the  action  extended 
its  scope  over  the  fields  of  detinue  and  trespass,  and  became  a  concur- 
rent remedy  with  them."  This  took  place  by  holding,  at  a  very  early 
date,  that  a  refusal  to  deliver  up  another's  chattel  upon  demand  waa 
evidence  of  a  conversion,^*  and  that  an  unlawful  taking  was  a  con- 


10.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  The  term  "conversion"  has  a 
technical  and  conventional  meaniiig, 
which  was  ,  originally  given  to  it  in 
order  to  make  the  action  of  trover  ap- 
plicable to  what  was  more  properly  the 
subject  of  an  action  of  detinue.  Pillot 
V.  .Wilkinson,  2  H.  &  C.  (Eng.)  72. 

[b]  The  word  "conversion,"  by  a 
long  course  of  practice,  has  acquired  a 
technical  meaning,  and  means  detain- 
ing goods  so  as  to  deprive  the  owner, 
or  person  entitled  to  possession  of 
them,  of  his  dominion  over  them. 
Brown  v.  James  H.  Campbell  Co.,  44 
Kan.  237,  24  Pae.  492,  21  Am.  St.  Bep 
274. 

[c]  The  term  has  been  seriously 
criticized  and  conijidered  objectionable, 
however,  by  some  of  the  judges.  For 
example,  Bramwell,  B.,  in  Evans  v. 
Wright,  2  H.  &  N.  (Eng.)  527,  532 
(1857),  said:  "I  never  hear  that  un- 
fortunate expression,  '  conversion, ' 
without  regretting  that  it  was  ever 
adopted.  To  my  mind  it  conveys  no 
definite  idea.  There  is  no  standard, 
no  rule,  to  which  we  can  refer  the 
term."  See,  also,  the  same  judge's 
opinion  to  the  same  eflEeet  in  Bur- 
roughes  v.  Bayne,  5  H.  &  N.  (Eng.) 
296,  308. 

11.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  A  constructive  conversion  is  an 
implied  or  virtual  conversion,  and 
takes  place  when  a  person  does  such 
acts  in  reference  to  the  goods  of  an- 
other as  amount  in  law  to  the  appro- 
priation of  the  property  to  himself. 
Scruggs  V.  Scruggs,  105  Fed.  28;  Lav- 
erty  u.  Snethen,  68  N.  Y.  524,  53  How. 
Pr.  152,  23  Am.  Bep.  184. 

12.  Brown  t).  Campbell  Co.,  44  Kan. 
2S7,  24  Pac.  492,  495,  21  Am.  St.  Bep. 
274;  Cannon  v.  State,  38  Tex.  Crim. 
322,  42  8.  W.  981,  982. 

18.    See  infra,  this  note. 
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[aj  Every  unlawful  taking  with  in- 
tent to  apply  the  goods  to  the  use  of 
some  other  person  than  the  owner,  or 
destroying  or  altering  their  nature  is 
a  conversion.  Cal. — Bogers  v.  Euie,  2 
Oal.  571,  56  Am.  Dec.  363.  Mo.— Sparks 
V.  Purdy,  11  Mo.  219,  226.  W.  Va. 
Tracy  v.  Cloyd,  10  W.  Va.  19,  23. 

14.  'See  Strauss  v.  Schwab,  104  Ala. 
669,  16  So.  692;  Haines  v.  Cochran,  26 
W.  Va.  719. 

[a]  'Whenever  an  action  of  trespass 
de  bonis  asportatls  lies,  trover  may  be 
maintained.  Prescott  v.  Wright,  6  Mass. 
20;  Pierce  v.  Benjamin,  14  Pick. 
(Mass.)   356,  25  Am.   Dec.   396. 

[a]  "Trover"  and  "detinue"  are 
concurrent  remedies,  either  of  which 
the  plaintiff  may  pursue  at  his  elec- 
tion; trover  being  an  action  for  dam- 
ages for  the  conversion  of  the  prop- 
erty, and  detinue  being  an  action  for 
the  recovery  of  the  property  in  specie, 
or  for  damages  for  its  unlawful  deten- 
tion. Brocking  v.  O 'Bryan,  129  Ky. 
543,  112  S.  W.  631. 

[c]  Trover  Distinguished  rrom 
Trespass. — See  Cooley,  Torts  (2nd  ed.), 
p.  516;  Buriijham  v.  Pidcock,  33 
Misc.  65,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  806;  Hall  v. 
Moor  (Pa.)   I  Add.  376,  377. 

15.  Baldwin  v.  Cole,  6  Mod.  212,  8/ 
Eng.  Beprint  964;  The  Case  of  the 
Chancellor,  etc.,  10  Co.  Bep.  53b,  56a, 
77  Eng.  Beprint  1006;  Bl.  Com.,  Ill, 
353. 

[a]  As  early  as  1596  it  was  held, 
one  judge  dissenting,  that  a  non  deliv- 
ery of  the  goods  of  another  upon  re- 
quest was  a  conversion  without  any 
other  act  being  dgne.  Eason  v.  New- 
man, Cro.  Eliz.  495,  78  6ng.  Beprint 
745. 

[b]  QnaJlfied  Refusal. — An  unquali- 
fied refusal  after  demand  is  almost  al- 
ways conclusive  evidence  of  a  conver- 
sion; but  if  there  be  a  qualification 
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elusive  proof  of  a  conversion.^'  Thus,  in  the  course  of  time,  the  various 
ways  in  which  a  wrongful  exercise  of  dominion  over  the  personal  prop- 
erty of  another  may  be  committed,  were  grouped  under  the  term  "con- 
version,"^^ and  the  word  became  a  generic  name  applied  to  torts  aris- 
ing from  the  conversion  of  personal  property  owned  by  another.^*  In 
this  broad  sense  the  word  is  now  generally  employed,  and  trover  (or 
"conversion")  lies  for  any  unauthorized  assumption  and  exercise  of 
the  right  of  ownership  over  goods  or  chattels  belonging  to  another,  to 
the  alteration  of  their  condition  or  the  exclusion  of  the  owner's  rights." 


annexed  to  it,  and  such  qualification  is 
a  reasonable  one,  the  refusal  will  not 
amount  to  evidence  of  a  conversion. 
Alexander  v.  Southey,  5  B.  &  Aid.  247, 
7  E.  C.  L.  141,  106  Eng.  Reprint  1183. 
[c]  An  absolute  refusal  may,  how- 
ever, be  no  conclusive  evidence  of  a 
conversion,  since  it  may  not  be  in  the 
power  of  the  defendant  to  deliver  the 
goods,  as,  for  example,  where  a  bailee 
refuses  to  deliver  goods  that  have  al- 
ready been  attached.  Verrall  v.  Robin- 
son, 2  C.  M.  &  R.  (Eng.)  495.  Like 
other  inconclusive  acts,  the  refusal  to 
deliver  is  open  to  explanation.  Hett  v. 
Boston  &  M.  R.  R.,  69  N.  H.  139,  44 
Ail.  910.  See  Mires  v.  Solebay,  2  Mod. 
242,  86  Eng.  Reprint  1050;  Wilbraham 
17.  Snow,  2  Wm.  Saund.  57,  85  Eng. 
Reprint   624. 

16.  Bishop  V.  Viscountess  Montague, 
Cro.  Eliz.  824,  78  Eng.  Reprint  1051; 
Kinaston  v.  Moor,  Cro.  Car.  89,  79  Eng. 
Reprint  678.  See,  however,  Fouldes  v. 
Willoughby,  1  Dowl.  (N.  S.)  86,  8  M. 
&  W.  540,  10  L.  J.  Ex.  364,  as  to  the 
necessary  intent,  and  infra,  I,  C. 

17.  Semon  v.  Adams,  79  Conn.  81, 
63  Atl.  661. 

18.  Spellman  v.  Richmond  &  D.  R. 
Co.,  35  S.  C.  475,  14  S.  E.  947,  28  Am. 
St.  Rep.  858. 

19.  TJ.  S. — Eureka  County  Bank  v. 
Clarke,  130  Fed.  325,  64  C.  C.  A.  671. 
Ala.— Boutwell  v.  Parker,  124  Ala.  341, 
27  So.  309;  Beall  v.  Folmar  Sons  &  Co., 
122  Ala.  414,  26  So.  1.  Cal.— Hill  v. 
Pinigan,  77  Cal.  267,  19  Pac.  494,  11 
Am.  St.  Rep.  279.  Colo. — Omaha  &  G. 
Smelting  &  Eef.  Co.  v.  Tabor,  13  Colo. 
41,  21  Pae.  925,  16  Am.  St.  Rep.  185, 
5  L.  R.  A.  236;  Murphy  v.  Hobbs,  8 
Colo.  17,  5  Pac.  637.  Conn. — Semon  v. 
Adams,  79  Conn.  81,  63  Atl.  661;  Met- 
ropolis Mfg.  Co.  V.  Lynch,  68  Conn. 
459,  36  Atl.  832;  Gilbert  v.  Walker,  64 
Conn.  390,  30  Atl.  132.  Ga.— Southern 
Express  Co.  v.  Sinclair,  130  Ga.  372,  60 


S.  B.  849;  Merchants  &  Miners  Transp. 
Co.  V.  Moore  &  Co.,  124  Ga.  482,  52  S. 
E.  802.  111.— Union  Stockyard  &  T. 
Co.  V.  Mallory,  Son  &  Zimmerman  Co., 
157  111.  554,  41  N.  E.  888,  48  Am.  St. 
Rep.  341  {reversing  54  111.  App.  170); 
Sprague's  Collecting  Agency  v.  Spiegel, 
107  111.  App.  508.  Ind.— Gordon  v. 
Stockdale,  89  Ind.  240.  la. — Cutter  v. 
Fanning,  2  Iowa  580.  Kan. — Brown  v. 
Campbell  Co.,  44  Kan.  237,  24  Pac.  492, 
21  Am.  St.  Rep.  274.  Ky.— LouisvUle 
&  N.  R.  Co  V.  Lawson,  88  Ky.  496,  11 
S.  W.  511;  Newcomb-Buchanan  Co.  v. 
Baskett,  14  Bush  658.  Me^— Badger 
V.  Hatch,  71  Me.  562;  Fuller  v.  Tabor, 
39  Me.  519.  Md.— Merchants '  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Williams,  110  Md.  334,  72  Atl. 
1114;  Bonaparte  v.  Clagett,  78  Md.  87, 
27  Atl.  619.  Mass. — McGonigle  v.  Vic- 
tor H.  J.  Belleisle  Co.,  186  Mass.  310, 
71  N.  B.  569;  Robinson  v.  Way,  163 
Mass.  212,  39  N.  E.  1009.  Minn. 
Merz  V.  Croxen,  102  Minn.  69,  112  N. 
W.  890;  Johnson  v.  Dun,  75  Minn.  533i 
78  N.  W.  98.  Mo. — Allen  v.  McMon- 
agle,  77  Mo.  478;  State  v.  Berning,  74 
Mo.  87.  Mont. — Tuttle  v.  Hardenberg, 
15  Mont.  219,  38  Pac.  1070.  Neb.— Her- 
rick  V.  Humphrey  Hdw.  Co.,  73  Neb. 
809,  103  N.  W.  685,  119  Am.  St.  Rep. 
917;  Stough  v.  Stefani,  19  Neb.  468, 
27  N.  W.  445.  N.  H.— Western  Union 
Tel.  Co.  V.  Franklin  Constr.  Co.,  70  N. 
H.  37,  47  Atl.  616;  Baker  v.  Beers,  64 
N.  H.  102,  6  Atl.  35.  N.  T.— Field  v. 
Sibley,  174  N.  Y.  514,  66  N.  E.  1108; 
Miller  v.  Miles,  171  N.  Y.  675,  64  N. 
E.  1123;  Wood  «.  Fisk,  156  App.  Div. 
497,  141  N.  T.  Supp.  342;  Spencer  v. 
Blaokman,  9  Wend.  167.  N.  C— -Gos- 
sler  V.  Wood,  120  N.  C.  69,  27  S.  E. 
33;  Carraway  v.  Burbank,  12  N.  C. 
306.  N.  D. — More  v.  Western  Grain  Co., 
31  N.  D.  369,  153  N.  W.  976,  979;  Wil- 
lard  V.  Monarch  El.  Co.,  10  N.  D.  400, 
87  N.  W.  996.  Ohio. — State  v.  Baxter, 
89  Ohio  St.  269,  272,  104  N.  E.  331, 
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B.  The  Fiction  op  Finding.  —  In  the  development  of  the  use  of 
the  term  "trover"  in  common  law  actions,  that  is,  the  allegation  that 
the  goods  were  "found"  by  the  defendant,""  it  would  seem  that  in 
detinue  sur  trover,  the  parent  of  the  later  action  of  trover,  the  allega- 
tion of  the  finding  was  originally  material  and  traversable.^^  How- 
ever as  far  as  the  action  known  as  "trover"  is  concerned,  the  allega- 
tions of  the  loss  of  the  goods  by  the  plaintiff  and  the  finding  of  them 
by  the  defendant  were  purely  fictitious  and  not  traversable.  The  ac- 
tion was  maintainable  irrespective  of  whether  the  goods  came  into  the 
possession  of  the  defendant  by  finding  or  otherwise."" 

C.  Its  Elements.  —  The  essential  elements  of  conversion  are  the 
right  of  property,  general  or  special,  coupled  with  possession  or  the 
immediate  right  of  possession,  in  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  con- 
version,"' and  some  distinct  act  of  dominion  wrongfully  exerted,  by 
the  defendant,  over  the  property  in  question,  in  denial  of  the  plain- 
tiff''s  right."*  The  conversion  is  the  gist  of  the  action,  and  without 
conversion  neither  possession  of  the  property,  negligence,  nor  mis- 


Ann.  Cas.  1916C,  60,  52  L.  R.  A.  (N. 
S.)  1019;  Baltimore  &  O.  B.  Co.  v. 
O'Donnell,  49  Ohio  St.  489,  32  N.  E. 
476,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  579,  21  h.  E.  A. 
117.  Okla. — Dodd-Lear  Hardwood 
liumb.  Cp.  V.  Gyr,  44  Okla.  630,  146 
Pac.  16;  Aylesbury  Mercantile  Co.  v. 
ritch,  22  Okla.  475,  99  Pac.  1089,  23 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  573.  Ore.— Madden  v. 
Condon  Nat.  Bank,  76  Ore.  363,  149 
Pac.  80;  Walker  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
43  Ore.  102,  72  Pac.  635;  Velsian  v. 
IiewiS;  15  Ore.  539,  16  Pac.  631,  3  Am. 
St.  Eep.  184.  E.  I. — Smitli  v.  Hurley, 
29  E.  I.  489,  72  Atl.  705;  Donahue  v. 
ehippee,  15  E.  I.  453,  8  Atl.  541.  S.  O. 
Abrahams  &  Co.  v.  Southwestern  E. 
Bank,  1  S.  C."  441,  7  Am.  Eep..  33;  Eeid 
V.  Colcock,  1  Nott  &  McC.  592,  9  Am. 
Dec.  729.  Tenu. — ^Union  &  Planters 
Bank  v.  Farrington,  13  Lea  333; 
Scruggs  V.  Davis,  5  Sneed  2'61.  Tex. 
Copeland  v.  Porter  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
169  S.  W.  915;  Crawford  v.  Thomason, 
53  Tex.  Civ.  App.  561,  117  S.  W.  181; 
Francp  v.  Gibson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  101 
S.  \/.  536.  Vt.— Eice  v.  Clark,  8  Vt. 
109.  Wash.— Phillipos  v.  Mihran,  38 
Wash.  402,  80  Pac.  527;  Kinkead  v. 
Holmes  Ss  Bull  Furniture  Co.,  24  Wash. 
216.  64  Pac.  157.  Wis^Cernahan  v. 
Chrisler,  107  Wis.  645,  83  N.  W.  778; 
Aschermann  v.  Philip  Best  Brewing 
Co.,  45  Wis.  262.  Eng. — Hollins  v. 
Fowler,  L.  E.  7  H.  L.  757,  44  L.  J.  Q, 
B.  169,  33  L.  T.  N.  S.  73;  Burroughea 
V.  Bayne,  6  H.  &  N.  296,  29  L.  J. 
Exch.  185,  2  L.  T.  N.  S.  16;  Higft  v. 
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Bott,  L.  E.  9  Ex.  86,  89;  43  L.  J.  Ex. 
81,  30  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  25,  22  W.  E.  414, 
Gail. — Francis  v.  Turner,  25  Can.  Sup. 
Ct.  110;  Winchester  v.  Busby,  9  Can. 
L.  T.  Occ.  Notes  217. 

20.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  As  early  as  145^  the  Year 
Books  reveal  an  action  of  detinue  sur 
trover,  in  which  the  allegation  that 
the  goods  came  into  the  hands  of  the 
defendant  "by  finding"  (per  inven- 
tionem  of  the  Latin  text  of  the  Year 
Books)  is  declared  by  Littleton,  J.,  to 
be  a  novelty,  or  as  he  expressed  it,  "a 
new  found  holiday. ' '  Malpaz  'g  Case,  Y. 
B.  33  Hen.  VI,  Trin.  pi.  12,  p.  27. 

21.  See  Year  Books,  27  Hen.  VIII, 
33;  Year  Books,  21  Edw.  IV,  55;  Vin- 
er's  Abr.  "Detinue,"   37. 

22.  Burroughs  v.  Bayne,  5  H.  &'  N. 
(Eng.)  296,  301.  See  Observations  on 
Trover  and  Conversion,  21  L.  Q.  E.  43. 

See,  in  general:  Conn. — Metropolis 
Mfg.  Co.  i>.  Lynch,  68  Conn.  459,  36 
Atl.  832.  N.  Y.— Burnham  «.  Pideock, 
33  Misc.  65,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  806.  Pa. 
Waring  v.  Pennsylvania  E.  Co.,  76  Pa. 
491.  R.  I. — Larson  v.  Dawson  24  R.  I. 
317,  53  Atl.  93,  96  Am.  St.  Eep.  716. 
S.  O. — Spellman  v.  Richmond  &  D.  R. 
Co.,  35  S.  C.  475,  14  8.  E.  947,  28  Am. 
St.  Eep.  858. 

23.  Semon  v.  Adams,  79  Conn.  81, 
63  AH.  661. 

24.  U.  S. — Maine  v.  Haley,  2  Hask. 
854,  16  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,977.  Ala.— Davis 
V.  Hurt,  114  Ala.  146,  21  So.  468;  Boil- 
ing V.  Kirby,  90  Ala.  215,  7  So.  914, 
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fortune  will  enable  the  action  to  be  maintained.^'  To  constitute  con- 
version there  must  be  a  positive  tortious  act,^^  that  is,  an  act  of  mal- 
feasance, and  not  a  mere  nonfeasance.^'  Consequently,  there  can  be 
no  conversion  where  the  owner,  or  the  one  having  the  right  of  posses- 
sion, consents  to  the  taking  or  disposal  of  the  property.^^    Conversion, 


24  Am.  St.  Eep.  789.  Ark.— Eay  v. 
Light,  34  Ark.  421.  Ky. — Kenneit  v. 
Robinson,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  84;  Aber- 
nathy  v.  Wheeler,  13  Ky.  L.  Rep.  730. 
Mo. — German  American  Bank  v.  Bruns- 
wig, 107  Mo.  App.  401,  81  S.  "W.  461. 
N.  Y. — Hotchkiss  v.  McVickar,  12 
Johns.  403.  N.  C. — Glover  v.  Riddick, 
33  N.  C.  582.  Tenn. — Roach  &  Co.  v. 
Turk,  9  Heisk.  708,  24  Am.  Rep.  3S0; 
Jordan  v.  Greer,  5  Sneed  165.  Vt. 
Tinker  v.  Morrill,  39  Vt.  477,  94  Am. 
Dec.  345. 

25.    Ala. — Kinney  v.  South  A.  &  N. 

A.  R.  Co.,  82  Ala.  368,  3  So.  113.  Cal. 
Rogers  v.  Huie,  2  Cal.  571,  56  Am.  Dec. 
363.  Coim. — Berman  v.  Kling,  81  Conn. 
403,  71  Atl.  507.  Oa.— Reid  v.  Cald- 
well, 110  6a.  481,  35  S.  B.  684;  Camp 
V.  Casey,  110  Ga.  262,  34  S.  E.  277.  lU. 
Sturgeg  v.  Keith,  57  111.  451,  11  Am. 
Rep.  28;  Newlin  v.  Prevo,  90  111.  App. 
515.  N.  J. — Mercantile  Co-operative 
Bank  c.  Frost,  62  N.  J.  L.  476,  41  Atl. 
685.  N.  Y. — Industrial  &  Gen.  Trust 
■V.  Tod,  170  N.  Y.  233,  63  N.  B.  285; 
Stoneman  v.  Van  Vechten,  165  N.  Y. 
666,  59  N.  E.  1131;  Cohen  v.  Koster, 
133  App.  Div.  570,  118  N.  Y.  Supp.  142; 
Hawkins  v.  Hoffman,  6  Hill  586,  41 
Am.  Dec.  767.  Okla. — Aylesbury  Mer- 
cantile Co.  V.  Fitch,  22  Okla.  475,  99 
Pac.  1089,  23  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  573. 
Pa. — Davis  v.  Thompson,  10  Sad.  563, 
14  Atl.  169.  Vt.— Buck  v.  Ashley,  37 
Vt.  475;  Nutt  v.  Wheeler,  30  Vt.  436, 
73  Am.  Dec.  316.  Eng. — Ross  v.  John- 
son, 5  Burr.  2825,  98  Eng.  Reprint  483. 
ban. — Lovekin  v.  Podger,  26  N.  C.  Q. 

B,  156 

[a]  Mere  delay  in  the  delivery  of 
goods  by  a  carrier  does  not  constitute 
conversion.  Higgins  v.  United  States 
Express  Co.,  83  N.  J.  L.  398,  85  Atl. 
450:  Gulf.  C.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Evet- 
ett  &  Long,  37  Tex.  Civ.  App,  167,  83 
S,  W.  257 

[b]  That  the  defendant  Is  liable 
upon  some  other  theory  for  the  amount 
sued  for,  (1)  is  not  sufficient.  Conn. 
Cooper  V.  Davis,  15  Conn.  556.  Ky. 
White  V.  Woodward,  8  B.  Mon.  484. 
N,  Y. — Beggar  Students'  Pleasure  Soc. 


V.  Eichel,  25  Misc.  177,  54  N.  Y.  Supp. 
128;  Easterly  v.  Nat.  Exchange  Bank, 
3  Thomp.  &  C.  366.  (2)  Thus,  where  a 
defendant  is  liable  only  upon  contract, 
trover  does  not  lie  (Kinney  v.  South 
&  N.  A.  R.  Co.,  82  Ala.  368,  3  So.  113; 
Borland  v.  Stokes,  120  Pa.  278,  14  Atl. 
61),  and  (3)  the  action  of  trover  can- 
not be  maintained  for  the  recovery  of 
an  excess  payment  of  money.  Muske- 
gon Booming  Co.  v.  Hendricks,  89  Mich. 
172,  60  N.  W.  799. 

26.  Cal. — Steele  v.  Marsicano,  102 
Cal.  666,  36  Pac.  920.  Conn.— Parker 
V.  Middlebrook,  24  Conn.  207.  111. 
Union  Stockyard  &  T.  Co.  v.  Mallory, 
Son  &  Zimmerman  Co.,  157  111.  554,  41 
N.  E.  888,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  341;  Vin- 
cent V.  Riling,  168  111.  App.  445;  Stur- 
ges  V.  Keith,  57  111.  451,  11  Am.  Rep. 
28.  Me. — Boobier  v.  Boobier,  39  Me. 
406.  M^ss. — Way  v.  Dennie,  174  Mass. 
43,  54  N.  E.  347;  Spooner  v.  Manches- 
ter, 133  Mass.  270,  43  Am.  Rep.  514. 
Miss. — Phillips  V.  Lane,  4  How.  122. 
Mo. — Walsh  v:  Sichler,  20  Mo.  App. 
374.  N.  Y.— Salt  Springs  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Wheeler,  48  N.  Y.  492,  8  Am.  Eep. 
564;  Biel  v.  Horner,  9  Misc.  492,  30  N. 
Y.  Supp.  227,  61  N.  Y.  St.  88.  N.  D. 
Taugher  v.  Northern  Pac.  Ry.  Co.,  21 
N.  D.  Ill,  129  N.  W.  747.  Tenn. — Jones 
V.  Allen,  1  Head  626.  Eng. — Glyn, 
Mills,  Currie  &  Co.  v.  East  India,  etc.. 
Dock  Co.,  7  App.  Cas.  591,  4  Aspin.  580, 
52  L.  J.  Q.  B.  146,  47  L.  T.  N.  S.  309, 
31  Wkly.  Rep.  201;  London  &  N.  W. 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Hughes,  L.  R.  26  Ir.  165. 

27.  Lee  Tung  v.  Burkhart,  59  Ore. 
194,  116  Pac.  1066,  1069;  Andrews  v. 
Carl,  77  Vt.  172,  59  Atl.  167. 

28.  Ala. — Locke  1>.  Reeves,  116  Ala; 
500,  22  So.  850;  Booker  v.  Jones' 
Admx.,  55  Ala.  266.  Colo.— Sigel-Cam- 
pion  Live  Stock  Co.  v.  Holly,  44  Colo. 
580,  101  Pac.  68.  Fla.— Robinson  v. 
Hartridge,  13  Fla.  501.  Idaho. — Haynes 
V.  Kettenbach  Co.,  11  Idaho  73,  81 
Pac.  114.  Ind. — Austin  v.  McMains,  14 
Ind.  App.  514,  43  N.  E.  141.  la. 
Doyle  t\  Burns,  123  Iowa  488,  99  N. 
W.  195.  Ky — Wood  V.  Worthington 's 
Admr.,  4  J,-  J,  Marsh.  174.     La.— Iia- 
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however,  does  not  import,  necessarily,  a  manual  taking  of  the  prop- 
erty,^" and,  on  the  other  hand,  a  mere  asportation  does  not  constitute 
a  conversion,'"  but  there  must  be  an  intent  to  assert  some  right  in  the 
property,  or  to  deny,  in  some  way,  the  owner's  title  or  right  of  pos- 
session thereto.'^  Wrongful  intention  is  not  essential,  however,  to  a 
conversion,  since  an  unauthorized  assumption  of  dominion  of  another's 


ciano  v.  Flaspoller,  35  La.  Ann.  1191; 
Lowery  &  Co.  v.  Lavillebeuvre,  14  La. 
55.     Mass. — Hills   v.   Snell,   104   Mass. 
173,  6  Am.  Kep.  216;  Leonard  v.  Tidd, 
3  Mete.  6.     Mum. — Mann  v.  Lamb,  83 
Minn.    14,    85    N.    W.    827;    GrifSn    v. 
Bristle,  39   Minn.   456,  40   N.    W.   523. 
Mo. — People's   St.   Sav.   Bank  v.   Mis- 
souri,  etc.   E.   Co.,   192   Mo.   App.   614, 
178  eS.  W.  292.    Mont.— Powers  v.  Klen- 
zie,  15  Mont.   177,  38  Pac.  833.     Neb. 
Coulter  V.  Cummings,  93  Neb.  646,  142 
N.  W    109;   Carlson  v.  Jordon,  4  Neb. 
(Unof.)    359,   93    N.   W.    1130.     N.   Y. 
Hill  V.  Covell,  1  N.  Y.  522;  Ransom  v. 
Wetmore,  39  Barb.  104.     Okla. — Dodd- 
Lear  Hardwood  Lumb.   Co.  v.   Gyr,  44 
Okla.     630,     146     Pac.     16;    Wright   v. 
School    Dist.,    36    Okla.    294,    128    Pac. 
241.    Pa. — Martin  v.  Megargee,  212  Pa. 
658,   61   Atl.    1023.     Tenn.— Parker   v. 
Oakley,  57  S.  W.  426.     Tex.— Houston, 
etc.,  E.  Co.  V.  Garrison,  37  S.  W.  971. 
Vt. — Downer  v.   Eowell,    24    Vt.    343; 
Knapp    V.     Winchester,     11     Vt.     351. 
Wash. — S.  A.  Woods  Mach.  Co.  v.  Wood- 
cock, 43  Wash.  317,  86  Pac.  570.    Can. 
Wilson  V.  MacNab,  21  V.  G.  Q.  B.  493. 
29.     Ala. — Boiling  v.  Kirby,  90  Ala. 
215,   7   So.   914,  24  Am.   St.  Eep.   789; 
Freeman  v.  Scurlock,  27  Ala.  407.   Cal. 
Horton  v.  Jack,  126  Cal.  '521,  58  Pac. 
3051;  Dodge  v.  Meyer,  61  Cal.  405.  Kan. 
Brown  v.   Campbell   Co.,  44   Kan.   237, 
24  Pac.  492,  21  Am.  St.  Eep.  274.    Ky. 
Newcomb-Buchanan  Co.  v.  Baskett,  14 
Bush.  658.     Mass.— Goell  v.  Smith,  128 
Mass.  238.    Minn. — McDonald  v.  Bayha, 
93   Minn.   139,   100   N.   W.   679.        Mo. 
Withers  v.  Lafayette  County  Bank,  67 
Mo.  App.  115.    Mont. — Tuttle  v.  Hard- 
euberg,   15   Mont.   219,    38    Pac.    1070. 
N.  H.— Brown  v.  Ela,  67  N.  H.  110,  30 
Atl.  412.     N.   Y.— Mahaney  v.   Walsh, 
16  App.  Div.  601,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  969; 
Eeynold  v.   Shuler,   5   Cow.   323.     Ore. 
Budd  V.  Multnomah  E.  Co.,  12  Ore.  271, 
7  Pac.  99,  53  Am.  Eep.  355.    Pa.— Mc- 
Intire  v.  Blakeley,  9  Sad.  227,  12  Atl. 
325.    K.  I. — Donahue  v.  Shippee,  15  E. 
L  453,  8  Atl.  541.     Wis.— Cernahan  v. 
Chrisler,  107  Wis.  645,  83  N.  W.  778. 
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30.  Me.— Allen  v.  Bicknell,  36  Me. 
436.  N.  Y.— Hammond  v.  Sullivan,  112 
App.  Div.  788,  99  N.  Y.  Supp.  472; 
Simon  v.  Simon,  38  App.  Div.  85,  55 
N.  Y.  Supp.  915.  Wis. — Meyer  v.  Do- 
horty,  133  Wis.  398,,  113  N.  W.  671, 
126  Am.  St.  Eep.  967,  13  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)   247. 

31.  Cal.— Eogers  v.  Huie,  2  Cal.  571, 
56  Am.  Dec.  363.  Conn. — Berman  v. 
Kling,  81  Conn.  403,  71  Atl.  507.  la. 
Himmelman  v.  Des  Moines  Ins.  Co.,  132 
Iowa  668,  110  N.  W.  155.  Mass. 
Spooner  v.  Manchester,  133  Mass.  270, 
43  Am.  Eep.  514.  Md. — Manning  v. 
Brown,  47  Md.  506.  Minn. — Merz  v. 
Croxen,  102  Minn.  69,  113  N.  W.  890. 
N.  H. — Evans  v.  Mason,  64  N.  H.  98, 
5  Atl.  766.  N.  J.— New  York  &  N.  J. 
Steamboat  Co.  v.  New  Jersey- Proauce 
Co.,  76  N.  J.  L.  298,  68  Atl.  209.  N.  Y. 
Hammond  v.  Sullivan,  112  App.  Div. 
788,  99  N.  Y.  Supp.  472;  Simon  v. 
Simon,  38  App.  Div.  85,  55  N.  Y.  Supp. 
915.  Tenn. — Jordan  v.  Greer,  5  Sneed 
165.  Utah. — Bowe  v.  Palmer,  36  Utah 
214,  102  Pac.  1007,  24  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
226.  Eng. — Simmons  v.  Lillystone,  8 
Exch.  431,  22  L.  J.  Exch.  217,  1  Wkly. 
Eep.  198;  Bird  v.  Astcock,  2  Bulstr. 
280,  80  Eng.  Eeprint  1122.  Can.— Wal- 
lace V.  Swift,  28  U.  C.  Q.  B.  563. 

[a J  "The  distinction  between  tres- 
pass and  conversion  is  this:  (1;  that 
trespass  is  an  unlawful  taking — as,  for 
example,  the  unlawful  removal  of  the 
property — while  conversion  is  an  un- 
lawful taking  or  keeping  in  the  exer- 
cise, legally  considered,  of  the  right  oj 
ownership.  A  mere  seisure  or  unlawful 
handling'  may  amount  to  trespass, 
while  conversion  is  us-ially  character- 
ized by  a  usurpation  of  ownership." 
Montgomery  Water  Power  Company  v. 
William  A.  Chapman  &  Co.,  126  Fed. 
.68,  72  61  C.  C.  A.  124.  (2)  Every 
wrongful  act  which  will  support  tres- 
pass, will  not  be  sufficient  to  maintain 
trover;  in  the  latter  ease  such  act  must 
amount  to  an  assertion  of  right,  incon- 
sistent with  the  plaintiff's  general 
right  of  dominion  over  the  property,  or 
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property  is  sufficient,'^  and  the  motive  of  the  defendant  is  immate- 
rial, since,  except  as  to  the  question  of  damages,  the  fact  that  the  de- 
fendant acted  in  absolutely  good  faith,''  or  that  he  acted  under  a  mis- 
taken belief  as  to  his  right,'*  is  of  no  moment.    Likewise,  it  is  not  es- 


■fay  destruction,  depriving  him  of  tlie 
right  of  it  altogether;  where,  there- 
fore, the  defendant,  in  order  to  get 
rid  of  the  plaintiff  as  a  passenger  on 
board  his  ship,  sent  his  horses,  which 
had  been  received  on  board,  ashore,  it 
was  held  that  the  jury  were  improperly 
directed  that  the  simple  act  of  re- 
moval amounted  to  a  conversion,  and 
a  new  trial  was  granted.  Fouldes  v. 
Willoughby,  1  Dowl.  N.  S.  (Eng.)  86, 
8  Mees.  &  W.  540,  10  L.  J.  Ex.  364. 

32.  II.  S. — Savary  v.  Germania  Bank, 
21  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,387.  Ark.— McCar- 
roll  V.  Stafford,  24  Ark.  224.  Cal.. 
Eogers  v.  Huie,  2  Cal.  571,  56  Am.  Dec. 
363.  Ga. — Branch  v.  Planters'  Loan  «b 
S.  Bank,  75  Ga.  342.  Ky.— Louisville 
&  N.  R.  Co.  V.  Lawson,  88  Ky.  496,  11 
S.  W.  511.  Md. — Bonaparte  v.  Clagett, 
78  Md.  87,  27  Atl.  619.  Mich.— Hub- 
bell  V.  Blandy,  87  Mich.  209,  49  N.  W. 
502,  24  Am.  St.  Eep.  154;  Gibbons  v. 
Farwell,  63  Mich.  344,  29  N.  W.  855, 
6  Am.  St.  Eep.  301.  Mo. — Mohr  v. 
Langan,  162  Mo.  474,  63  S.  W.  409,  85 
Am.  St.  Eep.  503;  Hamlin  v.  Carruthers 
19  Mo.  App.  567.  Neb.— Hill  v.  Camp- 
bell Commission  Co.,  54  Neb.  59,  7-i 
N.  TV.  388.  N.  H.— Sinclair  v.  Tarbox, 
2  N.  H.  135.  N.  Y.— Industrial  &  Gen. 
Trust  V.  Tod,  170  N.  Y.  233,  63  N.  E. 
285;  Pease  v.  Smith,  61  N.  Y.  477; 
Klein  v.  Cohen,  142  App.  Div.  500,  127 
N.  Y.  Supp.  171.  N.  C— Clark  v.  White- 
hurst,  171  N.  C.  1,  86  S.  E.  78.  Ohio. 
Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.  v.  O'Donnell,  49 
Ohio  St.  489,  32  N.  E.  476,  34  Am.  St. 
EeiJ.  579,  21  L.  E.  A.  117.  Ore.- Per- 
rera  u.  Parke,  19  Ore.  141,  23  Pac.  883; 
Velsian  v.  Lewis,  15  Ore.  539,  16  Pac. 
631,  3  Am.  St.  Eep.  184.  Eng.— Hiort 
V.  Bott,  L.  E.  9  Exch.  86,  43  L.  J.  Exch. 
81,  30  I..  T-  -NT  S.  25,  22  Wkly.  Eep. 
414. 

[a]  Malicious  Wrong  Not  Essential. 
It  is  not  necessary  in  order  to  consti- 
tute conversion  that  the  wrongdoer 
should  have  acted  maliciously  or  cor- 
ruptly. Haddtx  V.  Einstman,  14  HI. 
App   443. 

33.  Cal.— Poggi  V.  Scott,  167  Cal. 
372,  J39  Pac.  818,  51  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
925.     Fla. — Eobinson  v.  Hartridge,  13 


Ela.  501.  Ga. — Farmers'  &  M.  Bank  v. 
Bennett,  120  Ga.  1012,  48  S.  E.  398; 
Atlantic  Compress  Co.  v.  Chambliss,  15 
Ga.  App.  747,  84  S.  E.  165.  la.— Farmer 
V.  Graettinger  Bank,  130  Iowa  469,  107 
N.  W.  170.     Me. — Carleton  v.  Lovejoy, 

54  Me.  445.  Mass.— Hills  v.  Snell,  104 
Mass.  173,  177.  Mo. — Koch  v.  Branch, 
44  Mo  542,  100  Am.  Deo.  324.  Neb. 
Cook  V.  Monroe,  45  Neb.  349,  63  N.  W. 
800.  N.  J.— West  Jersey  E.  Co.  v.  Tren- 
ton Car  Works  Co.,  32  N.  J.  L.  517. 
N.  Y. — Boyce  v.  Brockway,  31  N.  Y. 
490;  Everett  v.  Coffin,  6  Wend.  603,  22 
Am.  Dec.  551.  Pa. — Forsyth  v.  Wells, 
41  Pa.  291,  ■  80  Am.  Dec.  617.  E.  I. 
Donahue  v.  Shippee,  15  E.  I.  453,  8 
Atl.  541.  S.  C. — Harris  v.  Saunders,  2 
Strobh.  Eq.  370,  note.  Vt.— Morrill  v. 
Moulton,  40  Vt.  242;  Deering  v.  Aus- 
tin, 34  Vt.  330.  Eng.— Hollins  v.  Fow- 
ler, L.  E.  7  H.  L.  757,  44  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
169,  33  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  73. 

[a]  Honesty  of  purpose  is  no  de- 
fense in  trover.  Perrera  v.  Parke,  19 
Ore.  141,  23  Pac.  883. 

34.  Ala.— White  v.  Yawkey,  108 
Ala.  270,  19  So.  360,  54  Am.  St.  Eep. 
159,  32  L.  E.  A.  199.  Colo.— Murphy 
V.  Hobbs,  8  Colo.  17,  6  Pac.  637.  lU. 
Lahner  v.  Hertzog,  23  HI.  App.  308. 
la. — Edwards  v.  American  Express  Co., 
121  Iowa  744,  96  N.  W.  740,  63  L.  E. 
A.  467.  '  Me.— Smith  f.  Colby,  67  Me. 
169.  Mich. — Tidey  v.  Kent  Circuit 
Judge,  179  Mich.  580,  586,  146  N.  W. 
224;   Kenney  v.  Eanney,  96  Mich.  617, 

55  N.  W.  982.  Mo.— Waverly  Timber 
&  I.  Co.  V.  St.  Louis  Cooperage  Co., 
112  Mo.  383,  20  S.  W.  566.  Neb. 
Stough  V.  Stefani,  19  Neb.  468,  27  N. 
W.  445.  Pa.— Forsyth  v.  Wells,  41  Pa. 
291,  80  Am.  Dec.  617.  B.  I.— Donahue 
V.  Shippee,  15  E. '  L  453,  8  Atl.  541. 
Tex. — Williams  v.  Deen,  5  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  575,  24  S.  W.  536. 

[a]  Assertion  of  Title. — It  is  not 
every  wrongful  intermeddling  with,  or 
wrongful  asportation,  or  wrongful  de- 
tention of  personal  property  that 
amounts  to  a  conversion.  Acts  which 
themselves  imply  an  assertion  of  title, 
or  a  right  of  dominion  over  personal 
property,   amount,   however,   to   a  con- 
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sential  that  the  defendant  should  have  received  any  personal  benefit 
from  his  act  or  have  taken  the  property  for  his  own  iise.^° 

Trover  may  be  brought  to  recover  the  value  of  stolen  goods,^°  or  the 
value  of  goods  sold  in  cases^  where  the  delivery  and  payment  were  con- 
current acts  and  the  buyer  refuses  to  pay  f  for  the  value  of  property 
wrongfully  seized  under  legal  process;''  or  for  the  value  of  property 
delivered  to  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  of  replevin  where  judgment  is 
in  favor  of  the  defendant  and  the  plaintiff  fails  to  return  the  goods.'*" 
Trover,  also,  may  lie  where  the  goods  were  obtained  through  fraud  or 
deceit,*"  and  may  be  brought  to  recover  the  value  of  money  received 
by  the  defendant  for  the  plaintiff,  providing  there  is  an  obligation  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant  to  return  the  money  in  specie.*^ 

D.  Subject  Matter.  —  The  subject  matter  of  trover  must  be  spe- 
cific personal  property  wrongfully  converted,*^  and  the  action  may  be 
maintained  for  every  species  of  personal  property  which  is  the  subject 


version,  even  though  the  defendant 
may  have  honestly  mistaken  his  rights. 
Spooner  v.  Manchester,  133  Mass.  270, 
43  Am.  Eep.  514. 

fb]  Means  of  Knowledge. — "Where 
one  person  detains  from  another  goods, 
which  he  eithet  actually  knows  or  hai 
the  means  of  knowing,  and  which,  by 
instituting  proper  inquiries,  he  might 
have  ascertained  to  be  that  person's 
property,  that  detention  the  law  deems 
a  'conversion.'  "  Martin,  B.,  in  Pil- 
lot  V.  Wilkinson,  2  H.  &  C.  (Eng.) 
72,  82. 

35.  McPheters  v.  Page,  83  Me.  234, 
22  Atl.   101,  23  Am.  St.  Eep.  772. 

[a]  Where  one  assumes  to  dispose 
of  the  property  of  another  without 
right  it  is  conversion,  though  he  gets 
no  personal  benefit  from  it.  State  f. 
Boss,  55  Ore.  450,  104  Pac.  596,  106 
Pac.  1022,  42  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)   601. 

36.  Keyser  v.  Eodgers,  50  Pa.  275. 

37.  Ga. — Jowers  v.  Blandy,  58  6a. 
379.  m. — Canadian  Bank  of  Com- 
merce V.  McCrea,  106  111.  281.  Mich. 
Lamb  v.  Utley,  146  Mich.  654,  110 
N.  W.  50.  Eng.— Bishop  v.  Shillito,  2 
B.  &  Aid.  329  note,  20  Eev.  Eep.  457 
note,  106  Eng.  Eeprint  387,  note. 

38.  Colo. — Hannan  v.  Connett,  10 
Colo.  App.  171,  50  Pac.  214.  Conn. 
Thompson  v.  Rose,  16  Conn.  71,  41 
Am.  Deo.  121.  Ga. — Eiley  v.  Martin, 
35  Ga.  136.  Mass. — Davlin  v.  Stone,  4 
Cush.  359.  S.  C. — Bennett  v.  Sims,  Rice 
421.  Tenn. — Hawkins  f.  Pearce,  11 
Humph.  44.  Tex. — House  v.  Phelan,  83 
Tex.  595,  19  S.  W.  140.    Wis.— Seivert 

V.    Galvin,    133    Wis.    391,    113    N.    W, 
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680.  Eng. — Turner  v.  Ford,  15  L.  J. 
Exch.  215,  15  M.  &  W.  212. 

39.  Asher  v.  Eeizenstein,  105  N.  C. 
213,  10  S.  E.  889;  Woody  v.  Jordan,  69 
N.   C.   189. 

40.  Mass. — Thurston  v.  Blanchard, 
22  Pick.  18,  33  Am.  Dec.  700.  IMlch. 
Heineman  v.  Steiger,  54  Mich.  232,  19  ■ 
N.  W.  965.  Vt.— McCrillis  v.  Allen,  57 
Vt.  505.  Eng. — Kingsford  v.  Merry,  1 
H.  &  N.  503,  3  Jur.  N.  S.  68,  26  L.  J. 
Exch.  83,  5  Wkly.  Eep.  151;  Noble  v. 
Adams,  Holt  N.  P.  248,  3  E.  C.  L.  105, 
2  Marsh.  366,  7  Taunt.  59,  2  E.  C.  L. 
259,  17  Eev.  Eep.  445,  129  Eng.  Eeprint 
24.  ■ 

41.  III. — ^Loomis  v.  Stave,  72  HI. 
623;  Hinckley  v.  Lewis,  45  111.  327. 
Mich. — Shrimpton  v.  Culver,  109  Mich. 
577,  67  N.  W.  907;  Pierce  v.  Under- 
wood, 103  Mich.  62,  61  N.  W.  344. 
N.  T. — De  Fino  v.  Stern,  5  App.  Div. 
56,  38  N.  Y.  Supp.  616,  74  N.  Y.  St. 
242;  Precker  v.  London,  36  Misc.  197, 
73  N.  Y.  Supp.  145.  Pa. — Davis  v. 
Thompson,    10    Sad.    563,   14    Atl.    169. 

B.  I. — Larson  v.  Dawson,  24  E.  I.  317, 
53  Atl.  93,  96  Am.  St.  Eep.  716.  Eng. 
Anonymous,  1  Salk.  126,  91  Eng.  Re- 
print 118;  Holiday  v.  Hicks,  Cro.  Eliz. 
638,  661,  78  Eng.  Eeprint  878,  900. 

42.  Burnham  v.  Pidcock,  33  Misc. 
65,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  806;  Cooper  v. 
Chitty,  1  Burr.  20,  31,  97  Eng.  Eeprint 
166;   Friedel  v.  Castlereagh,  11   It.  E. 

C.  L.  93;  Cooley  on  Torts,  2nd  ed., 
p.  516. 

[a]  Specific  Goods.  —  To  support 
trover,  the  plaintiff  must  have  the  right 
to   some   identical   or    specific    goodSi 
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of  private  ownership,*'  providing  the  property  in  question  is  of  some 
pecuniary  value,**  and  is  capable  of  separation  and  identification.*^ 
This  includes  negotiable  instrumeuts  such  as  notes  and  bonds;*' 
money ,*^  providing  it  is  capable  of  being  identified  specifically  ;*^  title 


Orton  V.  Butler,  5  B.  &  Aid.  652,  7 
E.  C.  L.  356,  106  Eng.  Eeprint  1329, 
2  Chitty  343,  18  E.  C.  L.  668. 

43.  Ala. — Moody  v.  Keener,  7  Port. 
218.  Nel). — State  v.  Omaha  Nat.  Bank, 
59  Neb.  483,  81  N.  W.  319.  Pa.— Davis 
V.  Eunk,  39  Pa.  243,  80  Am.  Dee.  519. 

[a]  Undivided  Part  of  Chattel. 
Trover  lies  for  an  undivided  part  of 
a  chattel,  as,  for  example,  three- 
fourths  of  a  ship.  Watson  v.  King,  4 
Campb.  (Eng.)   272. 

[b]  UnpubUshed  and  Unregistered 
Picture. — Mausell  v.  Valley  Printing 
Co.,  L.   E.    (1908)    1   Ch.   567,  affirmed, 

.  L.  E.   (1908)   2  Ch.  441,  C.  A. 

[c]  Mail  matter  which  postmaster 
improperly  refuses  to  deliver.  Teal  v. 
Felton,  12  How.  (U.  S.)  284,  '13  L.  ed. 
990. 

44.  la. — Edwards  v-  American  Ex- 
press Co.,  121  Iowa  744,  96  N.  W.  740, 
63  L.  E.  A.  467.  Me.— Barnes  v.  Tay- 
lor, 31  Me.  329.  N.  Y.— Donohue  v. 
Henry,  4  E.  D.  Smith  162;  Eosen  v. 
Voorhis,  45  Misc.  605,  91  N.  Y.  Supp. 
12G.  S.  C— Miller  v.  Eeigne,  2  Hill 
592. 

45.  Ala. — Eiddle  v.  Driver,  12  Ala. 
590.  Oal.— Hall  v.  Susskind,  120  Cal. 
559,  53  Pac.  46.  La. — Fisk  v.  Germania 
National  Bank,  40  La.  Ann.  820,  5  So. 
532.  Md.— Wilson  v.  Wilson,  37  Md. 
1,  11  Am.  Eep.  518.  Mass. — Levyeau 
V.  Clements,  175  Mass.  376,  56  N.  B. 
735,  50  L.  E.  A.  397.  Mich.— Hance 
V.  Tittabawassee  Boom  Co.,  70  Mich. 
227,  38  N.  W.  228.  N.  J.— Shepherd 
V.  Loverson,  2  N.  J.  L.  391.  N.  Y. 
Brush  V.  Batten,  48  Hun  615,  15  N.  Y. 
St.  548.  Tex. — Williams  v.  Deen,  5  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  675,  24  8.  W.  536.  Wis. 
Brown  v.  Pratt,  4  Wis.  513,  65  Am. 
Dec.  330. 

46.  Ala. — ^Lowremore  v.  Berry,  19 
Ala.  130,  54  Am.  Dec.  183.  Conn. 
Tucker  v.  Jewett,  32  Conn.  563.  Ga. 
Merchants'  &  Planters'  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Masonic  Hall,  62  Ga.  271.  Ind.— Com- 
paret  v.  Burr,  5  Blackf.  419.  la. 
Tuttle  V.  Becker,  47  Iowa  486.  Me. 
Neal  V.  Hanson,  60  Me.  84.  Md. 
Thomson  v.  Gortner,  73  Md.  474,  21 
Atl.   371.     Mass. — Kingman  v.   Pierce, 


17  Mass.  247.  Mich. — Hicks  v.  Lyle, 
46  Mich.  488,  9  N.  W.  529.  N.  Y. 
Vroom  V.  Sage,  184  N.  Y.  542,  76  N.  E. 
nil,  affirming  100  App.  Div.  285,  91 
N.  Y.  Supp.  456.  N.  C— Brickhouse  v. 
Brickhouse,  33  N.  C.  404;  Fairly  v.  Mc- 
Lean, 33  N.  C.  158.  Pa. — Davis  v. 
Funk,  39  Pa.  243,  80  Am.  Dec.  519. 
Teun. — Seals  v.  Cummings,  8  Humph. 
442.  Vt.— Tilden  v.  Brown,  14  Vt. 
164.  Wash. — Lawatfech  v.  Cooney,  86 
Hun  546,  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  775.  Eng. 
Johnson  v.  Windle,  3  Bing.  N.  Cas. 
225,  2  Hodges  202,  6  L.  J.  C.  P.  6,  3 
Scott  608,  32  E.  C.  L.  112,  132  Eng, 
Reprint    396. 

[a]  Bona  Fide  Holders.  —  Trover 
does  not  lie  to  recover  money  or  ne- 
gotiable instruments  in  the  hands  of 
a  bona  fide  holder,  but  one  is  not 
an  innocent  holder  when  he  knew  to 
whom  the  money  or  mercantile  paper 
belonged  at  the  time  he  received  it. 
State  V.  Omaha  Nat.  Bank,  59  Neb. 
483,  81   N.  W.  319. 

47.  Conn. — Dunham  v.  Cox,  81  Conn. 
263,  70  Atl.  1033.  111.— Hinckley  v. 
Lewis,  45  111.  327.  Me. — Hazelton  v. 
Locke,  104  Me.  164,  71  Atl.  661,  20 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  35,  15  Ann.  Cas.  1009. 
Mass.^Morrin  v.  Manning,  205  Mass. 
205,  91  N.  E.  308.  Mich.— Cullen  v. 
O'Hara,  4  Mich.  132.  Neb.— State  v. 
Omaha  Nat.  Bank,  59  Neb.  483,  81 
N.  W.  319;  Murphey  v.  Virgin,  47  Neb. 
692,  66  N.  W.  652.  N.  Y.— Gordon  v. 
Hostetter,  37  N.  Y.  99,  4  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  S.)  263.  Vt.— Lamb  v.  Clark,  30 
Vt.  347.  Wis.— Meyer  v.  Doherty,  133 
Wis.  S98,  113  N.  W.  671,  126  Am.  St. 
Eep.  967,  13  L.  E.  A.   (N.  S.)  ,  247. 

48.  Ala. — Hunnicutt  v.  Eigginboth- 
am,  138  Ala.,  472,  35  So.  469,  100  Am. 
St.  Eep.  45.  Colo. — Benson  v.  Eli,  16 
Colo.  App.  494,  66  Pac.  450.  111.— Ker- 
win  V.  Balhatchett,  147  111.  App.  561. 
Ind. — Coffin  V.  Anderson,  4  Blatchf. 
395.  Me.— Hazelton  v.  Locke,  104  Me. 
164,  71  Atl.  661,  20  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
35,  15  Ann.  Cas.  1009.  N.  J.— Little 
V.  Gibbs,  4  N.  J.  L.  211,  244.  Ore. 
See  Salem  Tract.  Co.  v.  Anson,  41  Ore. 
'562,  67  Pac.  1015,  69  Pac.  675.  R.  I. 
Larson  v.  Dawson,  24  E.  I.  317,  53  AtL 
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deeds,  and  other  documentary  evidence  of  title;**  shares  of  corporate 
stock  ;^°  buildings  and  building  material  that  are  not  a  part  of  the 
realty  ;^^  and  animals."  Trover  does  not  lie,  however,  for  injuries  to 
land  or  to  other  real  properjy,"^  or  for  a  former  chattel  which  has  be- 
come a  fixture  to  the  realty.'*  It  does  lie,  however,  for  cutting  and 
carrying  away  grain,  or  other  crops,  standing  and  growing,^'  or  for 


93,  96  Am.  St.  Eep.  716.  Eng.— Orton 
V.  Butler,  5  B.  &  Aid.  652,  7  E.  C.  L. 
356,  106  Eng.  Reprint  1329,  2  Chltty 
343,  18  E.  C.  L.  668.  Can.— Walsh  v. 
Brown,  18  XJ.  C.  C.  P.  60. 

[aj  Money.  —  Legal  currency  may 
be  the  subject  of  an  action  of  trover. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  nature  of 
money  which  makes  it  an  improper 
subject  of  this  form  of  action  so  long 
as  it  is  capable  of  being  identified, 
as  when  delivered  at  one  time,  by 
one  act,  and  in  one  mass.  Hazelton 
V.  Locke,  104  Me.  164,  71  Atl.  661,  20 
L,  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  35,  15  Ann.  Gas.  1009, 
and  cases  cited  there. 

[b]  Money  Need  Not  Be  Specifical- 
ly Ear  Marked. — Gordon  v.  Hostetter, 
37  N.  Y.  99,  4  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  263. 

49.  N.  Y. — Hazewell  v.  Coursen,  13 
Jones  &  S.  22,  reversed  on  other  grounds 
in  81  N.  Y.  630.  Pa.— Weiser  v.  Zeis- 
inger,  2  Yeates  537.  Eng. — Roberts  v. 
Wyatt,  2  Taunt.  268,  11  Rev.  Eep.  566, 
127  Eng.  Reprint  1080;  Parry  v.  Frame, 
2  Bos.  &  P.  451,  5  Rev.  Eep.  651,  126 
Eng.  Eeprint  1379. 

But  see  Hooker  v.  Latham,  118  N.  C. 
179,  23  S.  E.  1004,  not  to  try  the  ques- 
tion of  delivery  of  and  title  under  such 
deed. 

50.  Cal.— Payne  v.  Elliot,  54  Cal. 
339,  35  Am.  Rep.  80.  Conn.— Ayres  v. 
irench,  41  Conn.  142.  Del. — Stewart 
V.  Bright,  6  Houst.  344.  Me. — Free- 
man V.  Harwood,  49  Me.  195.  Md. 
Maryland  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Dalrymple,  25 
Md.  242,  89  Am.  Dec.  779.  Mass. 
Bond  V.  Mt.  Hope  Iron  Co.,  99  Mass. 
505,  97  Am.  Dec.  49.  Mich.— Hine  v. 
Bay  City  Commercial  Bank,  119  Mjch. 
448,  78  N.  W.  471.  Mo.— Newman"  v. 
Mercantile  Trust  Co.,  189  Mo.  423,  8 
S.  W.  6.  Neb. — Herrick  v.  Humphrey 
Hdw.  Co.,  73  Neb.  809,  103  N.  W.  685, 
119  Am.  St.  Rep.  917.  Nev. — Boylan 
V.  Huguet,  8  Nev.  345.  N.  Y.— Miller 
V.  Miles,  171  N.  Y.  675,  64  N.  E.  1123, 
affirming  58  App.  Div.  103,  68  N.  Y, 
Supp.  565.  Ore. — Budd  v.  Multnomah 
E.  Co.,  12  Ore.  271,  7  Pac.  99,  53  Am. 
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Rep.  365.  Pa. — Trover  will  not  lie  for 
a  "share  of  stock."  Neiler  v.  Kel- 
ley,  69  Pa.  403.  S.  C. — Connor  v. 
Hiilier,  11  Rich.  L.  193,  73  Am.  Dee. 
105.  Utah. — Kuhn  v.  McAllister,  1 
Utah  273,  affirmed,  96  U.  S.  87,  24  L. 
ed.  615. 

51.  Ala. — Powers  v.  Harris,  68  Ala. 
409.  But  see  Peirce  v.  Goddard,  22 
Pick.  559,  33  Am.  Dec.  764.  Me. 
Adams  v.  Goddard,  48  Me.  212.  Mass. 
Korbe  v.  Barbour,  130  Mass.  255, 
Mich. — Osborn  v.  Potter,  101  Mich. 
300,  59  N.  W.  606.  N.  H.— Dame  v. 
Dame,  38  N.  H.  429,  75  Am.  Dec.  195. 
N.  Y.— Smith  v.  Benson,  1  Hill  176. 
Ore. — "Wheeler  v.  McFeron,  33  Ore.  22, 
52   Pac.   993. 

52.  Mass. — Cummings  v.  Perham,  1 
Mete.  555.  Mich. — Norton  v.  Roekey, 
46  Mich.  460,  9  N.  "W.  492.  N.  Y. 
Amory  v.  Flyn,  10  Johns.  102,  6  Am. 
Dee.  316. 

Actions  for  injuring  and  killing  ani- 
mals, see  1   Standard  Peoc.  965. 

53.  Mather  v.  Trinity  Church,  3 
Serg.  &  R.  (Pa.)  509,  511,  8  Am.  Dee. 
663. 

54.  Ala. — Thweat  v.  Stamps,  67  Ala. 
96.  Conn. — "Woodruff  &  Beach  Iron 
"Works  V.  Adams,  37  Conn.  233.  111. 
Dewitz  V.  Shoeneman,  82  111.  App.  378. 
Me. — Stockwell  v.  Marks,  17  Me.  455, 
35  Am.  Dec.  266.  Mass. — Raddin  v. 
Arnold,  116  Mass.  270;  Bliss  v.  Whit- 
ney, 9  Allen  114,  85  Am.  Dee.  745. 
Nev. — Preseott  v.  "Wells,  Fargo  &  Co., 
3  Nev.  82.  N.  H.— Burnside  v.  Twitch- 
ell,  43  N.  H.  390.  Pa.— Darrah  v. 
Baird,  101  Pa.  265.  Vt. — Straw  v. 
Straw,  70  Vt.  240,  39  Atl.  1095.  Eng. 
Colegrave  v.  Santos.  2  B.  &  C.  76,  9 
E.  C.  L.  42,  107  Eng.  Eeprint  311. 
Can. — Oates  v.  Cameron,  7  U.  C.  O.  B. 
228. 

See  18  Standard  Peoc.  677. 

Except  where  discovered  and  con- 
verted, see  18  Standard  Peoc.  678,  note 
16. 

55.  Ind. — Dale  v.  Jones,  15  Ind.  App 
420,  44  N.  E.  316.  Mass.— Nelson  v. 
Burt,  15   Mass.   204.      Minn. — Mueller 
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timber,"*  or  for  soil,  sand,  and  minerals,  after  being  severed  from  the 
land,''  unless  the  crOps,  timber,  or  other  thing  in  question,  were  severed 
by  one  in  possession  under  a  bona  fide  claim  of  title."* 

E.  "What  Law  Governs.  —  The  rights  of  the  parties  must  be  tested 
by  the  laws  of  the  state  in  which  the  act  of  conversion  was  consum- 
mated, but  the  remedy  depends  upon  the  laws  of  the  state  in  which  the 
action  is  brought."' 

F.  Statutory  Actions.  —  In  some  jurisdictions,  the  statutes  pro- 
vide for  an  action  in  the  nature  of  trover,  whereby  the  plaintiff  may,  at 
his  election,  sue  to  recover  damages  only,  or  to  recover  the  goods  with 
damages  for  their  hire  or  detention.^" 

G.  Election  and  Waiver.  —  The  injured  party  may  have  an  elec- 
tion of  remedies,  in  which  event,  in  accordance  with  the  rules  and  subject 
to  the  limitations  elsewhere  discussed,  the  election  of  one  remedy  is  a 
waiver  of  the  right  to  pursue  the  others."^  The  owner  of  goods  may 
subsequently  assent  to  their  tortious  taking,  and  thus  waive  his  right 


V.  Olsen,  90  Minn.  416,  97  N.  W.  115. 
Mo. — Davis  v.  Barnes,  3  Mo.  137.  Pa. 
Backenstoss  v.  Stabler 's  Admr.,  3.3  Pa. 
251,  76  Am.  Dec.  592.  E.  I.— Donahue 
r.  Shippee,  15  E.  I.  453,  8  Atl.  541, 
holding  that  cutting  grass  without  tak- 
ing it  away  is  a  conversion.  See  47 
Cent.  tit.  "Trover  and  Conversion," 
1(17.  Can.— Taylor  v.  Nugent,  6  U.  C. 
Q.  B.  O.  S.  549. 

56.  Sampson  v.  Hammond,  4  Cal. 
184.     See  19  Standard  Peoc.  19. 

57.  Ala. — Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ey. 
V.  Karthaus,  150  Ala.  633,  43  So.  791. 
Mass. — Eilev  v.  Boston  Water  Power 
Co.,  11  Cnsh.  11.  N.  Y.— Graham  v. 
Purcell,  126  App.  Div.  407,  110  N;  Y. 
Supp.  813;  Radway  v.  Duffy,  79  App. 
Div.  116,  80  N.  Y.  Supp.  334.  Pa. 
Mather  v.  Trinity  Church,  3  Serg.  & 
E.  509,  8  Am.  Dec.  663. 

See  19  Standard  Peoc.  806. 

[a]  Asportation  Necessary. — Trover 
docs  not  lie  for  injuries  to  land  or 
other  real  property,  even  by  a  sever- 
ance from  the  freehold,  unless  there 
be  also  an  asportation;  that  is,  if  after 
severance  from  the  freehold  as  in  the 
ease  of  trees  cut  down,  the  property 
severed  be  taken  away,  or  if  the  coals 
dug  from  a  pit  be  afterward  thrown 
out,  this  action  will  lie  by  the  person 
havinaf  the  right,  and  being  in  pos- 
session, against  a  mere  intruder  and 
tresparser.  Mather  v.  Trinity  Church, 
3  Serg.  &  R.  (Pa.)  509,  511,  8  Am. 
Dec.  663.  See  also  Whidden  v,  Seelye, 
to  Me.  247,  63  Am.  Dee.  661. 

58.    Ala. — McEight    v.    Famed,    14 


Ala.  App.  445,  70  So.  297.  N.  J. 
Lehigh  Zinc  &  I.  Co.  v.  New  Jersey 
Zinc  &  I.  Co.,  55  N.  J.  L.  350,  26  Atl. 
920,  28  Atl.  79.  Pa.— Mather  v.  Trin- 
ity Church,  3  Serg.  &  E.  609,  8  Am. 
Dec.   663. 

59.  Ark.— Security  Bank  &  Trust  Co. 
V.  Bond,  132  Ark.  592,  201  S.  W.  820. 
N.  H. — Holbrook  v.  Bowman,  62  N.  H. 
313.  N.  Y. — Torrance  v.  Third  Nat. 
Bank,  70  Hun  44,  23  N.  Y.  Supp.  1073, 
53  N.  Y.  St.  434. 

See  22  Standaed  Peoc.  724. 

60.  Holmes  v.  Langston,  110  Ga.  861, 
36  S.  E.  251;  Kaplan  v.  Glover,  108 
Ga.  301,  33  S.  E.  967;  Malsby  v.  Young, 
104  Ga.  205,  30  S.  E.  854;  Bradley  v. 
Burkett,  82  Ga.  255,  11  S.  E.  492; 
Hudson  V.  Goff,  77  Ga.  281,  3  S.  E. 
152;  Pridgin  v.  Strickland,  8  Tex.  427, 
58  Am.  Dec.  124. 

61.  See  the  title  "Choice  and 
Election  of  Remedies, "  and  Peters  v. 
Ballistier,  3  Pick.  (Mass.)  495;  Kim- 
ball V.  Cunningham,  4  Mass.  502,  3 
Am.  Dec.  230;  Smith  v.  Baker,  L.  E. 
8  C.  P.  350,  42  L.  J.  C.  P.  155.  28  L.  T. 
N.  S.  637;  Brewer  v.  Sparrow,  7  B,  & 
C.  310,  14  E.  C.  L.  144,  108  Eng.  Re- 
print 739. 

[a]  Dismissing  Action  Before  Judg- 
ment.— A  plaintiff  is  not  estopped, 
however,  from  maintaining  an  action 
for  the  conversion  of  goods  by  bring- 
ing an  action  by  attachment  for  the 
price  where  such  action  is  voluntarily 
dismissed  before  judgment.  Johnson- 
Brinkman   Com.   Co.   v.   Central   Bank, 
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to  the  remedy  of  trover. °^  Likewise,  from  his  conduct  such  assent  02 
ratification  may  be  presumed,  and  the  plaintiff  may  be  estopped  from 
bringing  the  action.^^  A  subsequent  demand  of  the  property  will  not 
operate,  however,  as  a  waiver  of  the  conversion,^*  and  even  the  taking 
back  of  property  that  has  been  wrongfully  converted  does  not  deprive 
the  owner  of  his.  right  of  action.'^ 

II.  TITLE  OR  INTEREST  NECESSARY  TO  SUPPORT  ACTION. 
A.  In  Genee^u.,.  —  The  title  or  interest  that  the  plaintiff  must  have  in 
the  goods  or  chattels  alleged  to  have  been  converted,  in  order  to  main- 
tain the  action,  has  given  rise  to  considerable  variation  of  judicial  ex- 
pression, and,  in  consequence,  results  in  some  confusion  in  the  cases. 
This  hag  undoubtedly  been  brought  about  by  the  progressive  enlarge- 
ment of  the  scope  of  the  remedy.*'  In  many  of  the  cases,  for  example, 
it  is  said  that,  in  order  to  maintain  trover,  the  plaintiff  must  have  had 
title  to  the  goods,®'  or  that  the  right  to  sue  is  in  the  person  having  the 
title,  at  the  time  of  the  conversion,""  it  being  said,  in  some  of  the  decis- 
ions, that  trover  is  to  personalty  what  ejectment  is  to  realty,  title  be- 
ing indispensable  in  both.*'     Other  eases  say  that  the  plaintiff  must 


116  Mo.  558,  22  S.  W.  813,  38  Am.  bt, 
Eep.  615. 

62.  Mass. — Hewes  v.  Parkman,  20 
Pick.  90.  Tenn.— Huffman  v.  Hughlett, 
11  Lea  549.     Eng. — Brewer  v.  Sparrow, 

7  B.  &  C.  310,  14  E.  C.  L.  144,  108 
Eng.  Reprint  739. 

63.  Ala.  —  Fireman's  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Cochran,  27  Ala.  228;  Albany  Ware- 
house Co.  V.  F.  B.  Fisk  Cotton  Co.,  12 
Ala.  App.  527,  67  So.  728.  ,  Colo.— At- 
kins V.  Boyle,  33.  Colo.  434,  80  Pae. 
1067.  Ga. — Bullard  v.  Madison  Bank, 
107  Ga.  772,  33  S.  E.  684.  Mass. 
Kimball  v.  Cunningham,  4  Mass.  502, 
3  Am.  Dec.  230.  Mich. — Detroit  &  B. 
C.  E.  Co.  V.  Busch,  43  Mich.  571,  6 
N.  "W.  90.  N.  Y.— Bowker  Fertilizer 
Co.  V.  Cox,  106  N.  Y.  555,  13  N.  E. 
95;  Duzets  v.  Levine,  145  N.  Y.  Supp. 
16.  S.  O. — Eice  v.  Parham,  Dudley 
373.  Wis.— Lander  v.  Bechtel,  55  Wis. 
593,  13  N.  W.  483;  Hulst  v.  Flanders, 
45  Wis.  185.  Eng. — Gregg  v.  Wells, 
10  Ad.  &  El.  90,  37  E.  C.  L.  71,  113 
Eng.  Eeprint  35;  Smith  v.  Baker,  L.  E. 

8  C.  P.  350,  42  L;  J.  C.  P.  155,  28 
L.  T.  N.  S.  637;  Brewer  v.  Sparrow,  7 
B.  &  C.  310,  14  B.  C.  L.  144,  108  Eng. 
Eeprint  739.  Can. — Barker  v.  Tabor,  5 
V.  C.  Q.  B.  O.  S.  570. 

64.  Ind. — Freeman  v.i  Peokham,  47 
lud.  147.  Tenn. — Cobb  v.  Wallace,  5 
Coldw.  539,  98  Am.  Dee.  435.  Vt. 
Manwell  v.  Briggs,  17  Vt.  176. 

65.  Merrill  v.  How,  24  Me.  126. 

66.  See  supra,  I, 
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67.  Ala.— Johnson  v.  Wilson,  137 
Ala.  468,  34  So.  392,  97  Am.  St.  Eep. 
52.  Ga. — Atlantic  Coast  Line  E.  Co. 
v.  Baker,  118  Ga.  809,  45  S.  E.  673. 
111.— Friuk  V.  Pratt,  130  111.  327,  22 
N.  E. '819;  Owens  v.  Weedman,  82  111. 
409,  417;  Langhenry  v.  Chicago  Trust 
&  S.  Bank,  70  111.  App.  200;  Blain  v. 
Foster,  33  111.  App.  297;  Poppers  v. 
Peterson,  33  111.  App.  384.  Kan.— Ken- 
nett  V.  Peters,  54  Kan.  119,  37  Pac. 
999,  45  Am.  St.  Eep.  274.  Md.— Dun- 
gan  v.-  Mutual,  etc.  Ins.  Co.,  38  Md. 
242.  Mich. — Stephenson  v.  Little,  10 
Mich.  433.  Mo.— Citizens '  Bank  v. 
Tigel  Tail,  etc.  Co.,  152  Mo.  145,  53 
S.  W.  902.  N.  C— Eussell  v.  Hill,  125 
N.  C.  470,  34  S.  E.  640;  Barwick  v. 
Barwick,  33  N.  C.  80;  Laspeyre  v.  Mo- 
Farland,  4  N.  C.  620,  N.  C.  Term.  E. 
187,  7  Am.  Dec.  705. 

68.  Ga. — McElmurray  v.  Harris,  117 
Ga.  919,  43  S.  E.  987.  lU.— Alexander 
V.  Meyenberg,  112  111.  App.  223.  N.  C. 
Vinson  v.  Knight,  137  N.  C.  408  49 
S.  E.  891. 

69.  Eussell  v.  Hill,  125  N.  C.  470, 
34  S.  E.  640.  In  this  case  the  court 
said:  "It  is  one  of  the  characteris- 
tic distinctions  between  this  action 
and  trespass  that  the  latter  may  be 
maintained  on  possession;  the  former, 
only  on  property  and  the  right  of  pos- 
session." In  this  case  the  plaintiff 
was  in  possession  of  certain  logs  which 
he  had  bought  from  one  not  having 
the    legal    title    thereto.      Defendant 
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either  own  the  property  converted,  or  be  entitled  to  its  possession.''* 
Still  other  cases  declare  that  in  order  to  maintain  the  action  the  plain- 
tiff must  have  ownership  in  the  goods,  either  the  general  or  a  special 
ownership,  and,  in  addition,  either  the  possession  or  an  immediate 
right  to  possession.'^  Also  it  is  said,  with  possibly  the  same  meaning 
as  the  preceding  statement,  yet  with  greater  preciseness,  that  the  plain- 
tiff must  have  "a  right  of  property"  in  the  goods,  and  in  addition 
either  the  actual  possession  or  a  right  to  their  possession.'^    Other  cases, 


converted  the  logs.  It  was  held  that 
plaintiff  could  not  maintain  the  action 
since  he  had  no  title  to  the  property. 
It  has  been  pointed  out  previously  in 
this  article,  however,  that  trover  has 
generally  been  recognized  as  having, 
by  the  enlargement  of  its  scope,  cov- 
ered the  whole  field  of  the  old  actions 
of  trespass  and  detinue.  See  swpra, 
I,  and  11  Harv.  Law  Eev.  252,  384. 

70.  TJ.  S.-^Joseph  Dixon  Crucible 
Co.  V.  Paul,  167  Fed.  784,  93  C.  C.  A. 
204.  Ga.— Mitchell  v.  Georgia  &  A. 
Ey.  Co.,  Ill  Ga.  760,  36  S.  E.  971,  51 
L.  E.  A.  622;  Painter  v.  McGaha,  6 
Ga.  App.  54,  64  S.  E.  129.  Ind.— Baker 
V.  Born,  17  Ind.  App.  422,  46  N.  E. 
930.  Mass. — Vincent  v.  Cornell,  13 
Pick.  294,  23  Am.  Dec.  683.  Mo^— John- 
son-Brinkman  Com.  Co.  v.  Central 
Bank,  116  Mo.  558,  22  S.  W.  813,  38 
Am.  St.  Eep.  615;  Parker  v.  Eodes, 
79  Mo.  88.  Neb.— Locke  v.  Shreck,  54 
Neb.  472,  74  N.  W.  970.  N.  Y.— John- 
son V.  Blaney,  198  N.  Y.  312,  91  N.  E. 
721;  Innovation  Trunk  Co.  v.  Piatt,  56 
Misc.  645,  107  N.  T.  Supp.  816.  N.  D. 
Clendening  v.  Hawk,  8  N.  D.  419,  79 
N.  W.  878.  Pa. — Pennsylvania  B.  Co. 
v.  Hughes,  39  Pa.  521.  W.  Va. — Haines 
V.  Cochran,  26  W.  Va.  719.  Eng.— De 
Lizardi  v.  Pennell,  6  E.  &  B.  742,  2 
Jur.  N.  S.  1227,  25  L.  J.  Q.  B.  387,  88 
E.  C.  L.   742,  119  Eng.   Eeprint  1041. 

71.  XT.  S. — ^United  States  v.  Inmau- 
Poulsen  Lumb.  Co.,  211  Fed.  679,  680; 
King  V.  Fearson,  3  Cranch  C.  G.  255, 
14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,789.  Ala.— Tallassee 
Fails  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Alexander  City  First 
Nat.  Bank,  159  Ala.  315,  49  So.  246; 
Holman  v.  Ketchum,  153  Ala.  360,  45 
So.  206;  Smith  v.  Davenport  &  Co.,  12 
Ala.  App.  456,  459,  68  So.  545.  Ark. 
Danley  v.  Rector,  10  Ark.  211,  50  Am. 
Dee.  242.  Del. — ^Layman  v.  Slocomb,  7 
Penne.  403,  76  Atl.  1094.  ria.— Dekle 
V.  Calhoun,  60  Fla.  53,  53  So.  14.  Ga. 
Tribble  v.  Laird,  92  Ga.  686,,  19  S.  E. 
26;  Liptrot  v.  Holmes,  1  Ga.  381.     HI. 


Owens  V.  "Weedman,  82  111.  409;  Bert- 
half  V.  Quinlan  Bros.  &  So.,  68  111. 
297.  Ind. — Eedman  v.  Gould,  7  Blackf. 
361;  Picquet  v.  McKay,  2  Blackf.  465. 
Me. — Landry  v.  Mandelstom,  109  Me. 
376,  84  Atl.  642;  Martin  v.  Johnson, 
105  Me.  156,  73  Atl.  963;  Ames  v. 
Palmer,  42  Me.  197,  66  Am.  Dec.  271. 
Mass. — Clark  v.  Dean,  143  Mass.  292, 
9  N.  E.  651;  Eiug  v.  Neale,  114  Mass. 
Ill,  19  Am.  Eep.  316.  Mich.— Steven- 
sou  V.  Fitzgerald,  47  Mich.  166,  10  N. 
W.  185.  Minn. — Hodge  v.  Eastern  E. 
Co.,  70  Minn.  193,  72  N.  W.  1074; 
Vanderburgh  v.  Bassett,  4  Minn.  242. 
Mo. — Johnson-Brinkman  Com.  Co.  v. 
Central  Bank,  116  Mo.  558,  22  S.  "W  . 
813,  38  Am.  St,  Eep.  615;  Centrai 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Montgomery,  144  Mo.  App. 
494,  129  S.  W.  460.  Mont.— Kinsman 
V.  Stanhope,  50  Mont.  41,  144  Pac. 
1083;  Glass  v.  Basin,  etc.  Min.  Co.,  31 
Mont.  21,  77  Pac.  302.  N.  H.— Odiorne 
V.  Colley,  2  N.  H.  66,  9  Am.  Dec.  39. 
N.  C— Herring  v.  Tilghman,  35  N.  C. 
392.  N.  D.— First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Min- 
neapolis &  N.  El.  Co.,  11  N.  D.  280, 
91  N.  W.  436;  Clendening  v.  Hawk,  8 
N.  D.  419,  79  N.  W.  878.  Pa.— Blakey 
V.  Douglass,  3  Sad.  495,  6  Atl.  398. 
Wyo.— De  Clark  v.  Bell,  10  Wyo.  1,  65 
Pac.  852.  Eng. — Owen  v.  Knight,  4 
Biug.  N.  C.  54,  6  Dowl.  P.  C.  244,  33 
E.  C.  L.  593,  132  Eng.  Eeprint  709; 
Bloxam  v.  Sanders,  4  B.  &  C.  941,  7 
D.  &  E.  397,  10  E.  C.  L.  868,  107  Eng. 
Eeprint  1309. 

[a]  In  order  to  sustain  the  action 
the  plaintiff  must  show  a  legal  title 
to  the  property  in  himself;  that  is  he 
must  prove  property  therein,  either 
general  or  special,  coupled  with  a  right 
of  immediate  possession  at  the  time 
of  the  conversion.  Larson  v.  Daw- 
son, 24  E.  L  317,  53  Atl.  93,  96  Am. 
St.  Eep.  716. 

72.  Gordon  v.  Harper,  7  T.  E.  9, 
101  Eng.  Eeprint  828. 

[a]     Concurrent   Right   of   Property 
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however,  with,  it  would  seem,  a  broader  view  of  the  enlarged  scope  of 
the  action,  hold  that  where  goods  have  been  converted  the  action  may  be 
brought  by  any  one  who  had  the  actual  possession  of  them,  or  an  exist- 
ing right  to  their  immediate  actual  possession,  at  the  time  of  the  con- 
version.'' In  any  case,  however,  where  the  plaintiff  has  neither  the 
right  of  property  nor  the  right  of  possession7  the  action  cannot  be 
maintained.'* 

B.  As  TO  Title.  —  1.  In  General.  —  As  previously  stated,  in  many 
jurisdictions,  the  plaintiff  in  trover  must,  at  the  time  of  the  conversion, 
have  had  title,  or  a  right  of  property,  to  the  goods. '^  Indeed,  some 
of  the  earlier  cases  held  that,  regardless  of  the  defendant's  injury  to 
the  plaintiff's  possession  of  the  goods,  if  the  defendant  could  show 


and  Possession, — The  action  of  trover 
being  founded  on  a  concurrent  right 
of  property  and  possession,  any  act  of 
the  defendant  which  negatives  or  is 
inconsistent  with  such  a  right  amounts 
in  law  to  a  "conversion."  Koper 
Wholesale  Groc.  Co.  v.  Faver,  8  G^. 
App.  178,  68  N.  E.  883,  884;  Swank  v. 
Elwert,  55  Ore.  487,  105  Pac.  901,  905. 
Title  and  Property. — There  is  no 
doubt  that  some  of  the  apparent  varia- 
tions in  the  cases  as  to  the  essentials 
requisite  for  the  plaintiff  to  recover, 
arise  from  the  fact  that  the  terms 
"title"  and  "property"  are  used,  at 
times,  synonymously,  and,  at  other 
times,  discriminatingly. 

73.  See  infra,  II,  O,  4. 

74.  U.  S.— White  &  Co.  v.  Ball  En- 
gineering Co.,  223  Fed.  618,  139  C.  0. 
A.  164;  Louisville  Trust  Co.  v.  Stock- 
ton, 75  Fed.  62,  21  C.  C.  A.  225;  Eise- 
man  v.  Maul,  8  Fed.  Casl  No.  4,322. 
Ala. — ^XJnion  Iron  Works  Co.  v.  Union 
Naval  Stores  Co.,  167  Ala.  645,  47  So. 
652;  Glaze  v.  McMillion,  7  Port.  279; 
Eoll'e  V.  Huntsville  Lumb.  Co.,  8  Ala. 
App.  ,487,  62  So.  537.  Cal. — Triscony 
V.  Orr,  49  Cal.  612;  National  Lumb. 
Co.  V.  Tejuuga  Val.  Eook  Co.,  22  Cal. 
App.  726,  136  Pac.  508.  Colo.— Mur- 
phy V.  Hobbs,  8  Colo.  130,  11  Pac.  55. 
Conn. — Wilson  v.  Griswold,  82  Conn. 
14,  66  Atl.  783.  Del.  —  Baker 
V.  Spruance,  5  Boyce  140,  91  Atl. 
203;  Gam  v.  Cordrey,  4  Penne. 
143,  53  Atl.  334.  '  Ga.— Hall  v.  Sim- 
mons, 125  Ga.  801,  54  S.  E.  751;  Hunter 
v.  Lawton-Anderson  Co.,  12  Ga.  App. 
23,  76  S.  E.  782;  Prater  v.  Painter,  6 
Ga.  App.  292,  64  S.  E.  1003.  111. 
TTnion  Stockyard  &  T.  Co.  v.  Mallory, 
Son  &  Zimmerman  Co.,  157  111.  554, 
41  N.   E.  308,  43   N.  E.   979,  48   Am. 
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St.  Rep.  341;  Donaldson  v.  Wellington 
Hotel  Co.,  175  111.  App.  623;  Nettle- 
ton  V.  Kerr,  167  111.  App.  74.  Ind. 
Grady  v.  Newby,  6  Blackf.  442;  Tray- 
lor  V.  Horrall,  4  Blackf.  317.  la. 
Munier  v.  Zachary,  138  Iowa  219,  114 
N.  W.  525,  18  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  672; 
Frick  V.  Kabaker,  116  Iowa  494,  90 
N.  W.  498.  Mass.— Hall  v.  Burgess,  5 
Gray  12.  Mich. — Henry  v.  Manistique 
Iron  Co.,  147  Mich.  509,  111  N.  W.  79. 
Mo. — Newman  v.  Mercantile  Trust  Co., 
189  Mo.  423,  88  S.  W.  6;  Barbee  v. 
Crawford,  132  Mo.  App.  1,  111  S.  W. 
614.  Mont. — Kipp  v.  Silverman,  25 
Mont.  296,  64  Pac.  884.  N.  Y. 
Knight  V.  Saokett  &  W.  Lith.  Co.,  141 
N.  y.  404,  36  N.  E.  392;  Drew  v.  Sal- 
mon, 85  App.  Div.  615,  82  N.  Y.  Supp. 
922;  Lord  v.  Woolley,  82  Misc.  656, 
144  N.  Y.  Supp.  385;  Vulcan  A.  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Flatow,  87  Misc.  324,  149  N.  Y. 
Supp.  945;  Dillenback  v.  Jerome,  7 
Cow.  294.  N.  0. — Lewis  v.  Mobley,  20 
N.  C.  467,  34  Am.  Dee.  379.  N.  D. 
Simmons  v.  McConville,  19  N.  D.  787, 
125  N.  W.  304.  Pa.— Winlack  v.  Geist, 
107  Pa.  297,  52  Am.  Eep.  473;  Castor 
■y.  McShaffery,  48  Pa.  437.  E.  I. 
Eexroth  v.  Coon,  15  E.  I.  35,  23  Atl. 
37,  2  Am.  St.  Eep.  863.  Tex. — Mershon 
V.  Bosley  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  62  S.  W. 
799;  Shaw  v.  Adams,  2  Wills.  Civ. 
Cas.,  §177.  Vt. — Standliek  v.  Downing 
77  Vt.  382,  60  Atl.  657;  Gale  v.  Gale, 
70  Vt.  640,  41  Atl.  969.  W.  Va.— Dun- 
can V.  Doll,  75  W.  Va.  381,  84  S.  E.  792. 
Eng. — Horwood  v.  Smith,  2  T.  E.  750. 
100  Eng.  Eeprint  404.  Can.— St.  John 
V.  Bullivant,  1  Can.  L.  T.  206;  Land 
V.  Woodward,  5  U.  C.  Q.  B.  190. 
75.    See  cases  cited  supra,  II,  A. 
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jus  tertii,  that  is,  ownership  in  a  third  person,  it  was  a  complete  de- 
fense." Many  of  the  eases,  however,  which  hold  that  the  plaintiff  can- 
not maintain  the  action  without  title  involve  also  the  fact  that  the 
plaintiff  did  not,  likewise,  have  the  right  of  possession."  And,  as  else- 
where indicated,  possession,  alone,  is  often  regarded  as  a  sufficient  basis 
for  the  action.'^ 

2.  Title  Alone  Not  Sufficient.  —  Although  it  might  naturally  be  in- 
ferred from  some  of  the  judicial  dicta  already  quoted  that  title  alone  is 
sufficient  to  sustain  the  action  of  trover,'^  yet,  despite  the  fact  that, 
under  certain  circumstances,  the  owner  of  goods  may  maintain  the 
action  although  not  in  possession  or  entitled  to  possession,  as  for  ex- 
ample, where  his  property  is  tortiously  destroyed,*"  or  where  a  third 
person  has  at  the  time  of  the  conversion  a  lien  upon  the  goods,*^  the 
practically  universal  rule,  even  where  title  is  held  an  essential,  is  that 
mere  title  alone  will  not  warrant  the  action,  since  there  must  also  have 
been  in  the  plaintiff  the  possession  of  the  goods  or,  at  least,  the  right 
of  possession  when  the  goods  were  converted.*^    Some  cases  hold,  how- 


76.  Bush  V.  Lyon,  9  Cow.  (N.  Y.) 
52;  Sebermerhorn  v.  Van  Valkenburgh, 
11  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  529,  7  Cow.  519; 
Vernon  v.  Shipton,  2  M.  &  W.  9,  150 
Eng.  Beprint  646;  Leake  v.  Loveday, 
4  Man.  &  Gr.  982,  134  Eng.  Reprint 
399. 

77.  See  infra,   this  note. 

[a]  Transferred  or  Aliaiidonecl  Prop- 
erty.— Thus,  (1)  if  one  has  parted  with 
the  property  (Armstrong  v.  Allan  Bros., 
07  L.  T.  N.  S.  738;  Hunter  v.  West- 
brook,  2  C.  &  P.  578,  12  B.  C.  L.  742; 
Hornblcwer  v.  Proud,  2  B.  &  Aid.  327, 
106  Eng.  Eeprint  386),  or  (2)  has 
abandoned  the  goods  (Kansas  City,  M. 
&  B.  E.  Co.  V.  Wagand,  134  Ala.  388, 
32  So.  744),  he  is  not  thereafter  en- 
titled  to   maintain   trover. 

[b]  Executory  Contract  of  Sale. 
In  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  goods, 
the  prospective  buyer  cannot  maintain 
trover  for  the  goods  before  he  ac- 
quires the  property  or  title,  as  where 
something  is  to  be  done  with  the  goods, 
as  weighing,  testing,  measuring,  in 
order  to  ascertain  or  distinguish  the 
quantity  or  price  to  be  paid.  White 
V.  Wilkes,  5  Taunt.  176,  128  Eng.  Ee- 
print 654;  Austen  v.  Craven,  4  Taunt. 
644,  128  Eng.  feeprint  483;  Simmons 
V.  Swift,  5  Barn.  &  C.  857,  108  Eng. 
Eeprint  319;  Busk  c.  Davis,  2  M.  & 
Sel.  397,405  Enr.  Eeprint  429. 

[c]  Goods  Stopped  in  Transit. 
Where  the  plaintiff  had  no  property  in 
the  goods  o*ing  to  the  fact  that  they 
were  stopped  in  transit  before  coming 


into  his  possession,  trover  cannot  be 
maintained.  Jackson  v.  Nicholl,  4 
Bing.  (N.  C.)  508,  132  Eng.  Eeprint 
1195;  Wentworth  v.  Outhwaite,  10  M. 
&  W.   436,   152  Eng.  Eeprint  541. 

78.  See  infra,  IJ,  C,  4. 

79.  Especially  such  a  phrase  that 
the  plaintiff  must  have  title  "or" 
I)os3ession.     See  supra,  II,  A. 

80.  Cox  V.  Patten  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
66  S.  W.  64. 

81.  U.  S. — ^Longfellow  v.  Lewis,  15 
Ped.  Cas.  No.  8,487.  Ky.— Duff  v.  Ven- 
ters, 32  Ky.  L.  Eep.  924,  107  S.  W. 
238.  Me. — Moultou  v.  With^rell,  52 
Mo.   237. 

82.  Ala. — Pearee  v.  Aldrich  Min. 
Co.,  184  Ala.  610,  64  So.  321.  111. 
Forth  V.  Pursley,  82  111.  152;  Manufac- 
turers' Mercantile  Co.  v.  Monarch  Ee- 
frigerating  Co.,  169  HI.  App.  562; 
Newlin  v.  Prevo,  90  111.  App.  515. 
Ind. — Easter  v.  Fleming,  78  Ind.  116. 
Ky. — Lexington  &  O.  E.  Co.  v.  Kidd,  7 
Dana  245.  Mass. — Eaymond  Syudicafe 
V.  Guttentag,  177  Mass.  562,  59  N.  E. 
446;  Hardy  v.  Munroe,  127  Mass.  64. 
Mich. — Baehr  v.  Downey,  133  Mich.  163 
94  N.  W.  750,  103  Am.  St.  Eep.  444. 
Mo. — O 'Toole  V.  Lowengtein,  177  Mo. 
App.  662,  160  S.  W.  1016.  N.  H. 
Clark  V.  Draper,  19  N.  H.  419.  N.  Y. 
Byrne  v.  Weidenfeld,  113  App.  Div. 
451,  99  N.  Y.  Supp.  412;  Liebowitz 
V.  Brinn,  113  N.  Y.  Supp.  685.  N.  C. 
Books  V.  Moore,  44  N.  0.  1,  57  Am. 
Dec.  569;  Lewis  v.  Mobley,  20  N.  C. 
467,   34   Am.  Dec.   379.      Ore. — Pacific 
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ever,  that  lie  who  has  the  title  may  sue  since  the  acquisition  of  title 
carries  with  it,  prima  facie,  the  right  of  possession.^^ 

3.  Nature  of  Title  or  Property  Required.  —  In  connection  with  the 
requirement  of  a  property  right  in  the  plaintiff,  a  yested  legal  interest 
is  sufficient.**  An  absolute  and  unqualified  ownership  is  not  essential, 
however,  since  either  a  general  or  a  special  property  is  sufficient.*^ 
Special  property,  in  a  strict  sense,  may  be  said  to  consist  in  the  lawful 
custody  of  the  goods,  with  a  right  of  detention  against  the  general 
owner.*^  An  interest  less  than  a  strict  special  property  will,  however, 
be  sufficient  in  some  eases,  since  it  is  held  that  one  who  tortiously  takes 
goods  from  the  actual  possession  of  another  cannot  question  the  lat- 
ter's  property  right. *^    Even  a  ^ere  temporary  property  in  the  chat- 


Live  Stock  Co.  v.  Isaacs,  52  Ore.  54, 
96  Pac.  460.  Pa.— Farmers'  Bank  v. 
McKee,  2  Pa.  318;  Caldcleugh  v.  Hol- 
lingsworth,  8  "Watts  &  S.  302.  S.  C. 
Steele  V.  Williams,  Dudley  16,  31  Am. 
Dec.  546.  Eng.— Lord  v.  Price,  L.  B. 
9  Kxch.  64,  43  L.  J.  Exch.  49,  30 
L.  T.  N.  S.  271,  22  W.  E.  318;  Bloxam 
V.  Sanders,  4  Barn.  &  C.  941,  10  E.  C. 
L.  868,  107  Eng.  Reprint  1309.  Can. 
Butters  V.  Stanley,  21  U.  C.  C.  P.  402; 
Doupe  V.  Stewart,  28  TJ.  C.  Q.  B.  192; 
Inkpen  v.  Stevenson,  5  Newfoundl. 
220.         ' 

See  21  Standard  Peoc.  344. 

[a]  Goods  in  Possession  of  I<essee. 
Where  the  goods  are  in  the  rightful 
possession  of  a  lessee,  the  owner  can- 
not maintain  trover  against  one  who 
has  converted  them  from  sxieh  lessee. 
Lehr  v.  Taylor,  90  Pa.  381. 

83.  Ala. — ^Powers  v.  Hatter,  152  Ala. 
636,  44  So.  859.    N.  Y.— Van  Houten  v. 

.Pye,  87  Hun  19,  33  N.  T.  Supp.  838,  67 
N.  Y.  St.  536;  Hyde  v.  Cookson,  21 
Barb.  92.  Tenn. — Miller  v.  Koger,  9 
Humph.  231. 

84.  Ala. — Thomason  v.  Lewis,  103 
Ala.  426,  15  So.  830;  Steverson  v.  Agee 
&  Co.,  9  Ala.  App.  389,  63  So.  794. 
Conn. — Eix  v.  Strong,  1  Eoot  55.  Ga. 
Pope  V.  Tucker,  23  Ga.  484.  111. — Stark 
i).  Boynton  &  Co.,  178  111.  App.  367;  Un- 
ion Stockyard,  &  Tr.  Co.  v.  Mallory,  54 
111.  App.  170.  Ind. — Worley  v.  Moore, 
97  Ind.  15.  N.  H. — Batchelder  v.  Lake, 
11  N.  H.  359;  Boynton  v.  Emerson, 
Smith  298.  N.  Y.— Zak  v.  Simpson,  168 
App.  Div.  207,  153  N.  Y.  Supp.  1014; 
Johnson  v.  Clark  23  Misc.  346,  51  N. 
Y.  Supp.  238;  Mayer  f.  Kilpatrick  7 
Misc.  689,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  145,  58  N.  Y. 
St.  387.  N.  C— Creach  v.  McEae,  60 
N.  C.  122. 
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85.  Ala. — Baker  v.  Troy  Compress 
Co.,  114  Ala.  415,  21  So.  496.  Ga. 
Lemon  v.  "Wright,  31  Ga.  317.  111. 
Eisendrath  v.  Knauer,  64  111.  396.  Ind. 
McConnell  v.  Maxwell,  3  Blackf.  419, 
26  Am.  Dec.  428.  Me. — Weeks  v.  Hack- 
ett,  104  Me.  264,  71  Atl.  858,  129  Am. 
St.  Eep.  390,  19  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1201. 
Mass. — Forbes  v.  Boston  &  L.  E.  Co., 
133  Mass.  154.  Mich. — Edwards  v. 
Frank,  40  Mich.  616;  Smith  v.  Mitchell, 
12  Mich.  180.  Miss.— Baldwin  v.  Mc- 
Kay, 41  Miss.  358.  Mont. — Swenson  v. 
Kleinschmidt,  10  Mont.  473,  26  Pac. 
198.  Neb.— Butts  v.  Kingman,  60  Neb. 
224,  82  N.  "W.  854.  N.H.— Colby  v. 
Cressy,  5  N.  H.  237.  N.  J.— Brewster 
V.  Vail,  20  N.  J.  L.  56,  38  Am.  Dec. 
547.  N.  Y.— Edwards  v.  Dooley,  120 
N.  Y.  540,  24  N.  E.  827;  Blanek  v.  Nel- 
son, 39  App.  Div.  21,  56  N.  Y.  Supp. 
867.  N.  C— Hughes  v.  Giles,  2  N.  C. 
26.  Pa. — Horn  v.  Davis,  155  Pa.  57,  25 
Atl.  828.  E.  I.— F.  A.  Thomas  Mach. 
Co.  V.  Voelker,  23  E.  I.  441,  60  Atl. 
838.  S.  C. — Norwood  v.  Mazyek,  3 
Eich".  L.  296.  Vt. — Lord  v.  Bishop.  18 
Vt.  141.  ^  ^' 

86.  Greenleaf,  Evidence,  Vol.  2, 
§657,  Lewis's  ed. 

[a]  As  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Story  in 
his  work  on  Bailments,  §93  g:  ""When 
we  speak  of  a  special  property  in  a 
thing,  we  mean  some  special  fixed  in- 
terest or  right  therein,  distinct  from 
and  subordinate  to  the  absolute  prop- 
erty or  interest  of  the  general  owner. 
Thus,  for  example,  if  goods  are  pledged 
for  a  debt,  we  say  that  the  pledgee  h^s 
a  special  property  therein;  for  he  has 
a  qualified  interest  in  the  thing,  co- 
extensive with  his  debt,  as  owner  pro 
tanto."  .  -^ 

87.  Ala.— Meyer  v.  Hearst,  75  Ala. 
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tel  converted  will  suffice,*'  and  a  plaintiff  having  a  special  property 
may  maintain  trover  against  the  general  owner  who  wrongfully  de- 
prives him  of  the  possession.*^  While  trover  is  based  upon  a  legal  title 
as  distinguished  from  an  equitable  one,^"  and  while,  in  general,  the  right 
to  maintain  trover  for  the  conversion  of  property  taken  from  land  is 
in  the  one  having  the  legal  title  to  the  land,  providing  he  has,  also 
the  actual  or  constructive  possession  of  the  land,°^  yet  one  who  has  an 
equitable  title  to  timber  upon  land,  being  in  such  possession  as  the 
property  is  at  the  time  capable  of,  may  maintain  an  action  for  its 
eonversion.^^  The  plaintiff  must  rely,  however,  upon  the  strength  of 
his  own  title,  and  not  upon  the  weakness  of  the  defendant's  title,®^ 
since  the  question  is  not  who  has  the  better  title,  as  between  the  parties, 
but  whether  the  plaintiff  has  been  unlawfully  deprived  of  his  posses- 
sion or  right  of  possession.'* 

A  fraudulent  title  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff  will  not  support 
trover,  where  title  is  necessary  to  maintain  plaintiff's  claim,'''  yet  a 


390;  Huddleston  v.  Huey,  73  Ala.  215. 
N".  Y. — Faulkner  v.  Brown,  13  Wend. 
63;  Duncan  v.  Spear,  11  Wend.  54.  Eng. 
Burton  v.  Hughes,  2  Bing.  173,  9  E.  C. 
L.  ,533,  130  Eng.  Eeprint  272;  Sutton 
V.  Buck,  2  Taunt.  302,  127  Eng.  Ke- 
print  272;  Sutton  v.  Buck,  2  Taunt. 
302,  127  Eng.  Eeprint  1094;  Eobertson 
V.  French,  4  East  130,  102  Eng.  Ee- 
print 779;  Armory  v.  Delamirie,  1  Str. 
505,  93  Eng.  Eeprint  664;  Giles  v. 
Grover,  6  Bligh  (N.  S.)  277,  5  Eng.  Ee- 
print 598. 

88.  Eoberts  v.  Wyatt,  2  Taunt.  268, 
127  Eng.  Eeprint  108O. 

89.  Spoor  V.  Holland,  8  Wend.  (N. 
Y.)  445,  24  Am.  Dec.  37;  Eoberts  v. 
V,fyatt,  2  Taunt.  268,  127  Eng.  Eeprint 
1080. 

90.  Ala. — ^Farrow  v.  Wooley,  149 
Ala.  373,  43  So.  144;  Draper  v.  Walker, 
98  Ala.  310,  13  So.  595.  Ga.— Gilmore 
V.  Watson,  23  Ga.  63.  111. — ^Alexander 
V.  Meyenberg,  112  111.  App.  223.  Mass. 
Baker  v.  Seavey,  163  Mass.  522,  40  N. 
E.  863,  47  Am.  St.  Eep.  475;  Eing  v. 
Neale,  114  Mass.  Ill,  19  Am.  Eep.  316. 
N.  J.— Debow  V.  Colfax,  10  N.  J.  L.  128. 
N.  y.— McNeil  v.  Hall,  107  App.  Div. 
36,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  920;  Mazur  v.  Ur- 
bach,  81  Misc.  133,  142  N.  Y.  Supp. 
323;  Fulton  v.  Fulton,  48  Barb.  581; 
Bamsdell  v.  Morgan,  16  Wend.  574. 

91.  Ala. — ^Psarce  v.  Aldrich  Min. 
Co.,  184  Ala.  610,  64  So.  321;  White  v. 
Yawkey,  108  Ala.  270,  19  So.  360,  54 
Am.  St.  Eep.  159,  32  L.  E.  A.  199.  in. 
Simpkins  v.  Eogers,  15  111.  397.  Me. 
Thomes  v.  Moody,  11  Me.  139.    Micli. 


Smith  V.  Eeyerson,  98  Mich.  588,  57  N. 
W.  816;  Wilson  v.  Hoffman,  93  Mich. 
72,  52  N.  W.  1037,  32, Am.  St.  Eep. 
485.  Mo. — Garesche  v.  Boyce,  8  Mo. 
228.  Pa.— Kier  v.  Peterson,  41  Pa.  357; 
Wright  f.  Guier,  9  Watts  172,  36  Am. 
Dec.  108.  Engl — Eardley  v.  Granville, 
L.  E.  3  Ch.  Div.  826,  45  L.  J.  Ch.  669. 

92.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Sproull,  105 
Ala.  275,  16  So.  879;  Harris  v.  Powers, 
57  Ala.  139;  Heflin  v.  Bingham,  56  Ala. 
566,  28  Am.  Eep.  776. 

93.  Ala.— Moore  v.  Walker,  124  Ala. 
199,  26  So.  984;  Kennington  v.  Will- 
iams, 30  Ala.  361.  111. — Union  Stock- 
yards &  T.  Co.  V.  Mallory,  Son  &  Zim- 
merman Co.,  157  111.  554,  41  N.  E.  888, 
48  Am.  St.  Eep.  341;  Davidson  v.  Wal- 
dron,  31  111.  120,  83  Am.  Dec.  206;  Net- 
tleton  V.  Kerr,  167  111.  App.  74.  Ind. 
Easter  v.  Fleming,  78  Ind.  116.  Kan. 
Van  Zandt  v.  Shuyler,  2  Kan.  App.  118, 
43  Pac.  295.  Me.— Elkstrom  v.  Hall,  90 
Me.  186,  38  Atl.  106.  Mont.— Kinsman 
1'.  Stanhope,  50  Mont.  41,  144  Pac.  1083. 
Neb. — Holmes  v.  Bailey,  16  Neb.  300, 
20  N.  W.  304;  Zunkle  v.  Cunningham, 
10  Neb.  162,  4  N.  W.  951. 

94.  Ekstrom  v.  Hall,  90  Me.  186, 
33  Atl.  106. 

95.  Ala. — Hartshorn  v.  Williams,'  31 
Ala.  149.  Ga. — Mulligan  v.  Bailey,  28 
Ga.  507.  Ind. — Coffin  v.  Anderson,  4 
Blackf.  395;  Swope  v.  Paul,  4  Ind.  App. 
463,  31  N.  B.  42.  Md.— Pocock  v.  Hen- 
dricks, 8  Gill  &  J.  421.  Mich.— Whit- 
tle V.  Bailes,  65  Mich.  640,  32  N.  W. 
874.  N.  Y.— Schidlower  v.  McCafferty, 
85  App.  Div.  493,  83  N.  Y.  Supp.  391; 
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fraudulent  bill  of  sale  may  be  sufficient  evidence  of  title  in  the  vendee 
for  him  to  maintain  trover  against  an  attaching  creditor  of  the  vendor 
who  fails  to  prove  that  he  was  a  ereditor.^^ 

C.  As  TO  Possession.  —  1.  In  G'Cneral.  —  Trover  does  not  lie  in 
any  case  unless  the  property  converted  was  in  the  actual  or  implied 
possession  of  the  plaintiff.'^  Even  the  owner  of  goods  cannot  maintain 
trover  for  their  conversion  if  there  is  a  present  right  of  possession  in 
another  person.^' 

2.  Nature  of  Possession  Required.  —  To  sustain  trover  the  plaintiff 
must  have  either  actual  possession  of  the  property  at  the  time  of  the 
conversion,  or  a  right  to  its  immediate  possession.®®  The  right  to  take 
possession  at  some  future  day,  or  a  right  in  action,  is  not  sufficient.^ 
Although  trover  may  be  maintained  where  one  has  not  the  actual  pos- 
session,^ a  constructive  possession  coupled  with  lawful  title  being  suffi- 
cient," particularly  in  eases  where  the  plaintiff  as  owner  has  the  right 


Allen  V.  Bridgers,  52  Barb.  604.  Tex. 
Geo.  E.  Dickinson  Paper  Co.  v.  Mail 
Pub.  Co.,  31  S.  W.  1083.  Wash.— Her- 
man I'.  Northern  Pac.  E.  Co.,  43  Wash. 
624,  86  Pac.  1068. 

96.  Tuttle  V.  Cone,  108  Iowa  468,  79 
N.  W.  267. 

97.  Del.— Stewart  v.  Bright,  6 
Houst.  344.  N.  H.— Clark  v.  Draper,  19 
N.  H.  419.  Eng. — Hunter  v.  Westbrook, 
2  Car.  &  P.  578,  12  E.  0.  L.  742;  Gor- 
don V.  Harper,  7  T.  E.  -9,  101  Eng.  Ee- 
print  828. 

Compare,  supra,  II,  B,  2. 

[a]  It  is  essential  in  trover  that  the 
plaintiff  should  have  the  possessory 
title,  that  is,  the  right  to  the  imme- 
diate possession  of  the  goods.  Addi- 
son V.  Round,  4  Ad.  &  E.  799,  31  E.  C. 
L.  351,  111  Eng.  Eeprint  984;  Bradley 
V.  Copley,  1  C.  B.  685,  50  E.  C.  L.  684, 
135  Eng.  Eeprint  711. 

[bj  The  gist  of  the  action  of  trover 
is  the  conversion  by  the  defendant  of 
goods  to  which  the  plaintiff  has  the 
right  of  possession.  TJ.  S. — Trustees  of 
Dartmouth  College  v.  International 
Paper  Co.,  132  Fed.  92^  95.  Ala.— Wigs 
Bros.  V.  Eingemann,  155  Ala.  189,  45 
So.  153.  Del. — Layman  v.  P.  F.  Sic- 
comb  &  Co.,  7  Penne.  403,  76  Atl.  1094, 
1095. 

98.  Mass. — Hardy  v.  Munroe,  127 
Mass.  64;  Fairbank  v.  Phelps,  22  Pick. 
535.  Pa. — Lehr  v.  Taylor,  90  Pa.  381. 
Eng.— Jelks  v.  Hayword,  L.  E.  1905,  2 
K.  B.  460;  Smith  v.  Plomer,  15  East 
607,  104  Eng.  Eeprint  972;   Gordon  v. 
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Harper,  7  T.  E.  9,  101  Eng.  Eeprint 
828. 

See  21  Standakd  Pboc.  344,  and  infra, 
II,  C,  2. 

99.  Mass. — Hunt  v.  Holton,  13  Pick. 
216.  N.  Y. — Byrne  v.  Weidenfeld,  113 
App.  Div.  451,  99  N.  Y.  Supp.  412; 
Aikin  v.  Buck,  1  Wend.  466,  19  Am. 
Dec.  535.  Vt. — Knapp  v.  Winchester, 
11  Vt.  351.  W.  Va.— Haines  v.  Coch- 
ran, 26  W.  Va.  719.  Eng. — Bloxam  v. 
Sanders,  4  Barn.  &  C.  941,  10  E.  C.  L. 
868,  107  Eng.  Eeprint  1309. 

See  also  infra,  II,  C,  4. 

[a]  Eight  To  Mail  Matter. — Where 
one  has  the  right  to  the  immediate  pos- 
session of  mail  matter,  a  postmaster 
who  refuses  to  deliver  a  newspaper 
upon  which  an  initial  had  been  writ- 
ten unless  the  addressee  pays  letter 
postage,  is  properly  held  liable  in  an 
action  of  trover.  Teal  v.  Felton,  12 
How.  (U.  S.)  284,  13  L.  ed.  990. 

1.  Mclntire  v.  Blakeley,  9  Sad. 
(Pa.)  227,  12  Atl.  325,  327. 

2.  Wilbraham  v.  Snow,  2  Wm. 
Saund.  47,  85  Eng.  Eeprint  624,  note; 
Armory  v.  Delamiiie.  1.  Str.  505,  93 
:Bng.  Eeprint  664. 

3, .  Ala. — FeBice  v.  Aldrieh  Min.  Co., 
184  Ala.  610,  ,64  So.  321.  HL— Ploob  v. 
Ammaun,  S  HI  App.  l&O,  N.  % — Ter- 
williger  v.  Wheeler,  S5  Barb,  6SD.  S.  C, 
Sahlman  v.  Mills  &  Co.,  S.Sttnbh.  384, 
51  Am.  Dec.  630 ;  Williams  jj.  Bdfliany, 
2  Mills  415.  Vt.— SBeward  v.  H'eflin, 
20  Vt.  144.  Va.— McCoj*  v.  Herljert,  9 
Leigh  (36  Va.)  548,  33  J^m.  Dec.  256. 
Can. — Power  v.  Jackma'n,  i.  Newf  oundl. 
333;  Noel  v.  Warren,  4  Newf  oundl.  657. 
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to  immediate  possession,*  yet  it  is  held  thai  ordinarily  actual  possession 
must  be  shown  where  one  has  only  a  special  property  in  the  goods.^ 

3.  Fraudulent  or  Wrongful  Possession.  —  Against  a  mere  stranger 
or  a  wrongdoer,  it  is  the  general  rule  that  possession  whether  right- 
fully or  wrongfully  obtained  is  sufficient.*  It  has,  however,  been  held 
that  one  wrongdoer  cannot  maintain  trover  against  another  wrongdoer.'' 

4.  Whether  Possession  Alone  Sufficient.  —  From  early  times  it  has 
been  held  that  actual  possession  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  is  sufficient 
to  enable  him  to  maintain  trover  against  a  stranger,*  and  against  a 
wrongdoer  possession  with  an  assertion  of  title,  or  even  possession 
alone,  is  sufficient  to  sustain  the  action.^  Consequently,  it  is  held,  gen- 
erally, that  the  actual  possession  of  a  chattel,^"  or  the  immediate  right 


4.     See  cases  in  preceding  note. 

[a]  Constructive  Possession. — The 
law  adjudges  the  possession  to  be  in 
the  person  who  has  the  right,  and  such 
constructive  possession  is  sufiElcient  to 
enable  the  owner  to  maintain  an  ac- 
tion of  trover.  Jones  v.  Dugan,  1  Mc- 
Cord   (S.   C.)   428. 

[b]  One  who  has  the  general  prop- 
er^ in  a  chattel,  in  distinction  from  a 
mere  special  property,  may  maintain 
trover  for  it  although  he  has  never  had 
the  actual  possession.  Duncan  v.  Spear, 
11  Wend.  (N.  T.)  54;  Smith  v.  James, 
7  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  328;  Gordon  v.  Harper, 
7  T.  R.  9,  107  Bng.  Reprint  828;  Fowler 
V.  Down,  1  B.  &  P.  44,  126  Eng.  Re- 
print 769. 

I  5.  Mass. — ^Dennie  v.  Harris,  9  Pick. 
364.  N.  Y.— Sheldon  v.  Soper,  14 
Johns.  352;  Hotchkiss  v.  MoVicker,  12 
Johns.  403.  Eng. — Coxe  v.  Harden,  4 
;East  211,  102  Eng.  Reprint   811. 

6.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Possession  wrongfully  acciuired 
is  a  sufficient  title  in  the  plaintiff  as 
against  a  mere  stranger.  Ind. — Coffin 
V.  Anderson,  4  Blackf.  395,  410.  Me. 
Vining  v.  Baker,  53  Me.  544.  Mass. 
^airbank  v.  Phelps,  22  Pick.  535.  Minn. 
Stitt  V.  Namakan  Lumb.  Co.,  95  Minn. 
91,  103  N.  W.  707.  N.  Y.— Duncan  v. 
Spear,  11  Wend.  54.  Vt. — Knapp  v. 
Winchester,  11  Vt.  351.  Wash.— See 
Standard  Furniture  Co.  v.  Van  Alstine, 
31  Wash.  499,  72  Pac.  iitf. 

7.  Turley  v.  Tucker,  6  Mo.  583,  35 
Am.  Dec.  449. 

8.  Armory  v.  Delamirie,  1  Str.  505, 
9S  Eng.  Reprint  664;  Basset  v.  May- 
nard,  Cro.  Eliz.  819,  78  Eng.  Reprint 
1046. 

9.  Wilbraham  v.  Snow,  2  Wms. 
Saund.  47,  85  Eng.  Reprint  624,  note. 

[a]     As    said    by    Lord    Campbell, 


"against  a  wrongdoer  possession  is  a 
title."  Jefferies  v.  Great  Western  Ry. 
Co.,  5  El.  &  B.  802,  85  E.  C.  L.  801, 
119  Eng.  Reprint  680. 

10.  Ala.--Wolf  V.  Shepherd,  103  Ala. 
241,  IE  So.  519;  Cook  v.  Patterson,  36 
Ala.  102.  Cal. — Goodwin  v.  Garr,  8  Cal. 
615.  Conn. — Barker  v.  S.  A.  Lewis 
Storage  &  T.  Co.,  79  Conn.  342,  65  Atl. 
143,  118  Am.  St.  Rep.  141;  Haslem  v. 
Loekwood,  37  Conn.  500,  9  Am.  Rep. 
350.  Ga. — Mitchell  v.  Georgia  &  A.  Ry. 
Co.,  Ill  Ga.  760,  36  S.  E.  971,  51  L. 
R.  A.  622;  Gillespie  v.  Chastain,  57  Ga. 
218.  Ind.— Coffin  v.  Anderson,  4  Blackf. 
395.  Me. — Vining  v.  Baker,  53  Me. 
544.  Mass. — Herries  v.  Bell,  220  Mass. 
243,  107  N.  E.  944,  Ann.  Cas.  1917A, 
423.  Mich. — Van  Lessler  v.  Ann  Ar- 
bor R.  Co.,  133  Mich.  664,  95  N.  W. 
710;  Cullen  v.  O'Hara,  4  Mich.  132. 
Minn. — Stitt  v.  Namakan  Lumber  Co., 
95  Minn.  91,  103  N.  W.  707.  Mo.— Ros- 
encrauz  v.  Swofford  Bros.  Dry  Goods 
Co.,  175  Mo.  618,  75  S.  W.  445,  97  Am. 
St.  Rep.  609.  N.  H.— Rochester  Lumb. 
Co.  V.  Locke,  72  N.  H.  22,  54  Atl.  705; 
Pinkham  v.  Gear,  3  N.  H.  484.  N.  Y. 
Columbia  Bank  v.  American  Surety  Uo., 
178  N  Y.  628,  71  N.  E.  1129;  Burt  v. 
Dutcher,  34  N.  Y.  493.  S.  C— McNeil 
V.  Philip,  1  McCord  392;  Vance  v.  Rear- 
don,  2  Nott  &  M.  299.  Tex.— First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Brown,  85  Tex.  80,  23  S.  W. 
S62;  Stockbridge  v.  Crockett,  15  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  69,  38  S.  W.  401.  Vt.— Marcy 
V.  Parker,  78  Vt.  7."?,  62  Atl.  19;  Lamb 
v.  Clark,  30  Vt.  347.  Wash.— Standard 
Furniture  Co.  v.  Van  Alstine,  31  Wash. 
499,  72  Pac.  119.  Bng. — Jefferies  v. 
Great  Western  Ry.  Co.,  5  El.  &  Bl.  802, 
85  E.  C.  L.  801,  119  Eng.  Reprint  680. 
Can. — Sanford  v.  Bowles,  9  Nova  Scotia 
304;  Clarke  v,  Fullerton  8  Nova  Scotia 
348. 
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of  possession,"  at  the  time  of  the  conversion,  is  sufficient  prima  facie 
evidence  of  a  right  to  maintain  trover,  except  as  against  the  true  owner 
or  one  lawfully  entitled  to  possession."  Mere  title  is  not  the  test,  since 
the  action  may  be  brought  by  one  who  has  lawful  possession  or  the 
right  to  possession  although  a  third  person  is  the  owner  of  the  goods.^^ 
In  order,  however,  to  estakish  a  right  to  immediate  possession,  it  may 
be  necessary  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  had  either  a  general  or  special 
right  of  property  in  the  goods  at  the  time." 

III.  CONDITIONS  PRECEDENT.  —  A.  In  General.  — As  in 
other  actions,  conditions  precedent  must  be  performed  by  the  plaintiff 
before  an  action  in  trover  can  be  maintained.^" 


11.  Ala.— Cook  V.  Thornton,  109 
Ala.  523,  20  So.  14.  Mich.— Vanosdall 
V.  Hamilton,  118  Mich.  533,  77  N.  W. 
9.  Mo. — Swinney  c.  Gouty,  83  Mo. 
App.  549.  Neh. — Locke  v.  Shreck,  54 
Neh.  472,,  74  N.  W.  970.  N".  H.— Jones 
V.  Sinclair,  2  N.  H.  319,  9  Am.  Dec. 
75.  N.  Y. — Simon  v.  Simon,  38  App. 
Div.  '85,  55  IjT.  T.  Supp.  915;  Smith  v. 
Smalley,  19  App,  Div.  519,  46  N.  Y. 
Supp.   277. 

12.  N.  Y. — McEchron  v.  Martine,  111 
App.  Div.  805,  97  N.  Y.  Supp.  951; 
Adelberg  v.  Horowitz,  32  App.  Div.  408, 
52  N.  Y.  Supp.  1125;  Griffith  v.  Friend- 
ly, 30  Misc.  393,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  391. 
Tex. — Stookbridge  v.  Crockett,  15  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  69,  38  S.  W.  401.  Vt.— Maroy 
v.  Parker,  78  Vt.  73,  62  Atl.  19. 

13.  Ala. — Carpenter  v.  Lewis,  6 
Ala.  682;  Crescent  News  &  H.  Co.  v. 
Kines,  7  Ala.  App.  609,  61  So.  9.  Fla. 
Skinner  v-  Pinney,  19  Fla.  42,  45  Am. 
Rep.  1.  N.  H. — McKeen  v.  Converse, 
68  N.  H.  173,  39  Atl.  435.  N.  0. 
Branch  v.  Morrison,  50  N.  C.  16,  59 
Am.  Dec.  770;  Craig  v.  Miller,  34  N. 
C.  375.  Eng.— Eoherts  v.  Wyatt,  2 
Taunt.  268,  11  Eev.  Eep.  566,  127  Eng. 
Eeprint  1080;  Basset  v.  Maynard,  Cro. 
Eliz.  819,  78  Eng.  Reprint  1046. 

[aj  A  conditional  vendee  having 
the  right  of  possession  may  maintain 
trover  against  the  seller  even  though 
the  legal  title  be  reserved  in  the  seller. 
Holland  v.  Johnson,  22  Ga.  App.  162, 
95  S.  E.  762. 

14.  XT.  S. — Eiseman  v.  Maul,  8  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  4,322.  Ala. — Patterson  v.  Ir- 
viu,  132  Ala.  557,  31  So.  474;  Hender- 
son V.  Pilley,  131  Ala.  548,  32  So.  490. 
Cal.— Green  v.  Burr,  131  Cal.  236,  63 
Pac.  360;  Middleswortii  v.  Sedgwick,  10 
Cal.  392.  Ga.— Burch  v.  Pedigo,  113  Ga. 
1157,  39  8.  E.  493,  54  L.  E.  A.  808; 
Jaques  v.  Stewart,  81   Qs,,  §1,  6  S.  E. 
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815.  111. — Newlin  v.  Prevo,  90  III.  App. 
515.  Ind.— Noblett  v.  Dillinger,  23  Ind. 
505;  Burton  v.  Tannehill,  6  Blackf. 
470.  Ky. — ^Fightmaster  v.  Beasley,  7  J. 
J.  Marsh.  410.  Me. — Cleaves  v.  Wash- 
burn, 12  Atl.  734;  Perley  v.  Dole,  40 
Me.  139.  Mass. — ^Eogers  v.  Dutton,  182 
Mass.  187,  65  N.  E.  56;  Morgan  v.  Ide, 
8  Cush.  420.  Mich. — Haynes  v.  Hobbs, 
136  Mich.  117,  98  N.  W.  978;  Harris  v. 
Cabls,  104  Mich.  365,  62  N.  W.  582. 
Minn. — Vanderburgh  v.  Bassett,  4 
Minn.  242.  Miss. — ^Baldwin  v.  McKay, 
41  Miss.  358.  Mo. — Southworth  Co.  v. 
Lamb,  82  Mo.  242;  Webster  v.  Heylman, 
11  Mo.  428.  N.  H.— Colby  v.  Creasy,  5 
N.  H.  237.  N.  J.— Gaskill  v.  Barbour, 
62  N.  J.  L.  530,  41  Atl.  700.  JM.  K. 
Friedman  v.  Phillips,  84  App.  Div.  179, 
82  N.  Y.  Supp.  96;  Bromley  v.  Miles, 
51  App.  Div.  95,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  353. 
N.  C— Vinson  v.  Knight,  137  N.  C.  408, 
49  S.  E.  891;  Francis  v.  Welch,  33  N. 
C.  215.  R.  I. — Davis  u.  National  Eagle 
Bank,  23  E.  L  243,  49  Atl.  1135.  50 
Atl.  530.  S.  C— Slack  v.  Littlefield, 
Harp.  298.     S.  D. — Smith  v.  Donahoe, 

13  S.  D.  334,  83  N.  W.  264.  Tenn. 
Caldwell  v.  Cowan,  9  Yerg.  262.  Tex. 
Epstein  v.  Meyer  Bros.  Drug  Co.,  82 
Tex.  572,  18  S.  W.  592.  Vt.— Hyde 
Park  Lumber  Co.  v.  Shepardson,  72  Vt. 
188,  47  Atl.  826.  Wis.— Walworth 
County  Bank  v.  Farmers'  L.  &  T.  Co., 

14  Wis.  325.  Eng.- Buckley  v.  Gross, 
3  B.  &  S.  566,  113  E.  C.  L.  564,  122 
Eng.  Reprint  213.  Can. — Buck  v. 
Knowlton,  21  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  371;  Troop 
V.  Hart,  7  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  512. 

15.  U.  S.— Hoffman  v.  Wilson,  130 
Fed.  694,  6d  C.  C.  A.  14.  Ala.— Tucker 
V.  Henderson's  Admr.,  63  Ala.  280. 
N.  Y. — Jackson  v.  Appleton,  2  N.  Y. 
Supp.  787,  19  N.  Y.  St.  160.  B.  I. 
Williams  V.  Smith,  28  E.  I.  531,  68  Atl, 
306. 
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B.  Necessity  for  Demand.  —  1.  In  General.  —  The  form  of  the 
action  of  trover  supposes  the  defendant  may  have  come  lawfully  by 
the  possession  of  the  goods,"  and  the  action  lies,  in  fact,  and  is  brought 
in  many  cases  where  the  defendant  has  got  the  possession  lawfully.^' 
Where  the  act  was  wrongful  in  the  beginning,  or,  as  sometimes  desig- 
nated, "an  actual  conversion,"  no  demand  is  necessary.^^  In  other 
words,  demand  and  refusal  being  only  evidence  of  conversion  need  not 
be  made  when  there  is  suflScient  proof  of  actual  conversion.^^  Where, 
however,  the  defendant  came  into  possession  of  the  property  lawfully, 
a  demand  is  necessary^"  since  something  must  be  done  to  put  him  in 


See  generally  the  title  "Suits  and 
Actions." 

16.  See  Cooper  v.  Chitty,  1  Burr. 
20,  31,  97  Eng.  Reprint  166,  and  supra, 
I. 

17.  See  supra,  I. 

18.  111.— MeConnell  v.  Hamp,  147 
111.  App.  56.  Mass. — ^Baker  v.  Lothrop, 
155  Mass.  376,  29  N.  E.  643.  Mo. 
Knipper  v.  Blumenthal,  107  Mo.  665,  18 
S.  W.  23. 

[a]  The  wrongful  assumption  of 
dominion  over  the  property  of  another 
in  subversion  and  denial  of  his  rights, , 
entitles  the  owner  to  bring  conversion 
without  making  a  demand.  Boutwell 
V.  Parker,  124  Ala.  341,  27  So.  309. 

19.  U.S. — Union  Naval  Stores  Co.  «. 
United  States,  202  Fed.  491,  493,  123 
C.  C.  A.  1;  Bell  v.  Carter,  164  Fed.  417, 
90  C.  C.  A.  555,  19  L.  E.  A.  (N.  &.) 
S33.  Ala. — Ensley  Lumber  Co.  v.  Lewis, 
121  Ala.  94,  25  So.  729;  Bradley  v. 
Harden,  73  Ala.  70.  Colo. — ^Fairbanks 
V.  Kent,  16  Colo.  App.  35,  63  Pac.  707. 
Fla. — ^Anderson  v.  Agnew,  38  Fla.  30, 
20  So.  766.  Ga. — Merchants'  &  Min- 
ers' Transp.  Co.  v.  Moore  &  Co.,  124  Ga. 
482,  52  8.  E.  802;  Baston  v.  Eabun,  115 
Ga.  378,  41  S.  E.  568.  lU.— Union  Stock- 
yard &  Tr.  Co.  V.  Mallory,  Son  &  Zim- 
merman Co.,  157  111.  554,  41  N.  E.  888, 
48  Am.  St.  Eep.  341.  Ind. — Armaeost 
V.  Lindley,  116  Ind.  295,  19  N.  E.  138; 
Cox  V.  Albert,  78  Ind.  241.  la. — Zim- 
merman V.  Winterset  Nat.  Bank,  56 
Iowa  133,  8  N.  W.  807.  Kan. — Johnson 
V.  Anderson,  60  Kan.  578,  57  Pac.  513. 
Md. — Bonaparte  v.  Clagett,  78  Md.  87, 
27  Atl.  619.  Mass. — Eobinson  v.  Way, 
163  Mass.  212,  39  N.  E.  1009.  Mich. 
Pierce  v.  Underwood,  112  Mich.  186,  70 
N.  W.  419.  Minn. — Hogan  v.  Atlantic 
El.  Co.,  66  Minn.  344,  69  N.  W.  7; 
Adams  v.  Castle,  64  Minn.  505,  67  N. 
W.  637.    Mo.— SifE  v.  Jackson,  187  Mo. 


App.  141,  148,  172  S.  W.  1169,  cit.  eye. 
Net).— Gross  v.  Scheel,  67  Neb.  223,  93 
N.  W.  418.  N.  J.— Corona  Kid  Co.  v. 
Lichtman,  84  N.  J.  L.  363,  86  Atl.  371. 
N.  y.— Mullen  v.  Quinlan  &  Co.,  195  N. 
Y.  109,  87  N.  E.  1078,  24  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  511;  Wood  V.  Young,  141  N.  Y.  211, 
36  isr.  E.  193;  Smith  v.  Smalley,  19 
App.  Div.  519,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  277. 
Okla. — Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Gaskill,  44 
Okla.  728,  145  Pac.  1131;  Bilby  v. 
Jones,  39  Okla.  613,  136  Pac.  414.  S.  T>. 
Millerke  v.  Eeiley,  31  S.  D.  342,  349, 
141  N.  W.  136.  Vt— Allen  Lumber  Co. 
V.  Higuera,  86  Vt.  453,  85  Atl.  979.  Va. 
Newsum  v.  Newsum,  1  Leigh  (28  Va.) 
86,  19  Am.  Dee.  739. 

20.  IT.  S. — Blakely  v.  Euddell, 
Hempst.  18,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  18,241. 
Ala. — Wilson  &  Son  v.  Curry,  149  Ala. 
368,  42  So.  753.  Ark. — McLain  v.  Huff- 
man, 30  Ark.  428.  Colo.— Salida  Bldg. 
&  L.  Assn.  V.  Davis,  16  Colo.  App.  294, 
64:  Pac.  1046.  Conn. — Semon  v.  Adams, 
79  Conn.  81,  63  Atl.  661.  Ga.— Wall  v. 
Johnson,  88  Ga.  524,  15  S.  E.  15,  con- 
sxruing  §3028  of  the  code.  111. — Songer 
V.  Lynch,  72  111.  498;  Hartman  v.  West- 
ern C.  S.  Co.,  190  111.  App.  182;  Hart 
V.  Mohr,  187  111.  App.  10;  O'Neill  v. 
Lindsay  Light  Co.,  181  111.  App.  700. 
Ind. — Jones  v.  Gregg,  17  Ind.  84.  la. 
Bover  v.  Swecker,  138  Iowa  721,  116 
N.  W.  704.  Kan— Auld  v.  Butcher,  22 
Kan.  400.  Ky. — Kennet  v.  Eobiason,  2 
J.  J.  Marsh.  84.  Me. — Carleton  v.  Love- 
joy,  54  Me.  445.  Mass. — Pairbank  v. 
Pbelp^,  22  Pick.  535.  Mo.— Polk 's  Admr. 
v.  Allen,  19  Mo.  467.  N.  J. — Temple 
Co.  V.  Penn  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  69  N.  J. 

L.  36,  54  Atl.  295.     N".  Y McDonnell 

V.  Buffalo  Loan  etc.  Co.,  193  N.  Y.  92", 
85  N.  E.  801  [affirming  119  App.  Div. 
245,  104  N.  Y.  Supp.  625];  Shipley 
Constr.  &  8.  Co.  v.  Mager,  165  App. 
Div.  866,  150  N.  Y.  Supp.  969.     N,  C. 
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default,  unless  it  is  apparent  that  demand  would  be  useless,  in  which 
case  it  is  excused. ^^ 

2.  Requisites  of  the  Demand.  —  The  demand  should  be  made  by 
the  person  entitled  at  the  time  to  receive  the  goods,^^  or  by  an  agent 
duly  authorized.^^  An  agent  making  demand  for  his  principal  must 
give,  however,  a  fair  proof  of  his  authority  or  the  refusal  will  not  sus- 
tain trover.^*  The  demand  should  be  made  upon  the  party  who  at  the 
time  has  the  possession  of  the  goods,^^  but  the  demand  need  not  be 
made  upon  the  defendant  personally.^^  The  demand  need  not  be  made 
in  any  particular  form,  but  it  should  be  clear  and  identify  the  goods 
demanded,^^  and  it  should  not  be  qualified  with  eonditions.^^  The  de- 
mand must,  moreover,  be  made  after  the  plaintiff's  right  to  possession 


Finch  V.  Clarke,  61  N.  C.  335.  Ohio. 
Morris'  Admr.  v.  Bills,  Wright  343.  Pa. 
Taylor  v.  Hanlon,  103  Pa.  504.  Term. 
Moore  v.  Fitzpatriek,  7  Baxt.  350.  Tex. 
San  Antonio  &  A.  P.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Smith 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  171  S.  W.  282.  Wis. 
Nay  V.  Crook,  1  Pinn.  546.  Eng. — Thoro- 
good  V.  Robinson,  6  Q.  B.  769,  9  Jur. 
274,  14  L.  J.  Q.  B.  87,  51  E.  C.  L. 
768,  115  Eng.  Eeprint  290. 

[a]  Innocent  Purchaser. — According 
to  some  of  the  cases,  one  who  in  good 
faith  purchases  goods  from  one  having 
no  right  to  sell  them  is  not  liable  un- 
less a  demand  has  been  made  upon 
him.  Torian  v.  McClure,  83  Ind.  310; 
Wood  V.  Cohen,  6  Ind.  455,  63  Am.  Dec. 
389. 

21.  See  the  title  "Suits  and  Ac- 
tions." 

22.  Carr  «.  Farley,  12  Me.  328; 
Philips  V.  Eobinson,  4  Bing.  106,  13  E. 
C.  L.  422,  130  Eng. -Eeprint  708. 

[a]  Exhibit  of  Title. — The  person 
making  the  demand  need  not  exhibit 
his  title  to  the  goods  as  a  prerequisite 
to  his  demand.  EatclifE  v.  Vance,  2 
Mill  Const.  (S.  C.)  239. 

23.  Ala. — Jesse  French  Piano  &  Or- 
gan Co.  V.  Johnston,  142  Ala.  419,  37 
So.  924.  m. — Smith  &  Bros.  Typewriter 
Co.  V.  Blakemore,  183  111.  App.  14. 
Mich. — Kendrick  v.  Beard,  90  Mich. 
589,  51  N.  W.  645.  N.  H.— Lovejoy  v. 
Jones,  30  N.  H.  164.  Eng.— Mills  v. 
Ball.  2  Bos.  &  P.  457,  126  Eng.  Eeprint 
138^. 

24.  Ala.— St.  John  v.  O'Connel,  7 
Port.  466.  Cal. — GrifS.n  v.  Alsop,  4  Cal. 
406.  Miss. — See  Eobertson  v.  Crane,  27 
Miss.  362,  61  Am.  Dec.  5a0.  S.  C. — Beck- 
ley  V.  Howard,  2  Brev.  94.    Eng. — Solo- 
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mans   v.   Dawes,   1    Esp.    83;    Smith   v. 
/oung,  1   Camp.  439. 

[aj  Reasonable  Evidence. — The  one 
in  possession  may  require  reasonable 
evidence  that  the  demandant  is  entitled 
to  the  possession  of  the  goods.  Coke, 
C.  J.,  in  Isaack  v.  Clark,  2  Bulstr.  306, 
80  Eng.  Eeprint  1143. 

25.  Ind. — Traylor  v.  Horrall,  4 
Blackf.  317.  N.  Y.— Wooster  v.  Sher- 
wood, 25  N.  Y.  278.  Vt.— Knapp  v. 
Winchester,  11  Vt.  351.  Eng.— Ed- 
wards V.  Hooper,  11  M.  &  W.  363,  12 
L.  J.  Ex.  304,  7  Jur.  378. 

[a]  Goods  Bailed  to  Two. — If  goods 
have  been  bailed  to  two  persons,  a  de- 
mand upon  one  of  them  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  charge  the  other  in  trover. 
Griswold  v.  Plumb,  13  Mass.  298;  Nic- 
oll  V.  Glennie,  1  M.  &  Sel.  588,  105  Eng. 
Eeprint  220. 

26.  Logan  v.  Houlditch,  1  Esp. 
(Eng.)  22,  demand  in  writing  suffi- 
cient. 

27.  Mich. — Harris  v.  Haekley,  127 
Mich.  46,  86  N.  W.  389.  Mo.— Sife  v. 
Jackson,  187  Mo.  App.  141,  148,  172 
S.  W.  1169;  a  demand  by  letter,  etc. 
See  Handlau  Buck  Mfg.  Co.  v.  State 
Electrical  Co.,  184  Mo.  App.  247,  168 
S.  W.  785.  Wis. — Kewaunee  v.  Decker, 
30  Wis.  624., 

28.  Ind. — Cumberland  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co. 
V.  Taylor,  44  Ind.  App.  27,  88  N.  E. 
631.  Mo. — Handlan  Buck  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
State  Electrical  Co.,  184  Mo.  App.  247, 
168  S.  W.  785.  N.  Y.- Castle  v.  Corn 
Exeh.'  Bank,  148  N.  T.  122,  42  N.  E. 
518  [affirwAng  75  Hun  89,  26  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1035,  58  N.  Y.  St.  151];  Monnot  v. 
Ibert,  33  Barb.  24.  Eng.— Rushworth 
V.  Taylor,  3  Q.  B.  699,  3  G.  &  D.  3,  43 
E.  C.  L.  932,  114  Eng.  Reprint  674. 
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has  aeerued,^^  before  the  action  is  brought,^"  and  should  not  call  for 
more  than  can  be  rightfully  claimed.^^ 

3  The  Refusal.  —  The  defendant  must  be  given  a  reasonable 
time  to  restore  the  goods  before  his  noncompliance  with  the  demand 
nan  be  treated  as  a  refusal.'^  Moreover,  the  refusal  must  be  absolute 
in  order  to  constitute  a  eonversion,^^  but  the  refusal  cannot  be  qualified 
by  a  condition  which  the  party  in  possession  of  the  goods  has  no  right 
to  impose.'* 

C.  Prepayment  to  Pledgee  or  Lienor.  —  In  order  to  put  a  pledgee 
or  other  lienor  in  possession  of  the  goods  in  default,  the  owner  of  the 
property  must  pay  or  tender  the  amount  due  on  the  charges  for  which 
the  goods  are  held,  and  demand  a  return  of  the  property.'^  However, 
a  tender  of  the  amount  due  is  not  necessary  to  sustain  an  action  in 
trover  against  a  pledgee  who  wrongfully  sells  the  property,^^  or  by 
other  conduct  has  waived  or  terminated  his  right  to  a  lien.^'  More- 
over, where  a  lienor  refuses  to  surrender  goods  except  upon  payment 


29.  Ala. — Haas  v.  Taylor,  80  Ala. 
459,  2  So.  633.  Ga.— Hudson  v.  Goff, 
77  Ga  281,  3  S.  E.  152.  Me.— Whiting 
V  Whiting  111  Me.  13,  87  Atl.  381; 
Hagar  v.  Eandall,  62  Me.  439.  N.  Y. 
Butts  u.  Burnett  6  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  ».; 
302  N  C— Finch  v.  Clarke,  61  N.  C. 
335. 

30  Storm  v.  Livingston,  6  Johns. 
(N  Y.)  44;  Morris  v.  Pugh,  3  Burr. 
1241,  97  Eng    Eeprint  811. 

31.  Abington  v.  Lipscombe,  1  Q.  B. 
776.  1  G.  &  D.  230,  10  L.  J.  Q.  B.  330, 
6  J'ur  257,  41  E.  C.  L.  772,  113  Eng. 
Beprint  1328. 

32  Mass. — Wellington  v.  Went- 
worth,  8  Meto.  548.  Mich. — Felcher  v. 
McMillan,  103  Mich.  494,  61  N.  W. 
791;  Flaunery  v.  Brewer,  66  Mich.  509, 
33  N.  W.  522.  N.  H. — Sargent  v.  Gile, 
8  N.  H.  325;  White  v.  Demary,  2  N.  H. 
546  N.  Y.— Siebold  v.  La  Eue,  83 
Misc.  70,  144  N.  T.  Supp.  658.  N.  C. 
Dowd-u.  Wadsworth,  13  N.  C.  130,  18 
Am.  Dec.  567. 

33.  Ala. — Butler  v.  Jones,  80  Ala. 
436,  2  So.  300.  Minn. — Sutton  v.  Great 
Northern  E.  Co.,  99  Minn.  376,  109  N. 
W.  815.  N.  Y. — McEntee  v  New  Jer- 
sey Steamboat  Co.,  45  N.  T.  34,  6  Am. 
Eep.  28.  Pa. — Williams  v.  Smith,  153 
Pa.  462,  25  Atl.  1122.  E.  I.— Buffing- 
ton  V.  Clarke,  15  E.  I.  437,  8  Atl.  247. 
Eng. — Alexander  v.  Southey,  5  B.  & 
Aid.  247,  24  Eev.  Eep.  348,  7  E.  C.  L. 
141,  106  Eng.  Eeprint  1183.  Can. 
Annand  v.  Merchants'  Bank,  12  Nova 
Scotia  329;  Walker  v.  Cunningham,  12 
Nqv^i  Seotia  1, 


See  47  Cent.  Dig.  title  "Trover  and 
Conversion"  79. 

34.  Davies  v.  "Vernon,  6  Ad.  &  El. 
(N.  S.)  443,  51  E.  C.  L.  443,  115  Eng. 
Eeprint  169. 

35.  Ga.— Perdue  v.  Powell,  63  Ga. 
159.  lU.— Eobison  v.  Hardy,  22  111. 
App.  512.  Ind. — Picquet  v.  McKay,  3 
Blackf.  465.  Mich. — McDonough  v. 
Sutton,  35  Mich.  1.  N.  Y.— Gunning  v. 
Quinn,  81  Hun  522,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  1015, 
63  N.  Y.  St.  209;  Genin  v.  Schwenk, 
62  Hun  574,  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  34,  42  N. 
Y.  St.  818.  Pa. — Wagenblast  v.  Mc- 
Kean,  2  Grant  Cas.  393.  Tex. — May  v. 
Anthony  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  151  S.  W. 
602.  Vt. — ^Benior  v.  Poquin,  40  Vt. 
199.  Eng. — ^Broadbent  v.  Varley,  12  C. 
B.  (N.  S.)  214,  104  E.  C.  L.  212,  142 
Eng.  Eeprint  1125. 

36.  Cal. — ^Lowe  v.  Ozmun,  3  Cal. 
App.  387,  86  Pac.  729.  Ga.— Whigham 
V.  Fountain,  132  Ga.  277,  63  S.  E.  1115. 
N.  Y.— Mullen  v.  Quinlan  &  Co.,  195  N. 
Y.  109,  87  N.  E.  1078,  24  L.  R.  A.  (N. 
S.)  511. 

37.  Cal.— Latta  v.  Tutton,  122  Cal. 
279,  54  Pac.  844,  68  Am.  St.  Eep.  30. 
Conn. — ^Ailing  v.  Weissman,  77  Conn. 
394,  59  Atl.  419.  lU.— Eeeve  «.  Fox, 
40  111.  App.  127.  Me.— Bowden  v. 
Dugan,  91  Me.  141,  39  Atl.  467.  N.  Y, 
Phillips  V.  McNab,  16  Daly  150,  9  N. 
Y.  Supp.  526,  30  N.  Y.  St.  853.  Pa. 
Wagenblast  v.  McKean,  2  Grant  Cas. 
393.  Eng. — Jones  v.  Tarleton,  1  Dowl. 
P.  C.  (N.  S.)  625,  6  Jur.  348,  11  L.  J. 
Exch.  267,  9  M.  &  W.  675. 
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of  a  larger  sum  than  is  due,  an  actual  tender  of  the  amount  due  is 
not  necessary.^' 

D.  CoNTEACT  Rescinded  ;  Retubn  of  Consideration.  —  Where  the 
owner  of  goods  has  sold  and  delivered  the  goods  to  a  fraudulent  ven- 
dee, it  is  a  condition  precedent  to  an  action  in  trover  that  the  plaintiff 
rescind  the  contract  and  offer,  as  a  general  rule,  to  return  any  goods 
or  chattels  received  in  consideration  of  the  sale.^'  This  same  rule  ap- 
plies, likewise,  to  an  executed  contract  for  the  exchange  of  goods.*" 
Where,  however,  the  contract  is  executory,*^  or  where  the  consideration 
received  is  money  or  a  note,*^  no  rescission  or  return  of  the  consider- 
ation is  necessary  before  bringing  the  action. 

E.  Stolen  Property;  Price  Criminal  Prosecution.  —  Under  the 
rule  of  the  common  law,*^  or  by  force  of  statute,**  the  owner  of  goods 
cannot  sue  in  trover  a  thief  who  has  stolen  the  goods  until  he  has 
prosecuted  him  criminally.    A  third  person  in  possession  of  the  stolen 


38.  Murr  v.  Western  Assur.  Co.,  50 
App.  Div.  4,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  12. 

[a]  Agister's  Lien. — Where  the  de- 
fendant refused  to  surrender  a  horse 
to  the  plaintiff  until  an  entire  bill  for 
its  keeping  was  paid,  including  the 
time  for  which  he  had  no  lien  as  well 
as  that  for  which  he  had,  the  plaintiff 
was  thereby  excused  from  making  a 
tender  of  the  amount  secured  by  the 
valid  lien,  and  could  maintain  an  ac- 
tion of  trover  without  proof  of  such 
tender.  Bowden  v.  Dugan,  91  Me.  141, 
39  Atl.  467. 

39.  Mass. — Kimball  v.  Cunningham, 
4  Mass.  502,  3  Am.  Dee.  230.  IT.  H. 
Rogers  v.  Miller,  62  N.  H.  131.  N.  Y. 
Pinckney  v.  Darling,  158  N!  Y.  728,  53 
N.  E.  3130;  Tripp  v.  Pulver,  2  Hun 
511,  5  Thomps.  &  C.  30. 

[a]  Purchase  from  Intoxicated  Per- 
son.— Where  the  possession  of  personal 
property  has  been  obtained  by  means 
of  a  contract  made  with  one  who,  by 
reason  of  his  intoxication,  was  without 
capacity  to  enter  into  a  valid  agree- 
nieiit,  and  the  person  obtaining  the 
property  knew  of  the  other's  incapa- 
city when  the  contract  was  made,  the 
transaction  is  fraudulent.  In  such  case 
no  formal  rescission  of  the  invalid  con- 
tract is  necessary  before  bringing  the 
action;  and  if  the  consideration,  in 
whole  or  in  part,  has  been  paid  to  the 
party  deprived  of  his  property,'  no  of- 
fer to  return  it  is  necessary  to  enable 
him  to  maintain  the  action.  Baird  v. 
Howard,  51  Ohio  St.  57,  36  N.  B.  732, 
46  Am.  St.  Eep.  '550,  22  L.  R.  A.  846. 

40.  Kimball  v.  Cunningham,  4  Mass. 
502,  3  Am.  Dec.  230. 
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41.  Mo. — Vansandt  v.  Hobbs,  84  Mo. 
App.  628.  N.  y. — Hynes  v.  Patterson, 
95  N.  Y.  1;  Douglass  v.  Scott,  130  App. 
Div.  322,  114  N.  Y.  Supp.  470.  Ohio. 
Baird  v.  Howard,  51  Ohio  St.  57,  36 
N.  E.  732,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  550,  22  L. 
R.  A.  846. 

[a]  Praudulent  Vendee. — Where  the 
owner  of  a  set  of  diamond  ear  drops 
gave  them  to  defendant  on  condition 
which  was  not  performed,  and,  on  de- 
mand, false  ear-rings  were  delivered  to 
her,  she  need  not  return  them  before 
bringing  trover  for  the  property.  Ham 
V.  Sanborn,  68  N.  H.  19,  40  Atl.  395. 

42.  See   infra,   this   note. 

[a]  Fraudulent  Purchaser  or  Ven- 
dee.— Trover  lies  against  a  fraudulent 
purchaser,  or  his  vendee  with  notice, 
without  a  tender  of  a  note  given  in 
payment.  Stevens  v.  Austin,  1  Mete. 
(Mass.)  557;  Thurston  v.  Blanchard,  22 
Pick.  (Mass.)   18,  33  Am.  Dec.  700. 

[b]  The  tender,  at  the  trial,  of  a 
note  given  by  a  fraudulent  vendee  is 
sufficient  as  a  prerequisite  to  an  action 
in  trover.     Ryan  v.  Brant,  42  111.  78. 

43.  Martin's  Exx.  v.  Martin,  25  Ala. 
201;  Keyser  v.  Eodgers,  50  Pa.  275. 

[al  The  rule  was  based  on  pubUc 
policy.  As  said  by  Best,  C.  J.,  if  the 
civil  action  could  be  maintained  before 
the  thief  had  been  prosecuted,  "we 
should  have  no  more  criminal  prosecu- 
tions .  .  .  you  must  do  your  duty  to  the 
public  before  you  seek  a  benefit  to 
yourself."  Gimson  v.  Woodfull,  2  Car. 
&  P.  41,  12  E.  C.  L.  439. 

44.  McNeal,  v.  Macomber,  25  E.  I. 
475,  56  Atl.  683;  Scattergood  v.  Sylves- 
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property  may,  however,  be  sued  irrespective  of  the  prior  prosecution 
of  the  thief.*= 

IV.  JURISDICTION.  —  Jurisdiction  of  the  action  of  trover  is 
governed  by  the  general  rules  elsewhere  treated.*^  It  may  be  brought 
in  the  courts  of  any  state  having  jurisdiction  of  the  defendant  although 
the  conversion  took  place  in  another  state.** 

V.  VENUE.  —  A.  In  General.*^  —  Trover  is  a  transitory  ac- 
tion,*^ and  the  venue  may  be  laid  in  any  county  having  jurisdiction 
over  the  defendant.*"  By  statute,  however,  actions  in  trover  may  be 
made  local.*^  A  defendant,  however,  by  submitting  himself  to  the  jur- 
isdiction of  the  court  may  waive  his  right  to  be  sued  in  the  county 
prescribed  by  the  statute.*^ 

B.  Change  of  Venue.  —  A  change  of  venue  may  be  obtained  for 
proper  cause  in  trover  as  in  other  actions.*^ 


tor,  15  Q.  B.  506,  69  E.  C.  L.  504,  117 
Eng.  Eeprint  551. 

45.  Lee  v.  Bayes,  18  C.  B.  599,  86 
E.  C.  L.  597,  139  Eng.  Eeprint  1504;, 
White  V.  Spettigue,  13  M.  &  W.  603,  1 
Car.  &  K.  673,  14  L.  J.  Ex.  99,  9  Jur. 
70,  47  E.  C.  L.  678. 

46.  See  generally  the  title  "Juris- 
diction." 

[a]  Although  property  of  which  con- 
version is  alleged  is  in  the  custody  of 
a  chancery  court,  an  action  for  its  con- 
version may  be  brought  in  a  law  court, 
since  it  does  not  affect  the  possession 
of  the  property,  or  interfere  with  its 
custody.  Garibaldi  v.  Wright,  62  Ark. 
416,  12  S.  W.  875. 

[b]  Postmaster  Unlawfully  Detain- 
ing mail. — Trover  lies  in  a  state  court 
where  a  postmaster  unlawfully  detains 
mail  matter  from  the  person  to  whom 
it  is  directed.  Teal  v.  Felton,  12  How. 
(U.  S.)  284,  13  L.  ed.  990. 

47.  Ky. — ^Dennis  Bros.  v.  Strunk,  32 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  1230,  108  S.  W.  957.  Me. 
Wliidden  v.  Seelye,  40  Me.  247,  63  Am. 
Dee.  661;  Eobinson  v.  Armstrong,  34 
Me.  145.  N.  Y.— Hoy  v.  Smith,  49 
Barb.  360.  Tex. — ^Liles  v.  Woods  &  Co., 
5jS  Tex.  416.  Wis.— Tyson  v.  McGuineas, 
25  Wis.  656.  See  17  Standard  Peoc. 
763. 

What  law  goveros,  see  supra,  I,  E. 

48.  See  the  title  "Venue." 

49.  Me. — Whidden  v.  Seelye,  40  Me. 
247,  63  Am.  Dec.  661;  Eobinson  v.  Arm- 
strong, 34  Me.  145.  BT.  Y. — Eightmyer 
V.  Eaymond,  12  Wend.  51.  Eng. — Isaack 
V.  Clark,  2  Bulstr.  306,  80  Eng.  Eeprint 
1343.  Caa. — Gesner  v.  Gas 'Co.,  2  Nova 
Scotia  72. 

50.  Me. — Eobinson  v.  Armstrong,  34 


Me.  145.  N.  Y.— Glen  v.  Hodges,  9 
Johns.  67.  Tex. — ^First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Brown,  85  Tex.  80,  23  S.  W.  862.  Wis. 
Tyson  v.  McGuineas,  25  Wis.  656.  Eng. 
Isaack  v.  Clark,  2  Bulstr.  306,  80  Eng. 
Eeprint  1143. 

[a]  Trespass  to  Realty  and  Trover. 
A  defendant  who  has  cut  timber  from 
plaintiff's  land  in  another  state,  and 
converted  the  timber  to  his  own  use, 
may  be  sued  in  this  state  for  the  con- 
version but  not  for  the  trespass.  Ty- 
son V.  McGuineas,  25  Wis.  656. 

51.  Colo.— Updegraff  v.  Lesem,  15 
Colo.  App.  297,  62  Pac.  342,  county  in 
which  defendant  resides.  Ota,. — ^Bird  v. 
Georgia  E.E.,  72  Ga.  655,  county  where 
a  common  carrier  refuses  to  deliver 
the  ^goods  upon  lawful  demand.  Mont. 
Yore  V.  Murphy,  10  Mont.  304,  25  Pac. 
1039,  county  where  the  wrong  was  com- 
mitted. N.  Y. — In  connection  with 
former  statute,  see  Eightmyer  v.  Eay- 
mond, 12  Wend.  51;  Brice  v.  Vander- 
heyden,  9  Wend.  472;  Hull  v.  South- 
worth,  5  Wend.  265,  venue  in  county 
where  conversion  took  place.  'Compare 
Dunham  v.  Parmenter,  74  Hun  559,  26 
N.  T.  Supp.  955,  57  N.  Y.  St.  225.  Tex. 
Eloyd  v..  Gibbs  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  34 
S.  W.  154,  county  where  defendant  re- 
sides. 

52.  Floyd  v.  Gibbs  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
34  B.  W.  154.     See  the  title  "Venue." 

53.  Mont. — Yore  v.  Murphy,  10  Mont. 
304,  25  Pac.  1039.  N.  Y.— Dunham  v. 
Parmenter,  74  Hun  659,  26  N.  Y.  Supp. 

955,    57    N.    Y.    St.   225.     N.   0 See 

Makely  v.  Boothe  Co.,  129  N.  C.  11,  39 
S.  E.  582,  holding  that  a  change  of 
venue  would  not  be  granted,  in  an  al- 
leged conversion  of  oysters  from  oyster 
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VI.  PARTIES.  —  A.  Plaintiff.  —  The  question  of  who  is  en- 
titled to  sue  in  trover  is  determined  by  the  principles  and  rules  already 
discussed.^*  The  application  of  these  principles  to  particular  persons 
and  relations  will  be  found  in  numerous  titles  dealing  with  such  per- 
sons and  relations.°°  The  general  rules  as  to  parties  plaintiff  govern 
this  class  of  aetions.°^  A  cause  of  action  for  conversion  is,  in  modern 
times,  assignable,  and  an  assignee  may.  sue  in  his  own  name.'''  Under 
the  code  the  action  must  be  by  the  real  party  in  interest.^*  Joint  own- 
ers  must  all  join  in  an  action  for  conversion,^^  but  one  who  has  a  mere 
interest  in  the  goods  converted,  such  as  a  beneficial  right  to  their  use, 
or  to  profits  arising  thereby,  is  not  a  necessary  party,  and  need  not  be 
joined."" 

B.  Defendants.  —  Trover  may  be  maintained  jointly  against  two 
or  more  joint  tort-feasors,°^  or  it  may  be  brought  against  a  part  or 


beds,  to  the  county  in  whieh  the  oyster 
beds  were  situated,  since  the  action 
was  not,  as  claimed  by  the  petitioner, 
an  action  of  injury  to  land. 

See  generally  the  title  "Change  of 
Venue.  "- 

54.  See  supra,  II. 

55.  See  particular  titles  "and  the  in- 
dex to  this  work. 

56.  See  the  title  "Parties." 

57.  Gradwohl  v.  Harris,  29  Cal.  150; 
McKee  v.  Judd,  12  N.  Y.  622,  64  Am. 
Dec.  515;  Eichtmeyer  v.  Eemsen,  38  N. 
T.  206.     , 

[a]  At  common  law,  the  right  of  ac- 
tion for  trover  and  conversion  is  no 
more  assignable  than  a  right  of  action 
for  any  other  tort.  Gardner  v-  Adams, 
12  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  297. 

58.  See  the  title  "Parties." 

[aj  The  code  requirement  that  ac- 
tions be  by  the  real  party  in  interest 
does  not  prevent  one  in  possession,  but 
not  the  owner,  from  suing.  Paddock  v. 
Wing,  16  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  547. 

[bj  Cutting  Timber:  Public  I>and, 
Where  a  pre-emptor  has  paid  for  pub- 
lic land  as  provided  by  law,  and  the 
final  certificate  has  been  issued  to  him, 
he  is  the  real  owner  for  all  beneficial 
purposes.  Consequently,  where  subse- 
quently, but  before  the  issuance  of  a 
patent,  a  trespasser  removes  timber 
from  the  land,  the  pre-emptor  is  en- 
titled to  the  pay  for  the  damage,  and 
the  United  States  is  not  the  real  party 
in  interest  and  cannot  maintain  the  ac- 
tion. United  States  v.  Saucier,  5  N. 
M.  569,  25  Pac.  791. 

[c]  Vendee  or  Donee  of  Property. 
Except  as  against  his  creditor,  one  may 
sell  his  property  for  a  nominal  consid- 
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eration,  or  give  it  away;  and,  if  he 
does  either,  his  vendee  or  donee  is  the 
real  party  in  interest  in  a  suit  for  the 
conversion  of  such  property.  Kinsella 
V.  Sharp,  47  Neb. -664,  66  N.  W.  634. 

59.  Little  «>.  Harrington,  71  Mo.  390; 
Bucknam  v.  Brett,  13  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 
119,  35  Barb.  596,  22  How.  Pr.  233.  See 
the  titles  "Joint  Tenants;"  "Tenants 
in  Common." 

[a]  A  part  owner  may  sue  separ- 
ately, however,  for  the  value  of  his  pro- 
portionate interest  in  the  converted 
property.  Sherman  v.  Fall  Eiver  Iron 
V7orks  Co.,  5  Allen  (Mass.)   213. 

60.  Ga. — McElmurray  v.  Harris,  117 
Ga.  919,  43  S.  E.  987.  Mich.— Janau- 
BChek  V.  Eddy,  108  Mich.  190,  65  N.  W. 
752.  Neb. — Chamberlain  v.  Woolsey, 
66  Neb.  141,  92  N.  W.  181,  95  N.  W. 
.38.  N.  Y. — WyckofE  v.  Anthony,  90  N. 
Y.  442.  Ohio. — SchaefEer  v.  Marien- 
thal,  17  Ohio  St.  183. 

61.  Smith  V.  Morgan,  68  Wis.  358, 
32  N.  W.  135;  Smith  v.  Briggs,  64  Wis. 
497,  25  N.  W.  558;  Catterall  v.  Kenyon, 
2  G.  &  D.  545,  3  Q.  B.  310,  11  L.  J.  Q. 
B.  260,  6  Jur.  507,  114  Eng.  Reprint 
525;  Key  worth  v.  Hill,  3  B.  &  Aid. 
6S5,  5  E.  C.  L.  394,  106  Eng.  Reprint 
811.     See  the  title  "Parties." 

[a]  Several  may  be  joined  as  de- 
fendants in  an  action  for  conversion, 
and  one  only  may  be  found  guilty.  All 
cannot  be  found  guilty,  however,  on 
the  same  count  without  proof  of  a 
joint-conversion  by  all.  Nicoll  v. 
Glennie,  1  M.  &  S.  588,  105  Eng.  Ee- ' 
print  220. 

[b]  Husband  and  Wife.— At  com- 
mon law,  husband  and  wife  may  be 
sued  jointly   in   trover.     Keyworth  v. 
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one  of  them.^2  An  innocent  purchaser  of  goods  cannot,  however,  be 
joined  as  a  defendant  with  the  seller  who  converted  them,*'  and  one 
who  has  agreed  to  purchase  goods  in  his  possession  cannot  be  joined 
with  one  who  has  attached  them  for  a  debt  of  the  purchaser.'*  In  case, 
however,  a  defendant  has  been  unnecessarily  joined,  a  failure  to  prove 
the  conversion  against  him  is  no  ground  for  a  non-suit  as  to  another 
defendant.'^  A  corporation  may  be  liable  in  trover  the  same  as  a 
natural  person.'* 

VII.  PLEADINGS.— A.  The  Declaration.  —  1.  In  General. 
In  a  declaration,  petition,  or  complaint  in  trover,  or  conversion,  the 
essential  allegations  are,  in  general,  property  and  right  of  possessibn 
in  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  conversion ;  conversion  of  the  specified 
goods  by  the  defendant,  and  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff."'    In  juris- 


Hill,  3  B.  &  Aid.  6Sii,  5  E.  C.  L.  394, 
106  Eng.  Reprint  811;  Draper  v.  Fulkes, 
Yelv.  165,  80  Eng.  Reprint  110.  See 
generally  the  title  "Husband  antt 
Wife." 

62.  Pattee  v.  Gilmore,  18  N.  H.  460, 
45  Am.  Dee.  385;  Wood  v.  Proudman, 
122  App.  Div.  826,  107  N.  Y.  Supp. 
757. 

[aj  A  member  of  a  dissolved  flim 
in  an  action  against  one  to  whom  his 
formei  partner  had  assumed  to  sell 
partnership  property  need  not  join  his 
former  partner  as  a  defendant.  Hogen- 
dobler  v.  Lyon,  12  Kan.  276. 

Effect  of  judgment  against  one  on 
right  to  sue  another,   see  infra,  X,  B. 

63.  Larkins  v.  Eckwurzel,  42  Ala. 
322,  94  Am.  Dec.  651. 

64.  Morrow  v.  I/angan,  16  111.  App. 
505. 

65.  Howard  v.  Snelling,  28  Ga.  469. 

66.  Giles  v.  Taff  Vale  Ey.  Co.,  2  El. 
&  Bl.  822,  831,  75  E.  C.  L.  822,  118 
Eng.  Reprint  975. 

67.  Ala. — Taylor  v.  Dwyer,  129  Ala. 
325,  29  So.  692;  Wilkinson  v.  Moseley, 
30  Ala.  562.  Cal. — Wendling  Lumb. 
Co.  V.  Glenwood  Lumb.  Co.,  153  Cal. 
411,  95  Pac.  1029;  Florence  v.  Helms, 
136  Cal.  613,  69  Pae.  429.  Colo.— XJp- 
degrafe  v.  Lesem,  15  Colo.  App.  297,  62 
Pae.  342.  Fla. — Leon  v.  Kerrison,  47 
Fla.  178,  36  So.  173.  Ga.— Phelan  v. 
Vestner,  125  Ga.  825,  54  S.  E.  697; 
Broughton  v.  Winn,  60  Ga.  486.  Ida. 
Crews  V.  Baird,  2  Idaho  103,  6  Pac. 
116.  lU.— Pearce  v.  Foote,  113  111.  228, 
55  Am.  Rep.  414.  Ind. — Bimel  v.  Boyd, 
53  Ind.  App.  310,  101  N.  E.  657.  la. 
Lee  V.  Coon  Rapids  Nat.  Bank,  166 
Iowa  242,  144  N.  W.  630.  Kan.— Hind- 
man  V.  Askew   Saddlery   Co.,   9   Kan. 


App.  98,  57  Pac.  1050.  Md.— Meixel  v. 
Carr,  26  Md.  46;  Richardson  v.  Hall,  21 
Md.  399.  Mass. — Duggan  v.  Wright,  157 
Mass.  228,  32  N.  E.  159.  Mich.— Heine- 
man  V.  Steiger,  54  Mich.  232,  19  N.  W. 
965;  Ward  v.  Carp  River  Iron  Co.,  47 
Mich.  65,  10  N.  W.  109.  Minn.— St. 
Paul  &  S.  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Gardner,  19 
Minn.  132,  18  Am.  Rep.  334;  Jones  v. 
Eahilly,  16  Minn.  320.  Miss. — ^Barclay 
V.  Smith,  36  So.  449.  Mo. — Beattie 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Gerardi,  166  Mo.  14a,  65  8. 
W.  1035;  Knipper  v.  Blumenthal,  107 
Mo.  665,  18  S.  W.  23.  Mont.— Carpen- 
ter V.  Nelson,  41  Mont.  392,  109  Pae. 
857;  Reynolds  v.  Fitzpatrick,  23  Mont. 
52,  57  Pac.  452.  Neb.— Miller  v.  Waite, 
60  Neb.  431,  83  N.  W.  355,  59  Neb. 
319,-80  N.  W.  907;  Butts  V.  Kingman, 
60  Neb.  224,  82  N.  W.  854;  Cortelyou 
V.  Hiatt,  36  Neb.  684,  54  N.  W.  964; 
Eodgers  v.  Graham,  36  Neb.  730  65  N. 
W.  243;  Johnson  v.  Neal,  32  Neb.  14, 
48  N.  W.  897.  N.  J.— Mercantile  Co- 
operative Bank  v.  Frost,  62  N.  J.  L. 
476,  41  Atl.  685;  Lippman  v.  Myers, 
53  N.  J.  L.  21,  20  Atl.  1079.  N.  Y. 
Eockweel  v.  Day,  84  App.  Div.  437,  82 
N.  T.  Supp.  993;  Rogers  v.  Conde,  67 
App.  Div.  130,  74  N.  T.  Supp.  390. 
N.  C. — Paalzow  v.  North  Carolitaa  Es- 
tate Co.,  104  N.  C.  437,  10  S.  E.  527; 
Womble  v.  Leach,  83  N.  C.  84.  Okla. 
Capps  V.  Vasey  Bros.,  23  Okla.  554,  101 
Pac.  1043;  Robinson  v.  Peru  Plow  etc. 
Co.,  1  Okla.  140,  31  Pac.  988.  Ore. 
Austin  V.  Vanderbilt,  48  Ore.  206,  85 
Pae.  519,  120  Am.  St.  Eep.  800,  6  L. 
R.  A.  N.  S.  298.  S.  O.— Nance  v. 
Georgia,  etc.  E.  Co.,  35  S.  C.  307,  14 
S.  E.  629.  S.  D.— Humpfner  v.  D.  M. 
Osborne  &  Co.,  2  S.  D.  310,  50  N.  W. 
88.     Tex.— Field   f.   Davis    (Tex.   Civ. 
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dictions  where  the  common-law  system  of  pleading  yet  prevails,  the 
various  ways  in  M'hieh  "conversion"  may  be  committed,  may,  by  vir- 
tue of  the  fiction  and  presumptions  already  considered,"^  be  charged 
under,  substantially,  such  a  single  foim  of  action."*  In  other  jurisdic- 
tions, either  express  statutory  forms'"  or  the  rules  governing  code  plead- 
ing, particularly  the  rules  abolishing  fictions,  establishing  one  form  of 
civU.  action,  and  requiring  the  complaint  or  petition  to  state  merely 


A.pp.),  32  S.  W.  71.  Wash.— Phillipos 
i:.  Mihran,  38  Wash.  402,  80  Pac.  527. 
Wyo.  —  Cone  v.  Ivinson,  4  Wyo.  203,  33 
Pac.  31,  35  Pac.  933. 

As  to  necessity  for  title  and  posses- 
sion, see  supra,  II. 

For  forms  of  declaration  or  com- 
plaint, see  9  Standard  Pboc.  1224. 

[a]  For  cases  presenting  a  declara- 
tion or  complaint,  see  the  following: 
Ala. — Kyle  v.  Caravello,  103  Ala.  150, 
15  So.  527;  Koss  v.  Malone,  97  Ala.  629, 
12  So.  182.  Cal.— Hill  v.  Finigan,  62 
Cal.  426.  Conn, — Pratt  v.  Brewster,  52 
Conn.  65;  Ayres  v.  French,  41  Conn. 
142.  Ind. — Gerard  v.  Jones,  78  Ind. 
378.  Mass. — Duggan  v.  Wright,  157 
Mass.  228,  32  N.  E.  159.  Neb.— Cortel- 
you  V.  Hiatt,  36  Neb.  584,  54  N.  W. 
964.  N.  Y. — Bissell  v.  Pearse,  21  How. 
Pr.  130.  Okla. — Mayo  v.  Thede,  175 
Pae.  348;  Robinson  v.  Peru  Plow  etc. 
Co.,  1  Okla.  140,  31  Pac.  988.  S.  O. 
Eakestraw  v.  Floyd,  54  S.  C.  288,  32 
S.  B.  419;  Nance  v.  Georgia,  etc.  E. 
Co.,  35  S.  C.  307,  14  S.  E.  629.  S.  D. 
Humpfner  v.  D.  M.  Osborne  &  Co.,  2 
S.  D.  310,  50  N.  W.  88.  Wyo.— Cone 
V.  Ivinson,  4  Wyo.  203,  33  Pae.  31,  35 
Pac.  933.  Eng. — Burroughes  v.  Bayne, 
5  Hurl.  &  N.  296,  2&  L.  J.  Exeh.  185, 
2  L.  T.  N.  S.  16,  2  Chitty  PI.  (16th 
am.  ed.)   620. 

[b]  Plaintiff  need  go  no  further  in 
his  complaint  than  to  state  his  title 
to  the  property  converted,  or  his  right 
of  possession,  a  description  of  the  prop- 
erty, and  a  statement  of  its  value,  the 
acts  of  the  defendant  which  deprived 
the  plaintiff  of  his  property,  and  a  de- 
mand for  judgment  for  the  damages 
sustained.  Reynolds  v.  Fitzpatrict,  23 
Mont.  52,  67  Pac.  452. 

[c]  A  petition  drawn  upon  a  theory 
of  a  rescission  of  a  contract  may,  nev- 
ertheless, under  a  liberal  interpreta- 
tion, if  the  essential  facts  are  alleged, 
be  regarded  as  stating  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion for  conversion  and,  accordingly, 
good  against  demurrer.    United  States 
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Tire  Co.  v.  Kirk,  102  Kan.  418,  170 
Pae.  811. 

68.  See  mpra,  I,  B,  and  infra,  Vil, 
2,  f. 

69.  See  Semon  v.  Adams,  79  Conn. 
81,  63  Atl.  661. 

70.  See  infra  this  note  and  6  Stand- 
ard Pboc.  729. 

[a]     Alabama. — ' '  The  plaintiff  claims 

of    the     defendant    dollars, 

damages  for  the  conversion  by  him, 
on  the  day  of  ,  of  the  fol- 
lowing chattels:  (describing  them),  the 
property  of  the  plaintiff. ' '  Code,  1907, 
vol.  II,  p.  1199,  no.  24. 

[bj  Florida.— For  "that  the  de- 
fendant converted  to  his  own  use,  or 
wrongfully  deprived  the  plaintiff  of 
the  use  and  possession  of  the  plaintiff's 
goods;  that  is  to  say,  iron,  hops  (or 
as  the  ease  may  be)."  And  the  plain- 
tiff claims,  etc.  See  Comp.  Laws,  1914, 
§§1428,  1450,  no.  26.  See  also  Dekle  v. 
Calhoun,  60  Fla.  53,  53  So.  14;  Mel- 
rose Mfg.  Co.  17.  Kennedy,  59  Fla.  312, 
51  So.  595;  Peacock  v.  Feaster,  51  Fla. 
269,  40  So.  74;  Leon  v.  Kerrison,  47 
Fla.  178,  36  So.  173. 

[cj  Maryland. — Same  as  the  Florida 
form,  supra.  See  Bagby  Ann.  Code, 
vol.  II,  p.  1641,  no.  31.  See  aiso 
Crocker  v.  Hopps,  78  Md.  260,  28  Atl. 
99. 

[d]  Massachusetts. — By  statute,  the 
old  form  of  action  in  trover  was  abol- 
ished, and  the  following  form  adopted: 

And  the  plaintiff  says  the  defendant 
has  converted  to  his  own  use  (here  de- 
scribe the  chattel  or  goods),  the  prop- 
erty of  the  plaintiff  (or  the  goods  men- 
tioned in  the  schedule  hereto  annexed). 
See  Duggan  v.  Wright,  157  Mass.  228, 
32  N.  E.  159;  Winship  v.  Neale,  10  Gray 
382. 

[e]  Tennessee. — "The  plaintiff  suei 

the    defendant    for   dollars,    as 

damages  for  the  conversion  by  him,  on 

the  . day  of  ,  19 — ,   of  the 

following  chattels,   [describing  them], 
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the  facts  material  to  a  cause  "of  aetion,^^  have  modified  the  common 
law  form,  particularly  in  the  fictional  matters  of  losing  and  finding  the 
goods."  However,  although  the  code  abolishes  the  distinction  between 
different  forms  of  action,  a  complaint  for  conversion  must  still  contain 
all  the  material  allegations  which  are  necessary  at  common  law.'^ 

Irregularities  or  defects  in  the  declaration  or  complaint  may  be  cured 
by  allegations  contained  in  the  answer,''*  or  may  be  waived  by  a  failure 
of  the  defendant  to  demur.''^ 

2.  In  Particular  Matters.  —  a.  Venue.  —  Some  venue  must  be  al- 
leged, but  the  action  being  transitory  it  is  not  necessary  to  lay  the 
venue  at  the  place  of  the  conversion." 

b.  Official  Position  of  Parties.  —  In  an  action  against  a  sheriff  for 
wrongful  interference  with  plaintiff's  property,  he  may  be  sued  as  any 


the  property  of  thei  plaintiff."  Thomp- 
son's Shannon's  Code,  1917,  §§4621, 
4660,  (17). 

71.  See  infra,  this  note  ^nd  6  Stand- 
ard PBGC.  656. 

[aj  Passing  of  Term  "Trover"  In 
Code  Pleading. — (1)  Since  the  aboli- 
tion of  the  common  law  forms  of  ac- 
tion in  pleading,  the  phrase  of  "action 
of  trover"  does  not  accurately  define 
a  cause  of  action.  The  names  of  the 
ancient  forms  are  still  used  for  con- 
venience, as  approximately  designating 
different  causes  of  action  for  whicn 
there  is  now  only  one  form;  but  their 
use  is  some  times  deceptive,  in  that, 
while  the  essential  elements  of  a  cause 
of  action  as  determined  by  principles 
of  substantive  law  may  be  unaffected 
by  the  change  in  procedure,  yet  those 
insignia  of  a  distinct  cause  of  action 
which  depended  upon  or  grew  out  of 
the  limitations  and  fictions  involved  in 
the  use  of  prescribed  forms  have  lost 
their  significance  aa  distinguishing 
marks  of  distinct  causes  of  action. 
Metropolis  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Lynch,  68  Conn. 
459,  36  Atl.  832.  (2)  The  particular 
one  of  the  varying  causes  of  action 
grouped  under  the  common  name  "con- 
version" is  determined  in  each  case 
by  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  and 
succeeding  pleadings.  Semon  v.  Adams, 
79  Conn.  81,  63  Atl.  661. 

[b]  The  code  provisions  relating  to 
actions  for  claim  and  delivery  of  prop- 
erty take  the  place  of  the  common-law 
action  of  replevin;  but  they  do  not 
abolish  the  substance  of  the  common- 
law  action  of  trover  and  conversion, 
although  the  name  is  no  longer  used, 
and  an  action  may  yet  be  brought  to 


recover  the  value  of  personal  property 
wrongfully  converted.  Dennis  Bros.  v. 
Strunk,  32  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1230,  108  S.  W. 
957. 

[c]  Illustrations  of  Code  Forms,  see 
9  Standard  Peoc.  1225.  A  short  and 
common  form  of  a  code  complaint  in 
conversion  where  goods  are  taken  from 
the  plaintiff's  possession  and  converted, 
is  the  following,  from  Abbott's  Forms 
of  Pleading,  Vol.  II,  806. 

1.  "That  on  or  about  the  day 

of ,  19 — ,  plaintiff  was  the  owner, 

and  entitled  to  the  possession  of  [very 
briefly  designate  the  goods,  as  thusj 
100  railroad  crossties,  of  the  reason- 
able value  of  dollars  each. 

2.  That  on  said  day  defendant  un- 
lawfully and  wrongfully  took  and  car- 
ried away  said  goods,  and  converted 
them  to  his  own  use,  to  plaintiff's 
damage  dollars. 

Wherefore  (etc.,  demand  of  judg- 
ment)." 

72.  See  infra,  VII,  A,  2,  f. 

73.  Sigel-Campion  Live  Stock  Co. 
V.  Holly,  44  Colo.  580,  101  Pac.  68. 

74.  Colo. — Salida  Bldg.  &  L.  Assn. 
V.  Davis,  16  Colo.  App.  294,  64  Pac. 
1046.  Ore. — Ferrera  v.  Parke,  19  Ore. 
141,  23  Pac.  883.  Tex. — Ramsey  v. 
Hurley,  72  Tex.  194,  12  S.  W.  66. 

See  21  Standard  Peoc.  402. 

75.  Brickley  v.  Walker,  68  Wis.  563, 
32  N.  W.  773.  See  6  Standaed  Proc. 
862;  21  Standard  Peoc.  404. 

Alder  by  verdict,  see  generally  21 
Standard  Proc.  415. 

76.  Isaack  v.  Clark,  2  Bulstr.  306, 
8.0  Eng.  Reprint  1143.  And  see,  in 
g'eneral,  supra  V;  6  Standard  Peoc. 
675;  and  the  title  "Venue." 
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other  person  without  mentioning  his  official  character/^  Likewise  it  is 
not  necessary  that  a  plaintiff  should  state  his  official  position  when 
suing  in  trover  for  goods  taken  from  his  official  possession.''' 

c.  Ownership  and  Possession.  —  In  declarations  or  complaints  for 
trover  and  conversion  it  is  customary  to  allege  ownership  by  the  plain- 
tiff of  the  goods  converted,"  and  it  is  often  said  the  plaintiff's  owner- 
ship, either  general  or  special,  is  an  essential  allegation.'"  In  con- 
formity, however,  with  the  doctrine  that  a  right  of  possession  is  a  suffi- 
cient interest  to  support  an  action  of  trover,'^  other  cases  hold  that 
where  the  right  of  possession  is  averred,  an  allegation  of  title,  or  own- 
ership, is  not  required,  when  the  complaint  also  alleges  a  wrongful  tak- 
ing.'^ When  ownership  is  alleged,  it  is  usually  sufficient  to  allege  it 
in  general  terms,  without  alleging  in  what  manner  the  property  in  the 
goods  was  acquired,'^  a  general  allegation  of  ownership  allowing  proof 


77.  See  Moses  v.  Bowe,  35  Hun  (JN. 
T.)  560,  such  an  allegation  may,  how- 
ever, be  used. 

78.  Brewster  v.  Vail,  20  N.  J.  L. 
56,  38  Am.  Dec.  547. 

79.  See  forms  in  9  Standard  ±'eoc. 
1224  and  supra,  VII,  A,  1. 

[a]  It  was  held,  at  one  time,  that 
the  declaration  should  state  that  the 
plaintiff  was  possessed  of  the  goods 
"as  his  own  property," '  although  it 
was  also  held  that  after  verdict  it  was 
too  late  to  object  to  the  omission  of 
these  words.  Maynard  v-  Basset,  Moo. 
691,  72  Eng.  Reprint  843;  Hudson  v. 
Hudson,  Latch  214,  82  Eng.  Keprinl 
352. 

80.  Ala.— Southern  Ey.  Co.  v.  At- 
talla,  147  Ala.  653,  41  So.  664;  Weil  v. 
Ponder,  127  Ala.  296,  28  So.  656;  Dear- 
man  V.  Dearman,  5  Ala.  202.  Ga. — At- 
lantic C.  L.  E.  Co.  V.  McRee,  12  Ga. 
App.  137,  76  S.  E.  1057.  Ind. — Waters 
V.  Delagrange,  105  N.  E.  792;  Eecht  v. 
Glickstein,  162  Ind.  32,  69  N.  E.  667; 
Baals  V.  Stewart,  109  Ind.  371,  9  JN.  iu. 
403;  Day  v.  Watts,  92  Ind.  442.  Mich. 
Hasceig  v.  Tripp,  20  Mich.  216.  Mont. 
Paine  v.  British-Butte  Min.  Co.,  41 
Mont.  28,  108  Pac.  12;  Eaymond  v. 
Blancgrass,  36  Mont.  449,  93  Pac.  648, 
15  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  976.  N.  C— Eus- 
sell  V.  Hill,  125  N.  C.  470,  34  S.  E.  640. 
Ore. — First  Nat.  Bank  v.  McCreary,  66 
Ore.  484,  489,  132  Pac.  718,  134  Pac. 
1180;  Johnson  v.  Oregon  Steam  Nav. 
Co.,  i8  Ore.  36.  Pa. — Zantzinger  v. 
Mitchell  Motor  Co.,  23  Pa.  Dist.  610. 

See  supra,  II,  B. 

81.  See  supra,  11,  C,  4. 

82.  U.  S. — See  Stanley  v.  Sierra 
Nevada  Silver  Min.  Co.,  118  Fed.  931. 
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Cal. — Eosenthal  v.  McMann,  93  Cal. 
505,  29  Pac.  121;  Visher  v.  Smith,  91 
Cal.  260,  27  Pac.  650.  N.  Y.— Kerner 
V.  Boardman,  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  787,  39  N. 
Y.  St.  61;  Berney  v.  Drexel,  33  Hun 
34. 

83.  Ala.— Southern  E.  Co.  v.  Attalla, 
147  Ala.  653,  41  So.  664.  Colo.— Upde- 
graff  V.  Lesem,  15  Colo.  App.  297,  62 
Pac.  342.  Ga. — Sparta  Bank  v.  Butts, 
1  Ga.  App.  771,  57  S.  E.  1061.  Ind. 
Stewart  v.  Long,  16  Ind.  App.  164,  44 
N.  E.  63;  Swope  v.  Paul,  4  Ind.  App. 
463,  31  N.  E.  42.  Mass.— Duggan  v. 
Wright,  157  Mass.  228,  32  N.  E.  159. 
Mich. — Warren  v.  Dwyer,  91  Mich.  414, 
51  N.  W.  1062;  Harvey  v.  McAdams, 
32  Mich.  472.  Minn. — Anoka  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  St.  Croix  Boom  Corp.,  41  Minn. 
141,  42  N.  W.  861;  Jones  v.  Eahilly, 
16  Minn.  320.  Mo.— Little  Eock  Bank 
V.  Fisher,  55  Mo.  App.  51.  Mont. 
Paine  v.  British-Bute  Min.  Co.,  41 
Mont.  28,  108  Pac.  12.  Neb.— Fike  v. 
Ott,  76  Neb.  439,  107  N:  W.  774; 
Reed  v.  McEill,  41  Neb.  206,  59  N. 
W.  775.  N.  Y.— Stall  v.  Wilbur, 
77  N.  Y.  158;  Malcolm  v.  O'Eeil- 
ley,  14  Jones  &  S.  222,  affirmed, 
S9  N.  Y.  156.  N.  C— Penland  v. 
Leatherwood,  101  N.  C.  609,  8  S.  E. 
234,  9  Am.  St.  Eep.  38.  Ore.— Harvey 
V.  Lidvall,  48  Ore.  558,  87  Pac.  895. 
S.  D.— Irving  v.  Hubbard,  12  S.  D. 
67,  80  N.  W.  156.  Tenn. — Hawkins  v. 
Pearce,  11  Humph.  44.  Tex. — Shaw  v. 
Adams,  2  Wills.  Civ.  Gas.,  §177.  Eng. 
Willamore  v.  Bamforde,  2  Bulstr.  288, 
80  Eng.  Eeprint  1128. 
See  generally  the  title  "Title." 
[a]  "Owned  by  Plaintiff."— It  is  a 
snflS.ciently  specific  allegation  of  plaln< 
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of  a  lesser  title.^*  However,  if  the  declaration  or  complaint  does  al- 
lege the  particular  character  of  the  title,  the  plaintiff  must  prove  it  as 
alleged. *°  In  other  jurisdictions,  however,  if  the  plaintiff  is  not  the 
absolute  owner  the  petition  must  set  forth  the  special  ownership  and 
state  the  facts  in  relation  thereto.^^  The  complaint  must  show  that  the 
ownership  alleged  was  at  the  time  of  the  conversion.^^ 

In  addition  to  an  allegation  of  ownership,  it  is  customary  to  allege 
that  the  plaintiff  had  either  the  possession,  or  a  right  to  the  possession, 
of  the  goods  at  the  time  of  the  conversion,  and  many  cases  hold  that 
both  the  averment  of  ownership  and  of  possession,  or  the  right  of  pos- 
session, are  essential.^^  Some  cases  holrt,  however,  that  an  allegation 
of  ownership  sufficiently  imports  a  right  of  possession,  and  that,  in  con- 
sequence, an  allegation  of  possession,  or  right  to  possession,  is  not  neces- 


tiff's  ownership  to  state  it  generally 
as  property  "owned  by  the  plaintiff." 
la. — Sturman  v.  Stone,  31  Iowa  115. 
Mich. — Harvey  v.  McAdams,  32  Mieh. 
472.  N.  Y.— Stall  v.  WUbur,  77  N.  Y. 
158. 

[b]  "Belonging  to  the  Plaintiff." 
An  allegation  referring  to  the  goods 
in  question  as  "belonging  to  the 
plaintiff"  has  been  held  a  sufSeient 
allegation  of  title.  Warnick  v.  Baker, 
42  Mo.  App.  439. 

[c]  Evidence  of  Title. — In  trover, 
the  declaration  need  not  set  forth  the 
nature  or  evidence  of  plaintiff's  title. 
Warren  v.  Dwyer,  91  Mich.  414,  51 
N.    W.   1062. 

[d]  Action  by  Assignee. — In  an  ac- 
tion by  an  assignee,  if  the  assignment 
was  made  before  the  conversion  it  is 
not  necessary  to  set  forth  the  source 
of  the  assignee 's  title.  A  general  al- 
legation of  ownership  at  the  time  of 
the  conversion  is  suflScient.  Stall  v. 
Wilbur,  77  N.  Y.  158;  Heine  v.  Ander- 
son, 2  Duer   (N.  Y.)   318. 

84.  Cal. — Eosenthal  v.  McMann,  93 
Cal.  505,  29  Pae.  121.  Mass. — Duggan 
V.  Wright,  157  Mass.  228,  32  N.  E.  159, 
holding  that  a  general  allegation  of 
ownership  makes  admissible  any  evi; 
dence  showing  that  the  plaintiff  stood 
in  such  a  relation  to  the  property  that 
he  has  a  right  to  maintain  the  actiou. 
Minn. — Miller  v.  Adamson,  45  Minn. 
99,  47  N.  W.  452. 

85.  Gregory  Point  Marine  R.  Co.  v. 
Selleck,  43  Conn.  320. 

86.  Kennett  v.  Peters,  54  Kan.  119, 
37  Pac.  999,  45  Am.  St.  Eep.  274; 
Musscr  V.  King,  40  Neb.  892,  59  N.  W. 
744,  42  Am.  St.  Eep.  700. 

87.  Oal. — Hunt  v.  Hammel,  142  Cal. 


456,  76  Pac.  378.  Minn.— Northness 
i:  Hillestad,  87  Minn.  304,  91  N.  W. 
1112.  Mont. — See  Sawyer  v.  Eobertson, 
n  Mont.  ,416,  28  Pac.  456.  S.  D. 
Irving  V.  Hubbard,  12  S.  D.  67,  80 
N.  W.  156. 

[a]  InsuiQcient  Allegation. — ^A  peti- 
tion for  conversion  alleging  the  plain- 
tiff's ownership  or  special  interest  in 
the  property  in  the  present  tense,  or 
prior  to  the  time  of  conversion,  is  in- 
sufficient, as  it  does  not  show  that  the 
plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  or  had  any 
special  interest  or  possession  of  the 
property  at  the  time  of  the ,  conver- 
sion. Kennett  v.  Peters,  54  Kan.  119, 
37  Pae.  999,  45  Am.  St.  Eep.  274. 

88.  U.  S.— Stanley  v.  Sierra  Nevada 
Silver  Min.  Co.,  118  Ped.  931;  Sevier 
V.  HoIIiday,  Hempst.  160,  21  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  12,680a.  Oal.— Lowe  v.  Ozmun,  137 
Cal.  257,  70  Pac.  87.  Ind.  Ter.— Shap- 
ard  Grocery  Co.  v.  Hynes,  3  Ind.  Ter. 
74,  53  S.  W.  486.  la.— Sturman  v. 
Stone,  31  Iowa  115.  Mass. — Thayer  v. 
Kitchen,  200  Mass.  382,  86  N.  E.  952. 
Minn.— Jones  v.  Eahilly,  16  Minn.  320. 
Mo.— O 'Toole  V.  Lowenstein,  177  Mo. 
App.  662,  160  S.  W.  1016;  Twentieth 
Century  Mach.  Co.  v.  Excelsior,  etc. 
Bottling  Co.  (Mo.  App.),  171  S.  W. 
944;  Warnick  v.  Baker,  42  Mo.  App. 
439.  Mpnt.— Glass  v.  Basin  &  Bay 
State  Min.  Co.,  31  Mont.  21,  77  Pac. 
302.  Neb. — Fred  Krug  Brewing  Co.  v. 
Healey,  71  Neb.  662,  99  N.  W.  489,  101 
N.  W.  329.  N.  Y.— Savage  v.  Buffalo, 
50  App.  Div.  136,  63  N.  Y.  Supp:  941; 
Yardum  v.  Wolf,  33  App.  Div.  247,  54 
N.  Y.  Supp.  192.  N".  D.— Omlie  v. 
Farmers'  State  Bank,  8  N.  D.  570,  80 
N.  W.  689.  Okla.— Hill  v.  White,  50 
Okla.    573,    150    Pac.    1051;     Clark    v. 
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sary  where  the  plaintiff's  title  is  shown.^'  In  averring  possession,  it 
must  be  alleged  to  have  existed  at  tlie  time  of  the  conversion,®"  but  it 
need  not  be  alleged  that  the  possession  was  lawful  since  an  allegation 
of  possession  imports  lawful  possession.®' 

d.  Description  of  Goods.  —  The  declaration  or  complaint  must  con- 
tain a  description  of  the  goods  converted,®^  and  they  must  be  described 
with  reasonable  certainty.®^  Moreover,  it  must  appear  that  the  prop- 
erty in  question  was  personal  property,  that  is,  property  which  may  be 
the  sulbject  of  conversion.®*  A  general  description  covering  the  nature 
and  quantity  of  the  goods,  is  all  that,  ordinarily,  is  required,®^  and  the 


Farmers'  St.  Bank,  48  Okla.  592,  149 
Pac.  1189,  1190.  S.  D.— Irving  v.  Hub- 
hard,  12  S.  D.  67,  80  N.  W.  156.  Wis. 
Swift  V.  James,  50  Wis.  540,  7  N.  W. 
656.  Eng.— Orton  v.  Butler,  5  B.  & 
Aid.  652,  7  E.  C.  L.  356,  106  Eng. 
Eeprint  1329. 
See  supra,  II. 

89.  Ind. — Baals  v.  Stewart,  109  Ind. 
371,  9  N.  E.  403;  Lafara  v.  Teal,  27 
Ind.  App.  580,  61  N.  E.  794.  Mo. 
Warnick  v.  Baker,  42  Mo.  App.  439. 
N.  Y. — Kenner  v.  Boardman  (C.  PI. 
Gen.  T.),  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  787,  39  N.  Y. 
St.  61,  afflrmed,  133  N.  Y.  539,  30  N.  E. 
1148;  Berney  v.  Drexel,  33   Hun  34. 

90.  Kennett  v.  Peters,  54  Kan.  119, 
37  Pac.  999,  45  Am.  St.  Hep.  274.  See, 
also,  cases  in  preceding  note. 

91.  Yardum  v.  Wolf,  33  App.  Div. 
247,  54  N.  y.  Supp.  192. 

92.  Ga. — McLennan  v.  Livingston, 
108  Ga.  342,  33  S.  E.  974;  Cooke  v. 
Bryant,  103  Ga.  727,  30  S.  E.  435; 
McElhannon  v.  Farmers'  Alliance 
Warehouse,  etc.  Co.,  95  Ga.  670,  22 
S.  E.  686.  Me. — Stinchfield  v.  Twad- 
dle, 81  Me.  273,  17  Atl.  66.  Mass. 
Thayer  v.  Kitchen,  200  Mass.  382,  86 
N.  E.  952.  Miss.— Greenville  First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Montgomery,  70  Miss. 
550,  13  So.  242. 

93.  Edgerly  ,v.  Emerson,  23  N.  H. 
555,  55  Am.  Dec.  207;  Per  Lord  Holt, 
C.  J.,  in  Hartford  v.  Jones,  1  Ld.  Eaym. 
588,   91   Eng.   Eeprint   1293. 

[a]  Eeasomable  Certainty. — ^It  is  not 
necessary,  however,  to  describe  the 
property  with  greater  certainty  than 
the  circumstances  will  reasonably  per- 
mit. For  example,  in  an  action  for 
the  conversion  of  promissory  notes,  it 
is  unnecessary  to  state  their  dates  or 
terms  of  payment  since  the  plaintiff 
is  not  supposed  to  have  them  in  his 
possession.     Bank   of   New  Brunswick 
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:•.  Neilson,  15  N.  J.  L.  337,  19  Am. 
Dec.  691. 

94.  111. — Davis  v.  Taylor,  41  111.  405. 
Mo. — Glencoe  Land  &  G.  Co.  v.  Hud- 
sou  Brothers  Commission  Co.,  138  Mo. 
439,  40  S.  W.  93,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  560, 
36  L.  E.  A.  804.  Pa. — Neiler  v.  Kelley, 
69  Pa.  403. 

Compare  supra,  I,  D. 

95.  Ala. — Howton  v.  Mathias,  197 
Ala.  457,  73  So.  92.  Ga.— Farmers' 
Alliance  Warehouse  &  C.  Co.  v.  Me- 
Elhanuon,  98  Ga.  394,  25  S.  E.  558. 
Md.— Crocker   v.    Hopps,    78    Md.    260, 

28  Atl.  99.  Mass. — lasigi  v.  Shea,  148 
Mass.  538,  20  N.  B.  110.  N.  J.— New 
Brunswick  Bank  v.  Neilson,  15  N.  J. 
L.  337,  19  Am.  Dec.  691.  Ore. — oaiem 
Tract.  Co.  v.  Anson,  41  Ore.  562,  67 
Pac.  1015,  69  Pac.  675.  Pa. — Neiler 
y.  Kelley,  69  Pa.  403.  Eng. — Jackson 
V.  Anderson,  4  Taunt.  24,  128  Eng.  Ee- 
print  235.     Can. — Eichardson  v.  Gray, 

29  U.  C.  Q.  B.  360. 

[aj  Description  of  Money. — (1)  In 
an  action  of  trover  for  the  conversion 
of  money,  only  the  same  certainty  is 
required  in  describing  the  money  as  in 
indictments.  It  is  not  necessary  to 
set  out  the  money  verbatim;  the  de- 
scription in  a  general  manner  is  suf- 
ficient. Hazelton  v.  Locke,  104  Me. 
164,  71  Atl.  661,  20  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
35,  15  Ann.  Cas.  1009,  where  the 
money  in  question  was  described  as 
"$51.13  in  currency,  consisting  of  bills 
and  silver."  (2)  For  further  illus- 
trations of  description  of  money.  TJ.  S. 
See  Henry  v.  Sowles,  28  Fed.  521.  HI. 
Harper  v.  Scott,  63  HI.  App.  401. 
Mass. — lasigi  v.  Shea,  148  Mass.  538, 
20  N.  E.  110.  Minn. — Parrand  v.  Hurl- 
but,  7  Minn.  477. 

[b]  In  trover  for  the  conversion  of 
a  written  instrument,  the  declaration 
should  show  the  parties  and  also  that 
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description  need  not  be  as  particular  as  ir.  case  of  replevin  or  detinue.'" 
A  declaration  for  "divers  goods  and  chattels"  is,  however,  insufficient,"' 
as  is,  also,  a  mere  designation  of  the  goods  as  "property.""^ 

e.  Value.  —  It  is  usual  and  proper  to  make  an  allegation  of  the 
value  of  the  property  converted,""  such  an  averment  being  necessary  in 
some  jurisdictions,^  some  eases  holding  that  the  value  of  each  article 
should  be  alleged.^  Other  cases  hc/ld,  however,  that  an  averment  of 
value  is  not  necessary,  and  that  the  alleged  value  is  not  traversable  if 
the  complaint  contains  an  allegation  of  the  amount  of  the  damages.*  A 
failure  to  allege  value  will  be  cured  by  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.* 


the  instrument  was  in  writing.  Pier- 
son  V.  Townsend,  2  Hill  (N.  Y.)  550. 

[c'J  Illustrations  of  Certainty  Be- 
quired. — (1)  In  connection  with  the  de- 
gree of  certainty  necessary  in  describ- 
ing the  goods,  it  has  been  held  too 
uncertain  for  a  declaration  to  allege 
the  conversion  of  seven  pieces  of  linen 
cloth  without  showing  the  number  of 
yards  to  the  piece.  Hawes  v.  Randal, 
2  Show.  433,  89  Eng.  Reprint  1026. 
(2)  Also  the  conversion  of  two  sheaves 
of  corn,  the  species  of  the  corn  not 
being  shown.  Anon.,  Sty.  25,  82  Eng. 
Reprint  501.  (3)  Also,  the  conversion 
of  divers  glass  bottles,  not  stating  the 
number  of  bottles.  Hicks  v.  Pendarvis, 
2  Lev.  176,  83  Eng.  Reprint  506.  (4) 
Also  the  conversion  of  twenty  bullocks 
and  heifers,  because  it  did  not  show- 
how  many  there  were  of  each  kind. 
Davis  V.  Price,  1  Ventr.  317,  86  Eng. 
Reprint  205.  (5)  On  the  other  hand, 
a  declaration  charging  the  conversion 
of  a  piece  of  tape  was  held  sufficient, 
upon  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  al- 
though the  number  of  yards  was  not 
stated.  Radley  v.  Rudge,  1  Str.  738, 
93  Eng.  Reprint  818.  (6)  Likewise 
a  declaration  charging  the  conversion 
of  ten  weights  (Hook  v.  Galloway,  12 
Mod.  3',  88  Eng.  Reprint  1126),  and 
(7)  two  bundles  of  flax  (Thorneton  ■». 
Bernard,  2  Ld.  Raym.  991,  92  Eng. 
Reprint  160),  and  (8)  even  a  declara- 
tion for  "old  iron"  (Talbott  V.  Spear, 
Willes  70,  125  Eng.  Reprint  1060),  or 
(9)  for  "books  and  stockings."  (10) 
So  it  is  sufficient  to  describe  the  prop- 
erty as  "a  certain  black  mare  of  the 
value  of  100  dollars."  Heddy  v.  Pul- 
len,  1  Blaekf.   (Ind.)   51. 

96.  U.  S. — Henry  v.  Sowles,  28  Fed. 
521.  Ga. — McBlhannon  v.  Farmers' 
Alliance  Warehouse,  etc.  Co.,  95  Ga. 
670,  22  8.  B.  686.  Me.— Stinchfleld  v. 
Twaddle,  81  Me.  273,  17  Atl.  66.    Miss. 


Greenville  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Mont- 
gomery, 70  Miss.  550,  13  So.  242.  N.  H. 
Colebrook  v.  Merrill,  46  N.  H.  160; 
Edgerly  v.  Emerson,  23  N.  H.  555,  55 
Am.  Dec.  207.  N.  J. — Vanauken  v. 
Wickham,  5  N.  J.  L.  509.  Pa.— Neiler 
V.  Kelley,  69  Pa.  403.  Eng.— Taylor 
V.  Wells,  2  Saund.  74,  85  Eng.  Reprint 
743. 

97.  Pope  V.  Tillman,  7  Taunt.  642, 
2  E.  C.  L.  528,  129  Eng.  Reprint  256. 

98.  Randlette  v.  Judkins,  77  Me.  114, 
52  Am.  Rep.  747. 

See  supra,  II,  B,  '2. 

99.  See  infra,  this  section. 

[a]  An  allegation  of  value  may  be 
proper  as  a  part  of  the  description  of 
the  goods.  See  Harper  v.  Richards,  120 
Ga.  379,  47  S.  E.  899;  Phillipos  v.  Mih- 
ran,  38  Wash.  402,  80  Pac.  527. 

1.  Cal.— Troxler  v.  Buckner,  126  Cal. 
288,  58  Pac.  691;  Herrlich  v.  McDon- 
ald, 80  Cal.  460,  22  Pac.  298.  Ind. 
Recht  V.  Glickstein,  162  Ind.  32,  69 
N.  E.  667;  Harlan  v.  Brown,  4  Ind. 
App.  319,  30  N.  E.  928.  Nev.— Hixon 
V.  Pixley,  15  Nev.  475.  Tex. — Shaw  v. 
Adams,  2  Wills.  Civ.  Cas.,  §177.  Eng. 
Goodwin  v.  Harwood,  2  Roll.  447,  81 
Eng.  Reprint  908. 

2.  Case  v.  Fogg,  46  Mo.  44;  Forbes 
V.  Moore,  32  Tex.  195. 

3.  Md.— Richardson  v.  Hall,  21  Md. 
399.  Minn. — Brunswiek-Balke-CoUender 
Co.  V.  Brackett,  37  Minn.  58,  33  N.  W. 
214.  Va.— Pearpoint  1/.  Henry,  2  Wash. 
(2  Va.)  192. 

[a]  May  Becover  More  Than  Value 
Alleged. — In  trover,  the  plaintiff  does 
not  seek  to  recover  the  price  of  the 
goods,  but  damages  for  their  conver- 
sion, and  even  where  the  price  is  laid 
he  may  recover  more  or  less,  provided 
the  damages  do  not  exceed  those  laid 
ir  the  declaration.  Pearpoint  v.  Henry, 
2  Wash.  (2  Va.)  192. 

4.  Jefferson  v.  Hale,  31  Ark.  286. 
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f .  Losing  and  Finding.  —  Under  the  common  law  form  of  the  ac- 
tion, it  is  usual  and  proper  to  allege  that  the  plaintiff  casually  lost  the 
goods  and  that  they  afterwards  came  into  the  hands  of  the  defendant 
by  finding.'  The  allegations  of  loss  and  finding  are,  however,  pure 
fictions,  and  were  never  material,  being,  at  the  most,  only  matters  of 
inducement.  They  are  not  traversable,^  since  the  gist  of  the  action  is 
the  conversion  of  the  goods  by  the  defendant.''  Such  allegations  are, 
therefore,  wholly  unnecessary,*  and  in  many  jurisdictions,  either  by 
force  of  prescribed  statutory  forms,  or  under  the  practice  of  code  plead- 
ing, the  allegations  of  losing  and  finding  the  goods  are  omitted  alto- 
gether.* 

g.  Conversion.  —  The  declaration  or  complaint  must  aver  a  conver- 
sion,^" and  it  must  appear  that  the  conversion  was  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,"  although,  as  a  rule,  allegations  as  to  the  day 
and  month  of  the  conversion  are  not  material.^^    No  particular  form 


5.  Isaack  v.  Clark,  2  Bulstr.  306,  80 
Eng.  Eeprint  1143.  See  supra,  I,  B, 
and  the  forms  in  9  Standaed  Pboc. 
1224. 

6.  Mills  V.  Graham,  1  B.  &  P.  N.  R. 
140,  1  New  Eep.  140,  127  Eng.  Ee- 
print 413;  Eackhan.c.  Jesup,  3  Wills. 
332,  336,  95  Eng.  Eeprint  1084,  3  Blk. 
Com.  152,  153. 

7.  Eoyce  v.  Oakes,  20  E.  I.  252,  38 
Ati.  371.     See  supra,  1,  C. 

[a]  Mere  Inducement.  —  The  plain- 
tiff might  just  as  well  have  alleged 
a  bailment  as  a  loss,  basing  his  dec- 
laration upon  detinue  sur  bailment  in- 
stead of  sur  trover.  In  the  case  of 
Gumbleton  v.  Grafton,  Cro.  Eliz.  781, 
78  Eng.  Eeprint  1011,  the  defendant 
claimed  the  declaration  was  not  good 
because  it  did  not  allege  a  losing  and 
a  finding  but  merely  a  delivery  of 
goods  to  the  defendant  which  he  con-, 
verted.  The  court  held  that  the  action 
was  maintainable  since  the  conversion 
was  the  gist  of  trover. 

8.  Ala. — Peters  v.  Johnson,  Minor 
100.  Conn. — Ayres  v.  French,  41  Conn. 
142.  R.  I. — Eoyee  v.  Oakes,  20  E.  1. 
252,  38  Atl.  371.  S.  D.— Humpfuer  v. 
Osborne  &  Co.,  2  S.  D.  310,  50  N.  W. 
88.  Wis.— Enos  v.  Beemis,  61  Wis.  656, 
21   N.  W.  812. 

9.  See  supra,  VII,  A,  1. 

10.  Ala.— Baker  v.  Malone,  126 
Ala.  510,  28  So.  631.  Cal.— Rosenthal 
i:  MctMann,  93  Cal.  505,  29  Pac.  121. 
Ga. — Atlantic  C.  L.  E.  Co.  v.  McRee, 
12  Oa.  App.  137,  76  S.  E.  1057.  Ind. 
Kehr  v.  Hall,  117  Ind.  405,  20  N.  E. 
279.  Kan.— Kennett  v.  Peters,  64  Kan. 
119,  37  Pac.  999,  45  Am.  St.  Eep.  274 
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Mass. — Cumnock  v.  Newburyport  Sav. 
Inst.,  142  Mass.  342,  7  N.  E.  869,  56 
Am.  Eep.  679;  Wells  v.  Connable,  138 
Mass.  513.  Mo. — Citizens  Bank  v.  Tiger 
Tail  Mill  &  L.  Co.,  152  Mo.  145,  53 
S.  W.  902;  O 'Toole  v.  Lowenstein,  177 
Mo.  App.  662,  160  S.  W.  1016;  Golden 
V.  Moore,  126  Mo.  App.  518,  104  S.  W. 
481;  McDonald  v.  Mangold,  61  Mo. 
App.  291.  N.  Y. — Wheeler  v.  Lawson, 
103  N.  Y.  40,  8  N.  E.  360;  Frost  v. 
Mott,  34  N.  Y.  253;  Decker  f.  Mathews, 
12  N.  Y.  313;  Cohnfield  v.  Walsh,  2 
App.  Div.  190,  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  833,  73 
N.  Y.  St.  448;  Bernstein  v.  Warland, 
33  Misc.  280,  67  N.  Y.  Supp.  444. 
E.  I.— Williams  f.  Smith,  28  E.  I.  531, 
68  Atl.  306.  S.  D.— Jones  v.  Winsor, 
22  S.  D.  480,  118  N.  W.  716.  Tex. 
Bryden  v.  Croft  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  46 
S.  W.  853;  Field  v.  Davis  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  32  S.  W.  71.  Wis.— Palmer  v. 
O'.Eourke,  130  Wis.  507,  110  N.  W.  389. 
Can. — Morgan  v.  Eice,  16  Nova  Scotia 
368. 

[a]  Hence  the  phrase  trover  and 
conversion.  The  action  took  this  form 
as  early  as  1550,  as  shewn  by  a  form 
given  in  the  fourth  year  of  Edw.  VI, 
in  Brook's  Abridg.,  Action  sur  le  ease, 
pi.  113. 

11.  Glenn  v.  Garrison,  17  N.  J.  L.  1. 
See  Peacock  v.  Feaster,  61  Fla.  269,  40 
So.  74. 

12.  Cal.— Hunt  v.  Hammel,  142  Cal. 
456,  76  Pac.  378.  Fla.— Peacock  v. 
Feaster,  51  Fla.  269,  40  So.  74;  Leon 
V.  Kerrison,  47  Fla.  178,  36  So.  173. 
Md.— Dietus  v.  Fuss,  8  Md.  148. 

[a]  Time  and  Place. — Under  the 
ancient  rule,  time  and  place  were  con- 
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of  words  is  essential  in  averring  a  conversion,  providing  the  fact  of 
conversion  is  sufficiently  stated.'^  An  allegation  that  defendant  con- 
verted the  property  to  his  own  use,"  or  that  he  converted  the  prop- 
erty,'^ is  suffiei-ent.  If  these  expressions  are  not  used  the  facts  stated 
must  be  such  as  inevitably  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  there  has  been 
a  conversion."  It  is  not  necessary  to  allege  that  the  property  was 
"wrongfully"  or  "unlawfully"  converted,  since  the  allegation  that 


sidered  material  allegations,  and  judg- 
ment was  arrested  for  want  of  such 
allegations.  Hubbard's  Case,  Cro. 
Eliz.  78,  78  Eng.  Reprint  338;  Strans- 
ham's  Case,  Cro.  Eliz,  97,  78  Eng.  Ee- 
print  356.  The  day  alleged  was  not 
traversable,  however.  Rutland  v.  Rut- 
land, Cro.  Eliz.  377,  78  Eng.  Reprint 
624. 

As  to  the  necessity  of  proving  time 
as  alleged,  see  infra,  VIII,  A. 

13.  Ala.— May  v.  O'Neal,  125  Ala. 
620,  28  So.  12;  Williams  v.  Brassell,  51 
Ala.  397.  Cal.— Ashton  v.  Heydenfeldt, 
124  Cal.  14,  56  Pac.  624;  Edwards  v. 
Sonoma  Valley  Bank,  59  Cal.  136; 
Hutchings  v.  Castle,  48  Cal.  152.  Ind. 
Louisville  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Balch, 
105  Ind.  93,  4  N.  E.  288.  Kan.— Wil- 
liams V.  Stowell,  5  Kan.  App.  880,  48 
Pac.  894.  Ky. — Pharis  v.  Carver,  13 
B.  Mon.  236.  La. — Clay  v.  Fisher,  2 
La.  Ann.  997.  Md. — Richardson  v. 
Hall,  21  Md.  399.  IVIicli.- Smith  v. 
Thompson,  94  Mich.  381,  54  N.  W.  168. 
TVTiTiTi. — Cordill  V.  Minnesota  El.  Co., 
89  Minn.  442,  95  N.  W.  306;  Anoka 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  St.  Croix  Boom 
Corp.,  41  Minn.  141,  42  N.  W.  861. 
Mo. — Perry  v.  Musser,  68  Mo.  477; 
Battel  V.  Crawford,  59  Mo.  215.  Neb. 
Sanford  v.  Jensen,  49  Neb.  766,  69 
N.  W.  108.  N.  J.— Mercantile  Co- 
operative Bank  v.  Frost,  62  N.  J.  L. 
476,  41  Atl.  685.  N.  Y.— Decker  v. 
M.ithews,  12  N.  Y.  313;  Schmidt  v. 
Garfield  Nat.  Bank,  64  Hun  298,  19 
N.  Y.  Supp.  252;  Gladke  v.  Masehke, 
35  Hun  476;  Chapin  v.  Merchants' 
Nat.  Bank,  31  Hun  529.  Ore.— Miller 
V.  Hirschberg,  27  Ore.  522,  40  Pac.  506. 
Wash.  Ter. — Lyen  v.  Bond,  3  Wash. 
Ter.  407,  19  Pac.  35.  Wis. — Meyer  v. 
Doherty,  133  Wis.  398,  113  N.  W.  671, 
126  Am.  -  St.  Rep.  967,  13  L.  R.  A. 
(N.  S.)  247;  Kalckhoff  v.  Zoehrlaut, 
40  Wis.  427.  Wyo. — Cone  v.  Tvinson, 
21  Wyo.  203,  33  Pac.  31,  35  Pac.  933. 
Eng.— Keyworth  v.  Hill,  3  B.  &  Aid. 
685,  5  E.  C.  L.  394,  106  Eng.  Reprint 
811. 


14.  Lowe  V.  Uzmun,  137  Cal.  257, 
70   Pac.   87. 

[a]  ^'Convert  to  his  own  use," 
within  B.  &  C.  Comp.  sec.  1807,  pro- 
viding that  if  any  person  shall  receive 
any  money  for  the  state,  or  shall  have 
in  his  possession  money  belonging  to 
the  state,  and  shall  convert  it  to  his 
own  use,  it  is  equivalent  to  the  term 
conversion  in  its  legal  sense;  and  it  is 
enough  to  constitute  it  that  one  as- 
sumes to  dispose  of  the  property  of 
another  without  right,  as  if  it  were 
his  own,  though  he  gets  no  personal 
benefit  from  it.  State  v.  Ross,  55  Ore. 
450,  104  Pac.  596,  602,  106  Pac.  1022, 
42  L.  R.  A.   (N.  S.)   601,  613. 

[b]  An  allegation  of  a  conversion 
in  the  alternative  is  not  demurrable, 
the  remedy  being  by  motion.  Turner 
v.  First  National  Bank,  26  Iowa  562. 

15.  See  Stevens  v.  Curran,  28  Mont. 
360,  72  N.  W.  753. 

16.  Howard  v.  Shepherd,  9  Man.  ur. 
&  S.  297,  322,  67  E.  C.  L.   296. 

[a]  An  allegation  (1)  that  the  de- 
fendant "without  leave,  forcibly  and 
wrongfully  drove  away"  plaintifE's 
cattle,  and  has  not  returned  the  same, 
was  held  a  sufficient  allegation  of  con- 
version. Warnick  v.  Baker,  42  Mo. 
Aj)p.  439.  (2)  Likewise,  an  allegation 
that  defendant  took  and  carried  away 
the  goods  is  equivalent  to  alleging  that 
the  defendant  converted  them  to  his 
own  use.  Hutchings  v.  Castle,  48  Cal. 
152.  (3)  On  the  other  hand,  an  alle- 
gation stating  that  defendant  unlaw- 
fully, fraudulently,  willfully  and  ma- 
liciously took  the  property,  is  not  a 
sufficient  averment  of  conversion. 
Triscony  v.  Orr,  49  Cal.  612.  (4)  An 
allegation  that  defendant  unlawfully 
took  certain  corn,  into  his  possession, 
and  that  plaintiff  demanded  possession 
and  defendant  refused,  and  still  re- 
fuses, to  deliver  the  same,  but  unlaw- 
fully detains  it  from  the  plaintiff  is 
an  allegation  of  conversion.  Williams 
V.  Stowell,  5  Kan.  App.  880,  48  Pae. 
894. 
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it  was  "converted"  implies  a  wrongful  act.^'  Nor  is  it  necessary  to 
set  forth  how,  or  in  what  way,  or  by  what  means,  the  conversion  was 
accomplished." 

h.  Demand  and  Refusal.  —  Pursuant  to  the  rules  elsewhere  stated, 
demand  and  refusal  need  be  alleged  only  where  they  are  necessary  to 
show  a  conversion.^'  "Where,  however,  a  tortious  taking  is  alleged, 
that  is,  "an  actual  conversion,"  no  demand  need  be  alleged.^"  More- 
over, some  cases  hold  that  no  allegation  of  a  demand  and  refusal  is  re- 
quired in  any  case  where  there  is  a  positive  and  direct  allegation  of  a 


[b]  "The  mode  of  alleging  the  act 
ot  conversion  must  depend  upon  the 
facts  of  the  case.  It  is  not  neces- 
sary ...  to  allege  the  details  from 
■which  .  .  .  title,  or  possession,  or 
the  conversion  by  the  defendant  would 
follow  as  their  legal  effect."  Reynolds 
V.  Fitzpatrick,  23  Mont.  52,  57  Pac. 
452. 

17.  Ind. — Eeish  v.  Reynolds,  68  Ind. 
561.  Minn. — Cordill  v.  Minnesota  Elev. 
Co.,  89  Minn.  442,  95  N.  W.  306,  307. 
N.  J. — Compare  Hampton  v.  Swisher,  4 
N.  J.  L.  66.  N.  Y. — Turn  Suden  v. 
Jurgens,  32  Misc.  660,  66  N.  Y.  Supp. 
452. 

[a]  Not  a  Conclusion  of  Law. — An 
allegation  that  defendant  "unlawfully 
took  possession  of  the  said  cross-ties 
and  converted  them  to  his  own  use" 
is  not  made  a  conclusion  of  law  by 
the  use  of  the  word  "unlawfully." 
Nance  v.  Georgia  C.  &  N.  E.  Co.,  35 
S.  C.  307,  14  S.  E.  629. 

18.  Cal.— Woodham  v.  Cline,  130 
Cal.  497,  62  Pac.  822;  Daggett  v.  Gray, 
lid  Cal.  169,  42  Pac.  568.  Ind.— Knowl- 
ton  V.  School  City,  75  Ind.  103;  Snyder 
V.  Baber,  74  Ind.  47.  Md. — Richardson 
V.  Hall,  21  Md.  399.  Mich.— Smith  v. 
Thompson,  94  Mich.  381,  54  N.  W.  168, 
holding  that  in  an  action  for  the  con- 
version of  shares  of  stock,  the  dec- 
laration need  not  allege  that  the  shares 
had  been  indorsed  so  as  to  enable  the 
defendant  to  transfer  them.  Minn. 
Nichols  &  Shepard  Co.  v.  Minnesota 
Thresher  Mfg.  Co.,  70  Minn.  528,  73 
N.  W.  415.  Mo. — Little  Rock  Bank 
V.  Fisher,  55  Mo.  App.  51.  Mont. 
Reynolds  v.  Fitzpatrick,  23  Mont.  52, 
67  Pac.  452.  Neb. — Sanford  v.  Jensen, 
49  Neb.  766,  69  N.  W.  108.  N.  H. 
Barron  v.  Davis,  4  N.  H.  338.  K.  Y. 
Decker  v.  Mathews,  12  N.  Y.  313. 
N.  0. — Paalzow  v.  N.  C.  Estate  Co., 
104  N.  C.  437,  10  S.  E.  527.  Ohio. 
Baltimore   &   O.   E.   Co.  v.   O'Donnell, 
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49  Ohio  St.  489,  32  N.  E.  476,  34  Am. 
St.  Rep.  579,  21  L.  R.  A.  117.  S.  0. 
Nance  v.  Georgia  C.  &  N.  R.  Co.,  35 
S  C.  307,  14  S.  E.  629.  Tenn.— Haw- 
kins V.  Pearce,  11  Humph.  44.  Wis. 
Johnson  v.  Ashland  Lumber  Co.,  45 
Wis.  119. 

19.  See  supra,  III,  B,  and  the  title 
"Suits  and  Actions." 

[a]  Under  the  allegation  of  losing 
and  finding  the  goods,  an  allegation 
of  a  demand  and  a  refusal  became 
material  for  it  is  common  learning  that 
where  the  goods  came  into  the  defend- ' 
ant's  possession  by  delivery  or  finding, 
the  plaintiff  must  demand  them,  and 
the  defendant  refuse  to  deliver  them 
up,  in  order  to  consfitute  a  conversion. 
Williams'  Saunders,  II,  47  (o),  citing 
Bruen  i'.  Roe,  1  Sid.  264,  82  Eng.  Re- 
print 1095. 

[b]  Bona  Fide  Purchaser. — (1)  In 
case  the  goods  are  in  the  hands  of 
a  bona  fide  purchaser,  from  the  wrong- 
doer, the  wrongful  act  of  the  latter 
should  be  alleged,  the  later  possession 
of  the  purchaser  and  his  refusal  to 
deliver  the  same  upon  demand.  For 
in  such  a  case,  the  purchaser  is  not 
liable  until  after  a  demand  and  re- 
fusal. Gillet  V.  Roberts,  57  N.  Y.  28; 
Witherspoon  v.  Blewett,  47  Miss.  570. 
(2)  Where,  however,  the  bona  fide 
■buyer  has  sold  and  delivered  the 
goods,  demand  by  the  owner  is  not 
necessary.  Pease  v.  Smith,  61  N.  Y. 
477. 

20.  Cal.— Daggett  v.  Gray,  110  Cal. 
169,  42  Pac.  568.  Ind. — Buntin  v. 
Pritchett,  85  Ind.  247;  Knowlton  v. 
Logansport  City  School,  75  Ind.  103; 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Ransford,  55  Ind. 
App.  663,  104  N.  E.  604;  Bimel  «. 
Boyd,  53  Ind.  App.  310,  101  N.  B. 
657.  Minn.— Kendall  v.  Duluth,  64 
Minn.  295,  66  N.  W.  1150.  Mo.— Nor- 
man V.  Horn,  36  Mo.  App.  419.  N.  Y. 
Cohnl'eld  v.   Walsh,  2  App.  Div.  190, 
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conversion,^*  such  an  allegation  being  necessary  only  when  facts  con- 
stituting the  conversion  are  stated  which  would  in  themselves  not 
amount  to  a  conversion  without  a  further  allegation  of  a  demand  and 
refusal.^"  An  allegation  of  a  refusal  to  return  the  goods  is  sufficient, 
since  a  refusal  imports  a  demand.'* 

i.  Damages.  —  The  declaration,  complaint,  or  petition  must  con- 
tain some  sufficient  allegation  of  damages,'*  but  a  formal  declaration 
of  damages  is  not  necessary  where  the  value  of  the  goods  is  stated. '^ 
Special  damages,  however,  cannot  be  recovered  unless  specially  al- 
leged.'^  Moreover,  where  exemplary  damages  are  recoverable,  if  the 
plaintiff  intends  to  claim  such  damages,  he  must  allege  facts  entitling 
him  thereto,  where  the  wrongful  act  complained  of  does  not  of  itself 


37  N.  T.  Supp.  833,  73  N.  T.  St.  448; 
St^hmidt  V.  Garfield  Nat.  Bank,  64  Hun 
298,  19  N.  Y.  Supp.  252,  46  N.  Y.  St. 
639.  N.  D. — More  v.  Western  Grain  Co., 
31  N.  D.  369;  153  N.  W.  976.  Ohio. 
Baltimore  &  O.  B.  Co.  v.  O'Donnell,  49 
Ohio  St.  489,  32  N.  E.  476,  34  Am.  St. 
Eep    579,  21  L.  R.  A.  117. 

[aj  Property  Disposed  of. — (1)  It 
is  not  necessary  to  allege  a  demand, 
where  the  complaint  alleges  that  the 
defendant  has  disposed  of  the  prop- 
erty. Saratoga  Gas  &  E.  L.  Co.  v. 
Hazard,  55  Hun  251,  7  N.  Y.  Supp. 
844,  27  N.  Y.  St.  588,  121  N.  Y.  677, 
24  N.  E.  1095.  (2)  See,  also,  Knipper 
V.  Blumenthal,  107  Mo.  665,  18  S.  W. 
23,  where  defendant  borrowed  a  prom- 
issory note  to  he  used  as  collateral  and 
thereafter  sold  it. 

21.  Cal. — Daggett  v.  Gray,  110  Cal. 
169,  42  Pac.  568.  Mo. — Knipper  v. 
Blumenthal,  107  Mo.  665,  18  S.  W.  23; 
Battel  V.  Crawford,  59  Mo.  215.  Minn. 
Kendall  v.  Duluth,  64  Minn.  295,  66 
N.  W.  1150. 

22.  Colo. — Moynahan  v.  Prentiss,  10 
Colo.  App.  295,  51  Pac.  94.  Minn. 
Kendall  v.  Duluth,  64  Minn.  295,  66 
N.  W.  1150.  Mo. — Knipper  v.  Blu- 
menthal, 107  Mo.  665,  18  S.  W.  23. 

23.  Snyder  v.  Baber,  74  Ind.  47; 
Sloan  V.  Lick  Creek  &  N.  B.  Gravel 
Eoad  Co.,  6  Ind.  App.  584,  33  N.  E. 
997. 

24.  Eyan  v.  Hurley,  119  Ind.  115, 
21  N.  E.  463;  Allen  v.  Toner,  24  Ind. 
App.  121,  56  N.  E.  250;  Yardum  v. 
Wolf,  33  App.  Div.  247,  54  N.  Y.  Supp. 
192;  Cohnfeld  v.  Walsh,  2  App.  Div. 
190,  37  N.  Y,  Supp.  833,  73  N.  Y.  St. 
448. 


Seo  generally  the  title  "Injuries  to 
Persons  and  Property." 

[a]    But  a  petition  has  been  upheld 

although  it  contained  merely  a  demand 
for  the  possession  of  the  property. 
Howard  v.  Barton,  28  Minn.  116,  9  N. 
W.  584. 

25.  Ga. — Elbert  County  v.  Brown 
(Ga.  App.),  86  S.  E.  651.  111. 
Mattingly  v.  Darwin,'  23  111.  618. 
Ind.  —  Eyan  v.  Hurley,  119  Ind. 
115,  21  N.  B.  463;  Frederick  v.  Koons, 
40  Ind.  App.  421,  81  N.  E.  1155.  Md. 
Eichardson  v.  Hall,  21  Md.  399;  Stir- 
ling V.  Garritee,  18  Md.  468.  Mo. 
De  la  Vergne  v.  Eichardson,  198  Mo. 
189,  95  S.  W.  898;  Eichardson  v. 
Busch,  198  Mo.  174,  95  S.  W.  894,  115 
Am.  St.  Eep.  472. 

See  generally  13  Standard  Pboc.  361. 

26.  XJ.  S. — Coulson  v.  Panhandle 
Nat.  Bank,  13  U.  S.  App.  39,  54  Fed. 
855,  4  C.  C.  A.  616.  Ala.— Boss  v.  Ma- 
lone,  97  Ala.  529,  12  So.  182;  Ala. 
G.  S.  E.  Co.  V.  Tapia,  94  Ala.  226,  10 
So.  236.  Ark. — Cocke  v.  Cross,  57 
Ark.  87,  20  S.  W.  913;  Jones  v.  Horn, 
51  Ark.  19,  9  S.  W.  309,  14  Am.  St. 
Eep.  17;  St.  Louis  L  M.  &  S.  E.  Co. 
V.  Mudford,  44  Ark.  439.  111. — Bar- 
relett  v.  Bellgard,  71  HI.  280;  Sturges 
V.  Keith,  57  III.  451,  11  Am.  Eep.  28. 
Pa. — Agnew  v.  Johnson,  2?  Pa.  471,  62 
Am.  Dec.  303;  Bank  v.  Eank,  5  Pa. 
211.  Tex. — Smith  v.  Connor  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  46  S.  W.  267.  Vt.— Eutland  & 
W.  E.  Co.  V.  Middlebury  Bank,  32  Vt. 
639.  Wash.— Fish  v.  Nethercutt,  14 
Wash  582,  45  Pac.  44,  53  Am.  St. 
Eep.  892.  Eng. — Moon  v.  Eaphael,  2 
Bing.  N.  Cas.  310,  29  E.  C.  L.  550,  133 
Eng.  Eeprint  122. 

See  13  Stanpako  Pboc.  365. 
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imply  malice."    In  some  jurisdictions,  interest  must  be  asked  for  if  de- 
sired.^* 

B.  Plea  or  Answee.^^  —  1.  The  Plea.  —  a.  The  General  Issue. 
In  trover,  as  in  other  forms  of  trespass  on  the  case,  the  general  issue, 
at  common  law,  is  the  plea  "not  guilty. "3°  Originally,  this  general 
traverse  put  in  issue  the  whole  declaration,  and  under  this  plea  any  de- 
fense upon  the  merits,  except  the  statute  of  limitations  and  a  release 
might  be  given  in  evidence.'^  In  England,  however,  the  scope  of  the 
plea,  "not  guilty"  was  restricted  by  the  rules  of  court,  adopted  in  1833, 
known  as  the  Hilary  Term  Rules  of  4  Wm.  IV.^^  Under  the  express 
provision  of  these  rules,  the  general  issue,  when  thereafter  pleaded,  put 
in  issue  only  the  fact  of  the  alleged  conversion,  and  not  any  matter  of 
title  in  the  plaintiff  or  in  the  defendant.^"  The  English  rule  was  not, 
of  course,  effective  in  this  country,  but  in  some  jurisdictions  a  similar 


27.  Vine  v.  Casmey,  86  Minn.  74,  90 
N.  W.  158.  See  13  Standard  Proc. 
366. 

[a]  Malice  a  Sufficient  Allegation. 
Gensburg  v.  Field,  104  Iowa  599,  74 
N.  W.  3. 

28.  Texartana  Water  Co.  v.  Kizer 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  63  S.  W.  913.  See 
14  Standard  Pboc.  121. 

29.  See  generally  the  titles  "Abate- 
ment, Fleas  of;"  "Answers;"  "Con- 
fession and  Avoidance;"  "Denials;" 
"Pleas."  See  also  titles  dealing  with 
particular  pleas  and  defenses. 

30.  Fla. — Anderson  v.  Agnew,  38 
Pla.  30,  20  So.  766;  Eobinson  v.  Hart- 
ridge,  13  Fla.  501.  la.^ — Dyson  v- 
Beam,  9  Iowa  51.  N.  Y. — Hurst  v.  Cook, 
19  Wend.  463.  Pa. — Wiulack  v.  Geist, 
107  Pa.  297,  52  Am.  Eep.  473;  Miller 
V.  Knapp,  26  W.  N.  C.  29. 

See  7  Standard  Pboc.  64;  4  Stand- 
ard Pboc.  658. 

[a]  General  Issue  at  Common  Law. 
The  defendant  says  that  he  is  not 
guilty  of  the  premises  above  laid  to 
his  charge,  in  manner  and  form  as  the 
plaintiff  has  above  thereof  complained 
against  him;  and  of  this,  he,  the  de- 
fendant, puts  himself  upon  the  coun- 
try, etc.     Steph.  PI.  157. 

31.  Ark.— Vaden  v.  Ellis,  18  Ark. 
355.  N.  Y. — Ontario  Bank  v.  New 
Jersey  Steamboat  Co.,  59  N.  T.  510. 
Vt.— Turner  v.  Waldo,  40  Vt.  51.  Eng. 
Hawley  v.  Peacock,  2  Campb.  557; 
Yorke  *.  Grenaugh,  2  Ld.  Raym.  868, 
92  Eng.  Eeprint  79. 

And  see  1  Chitty  PI.  (16th  Am.  ed.) 
235;   2  Greenl.  Ev.,  §648. 

[a]  Flea  Included  Plaintiff's  Title. 
UsdoT  this  rule,  if  the  plaintiff  had 
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not  such  an  interest  in  the  property 
as  would  authorize  him  to  sue,  such 
fact  might  be  shown  under  the  plea  of 
not  guilty.  Lynner  v.  Wood,  Cro.  Car. 
157,  79  Eng.  Eeprint  737.  „ 

32.  See  infra,   this  note. 

[a]  The  Hilary  Rules  of  4  Wm.  IV. 
In  1833  the  judges  of  the  superior 
courts  oJ  common  law  were  author- 
ized by  act  of  parliament  (3  &  4  Wm. 
IV,  c.  42,  §1)  to  make  such  alterations 
in  the  mode  of  pleading  in  said  courts 
as  to  them  might  seem  expedient. 
Id  accordance  with  this  statute,  the 
rules  known  as  the  General  Rules  and 
Regulations  of  the  Hilary  Term  were 
mada.  Among  the  many  and  various 
provisions  of  these  famous  rules,  it 
was  declared  that  "in  actions  on  the 
case,  the  plea  of  not  guilty  shall  oper- 
ate as  a  denial  only  of  the  breach  of 
duty  or  wrongful  act  alleged  to  have 
been  committed  by  the  defendant,  and 
not  of  the  facts  stated  in  the  induce- 
ment; and  no  other  defense  than  such 
denial  shall  be  admissible  under  that 
plea:  all  other  pleas  in  denial  shall 
take  issue  on  some  particular  matter 
of  fact  alleged  in  the  declaration." 
.  .  .  "In  an  action  for  converting  the 
plaintiff's  goods  (fhe  plea  of  not 
guilty  will  operate  as  a  denial  of)  the 
conversion  only,  and  not  the  plaintiff's 
title  to  the  goods."  .  .  .  "All  mat- 
ters in  confession  and  avoidance  shall 
be  pleaded  specially,  as  in  actions  of 
assumpsit."  G.  R.  H.  T.,  1833,  IV. 
In  Case,  1  and  2.  Als»  in  10  Bing. 
470,  25  E.  C.  L.  225,  and  in  5  B.  & 
Aid.  IX. 

33.  Frankum  v.  Earl  of  Falmouth, 
a  Ad.  &  E.  452,  29  B.  C.  L.  217,  HI 
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rule  has  been  adopted.'*  The  prevailing  rule,  however,  in  our  own 
jurisdictions  that  still  follow  the  common  law  system  of  pleading,  is 
that,  as  originally  in  England,  the  plea  of  the  general  issue,  or  not 
guilty,  puts  in  issue  all  the  traversable  allegations  of  the  whole  declar- 
ation, both  the  conversion  and  the  plaintiff's  possession.'^ 

b.  Plea  of  Not  Possessed.  —  In  consequence  of  the  Hilary  rules 
above  referred  to,  while  the  general  issue,  not  guilty,  still  put  in  issue 
the  conversion,  yet  it  admitted  the  plaintiff's  title.'^  In  consequence, 
in  order  to  put  in  issue  the  title  to  the  property  the  allegation  of  own- 
ership and  possession  had  to  be  met  with  the  specific  traverse  of  "not 
possessed."''  If  the  defendant  relied,  for  example,  upon  a  lien  or  a 
license  this  plea  was  held  necessary.'*  This  plea  denies  both  the  plain- 
tiff's right  of  property  in  the  goods,  and  his  right  of  possession  at  the 
time  of  the  conversion,'^  and  under  this  plea  may  be  shown  anything 
affecting  the  plaintiff's  possession,  as,  for  example,  that  the  plaintiff  de- 


Engf.  Reprint  175;  Stancliffe  v.  Hard- 
•wick,  2  C.  M.  &  E.  1 ;  Young  v.  Cooper, 
6  Exeh.  259;  Whitmore  v.  Greene,  13 
Mees.  &  W.  104. 

[a]  Title  In  Third  Person.— (1) 
Originally  the  defense  of  jus  tertii 
could  be  shown  under  the  plea  of  not 
guilty  (Eotan  v.  Fletcher,  15  Johns. 
[N.  y.]  207;  Ward  v.  "Wilkinson,  4  B. 
&  Aid.  410,  6  E.  C.  L.  539,  106  Eng. 
Reprint  987),  but  (2)  after  the  Hilary 
Rules  only  under  the  plea  of  non 
possessed.  Leake  v.  Loveday,  4  Man. 
&  Gr.  972,  43  E.  C.  L.  500,  134  Eng. 
Reprint  399. 

34.  See  Anderson  d.  Agnew,  38  Fla. 
30,  20  So.  766;  Stewart  v.  Mills,  18 
Fla.  57;  Robinson  v.  Hartridge,  13  Fla. 
501. 

[a]  Present  English  Practice. — The 
rule  has,  moreover,  no  application  in 
the  English  practice  of  today.  Under 
the  Procedure  Act  of  1873,  in  that 
country,  the  system  of  common-law 
pleading  was  abolished.  The  pleading 
known  as  "the  defense,"  and  cor- 
responding to  our  code  pleading  known 
as  "the  answer,"  is  substituted  for 
the  plea  at  common  law. 

35.  111.— Robison  v.  Hardy,  22  HI. 
App.  512.  Mich. — Eureka  Iron  &  S. 
Works  V.  Bresnahan,  66  Mich.  489,  33 
N.  W.  834.  Pa.— Winlack  v.  Geist,  107 
Pa.  297,  52  Am.  Rep.  473. 

See  infra,  VIII,  B,  and  generally 
the  title  "Denials." 

[a]  Thns,  as  was  said  in  a  New 
York  case,  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the 
code  system  of  pleading,  "in  this 
CQuntry,  under  the  general  issue,  the 
defendant  may  prove  title  in  himself, 


either  absolutely  or  specially,  or  by 
way  of  lien,  and  may  disprove  plain- 
tiff's title  by  showing  title  in  a  stran- 
ger. Rotan  V.  Fletcher,  15  Johns. 
(N.  Y.)   207. 

36.  Lewis  v.  Alcock,  3  Mees.  &  W. 
(Eng.)  188;  White  v.  Teale,  9  L.  J. 
(Q.  B.)    377. 

[a]  Extent  of  Admission. — The  plea 
of  not  guilty  admits  the  plaintiff's 
property  or  right  of  possession,  yet  such 
admission  extends  only  to  such  a  prop- 
erty or  possessory  right  as  may  be  re- 
quired to  maintain  the  action.  Stan- 
cliffe V.  Hardwiok,  2  C,  M.  &  R.  (Eng.) 
1,  holding  that  it  is  therefore  open  to 
the  defendant  to  show  that  he  and  the 
plaintiff  were  tenants  in  common. 

37.  Owen  v.  Knight,  4  Bing.  N.  Cas. 
54,  33  E.  C.  L.  593,  132  Eng.  Reprint 
709;  Richards  v.  Symons,  8  Q.  B.  90, 
55  E.  C.  L.  90,  115  Eng.  Reprint  808; 
Harrison  v.  Dixon,  12  Mees.  k  W.  142; 
Isaacs  V.  Belcher,  8  C.  t  P.  714,  34i 
E.  C.  L.  979;  Dorrington  v.  Carter,  1 
Exch.  566. 

Form. — "That  the  said  goods  and 
chattels  were  not,  nor  were  any  of 
them,  the  plaintiff's,  as  alleged." 
Chit,  on  PI.,  16th  Am.  ed.,  II,  725. 

38.  Leake  v.  Loveday,  4  M.  &  G. 
972,  43  E.  C.  L.  500,  134  Eng.  Reprint 
399;  Owen  v.  Knight,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  54, 
33  E.  C.  L.  593,  132  Eng.  Reprint 
709;  Eingham  v.  Clements,  12  Q.  B. 
260,  64  E.  C.  L.  259,  116  Eng.  Reprint 
866;  Gregg  v.  Wells,  10  Ad.  &  El.  90, 
37  E.  C.  L.  271,  113  Eng.  Reprint  35. 

39.  Owen  v.  Knight,  4  Bing.  (N.  C.) 
54,  33  E.  C.  L.  593,  132  Eng.  Reprint 
709;  White  V,  Teal,  12  Ad.  &  E.  106, 
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posited  the  goods  with  the  defendant  for  a  security.*"  This  plea  did 
not  admit,  however,  evidence  concerning  the  wrongful  conversion,  but 
merely  put  in  issue  the  question  of  the  plaintiff's  actual  possession  or 
right  of  possession.*^  In  case,  however,  the  defendant  contests  both 
the  alleged  wrongful  conversion  and  the  allegation  of  plaintiff's  pos- 
session, the  plea  of  not  possessed  may  be  joined  with  the  general  issue." 
c.  Special  Pleas.  —  Aside  from  the  ordinary  pleas  in  abatement,** 
under  the  common  law  practice,  there  may  be  also,  in  trover,  special 
pleas  by  way  of  confession  and  avoidance.  It  is  the  generally  accepted 
doctrine,  however,  that  such  pleas  can  operate  only  by  way  of  dis- 
charge, and  that  the  only  special  pleas  permissible  are  those  of  release 
and  of  the  statute  of  limitations,**  and  perhaps  former  recovery.*"  If 
the  defendant  pleads  specially  what  amounts  to  the  general  issue,  it  is 
bad  on  special  demurrer.*^     The  old  cases  contain  numerous  special 


40  E.  C.  L.  62,  113  Eng.  Reprint  751. 

40.  White  v.  Teal,  12  Ad.  &  E.  106, 
113,  40  E.  C.  L.  62,  113  Eng.  Eeprint 
751;  Dorrington  v.  Carter,  1  Exch.  566. 

fa]  "Not  guUty"  and  "not  pos- 
sessed" make,  together,  the  old  plea 
of  not  guilty,  and  all  that  is  admis- 
sible under  either  of  them  was  ad- 
missible under  not  guilty.  Whitmore 
f.  Greene,  13  Mees.  &  W.   (Eng.)   104. 

41.  Owen  v.  Knight,  4  Bing.  N.  C. 
54,  33  B.  C.  L.  593,  132  Eng.  Eeprint 
709. 

42.  See  McKelvey,  Com.  Law  PI., 
136. 

43.  See  the  title  "Abatement, 
Fleas  of,"  and  titles  dealing  with  par- 
ticular pleas  such  as  "Anotiier  Action 
Pending." 

44.  Ind.  —  CofBn  v.  Anderson,  4 
Elaekf.  395.  la. — Howes  v.  Carver,  7 
Iowa  491.  Micli.— Grenier  v.  Hild,  124 
Mich.  222,  82  N.  W.  10S2;  Hine  v.  Com- 
mercial Bank,  119  Mich.  448,  78  N.  W. 
471.  Mo.— Fry  v.  Baxter,  10  Mo.  302. 
N.  Y.— Hurst  V.  Cook,  19  Wend.  463. 
Eng. — Hartford  v.  Jones,  2  Salk.  654, 
1  Ld.  Eaym.  393,  91  Eng.  Eeprint  556, 
1161.  Can. — Millard  v.  Kirkpatrick,  4 
V.  C.  Q.  B.  248. 

See  generally  the  titles  "Confession 
and  Avoidance;"  "Release." 

[a]  The  statute  of  limitations  must 
be  specially  pleaded  in  trover,  it  can- 
not be  given  in  evidence  under  the 
.general  issue.  Jones  v.  Dugan,  1 
McCord  (S.  C.)  428.  See  the  title 
"Limitation  of  Actions." 

45.  See  infra,  this  note  and  gen- 
erally 15  Standard  Peoc.  485,  614,  et 
seq. 

[a]    There  are  some  defenses,  bow- 
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ever,  besides  limitations  and  a  release 
which  may  be  specially  pleaded — such 
for  instance,  as  former  recovery  by 
plaintiff  in  trover,  or  trespass  for  the 
same  goods,  either  against  the  defend- 
ant or  another.  So  may  things  which 
show  a  right  in  the  defendant  to  de- 
tain the  goods,  be  pleaded  specially; 
as  a  right  of  lien  in  a  tavern  keeper 
or  carrier;  though  all  these  defenses 
are  properly  admissible  under  the  gen- 
eral issue.  Vaden  v.  Ellis,  18  Ark. 
355. 

46.  Kennedy  v.  Strong,  10  Johns. 
(N.  Y.)  289;  Hurst  v.  Cook,  19  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  463.  See  also  Turner  v.  Waldo, 
40  Vt.  51,  and  7  Standard  Peoc.  104. 

[a]  Hence  a  plea  of  justification 
and  excuse  is  bad,  since  (1)  trover  con- 
sists in  a  wrongful  conversion,  and  if 
the  act  be  wrongful  it  cannot  be  jus- 
tified or  excused;  if  the  act  complained 
of  was  not  wrongful,  it  can  be  so  shown 
under  the  general  issue  (Hartford  v. 
Jones,  2  Salk.  654,  1  Ld.  Eaym.  393, 
91  Eng.  Eeprint  556,  1161;  Young  v. 
Cooper,  6  Exch.  259),  or  (2)  after  the 
Hilary  rules,  under  the  plea  of  not 
possessed  in  case  the  defense  turns 
upon  the  plaintiff's  want  of  possession. 
Dorrington  v.  Carter,  1  Exch.  566; 
Owen  V.  Knight,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  54,  33 
E.  C.  L.  593,  132  Eng.  Eeprint  709; 
Isaacs  V.  Belcher,  8  C.  &  P.  714,  34, 
E.  C.  L.  979;  Eingham  v.  Clements, 
12  Q.  B.  260,  64  E.  C.  L.  259,  116  Eng. 
Eeprint  866;  Jackson  v.  Cummins,  5 
Mees.  &   W.  342,  349. 

[b]  No  special  plea  in  bar  can  be 
good  unless  it  confess  and  avoid  the 
conversion,  since  the  gist  of  the  action 
is  the  conversion.    Cof&n  v,  Anderson, 
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pleas  in  trover  which  were  held  bad,  the  decisions  involving  much  re- 
finement and  nicety  of  discrimination.  The  errors  mostly  arose  in 
pleading  specially  matters  which  amounted  to  the  general  issue  or  which 
were  admissible  in  evidence  under  that  issue.*'  Aiter  the  Hilary  rules, 
however,  cases  of  special  pleas  which  would  have  been  bad  previously, 
were  sustained.** 

d.  General  Rules.  —  A  plea  must  be  certain,*'  and,  in  accord  with 
the  common  law  rule,  must  not  be  duplicitous.^"  However,  since  the 
passage  of  the  Statute  of  4th  Anne,  different  and  inconsistent  pleas 
may  be  filed,  and  the  defendant  not  compelled  to  elect  upon  which 


4   Blackf.    (Ind.)    395;    Agar   v.   Lisle, 
Hobart  187,  80  Eng.  Eeprint  334. 
47.     See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Special  Fleas  Discountenanced. 
The  court  in  the  case  of  Kennedy  v. 
Strong,  10  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  289,  speak- 
ing as  long  ago  as  1813,  said:  "Though 
the  old  books  contain  numerous 
precedents  of  special  pleas  in  trover, 
they  are  deservedly  discountenanced 
in  modern  times,  as  leading  to  un- 
necessary expense  and  troublesome 
prolixity."  See  also  Hurst  v.  Cook,  19 
Wend.  (N.  Y.)  463. 

[b]  Although,  many  special  pleas 
were,  in  the  old  cases,  held  bad  in 
trover,  yet  it  does  not  seem  correct 
to  say,  as  it  sometimes  is  said,  that 
there  is  no  plea  in  trover  "but  a  re- 
lease or  not  guilty."  Twisden,  J.,  in 
Devoe  v.  Coridon,  1  Keb.  305,  83  Eng. 
Eeprint  961.  Lord  Holt  is  reported 
(Hartford  v.  Jones,  1  Ld.  Eaym.  893, 
91  Eng.  Eeprint  1161;  Yorke  v.  Gren- 
augh,  2  Ld.  Eaym.  866,  92  Eng.  Ee- 
print 79),  as  saying  "nothing  can  be 
pleaded  specially  in  trover  but  a  re- 
lease." Denison,  J.,  said  also,  in 
Wingfield  v.  Stratford,  Sayer  15,  96 
Eng.  Eeprint  787:  "I  do  not  appre- 
hend that  any  matter,  except  a  re- 
lease, can  be  pleaded  specially  in  such 
an  action;  because  no  other  matter 
can,  as  I  conceive,  be  pleaded  which 
would  not  amount  to  a  denial  of  the 
conversion,  and  consequently  it  would 
amount  to  the  general  issue."  How- 
ever, other  special  pleas  were  sus- 
tained in  some  of  the  old  cases  as  ap- 
pears from  the  following:  Strangden 
v.  Burnet,  4  Leon.  4,  74  Eng.  Eeprint 
6S7  (a  plea  of  justification) ;  Eock- 
wood  V.  Feasar,  Cro.  Eliz.  262,  78  Eng. 
Eeprint  517,  a  special  plea  by  Coke, 
sustained   because   "it   confesseth   the 


possession  and  property  in  the  plaintiff 
against  all  but  the  lawful  owner." 

48.  See  Morant  v.  Sign,  2  Mees,  & 
W.  (Eng.)  95;  Ashton  v.  Brevitt,  14 
Mees.  &  W.  (Eng.)  106;  Pinnock  v. 
Harrison,  3  Mees.  &  W.  (Eng.)  632; 
Hutt  V.  Morrell,  11  Adol.  &  El.  (N.  S.) 
425,  63  E.  C.  L.  425,  116  Eng.  Eeprint 
536. 

[a]  The  Hilary  rules  changed  the 
scope  of  the  general  issue  and  allowed 
a  special  plea  of  justification,  and  this 
practice  has  been  followed  by  similar 
rules  or  statutes  in  some  American 
jurisdictions.  In  such  cases,  the  de- 
fendant does  not  justify  the  conver- 
sion, but  justifies  the  acts  alleged  and 
avers  them  to  be  the  supposed  conver- 
sion. See  Stancliffe  v.  Hardwick,  2 
C.  M.  &  E.  (Eng.)  1. 

[b]  "If  the  defendant  intends  to 
justify  the  taking  of  the  goods  on 
grounds  distinct  from  any  question  of 
title  or  right  of  property  or  posses- 
sion, he  must  set  forth  his  ground  of 
justification  in  a  special  plea;  such  as, 
that  the  goods  and  chattels  mentioned 
in  the  declaration  were  wrongfully 
upon  the  defendant's  land,  encumber- 
ing the  same,  and  doing  damage  there 
to  the  defendant,  whereupon  the  de- 
fendant took  the  goods  and  carried 
them  to  the  plaintiff's  land,  and  de- 
posited them  there,  doing  no  damage 
to  them  that  could  be  reasonably 
avoided."  Addison  on  Torts  (Wood's 
ed.)  Vol.  I,  p.  553,  citing  Cole  v. 
Mauiidy,  Eea  v.  Sheward,  2  M.  &  W. 
(Eng.)   45'4,  426. 

49.  Brevoort  v.  Brevoort,  8  Jones  & 
S.  (N.  Y.)  211;  Beak  v.  Thyrwhit,  3 
Mod.  194,  87  Eng.  Eeprint  124.  See 
the   title    "Certainty  In  Pleading." 

50.  Kennedy  v.  Strong,  10  Johns. 
(]sr.  Y.)  289.  See  generally  the  title 
"Duplicity," 
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plea  he  would  place  his  defense."^  Local  rules  or  statutes  may,  of 
course,  affect  the  requirements  of  a  plea  in  certain  cases,  and  must  be 
consulted.°^ 

2.  The  Answer.  —  Under  code  procedure,  answers  in  actions  for 
conversion  are  subject  to  the  rules  gorerning  answers  in  general."^  A 
general  denial  is  sufficient  to  admit  any  defense  that  controverts  the 
alleged  conversion,^*  including  the  question  of  the  ownership  of  the 
property,°°  and  the  defendant  need  not  afSrmatively  plead  that  he 


51.  Shuter  v.  Page,  11  Johns.  (N. 
Y.)  196;  Areh.  PI.  252-3;  1  Burrill's 
Pr.,  2cl.  ed.,  174.  See  2  Standard  Peoc. 
24,  26. 

[a]  Various  Fleas. — The  defendant 
may  file  as  many  pleas  as  his  defense 
calls  for.  See,  for  example,  Milner  & 
Kettig  Co.  V.  De  Loach  M.  Mfg.  Co., 
139  Ala.  645,  36  So.  765,  101  Am.  St. 
Eep.  63. 

52.  See  infra,  this  note. 

faj  Notice  of  Defenses. — ^The  stat- 
ute may,  for  example,  require  that  the 
introduction  of  certain  af&rmative  de- 
fenses must  be  set  forth  in  a  notice 
added  to  the  defendant's  plea.  See 
Williams  v.  Brown,  137  Mich.  569,  100 
N.  W.  786;  Hine  v.  Commercial  Bank 
of  Bay  City,  119  Mich.  448,  78  N.  W. 
471;  and  also  7  Standard  Peoc.  78. 

53.  Ala.— Tallassee  Falls  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Alexander  City  First  Nat.  Bank, 
159  Ala.  315,  49  So.  246.  Cal.— Kuh- 
land  V.  Sedgwick,  17  Cal.  123.  Ga. 
Trammell  v.  Mallory,  115  Ga.  748,  42 
S.  E.  62.  K.  Y.— Carter  v.  Eighth 
Ward  Bank,  33  Misc.  128,  67  N.  Y. 
Supp.  300. 

See  the  titles  "Answers;"  "Con- 
fession »nd  ATOidance;"  "Denials." 

[a]  Definite  and  Certain. — Answers 
must  be  definite  and  certain.  N.  T. 
Carter  v.  Eighth  Ward  Bank,  33  Mise. 
128,  67  N.  Y.  Supp.  300.  Tex.— Beck- 
ham V.  Burney  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  42 
S.  W.  1041.  Ut«Ji.— Spalding  v.  Allred, 
23  Utah  354,  64  Pac.  1100.  See  the 
title   "Certainty  In  Pleading." 

[b]  Inconsistent  Allegations. —  (1) 
In  an  action  to  recover  for  money  al- 
leged to  have  been  converted,  an  al- 
legation in  the  answer  that  the  money 
has  been  paid  to  plaintiff  is  not  in- 
consistent with  a  general  denial  of  the 
allegations  in  the  complaint  showing 
plaintiff's  right  to  receive  the  money. 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Lincoln,  36  Minn. 
132,  30  N.  W.  449.  (2)  But  where  an 
answer  contains  a  denial  of  every  al- 
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legation  in  the  complaint,  a  further  al- 
legation that  the  goods  were  taken  on 
a  writ  issued  against  a  third  person 
who  was  the  owner  of  the  goods  is  in- 
consistent, and,  in  effect,  admits  the 
conversion.  Derby  v.  Gallup,  5  Minn. 
119. 

[c]  Specially  Pleading  Matter 
Piovable  Under  Denial. — Where  an  an- 
swer contains  two  paragraphs,  the  first 
a  general  denial,  and  the  second  a  jus- 
tification and  excuse,  it  is  not  error  to 
sustain  a  demurrer  to  the  second  para- 
graph since  the  defense  therein  alleged 
may  be  shown  under  the  general  de- 
nial. Cleveland,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Wright,  25  Ind.  App.  525,  58 
N.  E.  559.     See  7  Standard  Peoc.  104. 

[dj  Equitable  Defense. — In  an  ac- 
tion for  damages  for  the  conversion 
of  grain,  it  is  competent  to  plead  and 
show  as  an  equitable  defense  that  the 
grain  was  mortgaged  to  the  defendant 
and  that  the  mortgage  was  drawn  by 
mistake  to  cover  the  crop  of  another 
year,  without-  first  reforming  the 
mortgage  through  an  equitable  action. 
Gorder  v.  Hilliboe,  17  N.  D.  281,  115 
N.  W^.  843.  Equitable  defense  in  ac- 
tion at  law,  see  the  title  "Suits  and 
Actions." 

54.  la. — Wallace  v.  Eobb,  37  Iowa 
192.  Ean. — ^McGrew  v.  Armstrong,  5 
Kan.  284.  Wis. — Willard  v.  Giles,  24 
Wis.  319. 

See  infra,  VIII,  C,  and  generally 
the  title  "Denials." 

[a]  Under  a  general  denial,  the  tle- 
fendant  may  explain  and  justify  a  fail- 
ure to  deliver  goods  by  showing  a  good 
excuse  therefor,  and  may  repel  the  in- 
ference of  a  wrongful  conversion.  Ford 
V.  Griffin,  100  Ind.  85;  Gerard  v.  Jones, 
78  Ind.  378;  Swope  v.  Paul,  4  Ind. 
App.  463,  31  N.  E.  42;  Ontario  Bank 
V.  New  Jersey  Steamboat  Co.,  59  N. 
Y.  510. 

55.  Kan. — Kerwood  v.  Ayres,  59 
Kan.  343,  63  Pac.  134.    Mo.— Kirk  v. 
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owned  the  property  at  the  beginnicg  of  the  action."'  Also,  under  a 
general  denial,  the  defendant  may  show  title  in  a  stranger,"^  or  may 
show  that  the  plaintiff  waived  the  tort  by  bringing  an  action  on  im- 
plied contract. °^  Statements  amounting  to  reasons  for  the  conversion 
but  constituting  no  legal  defense,  may  properly  be  stricken  from  the 
answer,'^  but  where  an  answer  is  sufficient  in  substance,  the  fact  that 
it  is  not  well  drawn  will  not  warrant  a  disturbance  of  the  judgment.'" 

S.  The  Replication  or  Reply.  —  Wherever  the  plea  or  answer  calls 
for  a  replication  or  a  reply,  the  same  may  be  filed  as  in  other  actions.'^ 
A  reply  must  be  responsive  to  the  answer,'^  but  it  is  not  needed  where 
no  new  matter  is  set  up  in  the  answer."*  Likewise,  where  a  special 
plea  amounts  to  the  general  issue,  no  replication  is  necessary.®* 

4.  Amendments.  —  The  pleadings  in  trover,  as  in  other  actions,  may 
be  amended  in  accordance  with  the  rules  governing  amendments  in  gen- 

61*3,1  ^^ 

Vill.  ISSUES,  PROOF  AND  VARIANCE.  — A.  Generally. 
The  proof  must  be  confined  to  the  issues  made.''  As  in  other  actions, 
a  material  variance  between  the  essential  allegations  and  the  proof  will 
be  fatal.'^  This  principle  is  illustrated,  for  example,  by  a  material 
variance  between  the  proof  and  the  alleged  conversion,"  the  owner- 
ship of  the  property  in  question,'^  and  the  subject  matter  of  the  eon- 


Kane,  87  Mo.  App.  274.  Okla.— Hop- 
kins V.  Dipert,  11  Okla.  630,  69  Pac. 
883. 

66.  Brevoort  v.  Brevoort,  8  Jones  & 
S.  (N.  T.)  211,  holding  that  a  general 
denial  of  the  plaintiff's  ownership  is 
sufficient. 

57.  Simar  v.  Shea,  180  N.  Y.  558, 
73  N.  B.  1132;  Ten  Eyck  v.  Denison, 
99  App.  Div.  106,  91  N.  Y.  Supp.  169. 
Compare,  however,  Vogel  v.  Banks,  60 
App.  Div.  459,  70  N.  Y.  Supp.  1010. 
See  generally  the  title  "Title." 

58.  Carroll  v.  Fethers,  102  Wis.  436, 
78  N.  W.  604. 

59.  United  States  Tire  Co.  v.  Kirk, 
102  Kan.  418,  170  Pac.  811. 

60.  Dukes  v.  Cole,  129  Ind.  137,  28 
N.  E.  441. 

61.  Haas  v.  Taylor,  80  Ala.  459,  2 
So.  633  (replication  sustained  to  a  plea 
of  set-off);  Colorado  Fuel  &  I.  Co.  v. 
Chappell,  12  Colo.  App.  385,  55  Pao. 
606.  See  the  title  '  Ttepllcatlon  and 
Reply." 

62.  Gerard  V.  Jones,  78  Ind.  378; 
McFadden  v.  Schroeder,  4  Ind.  App. 
305,  29  N.  E.  491,  30  N.  E.  711. 

63.  Dunning  v.  Choate,  8  Ohio  Dec. 
316;  Krewson  z/.  Purdom,  13  Ore.  563, 
11  Pac.  281. 

64.  Fisher  v.  Meek,  38  111.  92. 

65.  Conn. — Nash  v.  Adams,  24  Conn. 


33.  Me. — Lord  v.  Pierce,  33  Me.  350. 
Mo.— Parker  v.  Rodes,  79  Mo.  88.  N.  Y. 
Wilde  V.  Hexter,  50  Barb.  448.  Wash. 
Hulbert  v.  Brackett,  8  Wash.  438,  36 
Pac.  264. 

See  the  titles  "Amendments  and 
Jeofails;"  "New  Cause  of  Action  or 
Defense ; "  "  Parties. ' ' 

66.  Virginia  Timber  &  Lumber  Co. 
V.  Glenwood  Lumb.  Co.,  5  Cal.  App. 
256,  90  Pac.  48,  and  supra,  Til,  B,  and 
infra,  VIII,  B  and  C. 

67.  Bixel  v.  Bixel,  107  Ind.  534,  8 
N.  E.  614.  See  the  title  "Variance  and 
Failure  of  Proof." 

68.  Cal. — Payne  v.  Elliott,  54  Cal. 
339  35  Am.  Eep.  80.  Conn. — ^Forbes 
V.  Marsh,  15  Conn.  384.  Mo. — Priest 
V.  Way,  87  Mo.  16.  Neb. — Grasborg  v. 
Hahn  &  Co.,  95  Neb.  732,  146  N.  W. 
933.  N.  Y.— Lewis  v.  Mott,  36  N.  Y. 
395;  Bowman  v.  Eaton,  24  Barb.  528. 
Ore. — Cooper  v.  Blair,  14  Ore.  255,  12 
Pac.  370;  Dahms  v.  Sears,  13  Ore.  47, 
11  Pac.  891.  Tex. — ^Lewis  v.  Hattsn, 
86  Tex.  533,  2fl  S.  W.  50;  Bitterman  v. 
Hearn  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  32  S.  W.  341. 

69.  111.— Gates  v.  Thede,  91  111.  App. 
603.  Minn. — Derby  v.  Gallup,  5  Minn. 
119.  Mo. — Johnson  v.  St.  Joseph  Stock 
Yards  Bank,  102  Mo.  App.  395,  76  S. 
W.  699.     Tex.— Gooch  v.  Isbell,  77  S. 
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version.'"  It  is  the  general  rule,  however,  that  an  allegation  as  to  the 
time  and  place  of  a  conversion  is  immaterial  and  need  not  be  proved  as 
alleged."  There  is  authority,  however,  that  the  date  must  be  proved 
as  alleged.'^  If  the  proof  establishes  another  different  cause  of  action 
there  can  be  no  recovery,'^  because  under  a  complaint  for  conversion 
one  cannot  recover  on  any  cause  of  action  ex  contractu,''*  and  not  even 
under  code  procedure  can  a  plaintiff  sue  in  trover  and  recover  in  an 
entirely  different  action.'"' 

B.  Matters  Provable  Under  General  Issue.  —  The  general  issue 
puts  in  issue  every  matter  pleadable  in  bar  except  a  release  or  the 
statute  of  limitations.''*    It  puts  in  issue  not  only  the  conversion  in 


■W.  973;  South  Bend  Ironworks  v.  Wag- 
ner, 74  S.  W.  601. 

70.  Ariz. — Hereford  v.  Puseh,  8 
Ariz.  76,  68  Pac.  547.  111. — Harper  v. 
Scott,  63  111.  App.  401.  Ind.— Bixel  v. 
Bixel,  107  Ind.  534,  8  N.  E.  614.  Mo. 
Ensworth  v.  Barton,  60  Mo.  611.  Neb. 
Worth  V.  Buck,  34  Neb.  703,  52  N.  W. 
566.  N.  Y.— Walter  v.  Bennett,  16  N. 
Y.  250.  N.  C— Ward  v.  Smith,  30  N. 
C.  296.  S.  D.— Smith  v.  Donahoe,  13 
S.  D.  334,  83  N.  W.  264.  Eng.— Shan- 
non V.  Owen,  6  L.  J.  K.  B.  (O.  S.) 
61,  1  M.  &  E.  392,  17  E.  C.  L.  674. 

[a]  ratal  Variance. — Thus,  where 
the  plaintiff  in  his  declaration  ue- 
seribed  a  note  which  was  the  subject 
matter  of  the  action  as  a  note  for  $180, 
and  the  note  proved  to  be  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  defendant  was  for  $300, 
the  variance  was  fatal.  Bissel  v. 
Drake,  19  Johns.  (N.  T.)  66. 

[b]  Immaterial  Variamcej— An  al- 
legation of  a  conversion  of  a  horse  is 
sustained  by  proof  of  a  conversion  of 
a  mare.  Drexel  v.  Levan,  2  Woodw. 
Dec.  (Pa.)  59. 

71.  Cal. — Eosenberg  v.  Pimental, 
133  Cal.  302,  65  Pae.  620.  Nev.— Hixon 
V.  Pixley,  15  Nev.  475.  Okla.— Mis- 
souri, O.  &  G.  Ey.  V.  Diamond,  48  Okla. 
424,  150  Pac.  175.  T6x.— First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Brown,  85  Tex.  80,  23  S.  W. 
862. 

[a]  Date  of  Conversion. — It  was  not 
necessary  at  common  law  that  the 
proofs  should  be  in  strict  conformity 
with  the  averments  as  to  the  date  of 
the  conversion.  It  was  sufBcient  if 
naming  a  certain  time  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action,  the  proof 
established  that  the  tort  was  commit- 
ted before  the  suing  of  the  writ.  Ban- 
croft Co.  V.  Haslett,  106  Cal.  151,  39 
Pac.  602;  2  Saund.  PI.  p.  1141;  Gould, 
PI.   §65;   Eex  v.  Bishop  of  Chester,  3 
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Salk.     560,    91     Eng.     Eeprint    472;    1 
Greenl.  Ev.  §61  et  seq. 

[b]  Variance  as  to  Venue. — A  va- 
riance as  to  the  county  in  which  the 
allegied  conversion  occurred  is  imma- 
terial. First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Brown,  85 
Tex.  80,  23  S.  W.  862. 

72.  Mobile,  J.  &  K.  C.  E.  Co.  v. 
Bay  Shore  Lumber  Co.,  158  Ala.  622, 
48  So.  377;  Williams  v.  McKissick,  125 
Ala.  644,  27  So.  922. 

[a]  An  allegation  of  a  conversion 
on  or  about  May  10,  1909,  with  proof 
of  conversion  in  June  or  August,  1910, 
is  a  fatal  variance.  May  v.  Anthony 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  151  S.  W.  602. 

73.  N.  T. — Huntington  v.  Herrman, 
111  App.  Div.  875,  98  N.  T.  Supp.  48, 
188  N.  Y.  622,  81  N.  E.  1166.  Tex. 
Harris  V.  Hobbs,  22  Tex.  Civ.  App.  367, 
54  S.  W.  1085.  'Wash.— S.  A.  Woods 
Maeh.  Co.  v.  Woodcock,  43  Wash.  317, 
86  Pac.   570. 

74.  Singleton  i;.  Pacific  E.  E.,  41 
Mo.  465;  Huntington  v.  Herrman,  188 
N.  T.  622,  81  N.  E.  1166,  affirming.  111 
App.  Div.  875,  98  N.  Y.  Supp.  48. 

75.  Hinkson  v.  Trembleson,  9  Ky. 
L.   Eep.    (abstract)    934,   trespass. 

76.  Ala.— Evan  v.  Young,  147  Ala. 
660,  41  So.  954;  Barret  v.  Mobile,  129 
Ala.  179,  30  So.  36,  87  Am.  St.  Eep. 
54;  Morris  v.  Hall,  41  Ala.  510.  Tens, 
Pemberton  v.  Smith,  3  Head  18.  Vt. 
Turner  v.  Waldo,  40  Vt.  51. 

See  supra,  VII,  B,  1,  a. 

[a]  Matter  of  excuse  is  admissible, 
under  the  general  issue,  says  an  old 
case,  since  such  matter  tends  to  show 
that  the  alleged  conversion  was  not 
a  wrongful  act,  and  consequently  no 
conversion.  Yelverton,  174a.  How- 
ever, where  an  action  was  brought 
against  the  defendant  for  unmooring 
the  plaintiff's  barge,  it  was  held  that 
the    defendant    could    not,    under    the 
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fact,  but  the  wrongful  conversion,  or,  in  other  words,  the  legality  of  the 
conversion ;^^  also,  the  question  of  the  plaintiff's  ownership;'^  and, 
likewise,  the  possession  of  the  goods/' 

C.  Matters  Provable  Under  General  Denial.  —  In  the  code 
practice,  under  a  general  denial,  any  evidence  is  admissible  which  tends 
to  disprove  plaintiff's  allegations.^"  Thus,  any  facts  may  be  shown 
that  controvert  the  alleged  conversion,^^  and  the  defendant  is  not  lim- 
ited to  counter  evidence  of  the  conversion  charged,  since  a  general  de- 


plea  of  not  guilty,  give  in  evidence 
facts  and  circumstances  showing  that 
he  was  justified  in  so  doing;  such  as 
that  the  barge  was  in  the  greatest 
danger  of  being  carried  away  by  float- 
ing ice,  and  that  the  defendant,  being 
employed  generally  by  the  plaintiff 
to  look  after  his  barge,  removed  the 
"barge  from  a  place  of  danger  to  a 
place  of  safety.  Milman  i;.  Dolwell,  2 
Camp.  (Eng.)  378. 

77.  U.  S. — Coolidge  v.  Guthrie,  1 
Flipp  97,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,185.  Ala. 
Gandy  v.  Cowart,  163  Ala.  295,  50  So. 
355;  Ryan  v.  Young,  147  Ala.  6B0,  41 
So.  954.  Ark. — Jones  v-  Buzzard,  2 
Ark.  415.  Ga. — Bell  v.  G.  Ober  &  Sons 
Co.,  Ill  Ga.  668,  36  S.  E.  904.  Ky. 
Arthur  v.  Wilson,  Litt.  Sel.  Cas.  76. 
K  H. — Drew  v.  Spaulding,  45  N.  H. 
472.  Pa.— Knapp  v.  Miller,  133  Pa. 
275,  19  Atl.  555.  Eng.— Young  v. 
Cooper,  6  Exch.  259;  Mayhew  v.  Her- 
rick,  7  C.  B.  229,  244,  62  E.  C.  L.  229, 
137  Eng.  Reprint  92;  Higgins  v. 
Thomas,  8  Q.  B.  908,  55  E.  C.  L.  908, 
115  Eng.  Reprint  1116;  Richards  v. 
Frankum,  6  M.  &  W.  420.  Can.— Mor- 
rison V.  Fishwiek,  13  Nova  Scotia  59; 
Dowling  V.  Miller,  9  U.  C.  Q.  B.  227. 

[aj  Explaining  Refusal  To  Deliver. 
Any  fact  explanatory  of  the  demand 
and  refusal  to  deliver  the  goods  is  re- 
ceivable in  evidence  under  the  plea  of 
not  guilty.  Kynaston  v.  Crouch,  14 
Mees.  &  W.  266,  272;  Higgins  v. 
Thomas,  8  Q.  B.  908,  55  E.  C.  L.  908, 
115  Eng.  Reprint  1116;  Young  v. 
Cooper,  6  Exch.  259. 

78.  Me.— Willett  v.  Clark,  103  Me. 
22,  67  Atl.  566.  Mich.— Heilwig  v.  Ny- 
beck,  179  Mich.  192,  146  N.  W.  141; 
Eureka  Iron  &  S.  Works  v.  Bresnahan, 
66  Mieh.  489,  33  N.  W.  834;  Hart  v. 
Hart,  48  Mich.  175,  12  N.  W.  33.  Miss. 
Alliance  Trust  Co.  v.  Nettleton  Hardw. 
Co.,  74  Miss.  584,  21  So.  396,  36  L.  R. 
A.  155,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  531.  Mo. 
Kirk  V.  Kane,  87  Mo.  App.  274.  N.  M. 
Southern  Car  Mfg.  &  S.  Co.  v.  Wag- ' 


ner,  14  N.  M.  195,  89  Pao.  259."    N.  Y. 
Robinson  v.  Frost,  14  Barb.  536. 

79.  Ala.— Fields  v.  Brice,  108  Ala. 
632,  18  So.  742.  Mass.— Savage  v. 
Darling,  151  Mass.  5,  23  N.  E.  234. 
Minn, — McClelland  v.  Nichols,  24  Minn. 
176;  Morish  v.  Mountain,  22  Minn.  564. 
N.  C— Chandler  v.  Holland,  61  N.  C. 
598.  N.  D.— Piano  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Jones, 
8  N.  D.  315,  79  N.  W.  338.  Terni. 
Pemberton  v.  Smith,  3  Head  18.  Eng, 
Binns  v.  Pigot,  9  C.  &  P.  208,  38  E.  C. 
L.  130;  Anderson  v.  Passman,  7  C.  & 
P.  193,  32  E.  C.  L,  568.  Can,— McLean 
V.  Hannon,  3  Can.  .Sup.  Ct.  706. 

[a]  Lien, — Under  a  plea  of  not 
guilty,  the  defendant  may  show  that 
he  has  a  lien  on  the  goods.  Eureka 
Iron  &  8.  Works  v.  Bresnahan,  69 
Mich.  489,  33  N.  W.  834. 

[b]  But  under  the  Hilary  rules  of 
1834  the  scope  of  the  general  issue 
was  changed  (see  supra,  VII,  B,  1,  a);' 
and  the  plaintiff's  possession  was  ad- 
mitted by  the  plea  of  the  general  is- 
sue, and  nothing  could  be  given  in 
evidence  which  did  not  admit  the  prop- 
erty of  the  plaintiff  in  the  goods. 
Jones  V.  Davies,  6  Exch.  (Eng.)  663; 
Barton  v.  Brown,  5  M.  &  W.  (Eng.) 
298. 

80.  Wood  V.  Proudman,  122  App. 
Div.  826,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  757;  Man- 
ning V.  Ma  tubby,  42  Okla.  414,  141 
Pac.  781.  See  supra,  VII,  B,  2,  and 
the  title  "Denials." 

81.  Idaho. — Haynes  v.  Kettenbach, 
Co.,  11  Idaho  73,  81  Pae.  114.  la. 
Wallace  v.  Robb,  37  Iowa  192.  Kan. 
McGrew  v.  Armstrong,  5  Kan.  284. 
Minn. — Nichols  &  Shepard  Co.  v.  Min- 
nesota Thresher  Mfg.  Co.,  70  Minn. 
528,  73  N.  W.  415.  N.  Y,— Wilder  v. 
N.  Y.  Bank  Note  Co.,  16  Misc.  355,  38 
N.  Y.  Supp.  75.  Tex, — Hamm  v.  Drew, 
83  Tex.  77,  18  S.  W.  434,  Wis.— Phoe- 
nix Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Walrath,  53 
Wis.  669,  10  N.  W,  151;  Willard  v. 
Giles,  24  Wis,  319. 
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nial  puts  in  issue  the  ownership  of  the  property,^^  and  the  defendant 
may  impeach  the  plaintiff's  claim  ot  title  as  fraudulent  or  otherwise 
unfounded.*'  Likewise,  under  a  general  denial,  anything  tending'  to 
disprove  plaintiff's  averment  of  right  to  possession  is  available.** 

D.  Plaintiff  's  Proof.  —  The  plaintiff  must  prove  his  right  of  prop- 
erty and  of  possession  in  the  property,  at  the  time  of  the  conversion  f^ 
a  conversion  by  the  defendant,  as  alleged  ;*^  and  the  value  of  the  ehat- 


[a]  Under  a  general  denial,  plain- 
tiff may  show  that  money  alleged  to 
have  been  converted  was  received  in 
payment  of  a  debt,  but  he  cannot  show 
such  fact  for  the  purpose  of  establish- 
ing a  counterclaim.  Heiszler  v.  Bed- 
dow,  23  N.  D.  34,  135  N.  W.  660. 

[b]  A  subseiiuent  ratification  by 
the  plaintiff  of  the  acts  constituting 
the  conversion  cannot  be  shown  under 
a  general  denial.  Southern  Car  Mfg. 
&  Supply  Co.  V.  Wagner,  14  N.  M.  195, 
89  Pac    259. 

82.  Cal. — Pico  v.  Kalisher,  55  Cal. 
1 53.  Ind. — Coffin  v.  Anderson,  4  Blackf . 
395;  Swope  v.  Paul,  4  Ind.  App.  463, 
31  N.  B.  42.  Kan. — Kerwood  v.  Ayres, 
59  Kan.  343,  63  Pac.  134.  Mo.— ±iaru- 
wick  V.  Cox,  50  Mo.  App.  509;  Thomaa 
V.  Eamsey,  47  Mo.  App.  84.  N.  Y. 
Simar  v.  Shea,  180  N.  T.  558,  73  N.  E. 
1132;  Byrne  v.  Weidenfeld,  113  App. 
Div.  451,  99  N.  Y.  Supp.  412.  N.  0. 
Vinson  v.  Knight,  137  N.  C.  408,  49 
S.  E.  891.  Okla. — Manning  v.  May- 
tubby,  42  Okla.  414,  141  Pac.  781; 
Hopkins  v.  Dipert,  11  Okla.  630,  69 
Pac.  883.  Tex. — Bassham  v.  Eobertson, 
154  S.  W.  1065,  1066;  Crane  «.  Me- 
Guire  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  64  S.  W.  942; 
Parlin  &  Orendorff  Co.  v.  Hanson,  21 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  401,  53  S.  W.  62. 

83.  Oa. — Jacques  v.  Stewart,  81  G-a. 
81,  6  S.  E.  815.  Kan. — Kerwood  v. 
Ayres,  59  Kan.  343,  53  Pac.  134;  Camp- 
bell V.  Meyer  Bros.  Drug  Co.,  7  Kan. 
App.  501,  54  Pac.  287.  Ky. — Graham 
r.  Warner's  Bxrs.,  3  Dana  146,  28  Am. 
Dec.  65.  Minn. — Johnson  v.  Oswald, 
38  Minn.  550,  38  N.  W.  630,  8  Am.  St. 
Eep.  698.  N.  T. — Raymond  v.  Eieh- 
mond,  78  N.  Y.  351;  Turn  Suden  v. 
Jurgens,  32  Misc.  660,  66  N.  Y.  Supp. 
452. 

Contra. — Kervick  -17.  Mitchell,  68 
Iowa  273,  24  N.  W.  151,  26  N.  W.  434. 

84.  Ind.— Cleveland  C.  C.  &  St.  L. 
E.  Co.  V.  Wright,  25  Ind.  App.  525,  58 
N.  E.  559.  Minn.— McClelland  v. 
Nichols,  24  Minn.  176.  Mo. — Summers 
V.  Baker,  158  Mo.  App.  666,  139  S.  W. 

Vol,  XXV 


226.  N.  y.— Miller  v.  Manice,  6  Hill 
114;  Graham  v.  Harrower,  18  How.  Pr. 
144. 

85.  TJ.  S.-rEiseman  v.  Maul,  8  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  4,322.  Ala. — Glaze  v.  McMill- 
ion,  7  Port.  279.  Colo. — Murphy  v. 
Hobbs,  8  Colo.  130,  11  Pac.  55.  N.  C. 
Lewis  V.  Mobley,  20  N.  C.  467,  ^34  Am. 
Dec.  379.     Eng. — Tarling  v.  Baxter,  6 

B.  &  C.  360,  13  E.  C.  L.  169,  108  Eng. 
Reprint  484;  Bloxam  v.  Sanders,  4  B. 
&  C.  941,  948,  10  E.  C.  L.  868,  107 
Eng.  Eeprint  1309;  Cooper  v.  Chitty, 
1  Burr.  20,  31,  97  Eng.  Eeprint  166. 

See  supra,  II,  and  the  title  "Title." 

[a]  la.  case  of  negotiable  instru- 
ments, such  as  (1)  a  promissory  note 
or  bill  of  exchange,  payable  to  bearer, 
or  endorsed  in  blank  if  payable  to 
order,  it  is  sufficient  if  the  plaintiff 
shows  that  he  took  it  in  good  faith 
and  for  valuable  consideration.  See 
Worcester  County  Bank  v.  Dorchester 
&  Milton  Bank,  10  Cush.  (Mass.)  488, 
491,  57  Am.  Dec.  120;  Arbouin  v.  An- 
derson, 1  Ad.  &  El.  (N.  S.)  498,  41 
E.  C.  Ii.  642,  113  Eng.  Eeprint  1223; 
Wookey  v.  Pole,  4  B.  &  Aid.  1,  6  E. 

C.  L.  365,  106  Eng.  Eeprint  839.  (2) 
The  same  is  true  of  a  government  bond 
payable  to  bearer.  Gorgier  v.  Mieville, 
3  B.  &  C.  45,  10  E.  C.  L.  30,  107  Eng. 
Eeprint  651. 

[b]  Where  plaintiff  alleged  title  by 
virtue  of  a  lien  for  repairs,  it  was  held 
that  a  mere  possessory  title  was  not 
sufficient,  but  that  the  particular  title 
alleged  must  be  proved.  Gregory  P. 
M.  Ey.  Co.  f.  Selleck,  43  Conn.  320. 

fcl  Title  to  Land. — Where  in  an 
action  to  recover  for  timber  alleged 
to  have  been  converted  from  plaintilf's 
laud,  plaintiff's  title  was  put  in  is- 
sue, it  is  necessary  for  the  plaintiff 
to  establish  his  ownership  of  the  land. 
Dennis  Bros.  v.  Strunk,  32  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
1230,  108  S.  W.   957. 

86.  Fuller  v.  Tabor,  39  Me.  519. 
See  swpra,  I,  C. 

[a]  A  joint  conversion  (1)  must  be 
proved  where  two  or  more  persons  are 
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tel.*'  The  plaintiff  need  not  show  that  he  was  in  actual  possession  at 
the  time  of  the  conversion,  the  right  to  possession  being  sufficient,^^ 
and  the  mere  possession  of  goods  with  claim  of  right  is  sufficient  evi- 
dence of  title  against  one  who  can  show  no  better  right.^^  General  al- 
legations of  ownership  and  of  right  of  possession  are  sufficient  for  the 
introduction  of  any  evidence  whatever,  to  show  how  or  in  what  way 
the  plaintiff  was  owner  and  entitled  to  possession.^"  So  a  general  al- 
legation of  conversion  authorizes  proof  of  an  actual  conversion,  by  evi- 
dence of  demand  and  refusal,  or  by  evidence  of  a  wrongful  sale.^^  Un- 
less the  plaintiff  is  prepared  to  prove  a  wrongful  taking  or  a  wrongful 
use,  he  must  prove  a  demand  and  a  refusal,"^  and  must  also  show  that 


sued  jointly.  Black  v.  Strang,  167 
App.  Div.  149,  152  N.  Y.  Supp.  515. 
(2)  Consequently,  a,  recovery  for  a 
joint  conversion  is  not  supported  by 
proof  of '  several  and  distinct  conver- 
sions by  two  persons.  Continental 
Bank  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Dealey  Bros.  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  171  S.  W.  552. 

[b]  Proof  of  Subject  Matter. — An 
action  for  the  conversion  of  spirits  of 
turpentine  and  rosin  from  trees  on  com- 
plainant's land  is  supported  by  evi- 
dence that  the  crude  and  not  the  manu- 
factured product  was  taken.  Union 
Naval  Stores  Co.  v.  United  States,  a*u 
U.  S.  284,  36  Sup.  Ct.  308,  60  L.  ed. 
644. 

87.  Pharis  v.  Carver,  13  B.  Mon. 
CKy.)  236;  Starr  v.  Cragin,  24  Hun  ,(N. 
Y.)   177. 

Allegation  of  value,  see  supra,  "VII, 
A,  2,  8. 

[a]  Proof  of  Value. — (1)  Although 
proof  of  the  value  of  the  property  at 
the  time  and  place  of  conversion  is  not 
essential  to  the  right  to  maintain  the 
action,  yet  the  plaintifE  should  be  pre- 
pared to  prove  this  in  connection  with 
the  question  of  damages.  Bobison  v. 
Hardy,  22  111.  App.  512;  Edwards  v. 
Dooley,  120  N.  Y.  540,  24  N.  E.  827. 
(2)  In  case  there  is  no  proof  of  value, 
the  damages  will  be  limited  to  a  nom- 
inal sum.  Stillwell  v.  Paepcke-L.  L. 
Co.,  78  Ark.  432,  84  S.  W.  483,  108  Am. 
St.  Eep.  42;  Uncle  Sam  Oil  Co.  v.  Eor- 
rester,  79  Kan.  610,  100  Pae.  512;  Cun- 
ningham V.  O'Connor,  136  Mich.  293, 
99  N.  W.  25. 

88.  Winship  v.  Neale,  10  Gray 
(Mass.)   382. 

89.  Ala.— Meyer  v.  Hearst,  75  Ala. 
390.  N.  y. — ^Duncan  v.  Spear,  11  Wend. 
54.  Eng. — Armory  v.  Delamirie,  1 
Strange  505,  93  Eng.  Eeprint  664. 

90.  Bflch. — Harvey  v.  McAdama,  32 


Mich.  472.  Miim. — Jones  v.  Rahilly,  16 
Minn.  320.  Mont. — Eeynolds  v.  Eitz- 
patrick,  40  Mont.  693,  107  Pac.  902. 
N.  Y. — Heine  v.  Anderson,  2  Duer.  318. 
Tex.— E.  E.  Scott  Grocer  Co.  v.  Carter 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  34  S.  W.  375.  Wis. 
Millard  v.  McDonald  Lumber  Co.,  64 
Wis.  626,  25  N.  W.  656. 

See  swpra,  VII,  A,  2,  e,  and  the  title 
"Title." 

91.  Johnson  v.  Gerber,  114  Minn. 
174,  130  N.  W.  995.  See  supra,  VU, 
A,  2,  g. 

[a]  It  is  not  necessary  to  show  a 
manual  taking  of  the  thing  in  ques- 
tion, nor  that  the  defendant  has  ap- 
plied it  to  his  own  use.  A  refusal  to 
issue  certificates  of  stock  in  a  corpor- 
ation to  the  owner  of  the  stock  is  such 
a  conversion  of  the  stock  as  will  au- 
thorize an  action  thereon.  Withers  v. 
Lafavette  County  Bank,  67  Mo.  App. 
115,  119. 

[bj  Unlawful  Sale  of  Goods. — When 
it  is  admitted  or  proved  that  the  de- 
fendant has  unlawfully  sold  the  goods 
and  received  the  money  therefor,  no 
further  evidence  of  conversion  is  nec- 
essary. Everett  v.  Coffin,  6  Wend.  (N. 
Y.)  603,  22  Am.  Dec.  551;  Newsum  v. 
Newsum,  1  Leigh  (28  Va.)  86,  19  Am. 
Dec.  739. 

92.  Newsum  c.  Newsum,  1  Leigh 
(28  Va.)  86;  Caunce  v.  Spanton,  7  M. 
&  Gr.  903,  49  E.  C.  L.  903,  135  Eng. 
Eeprint  367;  Stancliffe  v.  Hardwic^k,  2 
C.  M.  &  R.  1;  Davies  v.  Nicholas,  7 
C.  &  P.  339,  32  E.  C.  L.  645.  See 
supra,  III,  B;  VII   A,  2,  h. 

[aj  Oases  of  wrongful  Detention. 
"It  is  believed  that  all  conversions 
may  be  divided  into  four  distinct 
classes:  1.  By  a  wrongful  taking ;  2. 
By  an  illegal  assumption  of  ownership; 

3.  By  an  illega,l  user  or  misuser;   and 

4.  By   a  wrongful   detention.     In   the 
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it  was  in  the  power  of  the  defendant  to  deliver  the  goods.'*  Moreover, 
the  evidence  must  show  that  the  demand  was  made  prior  to  the  action.^* 
Under  a  general  count  for  conversion,  plaintiff  in  his  proof  is  not  con- 
fined to  any  particular  act  of  conversion.®'*  It  is  not  necessary  to  show 
that  the  defendant  applied  the  property  to  his  own  use,  since  any  do- 
minion wrongfully  asserted  over  another's  property  is  a  conversion.®* 
Under  a  general  allegation  of  damages,  proof  of  special  damages  can 
not  be  given.®' 

E.  Dependant's  Proof.  —  1.  Generally.  —  A  defendant  is  not  re- 
quired to  prove  that  he  did  not  convert  the  goods,  that  burden  being 
upon  the  plaintiff,  so  far  as  the  general  issue  or  the  general  denial  is 
concerned;®*  but  all  matters  set  up  by  the  defendant  by  way  of 
special  plea  in  bar  or  by  way  of  affirmative  defense  must  be  proved 
by  him.®®  In  denial  of  a  conversion  defendant  may  show  that  the 
goods  were  taken  under  lawful  execution,^  that  the  plaintiff  gave  the 
defendant  permission  to  take  the  goods,''  or  that  the  owner  had  aban- 
doned the  goods.' 


three  first  named  classes,  there  is  no 
necessity  for  a  demand  and  refusal, 
as  the  evidence  arising  from  the  acts 
of  the  defendant  is  sufficient  to  prove 
the  conversion.  In  the  latter  class 
alone  is  such  evidence  [of  demand  and 
refusal]  to  be  required,  as  the  mere 
detention  of  a  chattel  furnishes  no  evi- 
dence of  a  disposition  to  convert  it  to 
the  holder's  own  use,  or  divest  the  true 
owner  of  his  property."  Strauss  v. 
Schwab,  104  Ala.  669,  16  So.  692. 

[b]  Prima  Facie  Evidence  Merely. 
(1)  A  demand  and  refusal  do  not  neces- 
sarily, however  amount  to  a  conversion, 
being  merely  prima  facie  evidence  of 
it.  Conn. — Clark  v.  Hale,  34  Conn. 
398.  N.  Y.— Lockwood  v.  Bull,  1  Cow. 
322,  13  Am.  Dee.  539.  Vt. — Irish  v. 
Cloyes.  8  Vt.  30,  30  Am.  Dec.  446.  Eng. 
Wilton  V.  Girdlestone,  5  B.  &  Aid. 
847,  7  E.  C.  L.  460,  106  Eng.  Reprint 
1400.  (2)  Consequently,  the  circum- 
stances of  the  demand  and  also  of  the 
refusal  may  be  explained  and  re- 
cutted  by  defendant's  evidence.  Ala. 
Bradley  v.  Harden,  73  Ala.  70.  Conn. 
Thompson  v.  Eose,  16  Conn.  71,  41, 
Am.  Dec.  121.  Mass. — Wellington  v. 
Wentworth,  8  Meto.  548.  Eng. — Wilton 
V.  Girdlestone,  5  B.  &  Aid.  847,  7  E. 
C.  L.  460,  106  Eng.  Eeprint  1400. 

93.  Vincent  v.  Cornell,  13  Pick. 
(Mass.)  294,  23  Am.  Dec.  683;  Smith  v. 
Young,  1  Campb.  (Eng.)  439;  Bdwarda 
V.  Hooper,  11  Mees.  &  W.  (Eng.)  363. 

94.  Cutter  v.  Fanning,  2  la.  580; 
Dietus  V.  Fuss,  8  Md.  148. 
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95.  U.  S.— Wilson  v.  Hofeman,  123 
Fed.  984.  Mass. — Bacon  v.  Hooker,  173 
Mass.  554,  64  N.  E.  253.  Wyo.— Kin- 
ney &  Co.  V.  First  Natl.  Bank,  10  Wyo. 
115,  67  Pac.  471,  98  Am.  St.  Eep.  972. 

96.  Merchants'  &  Miners'  Transp. 
Co.  V.  Moore  &  Co.,  124  Ga.  482,  ti2  S. 
E.  802.     See  supra,  I,  C. 

97.  Ala. — Eoss  v.  Malone,  97  Ala. 
529,  12  So.  182.  Ga. — Moomaugh  v. 
Everett,  88  Ga.  67,  13  S.  E.  837-  la. 
Inman  v.  Ball,  65  Iowa  543,  22  X.  W. 
666. 

See  supra,  VII,  A,  2,  i. 

98.  Berman  v.  Kling  81  Conn.  403, 
71  Atl.  507. 

99.  Ala. — Moody  v.  Keener,  7  Port. 
218.  Colo. — Murphy  v.  Hobbs,  8  Colo. 
17,  5  Pac.  637,  holding  that  defend- 
ant must  produce  before  the  jury  the 
note  and  chattel  mortgage  where  he 
justifies  the  taking. of  goods  by  virtue 
of  such  a  mortgage.  Tenn. — Garvin  v. 
Luttrell,  10  Humph.  16. 

1.  Anderson  v.  ,  Smith,  29  L.  J. 
Exch.  (Eng.)  460;  Unwin  v.  St.  Qnin- 
tin,  11  Mees.  &  W.  (Eng.)  277;  Mor- 
gan V.  Marquis,  9  Exch.  (Eng.)   145. 

[aj  Taking  Property  Under  Military 
Order. — ^An  order  for  confiscation  of 
property  must  be  produced  if  sought 
to  be  made  available  as  justification. 
McCarty's  Admr.  v.  Winn,  1  Ky.  Op. 
177. 

2.  Unwin  v.  St.  Quintin  11  Mees. 
&  W.   (Eng.)   277. 

3.  Longenecker  v.  Kuhn,  126  App. 
Div.  254,  110  N.  T.  Supp.  517. 
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2.  Title  or  Right  of  Possession  in  Defendant.  —  As  a  defense,  the 
defendant  may  show  that,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  conversion,  the 
property,*  or  the  possession,  or  right  of  possession,^  was  in  himself. 
This  would  apply  in  ease  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  the  goods  by 
right  of  lien,*  or  as  a  pledgee,  mortgagee,  or  part  owner.'^  A  defendant 
cannot,  however,  set  up  in  defense  any  other  right  of  property  or  of 
possession  other  than  that  under  which  the  property  was  taken.^ 

3.  Property  in  Third  Person.  —  According  to  some  of  the  decisions, 
a  defendant  may  show,  in  defense,  legal  title  in  a  third  person  with- 
out connecting  himself  with  such  title.®  It  is  the  general  rule,  haw- 
ever,  that  a  defendant  cannot  show  property  in  a  third  person  unless 
he  shows  some  claim,  title,  or  interest  in  himself  derived  from  such 
third  person.^"    On  the  other  hand,  many  eases  hold  that  the  fact  of 


4.  111. — Hughes  V.  Lumsden,  8  III. 
App.  185.  Ky. — Young  v.  Ferguson,  1 
LJtt.  298.  Mich.— Fifieia  v.  Elmer,  25 
Mich.  48.  N.  J. — Hampton  v.  Swisher, 
4  N.  J.  L.  66.  N.  y.— Voltz  v.  Blact- 
mar,  64  N.  Y.  646;  Woodworth  v.  Mor- 
ris, 56  Barb.  97.  Pa. — Smith  v.  Me- 
Neal,  68  Pa.  164. 

5.  U.  S.— Tinker  v.  United  States 
Fidelity,  etc.  Co.,  169  Fed.  211.  Ala. 
Steiner  v.  Tranum,  98  Ala.  315,  13  oo. 
.S65.  Ga. — Clark  v.  Fleming,  78  Ga. 
782,  4  S.  E.  12;  Geer  v.  Thompson,  4 
Ga.  App.  756,  62  S.  E.  500.  Mass. 
Kaynes  v.  Temple,  198  Mass.  372  84 
K.  E.  467.  Mo. — Baker  v.  Kansas  City, 
C.  &  S.  E.  Co.,  52  Mo.  App.  602.  N.  H. 
Greene  v.  Mead,  18  N.  H.  505.  N.  Y. 
Longenecker  v.  Kuhn,  126  App.  Div. 
254,  no'  N.  Y.  Supp.  517;  Button  v. 
Kinnetz,  88  Hun  35,  34  N.  Y.  Supp. 
522.  Tex. — Baldwin  v.  Davidson  &  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  127  S.  W.  562.  W.  Va. 
Smoot  V.  Cook,  3  W.  Va.  172,  100  Am. 
Dec.  741. 

[aj  Equitable  Eight. — A  defendant 
would  not  be  guilty  of  conversion,  if 
he  had  a  legal  or  equitable  right  to 
the  possession.  Gorder  v.  Hilliboe,  17 
N.  D.  281,  lis  N.  W.  843. 

6.  Broadwood  v.  Granara;  10  Exch. 
(Eng.)  417;  Barnewall  v.  Williams,  7 
Man.  &  G.  403,  49  E.  C.  L.  403,  135 
Eng.  Eeprint  168;  Brandao  v.  Bar- 
nett,  1  Man.  &  G.  908,  39  B.  C.  L.  1091, 
133  Eng.  Reprint  600;  Binns  v.  Pigot, 
9  C.  &  P.  208,  38  E.  C.  L.  130. 

7.  Eingham  v.  Clements,  12  Q.  B. 
260,  64  E.  C.  L.  259,  116  Eng.  Eeprint 
866;  Higgins  v.  Thomas,  8  Q.  B.  908, 
55  E.  C.  L.  908,  115  Eng.  Eeprint  1116; 
Jones  V.  Davles,  6  Exch.  663. 

8.  Conn. — Thompson    v,    Bose,    16 


Conn.  71,  41  Am.  Dec.  121.  Ga. — Hartz 
V.  Hartz,  13  Ga.  App.  401,  79  S.  E. 
230.  lU.— Smith  &  Bros.  Typewriter 
Co.  V.  Blakemore,  183  HI.  App.  14. 
Mich. — Galvin  v.  Galvin  Brass  &  I. 
Works,  81  Mich.  16,  45  N.  W.  654. 
N.  D. — Erstad  v.  Jacobson,  29  N.  D. 
647,  150  N.  W.  534.  N.  H.— Clark  v. 
Eideout,  39  N.  H.  238.  Pa.— Andrews 
V.  Wade,  3  Sad.  133,  6  Atl.  48.  Tex. 
Logan  V.  Eobertson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
83  S.  W.  395;  White  v.  Sterzing,  11 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  553,  32  S.  W.  909.  Eng. 
Lord  V.  Wardle,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  680,  32 
B.  C.  L.  314,  132  Eng.  Eeprint  572. 

9.  U.  S. — Eisemau  v.  Maul,  8  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  4,322.  Ala. — Marks  v.  Eob- 
inson,  82  Ala.  69,  2  So.  292.  Conn. 
Morey  V.  Hoyt,  65  Conn.  516,  33  Atl. 
496.  Mich. — Laird  v.  Coach,  112  Mich. 
628,  71  N.  W.  160;  Wessels  v.  Bee- 
man,  87  Mich.  481,  49  N.  Wj  483.  See 
Stearns  v.  Vincent,  50  Mich.  209,  15 
N.  W.  86,  45  Am.  Eep.  37.  N.  J. 
Glenn  v.  Garrison,  17  N.  J.  L.  1;  Le- 
grand  v.  Swayze,  4  N.  J.  L.  287.  N.  Y. 
Schryer  v.  Fenton,  15  App.  Div.  158, 
44  N.  Y.  Supp.  203;  Davis  v.  Hoppoek, 
6  Duer  254.  N.  C. — Vinson  v.  Knight, 
137  N.  C.  408,  49  S.  E.  891;  Boyce  v. 
Williams,  84  N.  C.  275,  37  Am.  Eep. 
618;  Eose  v.  Coble,  61  N.  C.  517;  Bar- 
wick  V.  Barwiek,  33  N.  C.  80.  But  see 
Barwick  v.  Wood,  48  N.  C.  306.  Ore. 
Krewson  v.  Purdon,  13  Ore.  563,  11  Pac. 
281.  W.  Va.— Smoot  v.  Cook,  3  W.  Va. 
172,  100  Am.  Dec.  741. 

10.  Ala. — Pruitt  V.  Gunn,  151  Ala. 
651,  44  So.  569;  Mitchell  v.  Thomas, 
114  Ala.  459,  21  So.  991.  Cal.— George 
V.  Pierce,  123  Cal.  172,  55  Pac.  775,  59 
Pac.  53.  Colo. — Omaha  &  Grant  Smelt- 
ing &  Kef.  Co.  V.  Tabor,  13  Colo.  41, 
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title  in  a  third  person  does  not  constitute  a  defense.^^  At  times  the 
availability  of  the  defense  turns  on  the  fact  of  possession.  Por  ex- 
ample, where  the  plaintiff  is  peaceably  and  quietly  in  possession  of 
a  chattel  as  his  own,  a  defendant  who  wrongfully  takes  it  from  him 
cannot  defend  by  showing  that  the  chattel  is  not  the  property  of  the 
plaintiff."  However,  if  the  plaintiff  was  not  in  possession  at  the  time 
of  the  conversion,  the  defendant  may  set  up  the  right  of  a  third 
person.^' 

4.  Acts  of  Plaintiff.  —  Various  acts  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff 
may  operate  as  a  defense  in  an  action  brought  by  him  for  conversion. 
Por  example,  he  may  be  estopped  from  asserting  his  title  to  the  goods, 
as  where  he  knowingly  allows  another  person  to  represent  the  goods 
as  his  own  and  induces  one  to  buy  them  as  the  property  of  such  other 
person.^*  Likewise,  a  conversion  is  waived  by  subsequent  acts  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  whereby  he  represented  himself  as  the  owner.^' 
Again,  the  owner  of  stolen  goods  may  have  been  so  negligent  that 
one  who  purchases  them  in  good  faith  may  set  up  estoppel,^'  although, 
it  has  been  held,  a  recovery  will  not  be  barred  unless  the  owner's 
negligence  was  so  gross  as  practically  amounting  to  a  consent  of  the 
theft." 


21  Pac.  925,  16  Am.  St.  Eep.  185,  5 
L.  E.  A.  236.  Fla. — Skinner  v.  Pinney, 
19  Fla.  42,  45  Am.  Eep.  1.  Kan. 
Huffman  v.  Parsons,  21  Kan.  467.  Me. 
Stevens  v.  Gordon,  87  Me.  564,  33  Atl. 
27;  Clapp  v.  Glidden,  39  Me.  448.  Md. 
Harker  v.  Dement,  9  Gill.  7,  52  Am. 
Dee.  670.  Mieh. — Heilwig  v.  Nybeck, 
179  Mieh.  292,  146  'N.  W.  141,  Ann. 
Cas.  1915D,  356.  Minn.— Brown  v. 
Shaw,  51  Minn.  266,  53  N.  W.  633. 
Mont. — Beynolds  v.  Fitzpatriek,  28 
Mont.  170,  72  Pac.  510,  23  Mont.  52, 
57  Pac.  452.  Nev. — Ward  v.  Carson 
River  Wood  Co.,  13  Nev.  44.  N.  Y. 
Wheeler  v.  Lawson,  103  N.  Y.  40,  8 
N.  E.  360;  Daniels  v.  Ball,  11  "Wend. 
C7n;  Duncan  v.  Spear,  11  Wend.  54. 
Tex. — O'Brien  v.  Hilburn,  22  Tex.  616. 
Vt.— Marcy  v.  Parker,  78  Vt.  73,  62 
Atl.  19;  Lowry  v.  "Walker,  4  Vt.  76. 
Bag. — Glenwood  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Phil- 
lips (1904),  App.  Cas.  405;  Barker  v. 
Furlong  (1891),  2  Ch.  172,  60  h.  J. 
Ch.  368,  64  L.  T.  N.  S.  411,  39  Wkly. 
Rep.  621;  Haggan  v.  Pasley  (1878),  2 
L.  E.  Ir.  573. 

[a]  Bailee  of  Goods. — A  bailee  of 
goods  cannot  question  the  title  of  his 
bailor,  or  set  up  title  in  a  third  per- 
son through  whom  he  does  not  claim. 
Eogers  v.  Lambert,  (1891),  1  Q.  B. 
318,  60  L.  J.  Q.  B.  187,  56  J.  P.  452, 
64  L.  T.  N.  S.  406,  39  W.  E.  114. 

11.    U.  S.— Peru  Plow  &  Imp.  Co.  v. 
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Harker,  144  Fed.  673,  75  C.  C.  A.  475. 
Alk. — Gaines  v.  Briggs,  9  Ark.  4d. 
Mass. — Stearns  v-  Dean,.  129  Mass.  139. 
Mich. — Carpenter  v.  Carpenter,  154 
Mich.  100,  117  N.  "W.  598.  N.  Y. 
Lord  V.  "WooUey,  82  Misc.  656,  144  N. 
y.  Supp.  385.  N.  H. — Harris  v.  Smith, 
71  N.  H.  330,  52  Atl.  854.  Pa.— Solli- 
day  V.  Johnson,  38  Pa.  380.  Tex. 
Moore  v.  Aldrieh,  25  Tex.  Supp.  276. 
Eng. — Barker  v.  Furlong  [1891],  2  Ch. 
172,  60  L.  J.  Ch.  368,  64  L.  T.  N.  S. 
411,  39  Wkly.  Rep.  621. 

12.  Jefferies  v.  Great  Western  Ey. 
Co.,  5  El.  &  B.  802,  85  E.  C.  L.  801,  119 
Eng.  Reprint  680. 

13.  Gadsden  v.  Barrow,  9  Exch.  514; 
Leake  v.  Loveday,  4  Man.  &  G.  972, 
43  E.  C.  L.  500.  134  Eng.  Reprint  399; 
Butler  V.  Hobson,  4  Bing.  (N.  C.)  290, 
33  E.  C.  L.  716,  132  Eng.  Reprint  800. 

14.  See  Gregg  v.  Wells,  10  Ad.  &  El. 
90,  37  E.  C.  L.  71,  113  Eng.  Reprint 
35.  Compare,  however,  Sandys  v.  Hodg- 
son, 10  Ad.  &  El.  472,  37  E.  C.  L. 
258,  113  Eng.  Reprint  179.  Both  of 
these  cases  were  in  detinue  but  the 
same  principle  applies  in  trover. 

15.  Weakley  v.  Evans  (Tenn.  Ch.), 
46  S.  W.  1070. 

16.  Morrison  v.  Buchanan,  6  C.  & 
P.  18,  25  E.  C.  L.  299;  Beckwith  v. 
Corral,  3  Bing.  444,  11  E.  C.  L.  220, 
130  Eng.  Reprint  584. 

17.  Pease  v.  Smith,  61  N.  Y.  477. 
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5.  Matters  Not  Constituting  a  Defense.  —  a.  In  General.  —  De- 
fenses must  go  to  the  gist  of  the  action,  otherwise  they  will  not  avail. 
For  example,  it  is  no  defense  that  the  defendant  acted  upon  the  advice 
of  counsel  ;^'  or  in  obedience  to  orders  of  superior  officers  in  case  there 
was  no  duress;'*  or  that  he  offered  to  return  or  even  did  return  the 
goods  ;^''  or  that  the  wrongful  act  was  not  attended  with  any  gain  or 
profit  to  the  defendant  f^  or  that  the  property  was  destroyed  after  its 
conversion  ;^^  or  that  some  one  else  converted  the  property  before  the 
defendant  did  ;^'  or  that  the  goods  were  subsequently  taken  from  the 
defendant  by  legal  process.^*  Moreover,  it  is  no  defense  that  the  de- 
fendant is  a  purchaser  for  value  and  without  notice  of  the  real  owner's 
rights,^'^  except  in  ease  of  money  and  negotiable  instruments.^' 

b.  Return  of  Goods.  —  When  goods  have  been  converted,  the  in- 
jured party  may  stand  upon  his  legal  rights.  He  is  not  obliged  to 
compromise,  or  to  take  back  the  goods  upon  restoration  offered. ^^  The 
plaintiff  may  refuse  to  accept  an  offered  return  and  recover  their 
value,  and  even  if  tbe  plaintiff  does  accept  the  proffered  goods  such 
fact  does  not  go  in  bar  of  the  action,  but  merely  in  mitigation  of 
damages.^^    The  plaintiff  still  has  the  right  to  recover  damages  com- 


18.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Slack,  19 
111.  App.  330. 

19.  Ark. — ^Hardage  v.  CofEman,  24 
Ark.  256.  Ky. — Hayden  v.  Craig,  1  Ky. 
Op.  222.  Compare  McCarty's  Admr.  v, 
Winn,  1  Ky.  Op.  177.  Tenn.— Weath- 
erspoon  v.  Woodey,  5  Coldw.  149; 
Witherspoon  v.  Woody,  4  Coldw.  605. 

20.  See  infra,  VIII,  D,  5,  b. 

21.  TJ.  S. — ^Flagg  V.  Mann,  3  Sumn. 
84,  9  Fed.  Gas.  No.  4,848.  Coim. 
Piatt  V.  Tuttle,  23  Conn.  233.  Ind. 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Eansford,  55  Ind. 
App.  663,  104  N.  E.  604.  Me.— Mc- 
Pheters  v.  Page,  83  Me.  234,  22  Atl. 
101,  23  Am.  St.  Bep.  772. 

22.  m.— Seott  V.  Rogers,  56  111. 
App.  571.  Miss. — Mason  v.  O'Brien,  42 
Miss.  420.  Va. — Craufurd's  Admr.  v. 
Smith's  Exr.,  93  Va.  623,  23  S.  E.  235, 
25  S.  E.  657. 

23.  Warren  v.  Barnett,  83  Ala.  208, 
3  So.  609;  Kruse  v.  Seeger  &  Guernsey 
Co.,  16  N.  Y.  Supp.  529,  afflrming  15 
N.  Y.  Supp.  825,  40  N.  Y.  St.  285. 

24.  Minn. — Klein  v.  Ferichs,  127 
Minn.  177,  149  N.  W.  2.  Mich.— Erie 
Preserving  Co.  v.  Witherspoon,  49 
Mich.  377,  13  N.  W.  781.  N.  Y. 
Pinckney  v.  Darling,  158  N.  Y.  728,  53 
N.  E.  1130,  afflrming  3  App.  Div.  553, 
38  N.  Y.  Supp.  411,  73  N.  Y.  St.  831. 
Vt.— Irish  V.  Cloyes,  8  Vt.  30,  30  Am. 
Dec.  446. 

25.  Milner  &  Kettig  Co.  v.  Deloaeh 
Mill  Mfg.  Co.,  139  Ala.  645,  36  So.  765, 


101     Am.     St.     Eep.     63;    Robinson    v. 
Hodgson,  73  Pa. '202. 

26.  State  v.  Omaha  Nat.  Bank,  59 
Neb.  483,  81   N.   W.   319. 

27.  See  Wooley  v.  Carter,  7  N.  J. 
L.  85,  11  Am.  Dec.  520,  note. 

28.  V.  S. — Western  Land  &  C.  Co. 
V.  Hall,  33  Fed.  236.  Ala.— Gray  v. 
Croeheron,  8  Port.  191.  Alk.— Kelly 
V.  McDonald,  39  Ark.  387;  Warner  v. 
Capps,  37  Ark.  32.  Colo. — Murphy  v. 
Hobbs,  8  Colo.  17,  5  Pac  637.  Oonii. 
Shelton  v-  French,  33  Conn.  489.  D.  C. 
Whittingham  v.  Owen,  8  Mack.  277. 
Ga. — ^Bodega  v.  Perkerson,  60  Ga.  516; 
Tharp  •;;.  Anderson,  31  Ga.  293.  111. 
Barrelett  v.  Bellgard,  71  111.  280;  Y.  M. 
C.  A.  V.  Harmon,  61  111.  App.  639.  Ind. 
Cardwill  v.  Gilmore,  86  Ind.  428;  Smith 
V.  Downing,  6  Ind.  374.  la. — Munier 
V.  Zachary,  138  Iowa  219,  114  N.  W. 
525,  18  L.  E.  A.  N.  S.  572.  Mass. 
Greenfield  Bank  v.  Leavitt,  17  Pick.  1, 
28  Am.  Dec.  268;  Wheelock  i;.  Wheel- 
wright, 5  Mass.  104.  Minn. — Klein  v. 
Frerichs,  127  Minn.  177,  149  N.  W.  2; 
Carpenter  v.  American  Bldg.  &  L. 
Assn.,  54  Minn.  403,  56  N.  W.  95,  40 
Am.  St.  Eep.  345;  Oleson  v.  Newell,  13 
Minn.  186.  Mont. — De  Celles  v.  Casey, 
48  Mont.  568,  139  Pac.  586.  Mo. 
Sparks  v-  Purdy,  11  Mo.  219;  Easton 
V.  Woods,  1  Mo.  506.  Neb. — Coburn  v. 
Watson,  48  Neb.  257,  67  N.  W.  171; 
Watson  V.  Coburn,  35  Neb.  492,  53  N. 
W,  477.     N,  y.— Pinckney  v.  Darling, 
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mensurate  with  the  injury  suffered  from  the  defendant's  wrongful 
act,^^  although  before  the  bringing  of  the  suit  the  goods  have  been 
returned  to  him.'"  By  force  of  statute,  however,  a  tender  of  the 
property  by  the  defendant  may,  in  cases  where  plaintiff  has  made  no 
demand  as  a  condition  precedent,  affeet  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to 
recover.'^ 

IX.  TRIAL.  — A.  In  General. '^  —  Upon  the  trial  of  an  action 
in  trover,  the  general  rules  governing  other  actions  sounding  in  tort 
apply.  Thus,  a  nonsuit  may  be  directed  where  there  is  no  proof  of 
a  conversion,'^  and  the  court  may  in  its  discretion  allow  evidence  to 


158  N.  T.  728,  53  N.  E.  1130;  Kelly  v. 
Mesier,  21  App.  Div.  253,  47  N.  Y. 
Supp.  675.  N.  0. — Waller  v.  Bowling, 
108  N.  C.  289,  12  S.  E.  990,  12  L.  E. 
A.  261.  Ohio.— Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co. 
V.  O'Donnell,  49  Ohio  St.  489,  32  N.  E. 
476,  34  Am.  St.  Eep.  579,  21  L.  E.  A. 
117.  Pa.— Whitaker  v.  Houghton,  86 
Pa.  48;  Tracey  v.  Good,  1  Clark  472,  3 
Pa.  L.  J.  135.  S.  D. — Arneson  v.  Ner- 
ger,  34  S.  D.  201,  147  N.  W.  982.  Tex. 
Mutual  Loan  &  In  v.  Co.  v.  Matthews 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  176  S.  W.  924;  King 
V.  Boei-ne  St.  Bk.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  159 
S.  W.  433;  Baldwin  v.  Davidson  &  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  127  S.  W.  562;  Craw- 
ford V.  Thomason,  53  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
561,  117  S.  W.  181.  Vt.— Park  v.  Mc- 
Daniels,  37  Vt.  594;  Yale  v.  Saunders, 
16  Vt.  243.  W.  Va.— Arnold  v.  Kelly, 
4  W.  Va.  642.  Wis.— Thomas  v.  Wies- 
mann,  44  Wis.  339.  Eng. — Clendon  v. 
Dinneford,  5  Car.  &  P.  13,  24  B.  C.  L. 
429;  Hay  ward  v.  Seaward,  1  Moore  & 
S.  459,  28  E.  C.  L.  490.  Can.— Gauham 
t'.  St.  Lawrence  etc.  E.  Co.,  3  Ont. 
App.  392;  MacKenzie  v.  Scotia  Lumber 
etc.  Co.,  47  Nova  Scotia  115. 

[a]  Proceeds  of  Goods. — The  re- 
ceipt by  the  owner  of  the  proceeds 
arising  from  the  sale  of  converted 
goods  is  not  a  bar  to  the  action.  Wat- 
son V.  Coburn,  35  Neb.  492,  53  N.  W. 
477. 

29.  Greenfield  Bank  v.  Leavitt,  17 
Pick.  (Mass.)  1,  28  Am.  Dec.  268;  Hig- 
gins  V.  Whitney,  24  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  379. 

^.  Ark. — Walker  v.  Fuller,  29  Ark. 
448.  N.  Y.— Beynolds  v.  Shuler,  5  Cow. 
323;  Murray  v.  Burling,  10  Johns.  172 
176.  W.  Va.— Arnold  v.  Kelly,  4  W. 
Va.  642. 

[a]  Restoration  Before  Suit. — (1) 
That  the  goods  were  returned  before 
the  commencement  of  the  suit;  is  no 
defense.  Barrelett  v.  Bellgard,  71  111. 
280,     (2)  It  is  said,  however,  ja  Ijaws 
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of  England,  Vol.  27,  p.  916,  that  "if 
the  goods  were  returned  before  action 
brought,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to 
judgment  in  the  action,  unless  tha 
plaintiff  proves  that  he  has  suffered 
special  damage  by  being  deprived  of 
them  for  a  time."  In  the  case  of 
Smith  V.  Downing,  6  Ind.  374,  it  was 
held  (3)  that  whe/e  on  the  trial  it 
was  proved  that  the  goods  had  been 
restored  to  the  owner,  and  it  was  not 
shown  that  the  plaintiff  had  suffered 
any  damage  from  the  seizure,  and 
judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of  the 
defendant,  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to 
a  new  trial. 

31.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Under  the  Georgia  practice,  the 
statute  provides  that  if  the  defendant 
at  the  first  term  tenders  the  property 
to  thp  plaintiff,  together  with  a  reason- 
able hire  for  the  same  since  the  con- 
version, the  costs  shall  be  paid  by  the 
plaintiff  unless  he  can  prove  a  previous 
demand  and  refusal.  Under  this  stat- 
ute, it  is  held  that  where  the  property 
sued  for  consists  of  cumbrous  articles, 
such  as  an  engine  and  boiler  and  cot- 
ton gin,  and  the  plaintiff  is  a  non- 
resident of  the  county  in  which  the 
same  is  situated,  a  bona  fide  offer  to 
deliver  the  same  at  any  railroad  sta- 
tion in  that  county  which  the  plaintiff 
may  select  is  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
proper  tender.  Trammell  v.  Mallory, 
115  Ga.  748,  42  S.  E.  62. 

32.  See  the  title  "Trial."     • 

33.  Ga. — ^Brooke  v.  Lowe,  122  Ga. 
358,  50  S.  E.  146;  Allen  v.  Fader,  17 
Ga.  App.  290,  86  S.  E.  643.  N.  Y. 
Eansom  v.  Wetmore,  39  Barb.  104. 
S.  C— Eakestraw  v.  Floyd,  54  S.  C.  288, 
32  S.  E.  419.  Can.— Crangle  v.  Clift, 
4  Newfoundl.  322. 

See  generally  the  title  "Disinlssal, 
Discontinuance  and  Nonsuit." 
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be  admitted  out  of  its  regular  order.^*  However,  in  an  action  at  law 
for  conversion,  equities  between  the  parties  are  not  ordinarily  proper 
subjects  of  inquiry.^^ 

B.  Questions  op  Fact  and  op  Law.  —  As  in  other  actions,  ques- 
tions of  fact  in  case  of  conflicting  evidence  are  for  the  jury.  This 
applies  to  disputed  questions  of  title  and  right  to  possession,^^  whether 
there  has  been  a  conversion,^'  and  the  intent  and  good  faith  of  the 
defendant  in  taking  the  goods  when  made  an  issue.^*  It  is  likewise 
for  the  jury  to  determine  the  value  of  the  property  converted,^'  and 
to  assess  the  damages.^"  Also  whether  there  was  a  settlement  or  a 
waiver  of  the  tort,  is  a  question  for  the  jury  where  the  acts  or  con- 
duct of  the  plaintiff  are  placed  in  evidence.*^ 

C.  Instructions.  —  In  accordance  with  the  rules  elsewhere  treated,*^ 
the  instructions  must  be  correct,  adapted  to  the  issues,  and  sufScient 


34.  Dexter  v.  Dexter,  24  Jones  &  S. 
568,  4  N.  T.  Supp.  712,  afflrmed  in  132 
N.  Y.  540,  30  N.  E.  68,  23  N.  Y.  St. 
208;  Dodge  v.  Goodell,  16  K.  I.  48,  12 
Atl.  236. 

35.  Gandy  v.  Collins,  160  App.  Div. 
525,  146  N.  Y.  Supp.  89;  Womble  v. 
Leacli,  83  N.  C.  84. 

36.  Ala. — Posey  v.  Gamble,  157  Ala. 
655,  47  So.  569.  Ga.— Grier  v.  North 
&  S.  M.  St.  K.  Co.,  120  Ga.  353,  47 
S.  E.  898.  ni.— Crerar  v.  Daniels,  209 
111.  296,  70  N.  E.  569  (^affirming  109 
m.  App.  654);  Wright  v.  Sipple,  179 
111.  App.  386.  Me. — Beedy  v.  Macom- 
her,  47  Me.  451.  Mass. — Rogers  v. 
Dutton,  182  Mass.  187,  65  N.' E.  56. 
Minn.— Schall  v.  Northland  M.  Car  Co., 
123  Minn.  214,  143  N.  W.  357;  Mueller 
V.  Olsen,  90  Minn.  416,  97  N.  W.  115. 
Mo. — Blackmer  v.  Cleveland  C .  C.  & 
St.  L.  E.  Co.,  101  Mo.  App.  557,  73  S. 
W.  913.  N.  Y. — Lawrence  v.  Wilson, 
64  App.  Div.  562,  72  N.  Y.  Supp.  289. 
N.  C. — Thompson  v.  Andrews,  53  N.  C. 
453.  N.  D. — Simmons  v.  McConville, 
19  N.  D.  787,  126  N.  W.  304.  S.  0. 
Prater  v.  Wilson,  55  S.  C.  468,  33  8. 
E.  561.  Wash.— Galler  v.  McMahon, 
51  Wash.  473,  99  Pac.  309. 

See  generally  the  title' "Province  of 
Ju4ge  and  Jury." 

37.  TJ.  S. — Morris  v.  Springfield 
Third  Nat.  BanK,  142  Fed.  25,  73  C.  C. 
A.  211.  Ala. — Alabama  Cotton  Pro- 
ducts V.  Myrick,  151  Ala.  626,  44  So. 
587;  Alabama  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  Wee- 
den,  150  Ala.  587,  43  So.  926.  Cal. 
Poggi  V.  Scott,  167  Cal.  372,  139  Pac. 
815,  51  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  925.  Ky. 
Johnson  v.  Kelley,  38  Ky.  L.  Eep.  701, 
106    S.    W.    864.     Mass.— Seollard    v. 


Brooks,  170  Mass.  445,  49  N.  E.  741. 
Mich. — Burgess  v.  Isherwood,  101 
Mich.  319,  59  N.  W.  602.  Minn.— Wood- 
worth  El.  Co.  V.  Theis,  109  Minn.  4, 
122  N.  W.  310.  Mo.— Smith  v.  Jeffer- 
son Bank,  120  Mo.  App.  527,  97  S.  W. 
247.  N.  Y.— Duffus  v.  Bangs,  122  N. 
Y.  423,  25  N.  E.  980.  N.  C— Nichols 
v.  Newsom,  4  N.  C.  17,  6  N.  C.  302. 
Tex. — Copeland  v.  Porter  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  169  S.  W.  915;  Hitson  v.  Hurt, 
45  Tex.  Civ.  App.  360,  101  S.  W.  292. 
Utah.— Bowe  v.  Palmer,  36  Utah  214, 
102  Pac.  1007,  24  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  226. 
Wis.— Schultz  V.  Becker,  131  Wis.  235, 
110  N.  W.  214.  Eng.— Philpot  v.  Kel- 
ley, 3  Ad.  &  El.  106,  i  H.  &  W.  134, 
4  L.  J.  K.  B.  139,  4  N.  &  M.  611,  30 
E.  C.  L.  70,  111  Eng.  Eeprint  353; 
Mires  v.  Solebay,  2  Mod.  242,  86  Eng. 
Eeprint  1050. 

38.  Ala. — Conner  v.  Allen,  33  Ala. 
515.  N.  H. — Walker  v.  Wetherbee,  65 
N.  H.  656,  23  Atl.  621.  N.  Y.— An- 
drews V.  N.  J.  Steamboat  Co.,  23  Hun 
545.  Pa.— Birkle  v.  Coleman,  50  Pa. 
Super.  105.  Tex. — Copeland  v.  Por- 
ter (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  169  S.  W.  915. 

39.  Eshom  v.  Eshom,  18  Ariz.  170, 
157  Pac.  974;  Hitchcock  v.  McElrath, 
72  Cal.  565,  14  Pac.  305. 

40.  Cal. — Hitchcock  v.  McElrath  72 
Cal.  565,  14  Pac.  305.  Colo.— Pedroni 
V.  Eppstein,  17  Colo.  App.  424,  68  Pac. 
794.  N.  Y. — Davison  v.  Guardian  Stor- 
age etc.  Co.,  144  N.  Y.  Supp.  601,  al- 
lowance for  interest. 

41.  Baxter  v.  Woodward,  191  Mich. 
379,  158  N.  W.  137,  Ann.  Cas.  1918C, 
946;  Traynor  v.  Johnson,  1  Head 
(Tenn.)   51. 

42.  See  the  title  "Instructions." 
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for  the  guidance  of  the  jury  in  the  case,*^  but  it  is  not  error  to  refuse 
to  give  requested  instructions  which  are  sufficiently  covered  by  other 
instructions.**  The  jury  should  be  properly  instructed  as  to  the  right 
of  property  and  possession  essential  in  the  plaintiff,*'  as  to  what  must 
be  proved  to  constitute  conversion  under  the  pleadings  of  the  par- 
ticular case  at  bar,*^  and  also  as  to  the  measure  of  damages  applicable 
to  the  circumstances  of  the  case.*'  Further,  the  instructions  should 
be  limited  to  the  issues  of  the  case,**  although  they  should  cover  all 
the  issues,*^  should  be .  confined  to  the  evidence,'"  and  not  be  mis- 
leading.'^ Moreover,  the  instructions  must  not  invade  the  province 
of  the  jury  by  passing  upon  questions  of  fact  which  it  is  alone  in  the 
power  of  the  jury  to  decide.'^  ' 


43.  Berman  v.  Kling,  81  Conn.  403, 
71  Atl.  507. 

[a]  It  is  error  to  charge  the  jury 
to  the  effect  that  the  plaintiff  must 
satisfy  the  jury  throughout  the  entire 
case  of  the  correctness  of  his  story. 
Wright  V.  Sipple,  179  111.  App.  386. 

44.  Conn. — Berman  v.  Kling,  81 
Conn.  403,  71  Atl.  507.  lU.— Wright  v. 
Sipple,  179  111.  App.  386.  Mass. 
Spaulding  v.  Jennings,  173  Mass.  65, 
53  N.  E.  204.  S.  D.— Smith  v.  Hawley, 
14  S.  D.  638,  86  N.  W.  652.  Tex. 
Fiance  v.  Gibson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  101 
S.  ,W.  536. 

45.  Cal. — ^Darden  v.  Callaghan,  96 
Cal.  xvii,  31  Pae.  263.  Conn.— Petti- 
bone  V.  Phelps,  13  Conn.   445,  35  Am. 

I  Dec.  88.  111.— Lantz  v.  Drum,  44  111. 
App.  607.  Mo. — Robinson  v.  Camp- 
bell, 8  Mo.  365;  Thomas  v.  Eamsey,  47 
Mo.  App.  84.  N.  C. — Bhea  v.  Deaver, 
85  N.  C.  337. 

46.  Ark. — Zachary  v.  Pace,  9  Ark. 
212,  47  Am.  Dec.  744.  Conn. — Tucker 
V.  Housatonic  E.  Co.,  39  Conn.  447; 
Hill  V.  Hayes,  38  Conn.  532.  la.— See 
Brown  v.  Dubuque  A.  Mfg.  Co.,  163 
Iowa  343,  144  N.  W.  613.  Me.— Scott 
V.  Perkins,  28  Me.  22,  48  Am.  Dec.  470. 
Mo. — Ireland  v.  Horseman,  65  Mo.  511; 
Sparks,^.  Purdy,  11  Mo.  219;  Wimberly 
V.  Pitner,  66  Mo.  App.  633.  N.  Y. 
Eos  V.  Campbell,  40  Hun  49.  Utah. 
Neder  v.  Jennings,  28  Utah  271,  78 
Pac.  482.  Wis. — Brickley  v.  Walker, 
68  Wis.  563,  32  N.  W.  773. 

47.  U.  S. — Downing  v.  Outerbridge, 
79  Fed.  931,  25  C.  C.  A.  244;  Fisher  v. 
Brown,  70  Fed.  570,  17  C.  C.  A.  225, 
37  U.  S.  App.  407.  111.— Sturges  v. 
Keith,  57  111.  451,  11  Am.  Eep.  28.  Mo. 
Banner  Lumber  Co.  v.  McDermott,  128 
Mo.  App.  89,  106  S.  W.  583.  N.  Y. 
Johnston  v.  Albany  Dry-Goods  Co.,  12 
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App.  Div.  608,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  164. 
Wis.— Gauche  v.  Milbrath,  94  Wis.  674, 
69  N.   W.  999. 

48.  Cal. — Darden  v.  Callaghan,  96 
Cal.  xvii,  31  Pac.  263.  Ga. — Barnett 
V.  Speir,  93  Ga.  762,  21  S.  E.  168. 
Mont. — Yoder  v.  Eeynolds,  28  Moiit. 
183,  72  Pae.  417. 

49.  White  v.  Dinkins,  19  Ga.  285. 
[aj     An  instruction  that  selects  only 

a  part  of  the  factors  that  might  enter 
into  the  consideration  of  damages, 
making  them  the  sole  and  decisive  fac- 
tors, is  erroneous.  Barker  v.  S.  A. 
Lewis  Storage  &  Transfer  Co.,  78 
Conn.  198,  61  Atl.  363. 

50.  Ala. — Steinhardt  v.  Bell,  80  Ala. 
208;  Lefkovitz  v.  Lester,  11  Ala.  App. 
504,  66  So.  894.  Cal.  —  Gray  v.  Escheu, 
125  Oal.  1,  57  Pac.  664.  Ga.— Knox  v. 
Cook,  119  Ga.  689,  46  S.  E.  868.  HL 
Bennet  v.  Gilbert,  194  111.  403,  62  N. 
E.  847  {affirming  94  111.  App.  506); 
Bailey  v.  Godfrey,  54  111.  507,  5  Am. 
Eep.  157;  Clement  v.  Boone,  5  111.  App. 
109.  Minn. — Boxell  v.  Eobinson,  82 
Minn.  26,  84  N.  W.  635.  Mo.— Wilson 
r.  Petty,  21  Mo.  417. 

51.  Conn. — Barker  v.  S.  A.  Lewis 
Storage  &  Tr.  Co.,  78  Conn.  198,  61  Atl. 
363.  Ga.— Klassing  v.  Pavlovski,  134 
Ga.  815,  68  S.  E.  614.  111.— Spaar  v. 
Slakis,  IffO  111.  App.  304;  Wright  v. 
Sipple,  179  111.  App.  386.  Ky. — Lowry 
V.  Beckner,  5  B.  Mon.  41.  N.  Y. 
Johnson  v.  Blaney,  198  N.  Y.  312,  91 
N.  E.  721. 

52.  Ala. — Posey  v.  Gamble,  157  Ala. 
655,  47  So.  569;  Hudson  v.  Bauer  Gro- 
cery Co.,  105  Ala.  200,  16  So.  693. 
Colo. — Benson  v.  Eli,  16  Colo.  App.  494, 
66  Pac.  460.  111.— Snell  v.  Weir,  59 
111.  494.  la.— Doyle  v.  Burns,  123  Iowa 
488,  99  N.  W.  195.  Mich.— Schmitt- 
diel  V.  Moore,   101   Mich.  590,  60   N, 
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D.  Verdict  and  Findings.  —  In  a  trial  without  a  jury  the  findings 
should  follow  the  general  rules  elsewhere  diseussed.^^  In  a  jury  ease, 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  usually  consists  in  a  formal  finding  in  his 
favor  with  an  assessment  of  the  amount  of  damages,^*  or,  it  may  be, 
a  fixing  of  the  value  of  the  property  found  to  be  converted.^^  It  is 
error  to  direct  a  verdict  for  a  certain  fixed  amount  where  the  evi- 
dence as  to  the  value  of  the  property  is  in  conflict,"®  and  even  in 
absence  of  proof  of  value,  it  is  error  to  direct  a  verdict  for  the  de- 
fendant, since  the  plaintiff,  if  eonversibn  is  shown,  is  entitled  to 
nominal  damages  at  least."'  The  verdict  must  be  responsive  to  the 
issue  or  issues  presented,"*  and  where  the  amount  of  the  verdict  is 
apparently  largely  in  excess  of  the  real  market  value  of  the  property, 
a  reversal  will  be  ordered."^  An  alternative  verdict  may  be  pre- 
scribed by  statute,  the  plaintiff  being  permitted  to  state  whether  he 
desires  a  verdict  for  mere  damages  or  for  the  recovery  of  the  property, 
or  for  an  alternative  verdict  for  the  recovery  of  the  property  or  its 
value.®"  Where  there  are  joint  defendants,  the  verdict  may  be  sep- 
arated, a  part  being  in  favor  of  a  defendant  not  proven  guilty  of  the 
conversion,  another  part  assessing  damages  against  another  defend- 
ant.®^ Where  special  findings  are  made,  they  must  cover  such  facts 
as  will  enable  the  court  to  pass  judgment  thereon.®^ 


W.  279;  Eeed  v.  Gould,  93  Mich.  359, 
53  N.  W.  356.  Mo. — Bower  v.  Bower, 
97  Mo.  App.  674,  71  S.  W.  739.  N.  Y. 
Dakin  v.  Elmore,  ]|27  App.  Div.  457, 
ni  N.  Y.  Supp.  519;  Goodwin  v.  Som- 
mer,  49  Misc.  552,  97  N.  Y.  Supp.  960. 

53.  See  the  title  "Findings  and 
Conclusions." 

54.  V.  S. — ^United  States  v.  Yukers, 
60  Fed.  641,  9  C.  C.  A.  171.  Cal.— Troy 
t'.  Clarke,  30  Cal.  419.  Ga.— McFar- 
land  V.  Morrison,  143  Ga.  251,  84  S. 
B.  540;  OfNeil  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Woodley, 
118  Ga.  114,  44  S.  E.  980.  N.  Y.— Fer- 
rier  v-  Manning,  25  Misc.  531,  54  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1019.  Okla.— Hopkins  v.  l»i- 
pert,  11  Okla.  630,  69  Pac.  883. 

See  generally  the  title  "Verdict." 

55.  Baum  Iron  Co.  v.  Union  Sav. 
Bank,  50  Neb.  387,  69  N.  W.  939. 

56.  Elder  v.  Woodruff  Hardware  & 
Mfg.  Co.,  16  Ga.  App.  255,  85  S.  E. 
268.     See   the  title   "Verdict." 

57.  Stamps  v.  Thomas,  7  Ala.  App. 
622,  62  So.  314. 

58.  Ala. — Toulmin  v.  Lesesne,  2  Ala. 
359.  Ga. — Peeples  v.  Felton,  14  Ga. 
App.  5,  80  S.  E.  21.  m. — Swartwout 
V.  Evans,  37  111.  442.  N.  Y.— Taylor  v. 
Bowen,  52  App.  Div.  126,  65  N.  Y. 
Supp.  36. 

59.  George  E.  Barse  Live-Stock  &  0. 
Co,  V.   Guthrie,   50   Kan.   467,  31   P^Q. 


1071;  Meixell  v.  Kirkpatriek,  29  Kan. 
679. 

60.'    See  the  statutes. 

[aj  Thus,  in  Georgia,  it  Is  pro- 
vided, under  §5335  of  the  Civil  Code, 
that  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  to  re- 
cover personal  property  may  gay,  upon 
the  trial,  whether  he  will  accept  an  al- 
ternative verdict  for  the  property  or 
its  value,  or  whether  he  will  demand 
a  verdict  for  the  damages  alone,  or  for 
the  property  alone  and  its  hire,  if  any; 
and  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  in- 
struct the  jury  if  they  believe  the 
plaintiff  entitled  to  recover,  to  render 
the  verdict  as  the  plaintiff  may  thus 
elect.  Traramell  v.  Mallory,  115  Ga. 
748,  42  S.  E.  62.  See  also  Mallory 
Bros.  &  Co.  V.  Moon,  130  Ga.  591,  61 
S.  E.  401;  Boss  v.  McDufae,  91  Ga. 
120;  16  S.  E.  648;  Marshall  v.  Living- 
ton,   77   Ga.   21. 

61.  Ark. — Bay  v.  Light,  34  Ark. 
421.  Fla. — Peacock  v.  Feaster,  51  Fla. 
269,  40  So.  74.  Ind. — Walling  v.  Lewis, 
119  Ind.  496,  21  N.  E.  1108.  Me.— Pow- 
ers V.  Sawyer,  46  Me.  160.  W.  Va. 
Tracy  v.  Cloyd,  10  W.  Va.  19.  Eng. 
Nicoll  V.  Glennie,  1  Mees.  &  S.  888, 
105  Eng.  Eeprint  220. 

See  the  title  "Verdict." 

62.  Cal.— McCray  v.  Burr,  125  Cal. 
636,  58  Pac.  203.     Ind.— Kehr  v.  Hall, 
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X.  JUDGMENT.  — A.  In  General.^^  —  In  trover,  judgment  when 
rendered  for  the  plaintiff  is,  ordinarily,  merely  for  the  recovery 
of  damages  for  the  conversion,^*  but  judgment  for  plaintiff  in  any 
amount  cannot  be  rendered  in  absence  of  proof  as  to  the  quantity  or 
value  of  the  property  eonverted.^^  While  a  judgment  must  conform 
to  the  complaint  and  evidence  in  the  case,"^  yet  an  allegation  of  de- 
tention of  the  goods  coupled  with  averments  of  conversion  will  not 
defeat  a  judgment  for  the  value  of  the  property  even  though  the  com- 
plaint asked  for  the  recovery  of  the  property  or  for  its  value.^^  In 
some  jurisdictions,  however,  a  judgment  in  an  alternative  form  is  per- 
missible, that  is,  "that  the  defendant  restore  the  goods  or  pay,  etc. "^^ 
A  judgment  founded  upon  a  defective  verdict  while  erroneous,  is  not 
necessarily  void,*'^  and  a  judgment  awarding  to  the  plaintiff  the  pos- 
session of  "the  property"  is  sufSciently  certain  when  the  complaint 
identifies  the  property.'"  There  may  be  a  joint  judgment  against  joint 
tort  feasors  who  are  sued  jointly.'^ 

B.  Effect  op  Judgment.  —  A  recovery  in  trover  vests  the  prop- 
erty in  the  goods  in  the  defendant  as  against  the  plaintiff,  and  by 
relation  from  the  time  of  the  conversion."  Some  cases  hold  that  the 
judgment  itself  effectuates  a  transfer  of  title,"  but  the  weight  of 
authority  is  that  the  plaintiff's  title  is  not  divested  until  the  satis- 
faction of  the  judgment,'*  and  it  has  been  held  that  the  judgment 


117  Ind.  405,  20  N.  E.  279.  N.  Y. 
Hill  V.  Covell,  1  N.  Y.  522.  Wash. 
Rice  V.  Kuostman,  45  Wash.  282,  88 
Pac.  194.  Eng. — Mires  v.  Solebay,  2 
Mod.  242,  86  Eng.  Keprint  1050. 

See  the  title  "Verdict." 

As  to  special  interrogatories,  see  the 
title  "Special  Interrogatories  to  Jur- 
ies." 

63.  See  generally  the  title  "Judg- 
ments." 

64.  Ala.— Kyle  v.  Caravello,  103 
Ala.  150,  15  So.  527.  111.— Kern  v. 
Woolsey,  34  111.  App.  551.  N.  Y. 
Schwartz  v.  Marks,  52  Misc.  109,  101 
N.  Y.  Supp.  792.  N.  0.— Stephens  v. 
Koonee,  103  N.  C.  266,  9  S.  E.  315. 

65.  Brioker  v.  Whisler   (Ind.  App.) 
117  N.  E.  550. 

66.  Kyle  v.  Caravello,  103  Ala.  150, 
15  So.  527;  Faulkner  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  130  Cal.  258,  62  Pac.  463. 

67.  Faulkner  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  130 
Cal.  258,  62  Pac.  463.  See  also  Hutch- 
ings  V.  Castle,  48  Cal.  152. 

68.  See  the  statutes  and  Copewood 
V.  Taylor's  Admr.,  7  Port.  (Ala.)  33; 
Marshall  v.  Livingston,  77  6a.  21; 
Mitchell  V.  Printup,  19  Ga.  579. 

69.  Hogue  V.  Fanning,  73  Cal.  54, 
14  Pac.  560. 
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70.  Hogue  V.  Fanning,  73  Cal.  54, 
14  Pac.  560. 

71.  Gerrish    v.    Cummings,    4    Cush.  . 
(Mass.)    391. 

72.  U.  S.— St.  Louis  Third  Natl. 
Bank  v.  Eiee,  161  Fed.  822,  88  C.  C.  A. 
640,  23  L.  E.  A.  N.  S.  1167.  Ala. 
Griel  v.  Pollak,  105  Ala.  249,  16  So. 
704.  Md.— Hepburn  v.  Sewell,  5  Harr. 
&  J.  211,  9  Am.  Dec.  512.  N.  H.— Smith 
V.  Smith,  50  N.  H.  212.  Ohio.— Ache- 
son  V.  Miller,  2  Ohio  St.  203,  59  Am. 
Dec.  663.  Tex. — Greer  v-  Lafayette  Co. 
Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  47  S.  W.  737. 
Eng. — Buckland  v.  Johnson,  15  C.  B. 
145,  2  C.  L.  E.  784,  80  E.  C.  L.  145, 
139  Eng.  Eeprint  375;  Cooper  v.  Shep- 
herd, 3  C.  B.  266,  4  D.  &  L.  218,  54  B. 
C.  L.  265,  136  Eng.  Eeprint  107. 

73.  Me. —  Carlisle  v.  Burley,  3  Me, 
250.  S.  C— Hawkins  v.  Collins,  61  S> 
C.  537,  39  S.  E.  768.  Eng.— Adams  r, 
Broughtou,  Andr.  18,  95  Eng.  Eeprin) 
278,  Str.  1078,  93  Eng.  Eeprint  1043. 

74.  U.  S.— Union  Pacific  E.  Go.  v. 
Schiflf,  78  Fed.  216.  Ala.— Crescent 
News  &  H.  Co.  V.  Hines,  7  Ala.  App. 
609,  61  So.  9.  Cal.- Thompson  v.  To- 
land,  48  Cal.  99.  Conn. — Atwater  v. 
Tupper,  45  Conn.  144,  29  Am.  Eep. 
674.  G-a.— Prick  v.  Davis,  80  Ga.  482, 
5  S.  E.  498.    Ky.— United  Sbakerg  Soc, 
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must  also  have  been  for  the  full  value  of  the  property."  And  wher«? 
the  plaintiff  has  not  obtained  satisfaction  of  a  judgment  in  his  favor, 
he  may  afterwards  bring  trover  in  respect  of  the  same  chattel  against 
a.  party  to  whom  the  defendant  has  transferred  it.'* 

XI.  APPEAL  AND  ERROR,  —  A.  Matters  of  Procedure.  —  In 
trover,  as  in  other  actions,  there  must  be,  in  order  to  prepare  an  ap- 
peal, a  presentation  and  reservation  in  the  trial  court  of  the  grounds 
of  review,"  and  the  requisites  for  the  transfer  of  the  cause  must  be 
observed.'* 

B.  Determination  of  Cause.  —  On  appeal,  the  successful  party 
below  has  every  presumption  in  his  favor,  and  in  determining  whether 
the  decision  is  sustained  by  sufficient  evidence,  the  reviewing  court 
must  look  alone  to  that  most  favorable  to  him.'"'  Where,  however,  the 
evidence  is  insufficient  to  establish  a  conversion,^"  or  the  value  of  the 
property  converted,"^  or  where  the  plaintiff  neither  owned  nor  was 
entitled  to  the  property  alleged  to  have  been  converted,*^  a  judgment 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  will  be  set  aside.  Likewise"  the  judgment 
will  be  reversed  where  the  damages  assessed  are  manifestly  inade- 
quate.*^   A  judgment  will  not  be  disturbed,  however,  where  the  error 


V.  Underwood,  11  Bush.  265,  21  Am. 
Eep.  214.  La. — Story  v.  Luzenberg,  4 
'Bob.  240.  Md. — Hepburn  v.  Sewell,  5 
Harr.  &  J.  211,  9  Am.  Dee.  512.  Mich, 
Jno.  A.  Tolman  Co.  v.  Waits,  119 
Mich.  341,  78  N.  W.  124,  Vs  Am.  St. 
Eep.  400.  Minn. — Haas  v.  Saekett,  40 
Minn.  53,  41  N.  W.  237,  2  L.  E.  A.  449. 
N.  J.— Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Skillman,  52 
N.  J.  L.  263,  19  Atl.  260.  N.  M. 
Pryor  v.  Portsmouth  Cattle  Co.,  6  N. 
M.  44,  27  Pac.  327.  N.  Y.— Marsden 
V.  Cornell,  62  N.  Y.  215;  Bank  of  Be- 
loit  V.  Beale,  34  N.  Y.  473;  Eckert  v. 
Truman,  163  App.  Div.  17,  19,  148  N. 
Y.  Supp.  48;  Kelly  v.  Porty-Second  St. 
M.  &  St.  M.  E.  Co.,  37  App.  Div.  500, 
55  N.  Y.  Supp.  1096.  Ohio. — Acheson 
V.  Miller,  2  Ohio  St.  203,  59  Am.  Dec. 
663.  Tenn. — Smith  v.  Alexander,  4 
Sneed  482.  Eng. — Cooper  v.  Shepherd, 
3  C.  B.  266,  4  D.  &  L.  218,  54  E.  C.  L. 
265,  136  Eng.  Eeprint  107;  Marston  v. 
Phillips,  9  L.  T.  N.  S.  289,  12  W.  E.  8. 

75.  Brady  v.  Whitney,  24  Mich.  154; 
Dearth  v.  Spencer,  52  N.  H.  213. 

76.  Matthews  v.  Menedger,  2  Mc- 
Lean 145,  16  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,289;  Mar- 
ston V.  Phillips,  9  L.  T.  N.  S.  289,  12 
W.  E.  8. 

77.  Conn. — ^Lovell  v.  Hammond  Co., 
66  Conn.  500,  34  Atl.  511.  Mo.— Polden 
V.  Hendrick,  25  Mo.  411.  N.  Y.— Bead- 
ing V.  Lamphier,  56  Hun  642,  9  N.  Y. 
Supp.  596,  31  N.  Y.  St.  53.  Pa.— Bank 
V.  Bank,  5  Pa.  211. 


See  generally  the  title  "Appeals." 

[a]  Defects  in  Complaint. — A  judg- 
ment cannot  on  error  be  assailed,  there 
being  no  previous  objection,  because 
of  the  defects  of  the  complaint,  if  it 
contain  a  substantial  cause  of  action. 
Kyle  V.  Caravello,  103  Ala.  150,  15  So. 
527. 

[b]  Exception  to  Charge. — An  ex- 
ception to  an  entire  charge  is  useless 
if  the  charge  contains  any  correct  and 
pertinent  statements  of  fact  or  declar- 
ations of  law.  New  Duuderberg  Min. 
Co.  V.  Old,  97  Fed.  150,  38  C.  <J.  A.  89. 

78.  Barnhill  v.  Phillips,  4  Coldw. 
(Tenn.)  1,  record  must  show  value  of 
property.  See  the  titles  "Appeals;" 
"Bills  of  Exceptions;"  "Case  on  Ap- 
peal;"- "Statement  and  Abstract  of 
Case." 

79.  Bricker  v.  Whisler  (Ind.  App.), 
117  N.  E.  550. 

80.  Goldberg  v.  Shapiro,  32  Misc. 
724,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  313. 

81.  N.  Y. — New  Jersey  Adamant 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Barth,  33  Misc.  784,  67  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1078.  Tenn.— Barnhill  v.  Phil- 
lips, 4  Coldw.  1.  Tex. — Sabine  Land 
&  Imp.  Co.  V.  Perry  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
54  S.  W.  327. 

82.  Hunter  v.  Cronkhite,  9  Ind.  App. 
470,  36  N.  E.  924. 

83.  Meixell  v.  Kirkpattick,  29  Kan. 
679;  Watson  v.  Harmon,  85  Mo.  443. 
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■was  harmless,^*  but  a  statute  providing  that  courts  shall  disregard 
errors  which  do  not  affect  the  substantial  rights  of  parties  does  not 
permit  a  party  to  change  on  appeal  an  action  for  conversion  to  one 
on  contract.** 


84.  Ala. — Lefkovitz  v.  Lester,  11 
Ala.  App.  504,  66  So.  894.  Oal.— Morti- 
mer V.  Harder,  93  Cal.  172,  28  Pac. 
814.  Ga.— Bryant  v.  Pugh,  86  Ga.  625, 
12  S.  E.  927.  m.— Tahedl  v.  Woodford 
Distilling  Co.,  176  111.  App.  173.  la. 
Luce  V.  Moorehead,  73  Iowa  498,  35  N. 
W.  598,  5  Am.  St.  Eep.  695.  IMich. 
Blaisdell  v.  Seally,  84  Mich.  149,  47 
N.    W.  585,     Minn. — Nininger  v.  Ban- 


ning, 7  Minn.  274.  Mo.  —  Mann  v. 
Weiss,  185  Mo.  App.  335,  170  S.  "W. 
335.  N.  H.— Waleott  v.  Keith,  22  N. 
H.  196.  N.  Y.— De  Graaf  v.  Wyeoff, 
118  N.  Y.  1,  22  N.  E.  1118.  Ore.— Krew- 
son  V.  Purdom,  15  Ore.  589,  16  Pae. 
480.  Tex.— Land  v.  Klein,  21  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  3,  50  S.  W.  638. 

85.     Himmelman  v.  Ties  Moines  Ins. 
Co.,  132  Iowa  668,  110  N.  W.  155. 


TRUSTEi:  PROCESS.— See  Crarnishment. 
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For  forms,  see  9  Standard  Peoc.  1228,  et  seq. 
For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 


I.  ESTABLISHMENT  AND  ENFORCEMENT.  —A.  Jurisdiction 
AND  Remedies.  —  1.  In  Equity.  —  a.  —  Generally.  —  Courts  of  equity 
have  inherent  and  original  jurisdiction  to  declare,  establish,  and  en- 
force all  classes  of  trusts  in  either  real  or  personal  property,^  the  rem- 


1.  XT.  S.— Oelriehs  v.  Spain,  15  "Wall. 
211,  21  L.  ed.  43;  ferissell  v.  Knapp,  155 
Fed.  809.  Ark.  —  Blanton  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  136  Ark.  441,  206  S.  W.  745; 
Spradling  v.  Spradiing,  101  Ark.  451, 
142  S.  W.  848;  Russell  v.  Tate,  52 
Ark.  541,  13  S.  W.  130,  20  Am.  St.  Eep. 
193,  7  L.  E.  A.  180.  Cal.  —  Hallinan 
V.  Hearst,  133  Cal.  645,  62  Pac.  1063, 
66  Pao.  17,  55  L.  E.  A.  216;  Curtiu  v. 
Krohn,  4  Cal.  App.  131,  87  Pac.  243. 
Fla.  —  Johnston  v.  Sherehouse,  61  Fla. 
647,  54  So.  892.  lU.  — Harris  v.  Doug- 
las, 64  111.  466.  Ind.  —  Spencer  v.  Spen- 
cer, 31  Ind.  App.  321,  67  N.  E.  1018,  99 
Am.  St.  Eep.  260.  Ky.  —  Hollowell  v. 
Satterfield,  215  S.  W.  63;  Holbrook  v. 
Fyffe,  164  Ky.  435,  175  S.  W.  977. 
Mass.  —  Amory  v.  Trustees  of  Amherst 
College,  229  Mass.  374,  118  N.  E.  933. 
Mlcb. — Chamberlain  v.  Eddy,  154  Mich. 


593,  118  N.  W.  499;  Wheeler  v.  Oeker 
&  Ford  Mfg.  Co.,  162  Mich.  204,  127 
N.  W.  332;  Sanborn  v.  Loud,  150  Mich. 
154,  113  N.  W.  309,  121  Am.  St.  Eep. 
614.  Miss.— Woodruff  v.  State,  77  Miss. 
68,  25  So.  483.  Mo.— Brandon  v.  Carter, 
119  Mo.  572,  24  S.  W.  1035,  41  Am.  St. 
Eep.  673;  Shelton  v.  Harrison,  182  Mo. 
App.  404,  167  ;S.  "W.  634.  Neb.  —  Hill  v. 
Hill,  90  Neb.  43,  132  N.  "W.  738,  38  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  198.  N.  J.— Warren  v. 
Warren,  75  N.  J.  Eq.  415,  72  Atl.  960. 
N.  Y.  —  Hamilton' V.  Muncie,  182  App. 
Div.  630,  169  N.  Y.  Supp.  826;  Madi- 
son Trust  Co.  V.  Carnegie  Trust  Co., 
167  App.  Div.  4,  152  N.  Y.  Supp.  517. 
N.  0.  — Sumner  v.  Staton,  151  N.  C. 
198,  65  8.  B.  902.  N.  D.  — Marquis  v. 
Morris,  17  N.  D.  119,  114  N.  W.  1091. 
Okla.  —  Goldrick  v.  Eoxana,  Petroleum 
Co.,  176  Pae.  932;     McCoy  v.  McCoy, 
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edy  in  such  cases  being  in  equity  rather  than  at  law.^  The  jurisdiction 
over  trusts  pertains  particularly  to  equity,^  and  is  a  favored  one,*  es- 
pecially when  a  discovery  is  required  and  sought  in  connection  with 
other  relief.^  There  is  no  limit  to  the  forms  of  trust  transactions  of 
which  equity  will  take  cognizance ;°  though  the  mere  fact  that  confi- 


30  Okla.  379,  121  Pac.  176,  Ann.  Gas. 
1913C,  146.  S.  D. — Luseombe  v.  Grigs- 
by,  11  S.  D.  408,  78  N.  W.  357.  Vt.  — 
Drake  v.  Wild,  65  Vt.  611,  27  Atl.  427. 
W.  Va.  —  Waggy  v.  Waggy,  77  W.  Va. 
144,  87  S.  E.  178;  Wilson  v.  Kennedy, 
63  W.  Va.  1,  59  S.  E.  736. 

fa]  The  Jurisdiction  Exists  in  EcLuity 
Independently  of  Any  Statute.  —  Cal. — 
Fatjo  17.  Swasey,  111  Cal.  628,  44  Pac. 
225.  Ind.  —  Cruse  v.  Axtell,  50  Ind. 
49.  Mich.  —  Matter  of  Kingsbury,  51 
Mich.  623,  17  N.  W.  208. 

[b]  The  forbearance  of  the  trustee 
to  act,  cannot  prejudice  the  right  of 
the  beneficiary  to  resort  to  equity. 
Morrill  v.  American  Reserve  Bond  Co., 
151   Fed.   305. 

2.  McCoy  V.  McCoy,  30  Okla.  379,  121 
Pac.  176,  Ann.  Cas.  1913C,  146.  See 
infra,  I,  A,  2,  also  8  Standakd  Peoc. 
394. 

3.  IT.  S. — ^Morrill  v.  American  Reserve 
Bond  Co.,  151  Fed.  305.  Ark.  — Clark 
V.  Spanley,  122  Ark.  366,  183  S.  W.  964. 
CtSL  —  Kupferman  v.  McGehee,  63  Ga. 
250.  Ind.— Naylor  v.  Sidener,  106  Ind. 
179,  6  N.  E.  345.  Mass.  —  Rogers  v. 
Daniell,  8  Allen  343.  Okla.  — McCoy 
V.  McCoy,  30  Okla.  379,  121  Pac.  176, 
Ann.  Cas.  1913C,  146. 

4.  Clews  V.  Jamieson,  182  tJ.  S.  461, 
21  Sup.  Ct.  845,  45  L.  ed.  1183;  Nation- 
al Park  Bank  v.  Halle,  30  111.  App.  17. 

[a]  "Trusts  are  children  of  equity; 
and  in  a  court  of  equity  they  are  at 
home  under  the  family  rooftree,  and 
around  the  hearth  of  their  ancestor.  A 
court  of  law  may  entertain  them;  but 
when  the  case  is  complicated,  especial- 
ly when  it  has  a  flavor  of  fraud,  equity 
will  not  banish  them  and  remit  the 
parties  to  another  forum.  Equity  de- 
lights in  protecting  trusts,  and  it  de- 
lights no  less  in  obliging  trustees  and 
trust  estates  to  render  to  all  men  their 
dues."  McCoy  v.  McCoy,  30  Okla.  379, 
121  Pac.  176,  Ann.  Cas.  1913C,  146. 

5.  Ferguson  v.  Rogers,  129  Ark.  197, 
195  S.  W.  22.  See  Campbell  v.  Sheldon, 
13  Pick.  (Mass.),  8. 

•  6.  U.  S.  —  Maurel  v.  Smith,  220  Fed. 
195   (trust  in  literary  property  created 
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by  joint  labor  of  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ants); Brissell  v.  Knapp,  155  Fed.  809. 
Conn.  —  Ryan  v.  Knights  of  Columbus, 
82  Conn.  91,  72  Atl.  574,  action  by 
member  of  fraternal  society  to  pre- 
serve its  funds.  Mich.  —  Curtis  v. 
Charlevoix  County  Supervisors,  154 
Mich.  646,  118  N.  W.  618,  trust  in 
county  funds  established.  Minn. — Mor- 
ton Brick  &  Tile  Co.  v.  Sodergren,  130 
Minn.  252,  153  N.  W.  527,  action  to 
charge  director  who  was  the  purchaser 
of  the  assets  of  the  bankrupt  corpora- 
tion as  a  trustee.  N.  C.  —  Massey  v. 
Alston,  173  N.  C.  215,  91  S.  E.  964. 
Ore.  —  Templeton  v.  Bockler,  73  Ore. 
494,  144  Pac.  405. 

[a]  An  oral  contract  to  purchaso 
reJil  property  for  the  benefit  of  others 
is  enforceable  in  equity  as  a  trust. 
Buckner  v.  Carter  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  137 
S.  W.  442. 

[b]  A  constructive  trust  created  by  « 
conveyance  of  land  upon  the  oral  un- 
derstanding that  it  will  be  held  for 
the  benefit  of  the  grantor,  will  be  en- 
forced in  equity.  Kan.  —  Eadie  v. 
Hamilton,  94  Kan.  214,  146  Pac.  323. 
N.  T.  — Wood  V.  Rabe,  96  N.  T.  414, 
48  Am.  Rep.  640.  N.  D.  — Cardiff  v. 
Marquis,  17  N.  D.  110,  114  N.  W.  1088. 

[c]  A  conveyance  of  land  upon  the 
understanding  that  the  grantee  will 
care  for  and  support  the  grantor  creates 
a  charge  or  lien  upon  the  land  enforce- 
able in  equity.  N.  Y.  — Grote  v. 
Grote,  121  App.  Div.  841,  106  N.  T. 
Supp.  986.  Ore.  —  Robison  •;;.  Hicks,  76 
Ore.  19,  146  Pac.  1099.  W.  Va— Davis 
V.  Cheuvront,  95  S.  E.  651. 

[d]  The  grantee  in  a  patent  of  pub. 
lie  land  issued  through  an  error  of  law, 
will  be  declared  to  be  a  trustee.  Smith 
V.  Kennedy,  46  Okla.  493,  149  Pac.  197; 
Bozarth  v.  Mitchell,  69  Okla.  60,  157 
Pac.  1051. 

fe]  Trust  in  proceeds  of  Insuranco 
policy,  see  Alexander  v.  Sovereign  Camp 
W.  O.  W.,  193  Mo.  App.  411,  186  S.  W. 
2;  Donithen  v.  Independent,  Order  of 
Foresters,  209  Pa.   170,  58  Atl.  142. 

[f]  Deed  of  trust  may  be  enforced, 
the  amount  secured  being  disputed  and 
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denee  has  been  placed  by  one  person  in  another  and  credit  given  and 
that  a  breach  of  confidence  and  loss  has  followed  will  not  clothe  a 
court  of  equity  with  jurisdiction  upon  the  theory  of  the  existence  of  a 
trustJ 

A  trust  cannot  be  established  by  the  court  where  no  intention  to 
create  a  trust  existed  on  the  part  of  the  owner  of  the  property,  or  the 
trust  is  imperfectly  created,^  and  an  incomplete  gift  cannot  be  enforced 
in  equity  as  a  trust,^  nor  will  an  executory  voluntary  trust  be  en- 
forced/" though  the  court  can  create  a  trust  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
tecting and  preserving  property  in  its  possession,"  or  with  the  consent 
and  acquiescence  of  parties  to  an  action  before  it/^  A  trust  created 
for  an  illegal,'^  or  fraudulent,^*  purpose  will  not  be  enforced.  Juris- 
diction existing  by  virtue  of  the  trust  relation,  a  court  of  equity  has 
power  and  authority  to  take  any  action  and  award  any  relief  which  the 


the  trustees  refusing  to  aet,  Washing- 
ton Nat.  Bldg.  &  L.  Assn.  v.  Buser, 
61   W.  Va.  590,  57  S.  E.  40. 

[g]  The  unauthorized  letentiou  of 
dividends  declared  by  a  corporation 
creates  a  trust  fund.  Gulf  Coal  & 
Coke  Co.  V.  Musgrove,  195  Ala.  219,  70 
So.  179. 

Unpaid  subscriptions  to  corporate 
stocb:  as  trust  funds,  see  the  title 
"Stock  and  Stockholders." 

7.  U.  S.  —  In  re  W.  &  A.  Bacon  Co., 
261  Fed.  109.  HI.  —  Doyle  v.  Murphy, 
22  111.  502,  74  Am.  Dec.  165.  Ky.— 
Ashley  v.  Denton,  1  Litt.  86. 

[a]  The  transaction  must  either 
vest  an  equitable  title  in  or  create  a 
lien  in  favor  of,  the  beneficiary,  either 
by  agreement  of  the  parties  or  under 
such  circumstances  that  this  result  will 
be  held  to  follow  in  equity,  or  a  trust 
will  not  be  created.  Douglass  v.  Mar- 
tin, 103  111.  25. 

[b]  "The  term  'trust'  is  a  very 
comprehensive  one.  As  was  said  by 
Chancellor  Kent  in  Kane  v.  Bloodgood, 
7  Johns  Ch.  90,  cited  in  Yorks's  App., 
110  Pa.  79:  'Every  deposit  is  a  direct 
trust.  Every  person  who  receives 
money  to  be  paid  to  another,  or  to  be 
applied  to  a  particular  purpose,  is  a 
trustee.  The  cases  of  hirer  and  letter 
to  hire,  borrower  and  lender,  pawner 
and  pawnee,  principal  and  agent,  are 
all  cases  of  express  trust, 'etc.  It  has 
never  been  held,  however,  that  these 
and  the  like  cases  are  such  technical 
trusts  as  to  bring  them  within  our  lim- 
ited equity  jurisdiction."  Warner  v. 
MeMullia,    131   Pa.    370,   381,   18   Atl. 


[c]  A  bailment  is  not  a  trust  over 
which  equity  has  jurisdiction.  Taylor 
V.  Turner,  87  111.  296;  Murray  v. 
Coster,  20  .Tohns.  (N.  Y.)  576,  11 
Am.  Dec.  333. 

[a]  Mere  delivery  of  property  or 
money  to  be  held  until  the  performance 
of  an  act  by  another  and  then  to  be 
paid  over  to  such  person  does  not  of 
itself  create  a  trust  enforceable  in 
equity.    Douglass  v.  Martin,  103  111.  25. 

[e]  An  assignment  creates  only  a 
quasi  trust  ' '  of  which  courts  of  law 
take  judicial  cognizance,  are  competent 
to  administer  justice  adequate  and 
complete;  and  over  which  a  court  of 
Chancery  under  ordinary  circumstance* 
had  no  jurisdiction."  Adair  v.  Win- 
chester, 7  Gill  &  J.  (Md.)  114,  118. 

8.  Hathaway  v.  Village  of  New  Bal- 
timore, 48  Mich.  251,  12  N.  W.  186. 

9.  Cal. — Noble  v.  Learned,  153  Cal. 
245,  94  Pac.  1047.  Idaio.  —  Bliss  v. 
Bliss,  20  Idaho  467,  119  Pac.  451.  Mo. 
Knapp  V.  Knapp  &  Co.,  127  Mo.  53,  29 
S.  W.  885. 

10.  lU.  —  Clarke  v.  Lett,  11  111.  105. 
Mo. — Harding  v.  St.  Louis  Union  Trust 
Co.,  276  Mo.  136,  207  S.  W.  68.  Tex.— 
Samuell  v.  Brooks  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  207 
S.    W.    626. 

11.  See  infra,  VIII,  A,  1,  a. 

12.  Eioe  V.  Merrill,  215  Mass.  419, 
102  N.  E.  414. 

13.  Cowan  v.  Wheeler,  25  Me.  267, 
43  Am.  Dee.  283. 

14.  Derry  v.  Fielder,  216  Mo.  176, 
115  S.  W.  412  (to  deprive  a  wife  of 
dower  rights) ;  Fleenor  v.  Hensley,  121 
Va.  367,  93  S.  E.  582,  trust  created  in 
fraud  of  creditors. 
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nature  of  the  case  requires.^^  Jurisdiction  having  been  once  obtained 
will  be  retained  to  determine  all  matters  involved  in  the  suit.^°  But 
the  mere  fact  that  a  trust  estate  or  trust  property  is  involved  in  an 
action,  is  not,  however,  sufficient  to  vest  jurisdiction  of  the  action  in  a 
court  of  equity,  when  no  equitable  relief  is  sought.^' 

b.  Adequacy  of  Remedy  at  Law}^  —  The  fact  that  legal  relief  of  some 
form  and  character  is  available  to  a  party  does  not  prevent  him  from 
resorting  to  a  court  of  equity,  which  in  such  cases  has  concurrent  jur- 
isdiction with  a  court  of  law,^^  and  the  question  of  irreparable  injury 
and  the  adequacy  of  the  remedy  at  law  is  not  involved.^"  In  a  few 
states,  however,  the  rule  applied  is  that  equity  will  not  take  jurisdic- 


15.  See  infra,  VII,  A;  VII,  E,  2; 
VIII,  A,  1;  VIII,  G,  1  and  7. 

[a]  Although  an  infant  trustee  con- 
veys to  the  beneficiary  in  execution  of 
the  trust,  and  would  not  be  allowed  to 
disaffirm  his  conveyance  upon  reach- 
ing majority,  if  the  fact  of  his  infancy 
appears  on  the  face  of  the  deed,  it  con- 
stitutes an  apparent  infirmity  in  the 
title,  and  a  court  of  equity  will,  on 'ap- 
plication, order  the  execution  of  a  deed 
by  a  court  commissioner.  Clary  v. 
Spain,  119  Va.  58,  89  S.  E.  130. 

16.  TJ.  S.— Maurel  v.  Smith,  220  Fed. 
195.  Ark. — Ferguson  v.  Rogers,  129  Ark. 
197,  195  S.  W.  22.  Mich.  —  Curtis  v. 
Charlevoix  County  Supervisors,  154 
Mich.  646,  118  N.  W.  618.  Ore.— Temp- 
leton  V.  Bockler,  73  'Ore.  494,  144  Pac. 
405. 

17.  Brown  v.  Fletcher,  206  Fed.  461, 
124  C.  C.  A.  367;  Knevals  v.  Florida 
Central  &  P.  R.  Co.,  66  Fed.  224,  13 
C.  C.  A.  410;  Colburn  v.  Broughton,  9 
Ala.  351. 

[a]  An  action  to  have  it  declared 
that  the  terms  of  a  trust  containing  a 
condition  subsequent  have  been  violated 
and  the  trust  thereby  terminated  in- 
volves the  determination  of  the  legal 
title  and  is  an  action  at  law.  Smith 
V.  Morrow,  84  N.  J.  Eq.  395,  93  Atl. 
695. 

[b]  Where  title  to  or  possession  of 
real  property  is  the  main  issue  in- 
volved, a  court  of  equity  has  no  juris- 
diction. Knevals  v.  Florida  Central  & 
P.  B.  Co.,_  66  Fed.  224,  13  C.  C.  A.  410. 

18.  Jurisdiction  of  law  courts,  see 
infra,  I,  A,  2. 

19.  Ala.  —  Camody  v.  Webster,  197 
Ala.  290,  72  So.  622;  Peters  v.  Rhodes, 
157  Ala.  25,  47  So.  183.  111.  —  People  v. 
Bordeaux,  242  111.  327,  89  N,  E.  971; 
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Dorenkamp  -y.  Dorenkamp,  109  111. 
App.  636.  la. —  Toledo  Sav.  Bant  v. 
Johnston,  94  Iowa  212,  62  N.  W.  748. 
Md.  —  Beachey  v.  Heiple,  130  Md.  683, 
101  Atl.  553.  Mich.  —  Malone  v.  Ma- 
lone,  151  Mich.  680,  115  N.  W.  716. 
Miss. — Philips  V.  Hines,  33  Miss.  163. 
N.  J.  —  Hussong  Dyeing  Mach.  Co.  v. 
Morris  (N.  J.  Eq.),  89  Atl.  249.  N.  M. 
Chaves  v.  Myer,  13  N.  M.  368,  85 
Pac.  233,  6  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  793.  N.  O, 
Sumner  v.  Staton,  151  N.  C.  198,  65 
S.  E.  902.  Okia.  —  Goldrick  v.  Roxano 
Petroleum  Co.,  176  Pac.  932.  Tenn. — 
Hale  V.  Hale,  4  Humph.  183.  Vt.— 
Drake  v.  Wild,  65  Vt.  611,  27  Atl.  427. 
W.  Va.  — Blake  v.  O'Neal,  63  W.  Va. 
483,  61  S.  E.  410,  16  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
1147.  Wis.  —  Borchert  v.  Borchert,  132 
Wis.   593,   113   N.  W.   35. 

[a]  Although  an  action  for  money 
had  and  received  might  be  maintained, 
relief  may  be  obtained  in  equity  by 
declaring  and  enforcing  the  trust.  III. 
Dorenkamp  v.  Dorenkamp,  109  111. 
App.  536.  la.  —  Thompson  v.  Thomp- 
son, 178  Iowa  1289,  160  N.  W.  922. 
N.  J.  —  Guteh  V.  Posdiek,  48  N.  J.  Eq. 
353,  22  Atl.  590,  27  Am.  St.  Rep.  473. 

[b]  If  the  court  of  law  first  obtains 
jurisdiction  and  can  afford  adequate 
relief,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  act. 
Hause  v.  Hause,  57  Ala.  262. 

20.  U.  S.  — Maurel  v.  Smith,  220 
Fed.  195;  Brissell  v.  Knapp,  155  Fed. 
809.  lU.  —  Dorenkamp  v.  Dorenkamp, 
109  111.  App.  536.  If.  J.  — Hussong 
Dyeing  Mach.  Co.  v.  Morris  (N.  J.  Eq.), 
89  Atl.  249. 

Compare,  Oelriehs  v.  Spain,  15  Wall. 
(U.  S.)   211,  21  L.  ed.  43. 

[a]  The  fact  that  a  simple  and  not 
a  complicated  account  is  necessary  does 
not  affect  the  right  to  equitable  relief. 
Maurel  v.  Smith,  220  Fed,  1&5, 
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tion  when  a  remedy  at  law  exists  which  is  complete  and  adequate, ^^ 
and  if  no  equitable  cause  of  action  exists,^^  the  fact  that  the  subject 
matter  of  the  action  is  a  trust  estate  does  not  prevent  the  legal  juris- 
diction from  being  an  exclusive  one.^^ 

2.  At  Law. —  Ordinarily  a  court  of  law  has  no  power  to  establish  or 
enforce  a  trust,^*  the  remedy  in  such  cases  being  in  equity.^^  An  ac- 
tion at  law  cannot  be  maintained  by  a  beneficiary  when  a  trust  is  open, 
to  recover  from  the  trustee  his  share  or  interest  in  the  property,^*  but 
when  the  trust  fund  is  a  fixed,  ascertained  amount  and  no  accounting 
is  required,^'  or  after  an  accounting  has  been  had  and  the  amount^^ 


21.  TJ.  S.  —  Young  v.  Mercantile 
Trust  Co.,  145  Fed.  39,  75  C.  C.  A.  264. 
Fla.  —  Doggett  v.  Hart,  5  Fla.  215,  58 
Am.  Dec.  464.  111. — People  v.  Bordeaux, 
242  111.  327,  89  N.  E.  971.  Mass.— 
Taft  V.  Stow,  174  Mass.  171,  54  N.  B. 
506.  Mici.  —  Wheeler  v.  Ocier  &  Ford 
Mfg.  Co.,  162  Mich.  204,  127  N.  W.  332. 

22.  See  supra,  I,  A,  1. 

23.  Brown  v.  Fletcher,  206  Fed.  461, 
124  C.  C.  A.  367;  Harrison  v.  Belden, 
26  Conn.  67. 

24.  Ala.  — Cruse  i).  Kidd,  195  Ala. 
22,  70  So.  166.  Conn.  —  Buckingham 
V.  Clark,  61  Conn.  204,  23  Atl.  1085. 
Mass.  —  Chase  v.  Chase,  191  Mass.  556, 
78  N.  E.  115;  Norton  v.  Eay,  139  Mass. 
230,  29  N.  B.  662.  Mich.  —  Linneman 
V.  Moross,  98  Mich.  178,  57  N.  W.  103, 
39  Am.  St.  Eep.  528.  Miss.  —  Presley 
V.  Stribling,  24  Miss.  527.  Mo. — Ewing 
V.  Parrish,  148  Mo.  App.  492,  128  S.  W. 
538.  N.  Y.  — Batehis  v.  Leask,  149 
App.  Div.  713,  134  N.  Y.  Supp.  350. 
N.  a.  —  Green  v.  Collins,  28  N.  C.  139. 
Okla.  —  MeCoy  v.  McCoy,  30  Okla. 
379,  121  Pac.  176,  Ann.  Cas.  1913C,  146. 
Vt.  — Snyder  v.  Parmalee,  80  Vt.  496, 
68  Atl.  649.  W.  Va.  —  Patrick  v.  Stark, 
62  W.  Va.  602,  59  S.  E.  606. 

[a]  In  an  action  to  enforce  a  claim 
against  the  estate  of  a  deceased  per- 
son, a  trust  cannot  be  established. 
Linneman  v.  Moross,  98  Mich.  178,  57 
N.  W.  103,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  528. 

[b]  On  a  motion  or  other  summary 
proceeding,  a  trust  cannot  be  estab- 
lished or  enforced.  Matter  of  Wolt- 
man,  120  App.  Div.  798,  105  N.  Y. 
Supp.  665. 

[c]  Ejectment  cannot  be  maintained 
by  the  beneficiary  to  compel  a  con- 
veyance of  the  legal  title.  White  v. 
Costigan,  138  Cal.  564,  72  Pac.  178; 
Blake  v.  O'Neal,  63  W.  Va.  483,  61  S.B. 
410,  16  L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.)  1147. 


[d]  A  statutory  remedy  exists  in 
some  states.  See  the  statutes.  And 
see  In  re  Byrnes'  Est.,  14  N.  Y.  Supp. 
371. 

25.  See  supra.  I,  A,  1. 

26.  Me.  —  Herrick  v.  Snow,  94  Me, 
310,  47  Atl.  540.  Mass.  — Davis  v. 
Coburn,  128  Mass.  377.  Mo.  —  Ewing 
V.  Parrish,  148  Mo.  App.  492,  128  S.  W. 
538.  N.  Y.  — Husted  v.  Thomson,  158 
N.  Y.  328,  53  N.  E.  20;  Anderson  v. 
Fry,  116  App.  Div.  740,  1'02  N.  Y.  Supp. 
112.  Wash. —  Long  v.  Bisenbeis,  23 
Wash.  556,  63  Pac.  249. 

27.  U.  S.  —  Brown  v.  Fletcher,  206 
Fed.  461,  124  C.  C.  A.  367.  la.— Daugh- 
erty  v.  Daugherty,  116  Iowa  245,  90 
N.  W.  65.  Kan.  — O 'Neil  v.  Epting, 
82  Kan.  245,  108  Pac.  107.  Mich.— 
Pitcher  v.  Eogers'  Estate,  199  Mich, 
114,  165  N.  W.  813. 

[a]  When  a  legacy  has  been  ordered 
paid,  the  executor  holds  the  money  as 
trustee,  and  an  action  of  assumpsit 
may  be  maintained  against  him.  An- 
derson V.  Patty,  168  111.  App.  151. 

[b]  Upon  the  death  of  a  trustee,  a 
claim  may  be  presented  against  his 
estate  where  the  amount  claimed  is  a 
fixed  sum.  Pitcher  v.  Rogers'  Estate, 
199  Mich.  114,  165  N.  W.  813. 

[c]  Although  a  claim  for  compensa- 
tion is  made  by  the  trustee  and  must 
be  adjusted,  an  action  at  law  may  be 
maintained.  Snyder  v.  Parmalee,  80 
Vt.  496,  68  Atl.  649. 

[d]  When  property  is  delivered  on 
trust  to  sell  and  pay  debts  if  a  fraudu- 
lent sale  is  made  an  action  at  law  for 
damages  may  be  maintained.  Brys  v. 
Pratt,  55  Wash.  122,  104  Pac.  169. 

28.  Conn.  —  Underhill  v.  Morgan,  33 
Conn.  105.  111. ^Warner  v.  Mettler, 
260  111.  416,  103  N.  B.  259.  Mass. 
Johnson  v.  Johnston,  120  Mass.  465. 
Mo.  —  Zeideman  v.   Molasky,   118   Mo. 
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of  the  trust  fund  determined,  it  may  be  recovered  in  an  action  at  law.^° 
The  beneficiary  may  also  at  his  election,  invoke  a  legal  remedy  when 
the  trustee  has  committed  a  breach  of  trust  and  he  desires  to  enforce 
the  personal  liability  of  the  trustee.^" 

3.  Jurisdiction  of  Particular  Courts.  —  a.  In  General.  —  In  the  ab- 
sence of  statute,  the  administration  of  trusts  is  confided  to  that  court 
having  general  equitable  jurisdiction.^^  In  many  states  the  matter  is 
regulated  by  statute.^'' 

b.  Probate  Courts.  —  A  probate  court  has,  ordinarily,  no  power  to 
declare  or  establish  a  trxist  in  property  of  an  estate  distributed  by  it.^' 
A  limited  jurisdiction  over  testamentary  trusts  is  however,  conferred 
by  some  statutes  upon  probate  courts.^* 


App.  106,  94  S.  W.  754.  N.  T.  —  Bat- 
ehis  V.  Leask,  149  App.  Div.  713,  134 
N.  Y.  Supp.  350.  E.  I.  —  Bpeneer  v. 
Clarke,  25  R.  I.  163,  55  Atl.  329. 

[a]  An  allegation  that  the  trustee 
made  a  division  of  trust  funds  in  his 
hands  among  the  beneficiaries  except 
that  he  unlawfully  retained  a  specified 
sum  from  a  beneficiary,  which  was  a 
portion  of  the  fund  which  should  have 
been  distributed  to  him,  is  not  equiva- 
lent to  a  statement  that  there  had  been 
an  accounting  or  that  the  trustee  had 
ascertained  that  that  sum  was  due  the 
beneficiary.  Batehis  v.  Leask,  149  App. 
Div.  713,  134  N.  Y.  Supp.  350. 

29.  See  preceding  notes. 

[a]  An  assignee  of  the  beneficiary 
can  maintain  the  action  at  law.  Bat- 
ehis V.  Leask,  149  App.  Div.  713,  134 
N.  Y.  Supp.  350.  And  see  Brown  v. 
Fletcher,  206  Fed.  461,  124  C.  C.  A. 
367. 

[b]  A  right  to  a  jury  trial  exists. — 
Brown  v.  Fletcher,  206  Fed.  461,  124 
C.  C.  A.  367.  See  generally  the  title 
"Juries  and.  Jurors." 

30.  See  infra,  I,  A,  5,  a. 

31.  Md.  —  Beaehey  v.  Heiple,  130 
Md  683,  101  Atl.  653.  Mo.  — Brandon 
V.  Carter,  119  Mo.  572,  24  S.  W.  1035, 
41  Am.  St.  Eep.  673.  Ore.  —  Marshall 
V.  Gustin,  89  Ore.  53,  170  Pac.  312,  173 
Pac.  461.  Wis.  — Cody  v.  Cody,  98 
Wis.  445,  74  N.  W.  217. 

32.  See  the  statutes,  and  Colo. 
Currier  v.  Johnson,  19  Colo.  App.  94,  73 
Pac.  882,  district  court.  HI.  —  Warner 
V.  Mettler,  260  111.  416,  103  N.  E.  259, 
circuit  court;  Mostoller  v.  Gove,  188 
111.  App.  215,  county  court  has  no  juris- 
diction over  trusts.  Ind.  —  Spencer  v. 
Spencer,  31  Ind.  App.  321,  67  N.  E. 
1018,99  Am.  St.  Eep.  260.    Md.  — Cou- 
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don  v.  ITpdegraf,  117  Md.  71,  83  Atl. 
145,  orphan's  court  has  no  jurisdiction 
over  a  testamentary  trust.  Neb.  — 
Bently  v.  Jun,  76  Neb.  682,  107  N.  W. 
865,  district  court.  N.  J.  —  Koch  v. 
Peick,  81  N.  J.  Eq.  120,  86  Atl.  67, 
chancery  court  and  not  the  orphan's 
courts.  N.  O.  —  Oliver  v.  Wiley,  75 
N.  C.  320.  Wash.  —  Seattle  v.  Mc 
Donald,  26  WasE.  98,  66  Pac.  145.  Wis. 
Hill  V.  True,  104  Wis.  294,  80  N.  W. 
462. 

33.  Ala. — Crenshaw  1'.  Crenshaw,  127 
Ala.  208, 28  So.  396.  Cal. — Haverstiek  v. 
Trudel,  51  Cal.  431.  Minn.  —  Mayall  v. 
Mayall,  63  Minn.  511,  65  N.  W.  942, 
where  the  interest  of  an  infant  was 
involved.  Mo.  —  Bramell  v.  Cole,  136 
Mo.  201,  37  S.  W.  924,  68  Am.  St. 
Eep.  619.  N.  J.  — In  re  O 'Callaghan 's 
Appeal,  64  N.  J.  Eq.  287,  51  Atl.  64. 
Ore.  —  Jasper  v.  Jasper,  17  Ore.  590, 
22  Pac.  152,  i 

[a]  A  probate  court  has  no  juris- 
diction to  establish  a  secret  trust  under 
a  will  which  has  been  admitted  to 
probate  and  imports  an  absolute  gift. 
In  re  Purcell's  Estate,  167  Cal.  176, 
138  Pac.  704;  In  re  Sharp's  Est.,  17 
Cal.  App.  634,  120  Pac.  1079. 

34.  Cal. — Carpenter  v.  Cook,  132  Cal. 
621,  64  Pac.  997,  84  Am.  St.  Eep.  118, 
power  to  determine  the  validity  of  the 
trust  exists.  Me. — Jordan  v.  Jordan's 
Trust  Estate,  111  Me.  124,  88  Atl.  390. 
Pa.— In  re  Hoflfner,  161  Pa.  331,  29  Atl! 
33. 

[a]  Such  jurisdiction  is  not  exclusive 
(1)  of  the  jurisdiction  of  courts  having 
general  equitable  powers  (HI. — Howell 
V.  Moores,  127  111.  67,  19  N.  B.  863. 
Mass. —  Green  v.  Gaskill,  175  Mass. 
265,  56  N.  E.  560.  Mo.  — Hamer  v. 
Cook,  118  Mo.  476,  24S.W.  180),  though 
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4.  Territorial  Jurisdiction.^s  _  j^n  action  to  establish  and  enforce 
a  trust  in  real  estate  is,  by  some  authorities,  held  to  be  an  action  quasi 
in  rem,^«  over  which  the  courts  of  the  state  in  which  the  land  is  located 
have  jurisdiction,"  although  the  trust  was  created  in  another  state.^» 
On  the  other  hand,  under  the  general  principle  that  equity  acts  in 
personam,  it  has  been  many  times  declared  that  a  court  of  equity  hav- 
ing jurisdiction  over  the  person  of  a  trustee  may  establish  and  enforce 
the  trust  with  which  he  is  charged  although  the  subject  matter  of  the 
trust  is  real  property  which  is  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,^^ 
though  no  decree  directly  affecting  the  title  to  the  property  can  be  made 


(2)  jurisdiction  of  matters  pertain- 
ing to  the  administration  of  the  estate 
of  a  decedent  will  not  be  assumed  by  a 
court  of  equity.  Langdon  v.  Black- 
burn, i09  Cal.  19,  41  Pac.  814,  a  will 
admitted  to  probate  cannot  be  attacked 
for  fraud  or  forgery. 

[b]  Where  full  and  complete  relief 
cannot  be  given  by  the  probate  court 
a  court  of  equity  will  act.  Wade  v. 
American  Colonization  Soc,  7  Smed.  & 
M.    (Miss.)    663,  45   Am.   Dee.   324. 

[c]  When  a  trust  fund  has  passed 
out  of  the  possession  of  the  trustee 
relief  may  be  had  in  equity,  although 
the  final  accounting  will  be  required  to 
be  made  in  the  probate  court.  Holmes 
V.  Holmes,  194  Mass.  552,  80  N.  E.  614. 

[d]  Where  a  trust  is  not  created  by 
will  the  surrogate's  court  has  no  juris- 
diction. In  re  Meehan's  Estate,.  104 
Misc.  219,  171  N.  Y.  Supp.  766. 

35.  Territorial  jurisdiction  of  courts 
generally,  see  the  title  "Jurisdiction." 

Of  actions  for  an  accounting  by  a 
trustee  see,  infra,  VIII,  H,  2,  b. 

36.  See  Gassert  v.  Strong,  38  Mont. 
18,  98  Pac.  497. 

37.  U.  S.  — Porter  Land  &  Water 
Co.  V.  Baskin,  43  Fed.  323.  Cal.— 
See,  Loaiza  v.  Superior  Court,  85  Cal. 
11,  24  Pac.  707,  20  Am.  St.  Eep.  197, 
9  L.  E.  A.  376.  Kan.  —  Eee-^es  v. 
Pierce,  64  Kan.  502,  67  Pac.  1108.  Mass. 
Felch  V.  Hooper,  119  Mass.  52. 

[a]  When  a  trust  arises  in  favor 
of  the  purchaser  of  land  who  enters 
into  "possession  and  makes  improve- 
ments, it  will  be  enforced  although  the 
owner  is  a  non-resident.  Felch  v. 
Hooper,  119  Mass.  52,  distinguishing 
the  case  from  actions  for  specific  per- 
formance. 

38.  Morris  v.  Vyse,  154  Mich.  253, 
117  N.  W.  639,  129  Am.  St.  Eep.  472. 

39.  U.  S.  — Ptelps  V.  Mc  Donald, 
99  U.  S.  298,  25  L.  ed.  473;     Massie  V, 


Watts,  6  Cranch  148,  3  L.  ed.  181; 
Memphis  Sav.  Bank  v  Houchens,  113 
Fed.  96,  52  C.  C.  A.  176.  Ariz.  — But- 
terfield  v.  Nogales,  Copper  Co.,  9  Ariz. 
212,  80  Pac.  345.  Ark.  —  Clopton  v. 
Booker,  27  Ark.  482.  Cal.  —  Smith  v. 
Davis,  90  Cal.  25,  27  Pac.  26,  25  Am. 
St.  Eep.  92;  Le  Breton  v.  Superior 
Court,  66  Cal.  27,  4  Pac.  777.  Conn.— 
Cowles  V.  Whitman,  10  Conn.  121,  25 
Am.  Dec.  60.  D.  C.  —  Stone  v.  Fowlkes, 
29  App.  Cas.  379;  Moore  v.  Jaeger,  2 
MacArthur  465.  la.  —  Sullivan  v.  Ken- 
ney,  148  Iowa  361,  126  N.  W.  349;  Mc 
Gregor  v.  MaeGregor,  9  Iowa  65.  Kan. 
Meador  v.  Manlove,  97  Kan.  706,  156 
Pac.  731  (diflaculty  which  may  be 
met  in  enforcing  the  decree  does  not 
limit  the  jurisdiction) ;  Manley  v. 
Carter,  7  Kan.  App.  86,  62  Pac.  915. 
Ky,  —  MeQuerry  v.  Gilliland,  89  Ky. 
434,  12  S.  W.  1037,  7  L.  E.  A.  454. 
Mich.  —  Ewing  v.  Lamphere,  147  Mich. 
659,  111  N.  W.  187,  118  Am.  St.  Eep. 
563.  N.  J.  — Lindley  v.  O'Eeilly,  50 
N.  J.  L.  636,  15  Atl.  379,  7  Am.  St. 
Eep.  802,  1  L.  E.  A.  79.  N.  Y.  —  Grant 
V.  Cobre  Grande,  Copper  Co.,  193  N.  Y. 
306,  86  N.  E.  34;  Gardner  v.  Ogden, 
22  N.  Y.  327,  78  Am.  Dec.  192;  Hawley 
V.  James,  7  Paige  Ch.  213,  32  Am.  Dec. 
623.  N.  C  — Henderson  v.  McBee,  79 
N.  C.  219.  Pa.  —  Vaughan  v.  Barclay, 
6  Whart.  392.  Tenn.  — Miller  v.  Bird- 
song,  7  Baxt.  531.  Va.  —  Wimer  v. 
Wimer,  82  Va.  890,  5  S.  E.'  536,  3  Am. 
St.  Eep.  126;  Dickinson  v.  Hoomes' 
Admr.,  8  Gratt  (49  Va.)   353. 

See  17  Standard  Proc.  776,  784;  and 
also  notes  69  L.  E.  A.  673;  23  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  924;  27  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  420. 

Change  in  residence  of  trustee  does 
not  defeat  jurisdiction  once  acquired, 
see  17  Standard  Proc.  706,  note  96. 

[a]  The  fact  that  the  benelclariea 
reside  in  another  state  is  immaterial. 
Chase  v.  Chase,  8  Allen   (Mass.)   101. 
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in  such  cases.*"  An  action  to  establish  a  trust  in  personal  property 
may  be  maintained  when  either  the  defendant  or  the  subject-matter  of 
the  trust  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,*^  A  trust  created  or 
established  by  a  court  of  one  state  will  not  be  enforced  by  the  courts 
of  another  state,  the  trustee  being  accountable  only  to  the  court  ap- 
pointing him.*^ 

5.  Following  Trust  Funds  and  Election  of  Remedies.  —  a.  In  Gen- 
eral.*^—  "When  trust  funds  have  been  diverted  from  the  purposes  of 
the  trust  or  when  trust  property  has  been  misappropriated  the  bene- 
ficiary has  a  choice  of  remedies.**  He  can,  so  long  as  the  fund  or  prop- 
erty is  traceable,*'  and  has  not  passed  into  the  possession  of  a  bona  fide 


Jurisdiction  to  appoint  trustee  over 
land  in  another  state,  see  infra,  VIII, 
A,  1,  b. 

40.  Fall  V.  Eastin,  215  IT.  S.  1,  30 
Sup.  Ct.  3,  54  L.  ed.  65,  23  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  924.  See  17  Standard  Pkoc. 
776,   780. 

[a]  A  conveyance  of  trust  real 
property  situated  in  another  state  may 
be  ordered,  by  virtue  of  the  court's 
jurisdiction  over  the  person  of  the 
trustee,  but  the  title  to  the  land  is 
not  affected  by  the  decree,  nor  can  a 
master  be  appointed  to  make  the  con- 
veyance if  the  trustee  refuses  to  act. 
Fall  V.  Eastin,  215  U.  S.  1,  30  Sup. 
Ct.  3,  54  L.  ed.  65,  23  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
924,  affirming  Fall  v.  Fall,  75  Neb.  104, 
106  N.  W.  412,  113  N.  W.  175,  121  Am. 
St.  Eep.  767.  And  see,  Contee  v.  Lyons, 
8  Mackey  (D.  C.)  207. 

41.  Loaiza  u.  Supeior  Court,  85 
Cal.  11,  24  Pac.  707,  20  Am.  St.  Eep. 
197,  9  L.  R.  A.  376;  Gassert  v.  Strong, 
38  Mont.  18,  98  Pac.  497. 

42.  Jenkins  v.  Lester,  131  Mass.  355; 
Schwartz  v.  Gerhardt,  44  Ore.  425,  75 
Pac.  698.  Compare,  Allen  v.  Arkeu- 
burgh,  57  N.  J.  Eq.  440,  41  Atl.  677; 
Jones  V.  Jones,  8  Misc.  660,  30  N.  Y. 
Supp.  177,  60  N.  Y.  St.  429.  ' 

43.  See  generally  the  title  "Choice 
and  Election  of  Remedies." 

44  TJ.  S.— Oliver  v.  Piatt,  3  How. 
333,  11  L.  ed.  622;  Primeau  v.  Gran- 
field,  184  Fed.  480.  Cal. — Lathrop  v. 
Bampton,  31  Cal.  17,  89  Am.  Dec.  141. 
111. — Hinsey  v.  Supreme  Lodge,  138  111. 
App.  248.  Ind. — Haxton  v.  MoClaren, 
132  Ind.  235,  31  N.  E.  48.  la.— Eobin- 
son  V.  Eobinson,  22  Iowa  427.  Kan. 
Woodrum  v.  Washington  Nat.  Bank,  60 
Kan.  44,  55  Pac.  333;  Merket  v.  Smith, 
33  Kan.  66,  5  Pac.  394.  Ky.— Stephens 
V,  Stephen's  Admr.,  89  Ky.  185,  12  S. 
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W.  192;  Clark  v.  Anderson,  13  Bush 
111.  Mich. — Eowley  v.  Towsley,  53 
Mich.  329,  19  N.  W.  20.  Miss. — Isom  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank,  52  Miss.  902.  Mo.— 
Sherwood  v.  Saxton,  63  Mo.  78.  Neb — 
Robinson  v.  Tower,  95  Neb.  198,  145  N. 
W.  348.  N.  J.  —  Bohle  v.  Hasselbroch, 
64  N.  J.  Eq.  334,  51  Atl.  508,  61  L.  R. 
A.  323.  N.  M.— Chaves  v.  Myer,  13  N. 
M.  368,  85  Pac.  233,  6  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
793.  N.  Y.— Ferris  v.  Van  Vechten,  73 
N.  Y.  113.  N.  C— Cooper  v.  Landis,  75 
N.  C.  526.  Ore. — Bettencourt  v.  Bet- 
tencourt,  70  Ore.  384,  142  Pac.  326. 
Ta,.—In  re  Freas'  Estate,  231  Pa.  256, 
79  Atl.  513;  In  re  Carr's  Estate,  24  Pa. 
Super.  369.  Tenn.  —  Treadwell  v.  Mc- 
Keon,  7  Baxt.  201. 

[a]  Survival  of  Kemedies. — ^TJpon 
the  death  of  the  trustee,  both  classes 
of  remedy  survive  and  a  right  of  elec- 
tion continues  in  the  beneficiary.  Rob- 
inson V.  Tower,  95  Neb.  198,  145  N.  W. 
348.  See  generally  the  title  "Sur-- 
vival." 

[b]  The  court  cannot  deny  relief 
to  which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  under 
his  election  of  a  particular  remedy  and 
compel  him  to  adopt  another  remedy. 
Minn.  —  Cisewski  v.  Cisewski,  129 
Minn.  284,  152  N.  W.  642.  Ore.-r-Bet- 
tencourt  v.  Bettencourt,  70  Ore.  384, 
142  Pac.  326.  Va. — Shanks  v.  Edmond- 
son,  28  Gratt.  (69  Va.)  804. 

45.  Kent  v.  Kent,  50  Utah  44,  165 
Pac.  271. 

[a]  When  only  a  portion  of  the 
trust  fund  is  traceable  the  beneficiary 
may  impose  the  trust  upon  the  prop- 
erty into  which  the  trust  moneys  can 
be  traced  and  obtain  a  personal  judg- 
ment for  the  balance,  in  the  same  ac- 
tion. Title  Ins.  &  Tr.  Co.  v.  IngersoU, 
158  Cal.  474,  111  Pae.  360. 
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purchaser,*'  elect  to  recover  the  original  fund  or  property,*'  or  its 
proceeds  or  the  property  which  has  been  substituted  for  it,*^  and  en- 
force the  trust  upon  it  in  equity.*®  Or  if  he  so  desires,  he  can  hold  the 
trustee  personally  liable  for  his  breach  of  trust,°"  and  maintain  an  ac- 
tion at  law  against  him  as  a  debtor,^^  for  money  had  and  reeeived,^^  or 
for  conversion  of  the  property,^^  or  obtain  an  accounting  from  him  in 
equity,^*  and  enforce  a  lien  or  charge  upon  the  property  itself."'  The 
owner  of  money  or  other  property  which  has  been  converted  by  a 
wrongdoer,  may  also  follow  the  property  or  its  proceedSj'^  and  enforce 


46.  Hanford  v.  Duehastel,  87  N.  J. 
L.  205,  93  Atl.  587;  Goldrick  v.  Eoxana 
Petroleum  Co.   (Okla.)   176  Pac.  932. 

47.  Teal    v.    Pleasant    Grove    Local 
'  Union  No.  204  (Ala.),  75  So.  335  (prop- 
erty conveyed  hj  the  trustee  under  a 
mistake  of  fact);  Clark  v.  Spanley,  122 
Ark.  366,  183  S.   W.  964. 

[a]  A  personal  accounting  can  be 
required  of  the  trustee  although  he  has 
parted  with  possession  of  the  trust  res. 
Alexander  v.  Fidelity  Trust  Co.,  238 
Fed.  938,  959. 

48.  IT.  S.— Brissell  v.  Knapp,  155 
Fed.  809.  Ala. — Small  v.  Hockinsmith, 
158  Ala.  234,  48  So.  541.  Oal.— Citizens' 
Bank  v.  Eucker,  138  Cal.  606,  72  Pac. 
46.  Kan. — Woodrum  v.  Washington 
Nat.  Bank,  60  Kan.  44,  55  Pac.  333. 
Ky. — Stratton  v.  Stratton's  Admr.,  149 
Ky.  473,  149  S.  W.  900.  Minn.— Cisew- 
ski  V.  Cisewski,  129  Minn.  284,  152  N. 
W.  642.  Mo.— Shelton  v.  Harrison,  182 
Mo.  App.  404,  167  S.  W.  634.  N.  M.— 
Chaves  v.  Myer,  13  N.  M.  368,  85  Pac. 
233,  6  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  793.  N.  Y.— 
Seely  v.  Seely,  164  App.  Div.  650,  150 
N.  Y.  Supp.  66. 

[a]  AltliQugh.  money  compensation  ia 
sought  it  is  asked  not  as  damages  but 
as  a  substitute  for  the  trust  property 
and  the  action  is  equitable  in  its  na- 
ture. Shelton  v.  Harrison,  182  Mo.  App. 
404,  167  S.  W.  634;  Seely  v.  Seely,  164 
App.  Div.  650,  150  N.  Y.  Supp.  66. 

49.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  The  existence  of  a  statutory 
remedy  by  attachment  or  gamislmient 
does  not  deprive  a  person  of  his  right 
to  follow  trust  funds  in  equity,  the 
remedies  being  concurrent.  Chaves  v, 
Myer,  13  N.  M.  368,  85  Pac.  233,  6  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  793. 

[b]  The  fact  that  a  remedy  exists 
upon  the  bond  of  a  trustee  does  not  de- 
prive the  beneficiary  of  his  right  to 
follow  the   trust  fund.    KiJi, — Merket 


V.  Smith,  33  Kan.  66,  5  Pac.  394.  Md. 
Armitage  D.  iSnowden,  41  Md.  (ll?., 
Micb. — Marquette  v.  Wilkinson,  119 
Mich.  413,  78  N.  W.  474,  43  L.  E.  A. 
840. 

50.  Breit  v.  Yeaton,  101  111.  242; 
Silliman  v.  Gano,  90  Tex.  637,  39  S.  W. 
559,  40  S.  W.  391. 

51.  Naltner  v.  Dolan,  108  Ind.  500, 
8  N.  E.  289,  58  Am.  Eep.  61. 

[a]  "There  Is  no  principle  which 
precludes  a  court  of  law  from  consid- 
ering and  passing  upon  the  facts  con- 
stituting a  trust,  to  ascertain  whether 
the  trustee's  treatment  of  it  entitles 
the  beneficiary  to  a  legal  remedy." 
Snyder  v.  Parmalee,  80  Vt.  496,  500, 
68  Atl.  649. 

52.  Flye  v.  Hall,  224  Mass.  528,  113 
N.  E.  366;  Farrelly  v.  Ladd,  10  Allen 
(Mass.)  127;  Hanford  v.  Duchastel,  87 
N.  J.  L.  205,  93  Atl.  586.  See  generally 
the  titles  "Assumpsit;"  "Money 
Counts." 

53.  Ala.— Gulf,  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v. 
Musgrove,  195  Ala.  219,  70  So.  179. 
Neb. — Eobinson  v.  Tower,  95  Neb.  198, 
145  N.  W.  348.  Tex.— D.  Sullivan  & 
Co.  V.  Eamsey  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  155  S, 
W.  580. 

See  the  title  "Trover  and  Conver- 
sion." 

54.  Tucker  v.  Weeks,  177  App.  Div. 
158,  163  N.  Y.  Supp.  595.  See  the  title 
"Account  and  Accounting." 

[a]  An  accounting  between  the 
trustee  and  his  beneiciaries  cannot  be 
had  in  a  suit  instituted  against  other 
persons  to  follow  trust  funds.  Teal  v. 
Pleasant  Grove  Local  Union  No.  204 
(Ala.)   75  So.  335. 

55.  Primeau  v.  Granfield,  184  Fed. 
480.    See  generally  the  title   "I4ens." 

56.  Ark. — Humphreys  v.  Butler,  51 
Ark.  351,  11  S.  W.  479.  Mass.— Na- 
tional Mahaiwe  Bank  v.  Barry,  125 
Mass.  20.    Mo. — Deer  v.  Deer's  Estate 
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a  trust  upon  it,  or  he  may  elect  to  reclaim  his  money,"'  and  in  this 
connection  merely  pursue  the  property  with  a  lien.°^  Similar  principles 
are  applicable  when  a  trustee  wrongfully  mingles  the  trust  funds  with 
his  own  f unds.°^  When  the  trust  property  or  its  proceeds  is  no  longer 
traceable,  the  beneficiary  can  only  enforce  the  personal  liability  of  the 
trustee.""  But  as  to  any  portion  of  trust  funds  or  property  which  is 
traceable  the  trust  may  be  enforced  and  the  trustee  held  personally 
liable  for  the  balance.*^ 

b.  Effect  of  Election.  —  An  election  made  with  full  knowledge  of  all 
the  facts  cannot  be  repudiated,"^  and,  where  the  remedies  are  regarded 
as  inconsistent,  precludes  a  resort  to  the  alternative  remedy."^    The 


(Mo.  App.),  180  S.  W.  572.  N.  Y.— 
Newton  v.  Porter,  69  N.  Y.  133,  25  Am. 
Eep.  152.  W.  Va.— Williams  v.  McCar- 
ty  (W.  Va.),  95  S.  E.  638;  Hogg  v.  Mc- 
Guffin,  67  W.  Va.  456,  68  S.  E.  41,  31 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  491.  Wis.— Borchert  v. 
Borchert,  132  Wis.  593,  113  N.  W.  35. 

Compare  Pioneer  Min.  Co.  v.  Tiberg, 
4  Alaska  670;  Henninger  v.  Heald  (N. 
J.  Eq.),  30  Atl.  809. 

[a]  "The  theory  upon  which  the 
courts  proceed  is  that  a  party  dealing 
with  the  property  of  another  will,  in 
a  court  of  equity,  be  treated  as  the 
agent  of  the  real  owner  of  the  prop- 
erty, should  the  real  owner  desire  to 
avow  his  acts;  that  while  there  may 
have  been  no  relation  of  trust  or  of 
privity  between  them,  if  the  real  own- 
er of  the  property  desires  to  afSrm  a 
contract  made  by  another  for  the  sale 
or  disposal  of  his  property,  he  may  do 
so  in  a  court  of  equity,  and  such  court 
will  treat  the  wrongdoer  as  an  agent 
ex  maleficio."  Williams  v.  McCarty 
(W.  Va.),  95  S.  E.  638. 

[b]  The  fact  that  an  a/Ctiou  at  law 
against  the  wrongdoer  for  damages, 
could  be  maintained  does  not  deprive 
a  court  of  equity  of  jurisdiction.  Wil- 
liams V.  McCarty  (W.  Va.),  95  S.  E. 
638. 

[c]  Where  plaintiff's  title  to  the 
property  is  in  dispute  but  depends  up- 
on the  construction  to  be  given  to  title 
deeds  which  are  in  evidence,  a  court  of 
equity  may  determine  the  issue  of  title. 
Williams  v.  McCarty  (W.  Va.),  95  8.  E. 
638. 

[d]  Both  the  property  and  damages 
cannot  be  recovered.  Deer  v.  Deer's 
Estate  (Mo.  App.),  180  S.  W.  572. 

57.  Shearer  v.  Barnes,  118  Minn.  179, 
136  N.  W.  861;  Prewitt  v.  Prewitt,  188 
Mo.  675,  87  S.  W.  lOOO. 

[a]     "To  hold  the  beneficiary  to  an 
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election,  it  must  appear  that  he  acted 
with  knowledge,  or  at  least  in  disre- 
gard of  readily  accessible  means  of 
knowledge,  as  distinguished  from  no- 
tice, or  else  has  delayed  so  long  that 
he  is  barred  by  laches."  Shearer  ■». 
Barnes,  118  Minn.  179,  136  N.  W.  861. 

58.  Shearer  v.  Barnes,  118  Minn. 
179,  136  N.  W.  861. 

59.  Primeau  v.  Granfield,  184  Fed. 
480;  Bohle  v.  Hasselbroch,  64  N.  J.  Eq. 
334,  51  Atl.  508,  61  L.  R.  A.  ^23. 

[a]  Where  trust  money  having  no 
earmarks  is  deposited  with  the  per- 
sonal funds  of  the  trustee,  the  bene- 
ficiary may  follow  the  mixed  fund. 
Hewitt  V.  Hayes,  205  Mass.  356,  91  N. 
E.  332,  137  Am.  St.  Eep.  448. 

60.  Eadie  v.  Hamilton,  94  Kan.  214, 
146  Pae.  323;  D.  Sullivan  &  Co.  v.  Eam- 
sey  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  155  S.  W.  580. 

61.  Title  Ins.  &  Tr.  Co.  v.  IngersoU, 
158  Cal.  474,  111  Pae.  360. 

[a]  Where  the  trustee  is  dead  the 
personal  liability  could  only  be  en- 
forced by  making  a  proper  claim 
against  the  estate.  See  Title  Ins.  & 
Tr.  Co.  V.  IngersoU,  158  Cal.  474,  111 
Pae.  360. 

62.  Libby  v.  Frost,  98  Me.  288,  56 
Atl.  906;  Betteneourt  v. 'Betteneourt, 
70  Ore.  384,  142  Pae.  326.  See  the  title 
"Choice  and  Election  of  Bemedies." 

63.  Ala.— Foley  v.  Leva,  101  Ala. 
395,  13  So.  747.  Mich.— Eowley  v. 
Towsley,  53  Mich.  329,  19  N.  W.  20. 
Wis. — Barker  v.  Barker,   14  Wis.   131. 

[a]  Where  the  trustee  becomes  in- 
solvent, the  rights  of  his  general  cred- 
itors intervene  and  the  beneficiary  is 
required  to  choose  with  reasonable 
promptness  which  remedy  he  will  pur- 
sue and  he  cannot  thereafter  invoke 
another  remedy.  Hewitt  'v.  Hayes,  205 
Mass.  356,  91  N.  B.  332,  137  Am.  iSt. 
Eep.  448. 
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courts  are  not  entirely  in  accord,  however,  as  to  this  matter  and  the 
circumstances  under  which  the  pursuit  of  one  remedy  bars  the  right 
to  another." 

B.  Joinder  op  Actions.  —  The  general  rules  applicable  to  multi- 
fariousness in  bills  in  equity  apply  to  bills  in  equity  to  establish  or  en- 
force a  trust,^^  and  the  same  principles  have  been  adopted  under  code 
practiee.^^ 

C.  Process."'  —  Proceedings  to  establish  or  enforce  a  trust  in  land 
are  proceedings  in  rem,  or  quasi  in  rem,"*  and  process  in  the  action 
may  be  served  by  publication"^  upon  a  non-resident  defendant'"  in  ac- 
cordance with  existing  statutory  provisions.'^ 

D.  Venue.  — -  An  action  to  enforce  a  trust  is  regarded  as  transitory 
in  its  nature,'^  and,  subject  to  the  general  rules  elsewhere  discussed,'^ 
should  be  instituted  at  the  place  of  residence  of  the  trustee.'*  An  ac- 
tion to  declare  a  resulting  or  constructive  trust  in,  and  to  enforce  the 
conveyance  of,  land  is  however,  within  the  terms  of  a  statute  providing 
that  an  action  concerning  real  property  must  be  brought  in  the  county 
in  which  the  land  is  located.'^ 


64.  See  the  title  "Choice  and  Elec- 
tion of  Eemedies"  and  the  following 
cases:  Stratton  v.  Stratton's  Admr., 
149  Ky.  473,  149  S.  W.  900;  Barker  v. 
Barker,  14  Wis.   131. 

[a]  An  unsatisfied  judgment  for 
personal  liability  does  not  prevent  fol- 
lowing the  trust  property.  Matthews 
V.  Forslund,  112  Mich.  691,  70  N.  W. 
1105;  Barksdale  v.  Finney,  14  Gratt. 
(55  Va.)  338.  Contra,  Carter  v.  Gibson, 
61  Neb.  207,  85  N.  W.  45,  52  L.  E.  A. 
468. 

65.  Beaehey  v.  Heiple,  130  Md.  683, 
101  Atl.  553.  See  generally,  the  title 
' '  Multifariousness. ' ' 

66.  Smith  v.  Kennedy,  46  Okla.  493, 
149  Pac.  197.  See  Bram  v.  Christopher, 
27  Cal.  App.  741,  151  Pac'  172  and  the 
title  "Joinder  of  Actions." 

[a]  Action  Against  Successor  of 
Deceased  Trustee. — Wien  the  action  is 
to  enforce  a  trust  in  property  in  the 
hands  of  the  defendant  as  the  succes- 
sor in  interest  of  a  deceased  trustee, 
there  is  no  misjoinder  of  causes  of  ac- 
tion where  the  defendant  is  sued  in 
his  individual  capacity  as  a  trustee  and 
as  executor  of  the  deceased  trustee. 
Birks  V.  McNeill,  177  Iowa  567,  159  N. 
W.  210. 

67.  See  generally  the  titles  "Pro- 
cess;" "Service  of  Process  and  Pa^ 
pers. ' ' 

68.  Beaehey  v.  Heiple,  130  Md.  683, 
101  Atl.  553. 

69.  Porter    Land    &    Water    Co.    v. 


Baskin,  43  Fed.  323  (although  an  ac- 
counting is  also  asked) ;  Beaehey  V. 
Heiple,  130  Md.  683,  101  Atl.  553. 

70.  V.  S.— Chicago  &  A.  Bridge  Co. 
V.  Anglo-American  P.  &  P.  Co.,  46  Fed. 
584.  Cal. — Loaiza  v.  Superior  Court,  85 
Cal.  11,  24  Pac.  707,  20  Am.  St.  Eep. 
197,  9  L.  K.  A.  376.  Mont.— Gassert  v. 
Strong,  38  Mont.  18,  98  Pac.  497. 

71.  See  the  statutes  and  the  title- 
" Service  of  Process  and  Papers." 

72.  State  ex  rel.  Seougale  i\  Super- 
ior Court,  55  Wash.  328,  104  Pac.  607, 
133  Am.  St.  Eep.  1030. 

73.  See  the  title  "Venue." 

74.  V.  S.— Massie  v.  Watts,  6 
Craneh  148,  3  L.  ed.  181.  Cal.  — Baker 
V.  Firemen's  Fund  Ins.  Co.,  73  Cal.  182, 
14  Pac.  686.  Mass. — Burlingame  v. 
Hobbs,  12  Gray  367.  Tenn.— Whittaker 
V.  Whittaker,  10  Lea  93.  Wash.— State 
ex  rel.  Seougale  v.  Superior  Court,  55 
Wash.  328,  104  Pac.  607,  ,133  Am.  St. 
Eep.  1030;  State  ex  rel.  Campbell  v. 
King  County  Super.  Ct.,  7  Wash.  306,  34 
Pac.  1103.  Wis.— Cody  v.  Cody,  98 
Wis.  445,  74  N.  W.  217. 

75.  Ariz. — Greene  Cattle  Co. C.Here- 
ford, 11  Ariz.  403,  94  Pac.  1127.  Cal. 
McFarland  v.  Martin,  144  Cal.  771,  78 
Pac.  239;  Booker  v.  Aitken,  140  Cal. 
471,  74  Pac.  11.  But  see  Le  Breton  v. 
Superior  Court,  66  Cal.  27,  4  Pac.  777. 
Pa.— Goodwin  v.  Colwell,  213  Pa.  614, 
63  Atl.  363. 

But  see,  Booth  v.  Bradford,  114  Iowa 
562,  87  N.  W.  685. 
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E.  Conditions  Precedent.''^  —  A  person  seeking  to  enforce  a  trust 
must  come  into  equity  with  clean  hands/^  "and  must,  as  a  condition  to 
obtaining  relief,  take  such  action  upon  his  part  as  equity  and  good 
conscience  require/*  A  demand  need  not  be  made  upon  the  person 
■  charged  as  a  trustee,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  maintenance  of  the 
action.''"  A  judgment  at  law  need  not  be  obtained  prior  to  seeking  the 
establishment  and  enforcement  of  a  constructive  trust.*"  And  a  cred- 
itor who  seeks  to  enforce  a  trust  made  for  his  benefit  need  not  exhaust 
his  remedy  at  law  before  going  into  equity.*^  It  is  not  necessary  that 
a  person  seeking  to  enforce  a  trust  in  land  should  be  in  possession  of 
the  premises.*^  An  action  to  enforce  a  trust  against  devisees  or  lega- 
tees cannot  be  maintained  until  after  the  will  is  probated.*^  Before  a 
beneficiary  is  entitled  to  maintain  an  action  at  law  to  recover  trust 
funds  or  property  there  must  have  been  an  accounting  by  the  trustee 
and  a  judicial  determination  of  the  amount  due  from  him.** 


76.  See  generally  the  title  "Suits 
and  Actions." 

77.  Tipton  v.  Powell,  2  Coldw. 
(Tenn.)  19. 

78.  Waller  v.  Jones,  107  Ala.  331, 
18  So.  277;  Pujol  v.  McKinlay,  42  Cal. 
659. 

[a]  Bepayment  of  any  sum  invest- 
ed by  the  trustee  from  his  own  funds. 
(1)  and  the  necessary  expenses  in- 
curred, is  essential  to  relief.  Ala. — 
Waller  v.  Jones,  107  Ala.  331,  18  So. 
277.  Cal. — See  Jenkins  v.  Prink,  30 
Cal.  586,  89  Am.  Dee.  134.  N.  C— 
Pranks  v.  Nolop,  164  N.  C.  390,  80  S.  E. 
383.  Tex. — Hoffman  f.  Buchanan,  57 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  368,  123  S.  W.  168), 
unless  (2)  the  action  of  the  trustee 
was  taken  in  bad  faith  and  with  the 
intention  of  defrauding  and  overreach- 
ing the  plaintiff.  Home  Inv.  Co.  v. 
Strange  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  152  S.  W. 
510;  Henyan  v.  Trevino  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  137  S.  W.  458. 

[b]  When  a  purchaser  at  a  fore- 
closure sale  had  agreed  to  allow  the 
owner  to  redeem,  the  latter  before  en- 
forcing the  trust  must  pay  the  pur- 
chase price,  interest  and  costs.  Mc- 
Kibben  v.  Diltz'  Exr.,  138  Ky.  684, 
128  S.  W.  1082. 

[e]  A  tender  is  not  required  of  the 
amount  expended  in  the  purchase  by 
defendant  of  land  agreed  to  be  held 
for  the  benefit  of  plaintiff.  Koyer  v. 
Willmon,  150  Cal.  785,  90  Pac.  135,  a 
tender  is  material  only  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  costs.  And  see.  Warden  v. 
O'Brien,  142  Ky.  633,  136  S.  W.  635, 
where  the  date  on  which  a  payment  by 
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the  plaintiff  was  contemplated  had  not 
arrived. 

79.  Ind.— Hon  v.  Hon,  70  Ind.  135. 
Me. — Coburn  v.  Page,  105  Me.  458,  74 
Atl.  1026,  134  Am.  St.  Eep.  575.  B.  I. 
Vaughn  v.  Ehode  Island  Mtg.  &  Tr. 
Co.,  24  E.  I.  350,  53  Atl.  125. 

80.  Watson  v.  National  Life  & 
Trust  Co.,  162  Fed.  7,  88  C.  C.  A.  380 
(the  action  is  not  based  on  the  theory 
of  a  creditor's  bill);  Morrill  v.  Amer- 
ican Eeserve  Bond  Co.,  151  Ped.  305. 

[a]  Where  a  guardian  diverted 
trust  funds  investing  them  in  land, 
title  to  which  was  taken  in  his  wife's 
name,  an  action  to  follow  the  funds 
and  establish  a  trust  in  them  was  not 
in  the  nature  of  a  creditor's  bill  and 
could  be  maintained  without  a  judg- 
ment at  law.  Clingman  v.  Hill,  104 
Kan.  145,  178  Pac.  243. 

81.  XJ.  S.— Case  v.  Beauregard,  101 
TT.  S.  688,  25  L.  ed.  1004.  Cal.— Baker 
V.  Bartol,  6  Cal.  483.  HI.— Miller  «. 
Davidson,  8  111.  518,  44  Am.  Dec.  715. 
N.  M. — Early  Times  Distillery  Co.  v. 
Zeiger,  9  N.  M.  31,  49  Pac.  723.  N.  Y. 
Neresheimer  v.  Smyth,  167  N.  Y.  202, 
60  N.  B.  449;  Chautauque  County  Bank 
V.  White,  6  N.  Y.  236,  67  Am.  Dec.  442. 

See  supra,  I,  A,  1,  b  and  note  23  L. 
K.  A.  (N.  S.)  1,  105. 

82.  Taylor  v.  Taylor,  76  W.  Va.  469, 
85  S.  E.  652  (the  rule  governing  ac- 
tions to  quiet  title  is  not  applicable); 
Custer  V.  Hall,  71  W.  Va.  119,  76  S.  E. 
183. 

83.  Brown  v.  Webster,  86  Neb.  788, 
128  N.  W.  635. 

84.  TJpham  v.  Draper,  157  Mass.  292, 
32  N.  E.  2;  Husted  v.  Husted,  158  N.  Y. 
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P.  Parties.  —  1.  In  General.  —  In  accordance  with  the  general  rule 
in  equity,*'  that  the  interests  of  all  persons  in  property  which  is  the 
subject  matter  of  litigation  should  be  settled  in  one  action,*"  all  per- 
sons claiming  an  interest  in  property  upon  which  it  is  sought  to  en- 
force a  trust  should  be  made  parties  to  the  action.*^  When  the  persons 
interested  are  numerous,  it  is  sufficient  if  representatives  of  each  class 
whose  interests  are  involved  are  made  parties.**  "While  the  absence  of 
an  indispensable  party  will  require  the  dismissal  of  the  action,*'  the 
absence  of  a  merely  proper,^"  or  even  a  necessary,'^  party  will  not  pre- 
vent the  court  from  rendering  such  judgment  affecting  the  interests  of 


328,  53  N.  E.  20.    See  supra,  I,  A,  2; 
VIII,  H. 

85.  See  the  title  "Parties." 

86.  Leyden  v.  Owen,  150  Mo.  App. 
102,  129  S.  W.  984;  Burns  v.  Niagara, 
L.  &  O.  Power  Co.,  145  App.  Div.  280, 
130  N.  Y.  Supp.  54. 

[a]  Rule  Stated. — "In  equity  suits 
every  person  having  any  material  in- 
terest, legal  or  beneficial,  in  the  sub- 
ject-matter is  properly  made  a  party 
regardless  of  whether  the  interests  of 
the  parties  be  joint  or  several  and  it 
matters  little  whether  they  be  joined 
as  co-plaintiffs  or  brought  in  as  de- 
fendants, the  object  being  to  settle  the 
whole  controversy  and  have  the  decree 
binding  on  all  having  an  interest 
therein."  Shelton  v.  Harrison,  182  Mo. 
App.  404,  413,  167  S.  W.  634. 

87.  Cal. — O'Connor  v,  Irvine,  74 
Cal.  435,  16  Pac.  236.  lU.— Green  v. 
Grant,  143  111.  61,  32  N.  E.  369,  18  L. 
R.  A.  381.  Mass.^Kendall  v.  Fidelity 
Trust  Co.,  230  Mass.  238,  119  N.  E.  861. 
Mo. — Leyden  v.  Owen,  150  Mo.  App. 
102,  129  S.  W.  984.  N.  H.— Dow  v. 
Jewell,  18  N.  H.  340,  45  Am.  Dec.  371. 
Ohio.— Hubbell  v.  Hubbell,  22  Ohio  St. 
208. 

[a]  All  the  beneficiaries  are  neces- 
sary parties  to  the  action.  Cal. — Rey- 
nolds V.  Lincoln,  71  Cal.  183,  9  Pac.  176, 
12  Pac.  449.  N.  J. — Schuler  v.  South- 
ern Iron  &  S.  Co.,  77  N.  J.  Eq.  60,  75 
Atl.  552;  Pfefferle  v.  Herr,  65  N.  J. 
Eq.  325,  55  Atl.  1103.  Vt.  — In  re  Aid- 
rich's  Will,  81  Vt.  308,  70  Atl.  566. 

88.  XT.  S.  —  Watson  v.  National  Life 
&  Trust  Co.,  162  Fed.  7,  88  C.  C.  A. 
380.  Mo.— Leyden  v.  Owen,  150  Mo. 
App.  102,  129  S.  W.  984.  N.  J.— Larkin 
V.  Wikofe,  75  N.  J.  Eq.  462,  72  Atl.  98, 
79  Atl.  365.  Tex.— Lochte  v.  Blum,  10 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  385,  30  S.  W.  925. 


[a]  Charitable  Trusts. — In  a  suit  to 
enforce  a  charitable  trust,  plaintiffs 
must  sue  in  behalf  of  themselves  and 
of  all  persons  similarly  interested. 
Larkin  v.  Wikoff,  75  N.  J.  Eq.  462,  72 
Atl.  98,  79  Atl.  365. 

See  generally  the  title  "Parties." 

89.  U.  S. — ^Waterman  v.  Canal- 
Louisiana  Bank  &  Trust  Co.,  215  U.  S. 
33,  48,  30  Sup.  Ct.  10,  54  L.  ed.  80;  Hill 
V.  Wilson,  210  Fed.  200,  127  C.  C.  A. 
260;  Brown  v.  Fletcher,  206  Fed.  461, 
124  C.  C.  A.  367.  Mich.— Sanborn  v. 
Loud,  150  Mich.  154,  113  N.  W.  309, 
121  Am.  St.  Rep.  614.  Mo. — Leyden  v. 
Owen,  150  Mo.  App.  102,  129  S.  W.  984. 

See  the  title  "Parties." 

90.  Rogers  v.  Penobscot  Min.  Co., 
154  Fed.  606,  83  C.  C.  A.  380. 

91.  Watson  v.  National  Life  &  Trust 
Co.,  162  Fed.  7,  88  C.  C.  A.  380;  Leyden 
V.  Owen,  150  Mo.  App.  102,  129  S.  W. 
984. 

[a]  Necessary  parties  are  those 
"whose  relations  to  the  suit  are  such 
that  if  their  interest  and  their  absence 
are  formally  brought  to  the  attention 
of  the  court,  it  will  require  them  to  be 
made  parties,  if  within  its  jurisdic- 
tion, before  deciding  the  case.  But  if 
this  cannot  be  done,  it  will  proceed  to 
administer  such  relief  as  may  be  in  its 
power  between  the  parties  before  it." 
Waterman  v.  Canal-Louisiana  Bank  & 
Tr.  Co.,  215  U.  S.  33,  48,  30  Sup.  Ct.  10, 
54  L.  ed.  80.   See  the  title  "Parties." 

[b]  A  person  from  whose  interest 
in  property  a  portion  of  the  trust 
would  be  created  is  a  necessary  but 
not  an  indispensable  party.,  Leyden  v. 
Owen,  150  Mo.  App.  102,  129  S.  W.  984. 

[c]  Necessary  Parties  May  Be 
Brought  in  ty  the  Court  on  its  Own 
Motion. — O'Connor  v.  Irvine,  74  Cal. 
435,  16  Pac.  236. 
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those  persons  Who  are  before  it,  as  the  circumstances  of  the  case  re- 
quire."^ 

Intervention.  —  The  right  to  intervene  depends  upon  the  general  rules 
elsewhere  treated.*' 

2.  Plaintiffs.  —  a.  In  General.  —  Any  person  directly  interested  in 
the  establishment  or  enforcement  of  the  trust  may  institute  the  ac- 
tion,°*  and  only  such  persons  will  be  allowed  to  maintain  it.^®  The  per- 


92.  Waterman  v.  Canal  -  Louisiana 
Bank  &  Tr.  Co.,  215  TJ.  S.  33,  30  Sup. 
Ct.  10,  54  L.  ed.  80. 

93.  See  the  title  "Intervention." 
[a]     A  bill  in  interrention  seeking 

to  have  a  trust  declared  in  the  same 
property  as  to  which  the  original  bill 
seeks  the  establishment  of  a  trust,  sets 
up  an  adverse  interest  and  is  improper. 
Hill  V.  Wilson,  210  Fed.  200,  127  C.  C. 
A.  260.  Compare,  Beck  v.  Staudt,  140 
App.  Div.  481,  125  N.  T.  Supp.  430. 

94.  Ark. — Hendrix  College  v.  Ar- 
kansan  Townsite  Co.,  85  Ark.  446,  108 
S.  W.  514.  Conn.— Fisk's  Appeal,  81 
Conn.  433,  71  Atl.  559.  lU.  Garrison  v. 
Little,  75  ni.  App.  402. 

[a]  The  beneficiary  is  ordinarily 
the  proper  person  to  institute  the  suit. 
Cal.— Bettis  v.  Townsend,  61  Cal.  333. 
Ga.— Harper  v.  Whitehead,  33  Ga.  138, 
■where  no  trustee  has  been  appointed. 
Mo. — Culbertson  v.  Matson,  11  Mo.  493. 
N.  Y. — Strong  v.  Dutcher,  186  App. 
Div.  307,  174  N.  T.  Supp.  352;  New 
York  Female  Assn.  v.  Beekman,  21 
Barb.  565.  Tex. — ^Warren  v.  Parlin- 
Orendorff  Implement  Co.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  207  S.  W.  586. 

[b]  The  assignee  of  the  beneficiary 
may  sue.  O'Connor  v.  Irvine,  74  Cal. 
435,  16  Pac.  236.  And  see  Brown  v. 
Fletcher,  206  Fed.  461,  124  C.  C.  A.  367. 
Contra,  Batchis  v.  Leask,  149  App.  Div. 
713,  134  N.  Y.  Supp.  350. 

[c]  A  suit  to  enforce  a  trust  to  sell 
property  and  pay  debts  may  be  main- 
tained by  a  simple  contract  creditor. 
Goncelier  v.  Foret,  4  Minn.  13. 

[d]  The  attorney  general  is  the 
proper  person  to  enforce  a  public  trust 
or  charity.  Trustees  of  Princeton  Uni- 
versity V.  Wilson,  78  N.  J.  Eq.  1,  78 
Atl.  393.  See  the  title  "Public  Chari- 
ties." 

[e]  The  trustee  (1)  may  maintain 
an  action  to  follow  and  recover  trust 
property  conveyed  by  him  by  mistake 
or  through  fraud  (Teal  v.  Pleasant 
Grove  Local  Union  No.  204  [Ala.],  76 
So.  335),  and  (2)  the  beneficiaries  may 
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properly  join  as  plaintiffs,  but  are  not 
required  to  do  so;  Teal  v.  Pleasant 
Grove  Local  Union  No.  204  (Ala.),  75 
So.  335. 

[f]  A  new  or  substituted  trustee 
may  seek  (1)  the  recovery  of  trust 
property.  Shepard  v.  Meridian  Nat. 
Bank,  149  Ind.  532,  48  N.  E.  346;  Eng- 
lish V.  Melntyre,  29  App.  Div.  439,  51 
N.  Y.  Supp.  697.  (2)  In  such  a  case 
the  trustee  by  whom  the  property  was 
transferred  is  a  necessary  party  to  an 
action  to  recover  the  trust  property. 
Peper  v.  Fordyce,  119  U.  S.  469,  7  Sup. 
Ct.  287,  30  L.  ed.  435;  Boyd  v.  Eng- 
land, 56  Ga.  598.  (3)  And  the  trans- 
feree of  the  property  is  a  necessary 
party  to  an  action  to  enforce  the  trust 
upon  the  property  or  its  proceeds.  Chi- 
cago &  A.  Bridge  Co.  V.  Fowler,  55 
Kan.  17,  39  Pac.  727. 

[g]  The  trustee  and  the  persons  to 
whom  he  transferred  the  funds  wltb 
notice,  may  be  joined  as  defendants. 
Stratton  v.  Stratton's  Admr.,  149  Ky. 
473,  149  S.  W.  900. 

[h]  The  creator  of  the  trust  may 
maintain  a  suit  for  its  enforcement. 
Carr  v.  Carr  (Iowa),  171  N.  W.  785. 

95.  U.  S. — McDuflBe  v.  Montgomery, 
128  Fed.  105.  N.  J.— Warren  v.  War- 
ren, 75  N.  J.  Eq.  415,  72  Atl.  960.  N. 
Y. — Batchis  v.  Leask,  149  App.  Div. 
713,  134  N.  Y.  Supp.  350. 

[a]  The  creator  of  the  trust  is  not 
(1)  primarily  interested  in  the  trust 
fund,  and  neither  he  nor  his  personal 
representative  can  maintain  an  action 
to  enforce  it  (111.  —  Doyle  v.  Murphy, 
22  111.  502,  74  Am.  Dec.  165.  Mo.— 
Griesel  v.  Jones,  123  Mo.  App.  45,  ^9 
S.  W.  769.  N.  Y.— Parmenter  v.  Ho- 
mans,  125  App.  Div.  399,  109  N.  Y. 
Supp.  800),  though  (2)  other  authori- 
ties hold  that  he  retains  such  an  in- 
terest as  entitles  him  to  resort  to  the 
court  to  insist  that  the  terms  of  the 
trust  are  carried  out.  Ark. — Grissom  v. 
Hill,  17  Ark.  483.  la.— Warren  v.  Ly- 
ons, 22  Iowa  351.  Mich. — Abbott  v. 
Gregory,  39  Mich.  68.  N.  J. — Backes  V. 
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sonal  representative  of  a  deceased  beneficiary  may  maintain  an  action 
to  establish  a  trust  in  real  property,""  though  in  some  states  the  right 
of  action  is  held  to  be  vested  in  the  heirs."' 

b.  Joinder.  —  All  persons  who  have  similar  interests  in  having  a 
trust  established  and  enforced  may  join  in  the  suit  f^  it  is  not  neces- 
sary that  their  interests  be  joint.""  Persons  having  adverse  interests 
cannot  join  as  plaintiff s.'^ 

3.  Defendants.^  —  The  person  whom  it  is  sought  to  charge  as  a  trus- 
tee and  who  holds  the  legal  title  must  of  course  be  made  a  defendant 
to  the  action,^  and  he  is  also  a  proper  defendant  to  a  suit  between  con- 
flicting claimants,  although  he  hold  no  beneficial  interest  in  the  prop- 
erty.* The  heirs,^  or,  in  some  states,  the  administrator  or  personal  rep- 


Crane,  87  N.  J.  Eq.  229,  100  Atl.  900. 

[b]  A  contingent  Ijeneficial  inter- 
est or  a  mere  possibility  that  a  person 
will  have  an  interest  in  trust  property 
does  not  authorize  the  maintenance  of 
the  action.  Colo. — Allen  v.  White,  36 
Colo.  39,  85  Pac.  695,  7  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
999.  Ky. — McChord  v.  Caldwell's  Exr., 
96  Ky.  617,  29  S.  W.  440.  N.  Y.— New 
York  Female  Assn.  v.  BeeKman,  21 
Barb.   565. 

Compare,  Hunt  v.  Hunt,  124  Mich. 
502,  83  ,N.  W.  371  (prospective  heirs 
and  beneficiaries  entitled  to  relief) ; 
Carson  v.  Kennerly,  8  Rich.  Eq.  (S.  C.) 
59. 

[e]  Heirs  of  a  decedent  who  cre- 
ated a  trust  by  his  will  but  who  are 
not  beneficiaries  nor  charged  with  the 
execution  of  the  trust,  cannot  apply 
for  the  establishment  of  the  trust. 
Tarbert  v.  Eollins,  130  Md.  413,  100 
Atl.  637. 

[d]  Heirs  who,  for  a  consideration 
liave>  waived  their  claim  to  any  inter- 
est in  the  land  purporting  to  be  devised 
in  trust  are  estopped  from  thereafter 
attacking  the  trust.  Tarbert  v.  Eol- 
lins, 130  Md.  413,  100  Atl.  637. 

96.  Holland  v.  Cruft,  20  Pick. 
(Mass.)  321;  Morris  v.  Vyse,  154  Mich. 
253,  117  N.  W.  639,  129  Am.  St.  Eep. 
472. 

97.  Ariz. — Costello  v.  Cunningham, 
16  Ariz.  447,,  147  Pac.  701.  Cal. 
Janes  v.  Throckmorton,  57  Cal.  368. 
Me.  —  Cushman  v.  Goodwin,  95  Me. 
353,  50  Atl.  50.  Mo. — Griesel  v.  Jones, 
123  Mo.  App.  45,  99  S.  W.  769.  Ohio.— 
Craig  V.  Jennings,  31  Ohio  St.  84. 

98.  V.  S. — Watson  v.  National  Life  & 
Trust  Co.,  162  Fed.  7,  88  C.  C.A.  380.  Cal. 
Broder  v.  Conklin,  77  Cal.  330,  19  Pac. 
513.  Conn. — Ketchum  v.  Packer,  65 
Conn.   544,   33    Atl.   499.    Ga.— Fort  v. 


Amos,  108  Ga.  588,  34  S.  B.  150.  Mo. 
Phillips  V.  Hardenburg,  181  Mo.  463, 
80  S.  W.  891;  Shelton  v.  Harrison,  182 
Mo.  App.  404,  167  S.  W.  634.  N.  Y.— 
Mullin  V.  Mullin,  119  App.  Div.  521,  104 
N.  Y.  Supp.  323;  Eobinson  v.  Smith,  3 
Paige  222,  24  Am.  Dec.  212.  Utah.— 
Territory  v.  Golding,  3  Utah  39,  5  Pac. 
546. 

See  generally  the  title  "Parties." 
[a]  In  the  case  of  a  charitable 
trust  the  attorney  general  and  individ- 
uals interested  in  the  trust  may  join 
and  the  proceeding  then  becomes  one 
bv  bill  and  information.  Larkin  v, 
Wikoff,  75  N.  J.  Eq.  462,  72  Atl.  98,  79 
Atl.  365. 

99.  Shelton  v.  Harrison,  182  Mo. 
App.  404,  167  S.  W.  634. 

1.  Martin  v.  Davis,  82  Ind.  38 ;  Eabb 
V.  Flenniken,  29  S.  C.  278,  7  S.  E.  597. 

2.  See  generally  the  title  "Par- 
ties." 

3.  Cal.  —  Lucas  v.  Payne,  7  Cal.  92. 
IT.  Y.  —  Butler  v.  Butler,  41  App.  Div. 
477,  58  N.  Y.  Supn.  1094.  N.  C. — 
Carter  v.  Jones,  40  N.  C.  196,  49  Am. 
Dec.  425.  S.  C  — Dumas  v.  Carroll, 
99  S.  E.  801. 

[a]  A  minor  trustee  is  a  necessary 
defendant.  Wakefield  v.  Marr,  65  Me. 
341. 

[b]  A  former  trustee,  who  has  parted 
with  legal  title  to  the  property,  is  not 
a  necessary  defendant.  Gravlee  V. 
Lamkin,  120  Ala.  210,  24  So.  756;  Hub- 
bell  V.  Hubbell,  22  Ohio  St.  208.  And 
see.  Sage  Land  &  Imp.  Co.  v.  Kipley, 
192  Fed.  785,  114  C.  C.  A.  339. 

4.  Reynolds  v.  Lincoln,  71  Cal.  183, 
9  Pac.  176,  12  Pac.  449;  Wise  v.  Toner 
(Colo.),    176    Pac.    838. 

5.  Ark.  —Freeman  v.  Eussell,  40 
Ark.  56.  ni.  —  Hallesy  v.  Jackson,  66 
III.   139.     Mo.  —  Newman   v.   Newman, 
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resentative,'  and  widow,'  of  one  possessing  property  upon  which  it  is 
sought  to  enforce  a  trust  are  proper  defendants.  All  persons  who  claim 
an  interest  in  the  property,  and  who  do  not  join  as  plaintiffs,^  are 
proper  defendants,'  and  they  are  necessary  defendants  if  it  be  desired 
to  adjudicate  their  claims  and  subject  them  to  the  judgment  in  the  ac- 
tion.^" Upon  the  other  hand,  persons  who  have  or  claim  no  adverse 
interest  in  the  property  need  not  be  made  defendants,"  and  are  not 


152  Mo.  398,  54,  S.  W.  19;  Shelton  v. 
Harrison,  182  Mo.  App.  404,  167  S.  W. 
634.  N.  Y.  —  Moore  v.  Moore,  42  App. 
Div.  92,  68  N.  Y.  Supp.  905.  W.  Va.  — 
Shaffer  v.  Fetty,  30  W.  Va.  248,  4  S.  E. 
278. 

6.  Ala. — Smith  v.  Cain,  187  Ala. 
174,  65  So.  367.  Cal.  — Tyler  v.  Mayre, 
95  Cal.  160,  27  Pae.  160,  30  Pac.  196; 
Eoach  V.  Caraffa,  85  Cal.  436,  25  Pac. 
22,  trust  in  personal  property.  Ga. — 
I'ort  V.  Amos,  108  Ga.  588,  34  S.  B.  150. 
Mich.  —  Richardson  v.  Eiehardson,  83 
Mich.  653,  47   N.  W.  500. 

7.  Eoach  V.  Caraffa,  85  Cal.  436,  25 
Pae.  22;  Shelton  v.  Harrison,  182  Mo. 
App.  404,  167  S.  W,  634. 

8.  Cal.  —  Jenkins  v.  Frink,  30  Cal. 
586,  89  Am.  Dec.  134.  Mass.  —  Sears 
V.  Hardy,  lao  Mass.  524.  Mich. — 
Weaver  v.  Van  Akin,  77  Mich.  688,  43 
N.  W.  1081. 

9.  CaL  —  Beckwith  v.  Sheldon,  154 
Cal.  393,  97  Pae.  867;  Jenkins  v. 
Frink,  30  Cal.  58«,  89  Am.  Dec.  134. 
Mass.  —  McGuire  v.  Devlin,  158  Mass. 
63,  32  N.  E.  1028.  N.  Y.  —  Burns  v. 
Niagara,  L.  &  O.  Power  Co.,  145  App. 
Div.  280,  130  N.  Y.  Supp.  54.  Wis.  — 
Laughlin  v.  Wells  Bldg.  Co.,  171  N.  W. 
755;  Harrigan  v.  Gilchrist,  121  Wis. 
127,  99  N.  "W.  909. 

[a]  A  subsequent  Incumliraiicer  is  a 
proper  but  not  a  necessary  party  de- 
fendant. Gravlee  v.  Lamkin,  120  Ala. 
210,  24  So.  756. 

10.  Cal.  —  Kiuard  v.  Jordan,  10  Cal. 
App.  219,  101  Pac.  696.  Mass. — Sears 
V.  Hardy,  120  Mass.  524.  Mich.  —  San- 
born V.  Loud,  150  Mich.  154,  113  N.  W. 
309,  121  Am.  St.  Eep.  614.  N.  Y.— 
Beck  V.  Staudt,  140  App.  Div.  481,  125 
N.  Y.  Supp.  430. 

[a]  A  cestui  qui  trust  who  is  not  a 
plaintiff,  is  a  necessary  defendant. 
Benton  v.  Benton,  84  Kan.  691,  115 
Pac.  535;  Day  v.  Devitt,  79  N.  J.  Eq. 
342,  81  Atl.  368. 

[b]  A  beneficiary  who  has  assigned 
his  interest  is  a  necessary  defendant. 
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Brown  v.  Fletcher,   206   Fed.   461,   124 
C.  C.  A.  367. 

[c]  lu  an  action  by  a  general  lega- 
tee to  recover  funds  purporting  to  be 
trust  funds  of  the  deceased,  the  person 
named  as  beneficiary  is  a  necessary  de- 
fendant. Walker  v.  Caldwell,  8  Del. 
Ch.  91,  67  Atl.  1085. 

[d]  A  purchaser  or  assignee  of  trust 
property  is  a  necessary  party  to  the 
action  in  order  that  his  claim  may  be 
determined.  Van  Hook  v.  Frey,  13 
App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  543;  Watt  v.  Eeeves, 
89  Ore.  151,  173  Pac.  463,  an  assignee 
of  a  mortgage  sale  certificate  of  pur- 
chase, is  a  necessary  party,  although 
the   certificate  has  not  been  recorded. 

[e]  In  an  action  to  enforce  a  charit- 
able trust  the  attorney  general  is  a 
necessary  defendant.  Larkin  v.  Wikoff, 
75  N.  J.  Eq.  462,  72  Atl.  98,  79  Atl. 
365. 

[f  ]  When  a  trust  in  a  bank  deposit 
is  sought  to  be  established,  the  deposi- 
tor is  a  necessary  defendant.  Gregory 
V.  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank,  171  Mass.  67, 
50  N.  E.  520. 

11.  U.  S. — Frank  Waterhouse  &  Co. 
V.  Dodge,  162  Fed.  1,  88  C.  C.  A.  374. 
Ky.  —  Whayne  v.  Davis,  23  Ky.  L.'  Eep. 
2174,  66  S.  W.  827.  Mass.  —  Kendall 
V.  Fidelity  Trust  Co.,  230  Mass.  238, 
119  N.  E.  861.  IVUch.  —  Chadwick  v. 
Chadwick,  59  Mich.  87,  26  N.  W.  288. 
JMinn.  —  Evans  v.  Staalle,  88  Minn.  253, 
92  N.  W.  951.  Tex.  — See  Henyan  v. 
Trevino  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  137  S.  W. 
468.  Va.  —  Ward  v.  Funsten,  86  Va. 
359,  10  S.  E.  415. 

[a]  Where  streets  have  been  laid 
out  and  dedicated  (1)  the  city  need 
not  be  made  a  party  to  enforce  a  trust 
upon  the  remainder  of  the  property 
(Henyan  v.  Trevino  [Tex.  Civ.  App.], 
137  S.  W.  458);  (2)  neither  need  a 
street  railway  company  whose  tracks 
have  been  laid  upon  the  streets.  Hen- 
yan V.  Trevino  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  137 
S,  W.  458. 

[b]  The  vendor  of  land  as  to  which 
plaintiff  seeks  to  establish  a  resulting 
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even  proper  parties.^^  The  creator  of  the  trust,  from  whom  title  has 
passed,^**  or  his  heir  or  personal  representative/*  is  not  a  necessary- 
party  to  an  action  against  the  trustee  to  enforce  it.  The  administrator 
of  the  deceased  beneficiary  under  a  resulting  trust  is  not  a  necessary 
party  to  an  action  by  the  heirs  to  enforce  it.^" 

All  of  several  co-trustees  must  be  made  defendants.^^  When  a  trust 
arises  as  a  result  of  a  conspiracy,  all  parties  to  the  conspiracy  may  be 
joined  as  defendants.?'' 

G.  Pleadings.  —  1.  Bill  or  Complaint.  —  a.  In  General.  —  The  bill 
or  complaint  in  an  action  to  establish  or  enforce  a  trust  should  allege, 
with  clearness  and  distinctness,^^  the  facts  showing  the  creation^^  and 


trust,  iu  the  hands  of  the  purchaser,  is 
not  a  necessary  defendant.  Vande- 
ford  V.  Stovall,  117  Ala.  344,  23  So. 
30;  Carter  v.  Uhlein  (N.  J.  Eq.),  36 
Atl.  956.  Compare,  Cowdry  v.  Cheshire, 
75  N.  C.  285;  Eyan  v.  O'Connor,  41 
Ohio  St.  368. 

[c]  The  owner  of  property  sold  at 
an  execution  sale  is  not  a  necessary 
party  to  an  action  to  enforce  a  trust 
iu  the  property  against  the  purchaser, 
by  one  claiming  that  it  was  purchased 
for  his  benefit.  Buckner  v.  Carter  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  137  S.   W.  442. 

[d]  Children  of  a  living  beneficiary 
are  not  necessary  defendants.  D.  C.  — 
Hutchins  v.  Dante,  40  App.  Cas.  262. 
111.  — Green  v.  Grant,  143  111.  61,  32 
N.  E.  369,  18  L.  E.  A.  381.  Mich. 
Chadwick  v.  Chadwick,  59  Mich.  87, 
26  N.  W.  288.  Wis.  —  Cody  v.  Cody, 
98  Wis.  445,  74  N.  W.  217. 

12.  Harton  v.  Little,  176  Ala.  267, 
57   So.   851. 

[a]  A  grantee  of  property  to  .whom 
it  has  been  conveyed  by  a  husband,  to 
be  conveyed  to  a  wife,  but  to  be  used 
for  the  benefit  of  the  husband,  is  a 
proper  party,  after  conveyance  by  him 
to  an  action  to  enforce  the  trust.  Euhe 
V.  Euhe,  113  Md.  59o,  77  Atl.  797. 

[b]  Tenants  at  will  of  the  trustee, 
in  possession  of  the  property,  are  not 
proper  defendants.  Eeynolds  v.  Lynch, 
64   Cal.   442,   1   Pac.   893. 

13.  Curtiss  V.  Brown,  29  111.  201; 
Cubberly  ■».  Cubberly,  33  N.  J.  Bq.  82, 
591 

14.  Gravlee  v.  Lamkin,  120  Ala.  210, 
24  So.  756;  Larom  v.  Fabre,  173  App. 
Div.  895,  157   N.  Y.  Supp.  1053. 

15.  McKee  v.  Downing,  224  Mo. 
115,  124  S.  W.  7;  Johnston  v.  John- 
ston, 173  Mo.  91,  73  S.  W.  202,  61  L.  R. 
A.  166.  And  see,  Piekron  v.  Pickron, 
147  Ga.  657,  95  S.  E.  238,  an  action  by 


the  heirs,  the  court  saying  such  an 
action  could  be  brought  either  by  the 
heirs  or  administrator. 

16.  Ala.  —  McKinley  v.  Irvine,  13 
Ala.  681,  706.  111.  —  Hutchinson  v. 
Ayres,  117  111.  558,  7  N.  E.  476.  Kan.— 
Benton  v.  Benton,  84  Kan.  691,  116 
Pac.  535. 

17.  Moore  i).  Empire  Land  Co.,  181 
Ala.  344,  61  So.  940;  Gassert  v.  Strong, 
38  Mont.  18,  98  Pac.  497.  And  see, 
Eigell  V.  Gaskins,  142  Ga.  357,  82  S.  E. 
1057. 

18.  Brace  v.  Eeid,  3  G.  Gr.  (Iowa) 
422;  Swenson  v.  Swenson,  17  S.  D. 
558,  97  N.  W.  845,  the  facts  need  not 
be  alleged  more  distinctly  than  in  other 
civil  actions.  See  generally  the  title 
"Certainty  in  Pleading." 

[a]  The  Complaint  Will  Be  Liberal- 
ly Construed.  —  Lewis  v.  Mohr,  97  Ala. 
366,  11  So.  765.  See  generally  the  title 
"Construction  and  Theory  of  Plead- 
ings." 

19.  Ala. — Long  v.  King,  117  Ala. 
423,  23  So.  534;  Crompton  v.  Yasser,  19 
Ala.  259.  la.  —  Claussen  v.  Laf renz, 
4  G.  Gr.  224.  Neb.  —  Lederer  v.  Lin- 
coln Union  Sav.  Bank,  52  Neb.  133,  71 
N.   W.  954. 

[a]  A  present  and  not  a  future  in- 
tention to  create  a  parol  trust,  must  be 
alleged.  Brown  v.  Brown's  Admrs., 
129  Ky.  138,  110  S.  W.  831. 

[b]  The  statement  of  facts  and  not 
the  form  of  the  prayer  determines  the 
sufficiency  of  the  complaint.  Watson 
V.  Wagner   (Mich.),  168  N.  W.  428. 

[c]  Testamentary  Trusts.  —  The 
complaint  need  not  allege  that  the  will 
has  been  admitted  to  probate  or  a 
decree  of  distribution  made.  Elizalde 
V.  Elizalde,  137  Cal.  634,  66  Pac.  369, 
70  Pac.  861;  Weaver  v.  Van  Akin,  77 
Mich.  588,  43   N.  W.  1081. 
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existence  of  the  trust,  the  interest  of  the  plaintiff  under  the  trust,^" 
or  his  right  to  maintain  the  aetion,^^  and  the  description  of  the  prop- 
erty.^^  The  bill  must  not  be  multifarious.^^ 

The  bill  or  complaint  in  an  action  to  establish  a  trust  on  property  in 
the  hands  of  a  defendant  who  acquired  it  from  a  trustee,  or  a  person 
occupying  a  fiduciary  relation  toward  plaintiff,  must  show  that,  the 
money  or  property  of  plaintiff  is  traceable  to  the  specific  property  ac- 
quired by  defendant  and  upon  which  it  is  sought  to  enforce  the  trust,^* 
must  allege  the  breach  of  trust,^^  and  that  the  defendant  was  not  a 
purchaser  for  value,  without  notice  of  the  trust.^^  The  actual  or  mar- 
ket value  of  the  property  which  it  is  sought  to  subject  to  the  trust  need 
not  be  alleged.^'  The  prayer  should  not  ask  for  conflicting  or  irrecon- 
cilable forms  of  relief,^^  though  it  may  properly  ask  for  alternative 
relief.^" 


20.  U.  S.  —  David  v.  Levy,  119  Fed. 
799.  Cal.  —  Booth  V.  Oakland  Bank  of 
Savings,  122  Cal.  19,  64  Pac.  370.  Va. 
Matney  v.  Yates,  121  Va.  506,  93  S. 
E.  694. 

[a]  Former  ownership  of  the  prop- 
erty by  the  creator  of  the  trust  need 
not  be  alleged.  Booth  v.  Oakland 
Bank,  122  Cal.  19,  54  Pac.  370. 

21.  Willoburn  Eaneh  Co.  v.  Tegen, 
45  Mont.  254,  122  Pac.  915. 

22.  Brindley  v.  Brindley,  197  Ala. 
221,  72  So.  497;  Pickron  v.  Pickron, 
147   6a.   657,   95   S.  E.   238. 

[a]  If  knowledge  of  the  description 
of  the  property  Is  lacking  this  should 
be  averred  and  a  discovery  or  prbdiic- 
tion  of  the  deeds  by  defendant,  asked. 
Brindley  v.  Brindley,  197  Ala.  221,  72 
So.  497. 

23.  Houghton  v.  Tiffany,  116  Md. 
655,  116  Atl.  655;  Euhe  v.  Euhe,  113 
Md.  595,  77  Atl.  797. 

See  generally,  the  title,  "Multifar- 
iousness." 

[a]  "To  support  the  objection  of 
multifariousness  because  the  bill  con- 
tains different  causes  of  suit  against 
the  same  person,  or  persons,  two  things 
must  concur:  First,  the  grounds  of 
suit  must  be  different;  Second,  each 
ground  must  be  sufficient  as  stated  to 
sustain  a  bUl."  Euhe  v.  Euhe,  113 
Md.   695,   77   Atl.   797,   799. 

[b]  If  in  addition  to  stating  a  cause 
of  action  for  the  enforcement  of  a 
trust  insuffij!ient  allegations  relating  to 
other  matters  are  set  out,  the  bill  will 
not  be  multifarious,  since  mere  sur- 
plusage does  not  constitute  multifai^ 
iousness.  Wheeler  v.  Ocker  &  Ford 
Mfg.   Co.,   162   Mich.  204,   127   N.    W. 

Vol.  XXV 


332.    And  see.  Smith  v.  Smith,  153  Ala. 
504,  45   So.  168. 

[c]  A  bill  seeking  alternative  relief, 
such  as  cancellation  of  a  deed  or  estab- 
lishment of  a  trust,  is  not  multifarious, 
under  some  statutes.  Moore  v.  Empire 
Land  Co.,  181  Ala.  344,  61  So.  940. 

24.  XT.  S.  —  United  States  v.  Bitter 
Eoot  Development  Co.,  200  XJ.  S.  451, 
26  Sup;  Ct.  318,  50  L.  ed.  550,  affirming 
133  Fed.  274,  66  C.  C.  A.  652.  Oal.— 
Bram  v.  Christopher,  27  Cal.  App.  741, 
151  Pac.  172.  Mass.  —  Howard  v.  Fay, 
138  Mass.  104.  N.  Y.  — Jaffe  v.  Weld, 
220  N.  Y.  443,  116  N.  E.  73-,  Liebmann 
V.  Liebmann  Bros.  Co.,  84  Hun  361,  32 
N.  Y.  Supp.  406,  65  N.  Y.  St.  622. 

25.  Orb  V.  Coapstick,  136  Ind.  313, 
36  N.  E.  278. 

26.  U.  S.  — Eeed  v.  Munn,  148  Fed. 
737,  80  C.  C.  A.  215.  Ala.  —  Brooks  v. 
Greil  Bros.  Co.,  192  Ala.  235,  68  So. 
874.  Cal.  — Warnock  v.  Harlow,  96  Cal. 
298,  31  Pac.  166,  31  Am.  St.  Eep.  209. 
Colo.  —  De  Mares  v.  Gilpin,  15  Colo. 
76,  24  Pac.  568.  HI.— Coryell  v.  Klehm, 
157  111.  462,  41  N.  B.  864.  Mass.— 
Molony  v.  Eourke,  lOO  Mass.  190.  Tex. 
Compare,  Boaz  v.  Ferrell  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),   152   S.  W.  200. 

27.  Kinard  v.  Jordan,  10  Cal.  App. 
219,  101  Pac.  696. 

[a]  If  a  trivial  value  was  shown  by 
the  complaint  to  attach  to  the  property, 
a  court  of  equity  would  be  justified  in 
refusing  to  take  cognizance  of  thie 
action.  Kinard  v.  Jordan,  10  Cal.  App. 
219,   101   Pac.  696. 

28.  Pickron  v.  Pickron,  147  6a.  657, 
95  S.  E.  238.  See  4  Standakd  Pboc. 
143. 

29.  Smith  v.  Pullum,  184  Ala.  380, 
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Averment  of  Performance  of  Conditions  Precedent.  ^"  —  A  willingness  to  do 
equity  by  payment  of  any  sum  expended  by  the  trustee  from  his  own 
funds,^^  should  be  alleged,  but  it  is  unnecessary  to  allege  a  tender.^" 

Laches. —  When  it  appears  on  the  face  of  the  complaint  that  a  con- 
siderable time  has  elapsed  since  the  events  transpired  from  which  a 
trust  is  claimed  to  have  arisen,  facts  explaining  and  excusing  the  delay 
should  be  alleged.^' 

Statute  of  Frauds.  —  It  need  not  be  alleged  that  an  express  trust  was 
created  by  writing,^*  nor  need  a  resulting  or  constructive  trust  be 
averred  to  have  been  in  writing.'^ 

Amendments  will  be  allowed  or  refused,*®  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  subject  to  the  general  rule  that  a  new  or  different  cause  of  ac- 
tion cannot  be  set  up  by  amendment.^^ 


63  So.  965.    See  4  Standard  Proc.  143; 
6  Standard  Proc.  713. 

30.  See  generally  the  title  "Suits 
and  Actions,  and  supra,  I,  E. 

31.  Hoffman  v.  Buchanan,  57  Tex. 
Civ.  App.   368,  123  S.   W.   168. 

[a]  Failure  to  aver  a  willingness  to 
reimburse  the  defendant,  coupled  with 
charges  of  fraud,  indicates  that  the 
theory  of  the  complaint  is  for  a  re- 
covery for  the  fraud  and  is  not  limited 
to  the  establishment  of  a  trust.  Munro 
V.   Smith,   243   Fed.   654. 

32.  Powell  V.  Powell,  114  III.  329, 
2  N.  B.  162;  Taylor  v.  Calvert,  138 
Ind.  67,  37  N.  E.  531.  See  generally  the 
title  "Tender." 

33.  TJ.  S.  —  Felix  v.  Patrick,  145  U. 
S.  317,  12  Sup.  Ct.  862,  36  L.  ed.  719. 
Oal.  —  Kleinclaus  v.  Dutard,  147  Cal. 
245,  81  Pae.  516.  Del.  —  Martin  v. 
Martin  (Del.  Ch.),  74  Atl.  864. 

See  the  title  "Laches." 

[a]  An  averment  that  the  defendant 
never  repudiated  the  trust  is  sufficient. 
Snyder  v.  Snyder,  280  111.  467,  117  N. 
E.  465. 

34.  XT.  S.  —  Sage  Land  &  Imp.  Co. 
V.  Ripley,  192  Fed.  785,  114  C.  C.  A. 
339;  Lamb  v.  Starr,  Deady  350,  14  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  8,021.'  Cal.  —  Brown  v.  Spen- 
cer, 163  Cal.  589,  126  Pae.  493.  Colo. 
Dennison  v.  Barney,  49  Colo.  442, 
113  Pae.  519.  Ga.  —  Eaton  v.  Barnes, 
121  Ga.  548,  49  S.  E.  593.  Mo.— Mugan 
V.  Wheeler,  241  Mo.  376,  145  S.  W.  462. 
N.  D.  —  Hanson  v.  Svarverud,  18  N.  D. 
550.  120  N.  W.  550.  Okla.  — Logan  v. 
Brown,  20  Okla.  334,  95  Pae.  441,  20 
L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  298.  S.  D.  — Swenson 
V.  Swenson,   17   8.  D,   558,   97  N,  W. 


845,  the  acceptance  of  a  trust  is  pre- 
sumed  to   have   been   in   writing. 

Compare,  Alexander  v.  Spaulding,  160 
Ind.  176,  66  N.  E.  694;  Bonham  v. 
Doyle,  39  Ind.  App.  434,  438,  77  N.  E. 
858;  Chowen  v.  Phelps,  26  Mont.  524, 
69  Pao.  54. 

As  to  necessity  of  anticipating  de- 
fense of  statute  of  frauds,  see  the  title 
"Frauds,  Statute  of." 

[a]  Under  a  statute  which  provides 
that  a  trust  shall  be  "manifested  and 
proved"  by  writing,  it  is  unnecessary 
to  allege  that  the  trust  was  in  writing. 
Beachey  v.  Heiple,  130  Md.  683,  101 
Atl.  553. 

[b]  Where,  however,  it  appears  from 
the  complaint  that  the  trust  was 
created  by  parol,  the  complaint  is  de- 
murrable. Wheeler  v.  Wheeler,  139  Ga. 
604,  77  S.  E.  875.  And  see,  Bigelow  v. 
Sanford,  98  Mich.  657,  57  N.  W.  1037. 

35.  Cal.  —  Pavlovich  «,  Pavlovieh, 
22  Cal.  App.  600,  135  Pae.  303.  Colo. 
Berry  v.  French,  24  Colo.  App.  519, 
135  Pae.  985.  N.  C.  —  Boone  v.  Lee, 
175  N.  C.  383,  95  S.  E.  659.  Okla.— 
McCoy  V.  McCoy,  30  Okla.  379,  121  Pae. 
176,  Ann.  Cas.  1913C,  146. 

36.  Macdermot  v.  Hayes  (Cal.),  170 
Pae.   616. 

Allowance  of  amendments  generally, 
see  the  titles  "Amendments  and  Jeo- 
fails;" "Bills  and  Answers;"  "Par- 
ties." 

37.  U.  S.  — Caldwell  v.  Firth,  91 
Fed.  177,  33  C.  C.  A.  439.  Ala.— Howi- 
son  V.  Baird,  145  Ala.  683,  40  So.  94. 
Tex. — Mixon  v.  Miles  (Tex.  Civ.  App), 
46  S.  W.  105. 

See  the  title  "New  Cause  of  Action 
or  Defense." 
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b.  Averments  of  Violation  of  Trust.  —  The  repudiation  of  the  trust,'* 
or  the  manner  in  which  the  defendant  has  violated  the  obligations  of 
the  trust  must  be  clearly  stated.^^  "When  it  is  desired  to  recover  from 
the  defendant  other  property  owned  by  him  similar  to  that  which  he 
held  in  trust  for  plaintiff  but  has  converted  or  misappropriated  it  must 
be  expressly  alleged  that  defendant  is  in  a  position  to  deliver  the  prop- 
erty." 

c.  Resulting  Trusts.  —  The  facts  from  which  a  resulting  trust  is 
claimed  to  arise  must  be  distinctly  averred.*^ 


38.  Way  v.  Shaver,  2  Cal.  App.  650, 
84  Pae.  283;  Nichols  v.  Eogers,  139 
Mass.  146,  29  N.  B.  377. 

39.  Coffinberry  v.  MeClellan,  164 
Ind.  131,  73  N.  E  97;  Petty  v.  Emery, 
96  App.  Div.  35,  88  N.  Y.  Supp.  823; 
Smythe  v.  Tomlinson,  140  N.  T.  Supp. 
840. 

40.  Macdermot  v.  Hayes  (Cal.),  170 
Pac.  616;  Bell  v  Bank  of  California, 
153  Cal.  234,  94  Pac.  889. 

41.  Ala.  —  Smith  v.  Pullum,  184  Ala. 
380,  63  So.  965;  Gilbreath  v.  Farrow, 
147  Ala.  183,  41  So.  TOGO;  Lehman  v. 
Lewis,  62  Ala.  129.  Colo.  —  Sehlosser 
V.  Sehlosser,  62  Colo.  270,  162  Pac.  153, 
the  existence  of  a  present  interest  in 
the  plaintiff  must  be  alleged.  Ga. — 
Pickron  v.  Pickron,  147  Ga.  657,  95 
S.  E.  238;  Pound  v.  Smith,  146  Ga. 
431,  91  S.  E.  405.  Ky.  — Hickey  v. 
Young,  1  J.  J.  Marsh.  1.  Md.  —  Euhe 
V.  Ruhe,  113  Md.  595,  77  Atl.  797; 
Euler  V.  Schroeder,  112  Md.  155,  76  Atl. 
164.  Mass.  —  Howe  v.  Howe,  199  Mass. 
598,  85  N.  E.  945,  127  Am.  St.  Eep. 
616.  Tex.  —  Pearce  v.  Dyess,  45  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  406,  101  S.  W.  549. 

[a]  The  agreement  under  which 
plaintiff  furnished  the  money  to  de- 
fendant should  be  alleged.  Cal.  —  Pav- 
lovich  V.  Pavlovich,  22  Cal.  App.  500, 
135  Pae.  303.  Ind.  — Alexander  v. 
Spaulding,  160  Ind.  176,  66  N.  B.  694. 
Md.  —  Euler  v.  Schroeder,  112  Md.  155, 
76  Atl.  164.  Nev.  —  Levy  v.  Eyland, 
32  Nev.  460,  109  Pae.  905.  Pa.  —  Mc- 
Cormick  v.  Cook,  199  Pa.  631,  49  Atl. 
238.  Tenn.  —  Smith  v.  Quarles  (Tenn. 
Ch.),  46  S.  W.  1035.  Tex.  —  Compare, 
Pearce  v.  Dyess,  45  Tex.  Civ.  App.  406, 
101  S.  W.  549. 

[b]  The  consideration  paid  for  the 
property  (1)  must  be  alleged.  Shelton 
V.  Aultman  &  Taylor  Co.,  82  Ala.  315, 
8  So.  232;  (2)  A  complaint  which  shows 
that  no  consideration  was  paid,  shows 
that  uo  resulting  trust  arose.    Tainter 
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V.  Broderick  Land  &  Inv.  Co.,  177  Cal. 
664,   171  Pac.   679. 

[c]  That  the  consideration  was  the 
money!  or  property  of  the  plaintiff, 
must  be  alleged.  Ala.  —  Shelton  v. 
Aultman  &  Taylor  Co.,  82  Ala.  315,  8 
So.  232.  Cal.  —  Roberts  v.  Ware,  40 
Cal.  634;  Pavlovich  v.  Pavlovich,  22 
Cal.  App.  500,  135  Pac.  303.  Ga. — 
Mock  V.  Neffler,  148  Ga.  25,  95  S.  B. 
673.  lU.  — Koster  v.  Miller,  149  111. 
195,  37  N.  B.  46.  Ind.  —  Alexander  v. 
Spaulding,  160  Ind.  176,  66  N.  B.  694. 
Miss.  —  Gibson  v.  Poote,  40  Miss.  788. 
Pa.  —  McCormick  v.  Cook,  199  Pa.  631, 
49  Atl.  238. 

[d]  If  only  part  of  the  purchase 
price  was  paid  by  plaintiff  the  com- 
plaint must  distinctly  allege  what  pro- 
portion of  the  total  amount  was  paid  by 
him.  Shaffer  v.  Petty,  30  W.  Va.  248,  4 
S.  B.  278.  And  see.  South  San  Bernar- 
dino L.  &  Imp.  Co.  V.  San  Bernardino 
Nat.  Bank,  127  Cal.  245,  59  Pac.  699. 

[e]  The  time  payment  was  made  by 
the  plaintiff  need  not  be  alleged  to 
render  a  complaint  sufficient  as  against 
a  general  demurrer.  South  San  Bernar- 
dino L.  &  Imp.  Co.  V.  San  Bernardino 
Nat.  Bank,  127  Cal.  245,  59  Pac.  699. 

[f  ]  That  the  conveyance  was  taken 
in  the  grantee's  name  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  person  furnishing  the  pur- 
chase money  must  be  alleged,  under 
same  statutes.  Alexander  v.  Spaulding, 
160  Ind.  176,  66  N.  B.  694. 

[g]  When  title  was  taken  in  the 
name  of  a  husband  or  wife  or  child  of 
plaintiff,  facts  showing  that  no-  ad- 
vancement was  intended  to  be  made 
should  be  alleged.  Ala.  —  Waddail  v. 
Vassar,  196  Ala.  184,  72  So.  14  (allega- 
tion that  the  purchase  was  to  be  made 
"for  her,"  the  plaintiff,  is  sufficient); 
Long  V.  King,  117  Ala.  423,  23  So.  534. 
Colo.  —  Sehlosser  v.  Sehlosser,  62  Colo. 
270,  162  Pac.  153;  Foster  v.  Berrier,  39 
Colo.  398,  89  Pac.  787.    D.  O.  — Dorsey 
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d.  Constructive  Trusts.  —  The  circumstances  which  form  the  basis 
of  plaintiff's  claim  that  a  constructive  trust  exists  must  be  pleaded 
with  clearness,*^  and  in  their  absence  no  cause  of  action  is  stated.*' 

e.  Absolute  Deed  as  a  Trust. *^  —  A  complaint  in  an  action  to  have 
it  declared  that  a  conveyance  absolute  on  its  face  was  in  fact  made  in 
trust,*^  must  state  the  facts,*"  and  not  conclusions  of  law,*'  and  must 


f.  Manning,  15  App.  Cas.  391.  N.  J. — 
Jpyce  V.  Haines,  33  N.  J.  Eq.  99. 

[h]  Kesultlng  or  Express  Trusts. — 
(1)  An  allegation  that  plaintiff  con- 
sented and  agreed  that  title  to  property 
purchased  with  his  money  should  be 
taken  in  the  name  of  defendant,  states 
a  resulting  and  not  an  express  trust. 
Harrison  v.  Harrison,  265  111.  432,  107 
N.  E.  128.  (2)  An  allegation  of  an 
agreement  to  reconvey  property  upon 
conditions  other  than  those  which  the 
Jaw  would  imply  negatives  the  claim 
of  a  resulting  trust.  Bell  v.  Edwards, 
78  S.   C.  490,  59  S.  E.  535. 

[i]  The  repudiation  of  the  trust  by 
defendant,  and  the  time  when  such  re- 
pudiation was  made,  should  be  stated. 
Pavlovich  v.  Pavlovieh,  22  Cal.  App. 
500,  135  Pac.  303. 

42  U.  S.  —  Dickinson  v.  Kempner, 
193  Fed.  204.  Ark.  — Terrell  v.  Eagle, 
85  Ark.  140,  107  S.  W.  670,  containing 
form  of  complaint  charging  administra- 
tor purchasing  land  of  the  estate  as  a 
trustee.  Cal.  —  Jenkins  v.  Frink,  30 
Cal.  586,  89  Am.  Dee.  134.  HI.  — Mil- 
ler V.  Miller,  266  111.  522,  107  N.  E. 
821,  discussing  the  nature  and  suffi- 
ciency of  the  facts  which  must  be  al- 
leged. Mich.  —  Watson  ?;.  "Wagner,  168 
N.  W.  428.  Mont.  —  Dreeland  v.  Pas- 
coe,  39  Mont.  290,  102  Pac.  331.  Okl. 
Citizens'  Trading  Co.  v.  Bass,  30 
Okla.  747,  120  Pac.  1095.  Tex.  — Ivey 
V.  Teichman  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  201  S. 
W.  695;  Nuckols  v.  Stanger  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  153  S.    W.  931. 

[a]  "The  mere  reiteration  of  the 
bill  charging  trust  relations  is  of  no 
weight  in  arriving  at  the  relation  of 
the  parties.  Facts  constituting  such 
relation  must  appear  in  the  bill."  Dick- 
inson V.  Kempner,  193  Fed.  204;  Per- 
reau  v.  Perreau,  12  Oal.  App.  122,  106 
Pac.  728. 

[b7  Fraud  when  relied  upon  as  the 
basis  of  the  trust  (1)  must  be  distinct- 
ly and  explicitly  alleged.  Ala. — Smith 
V.  Smith,  153  Ala.  504,  45  So.  168.  Cal. 
Plummer  v.  Brown,  70  Cal.  544,  12 
Pac  464;     Perreau  v.  Perreau,  12  Cal. 


App.  122,  106  Pac.  728.  See  Bram  v. 
Christopher,  27  Cal.  App.  741,  161  Pac. 
172.  Mass.  —  Nichols  v.  Rogers,  139 
Mass.  146,  29  N.  E.  377.  Mich.— 
Watson  v.  Wagner,  168  N.  W.  428; 
Morris  v.  Vyse,  154  Mich.  253,  117  N. 
W.  639,  129  Am.  St.  Rep.  472.  Mo.— 
Leahey  v.  Witte,  123  Mo.  207,  27  S.  W. 
402.  Va.  —  Fleenor  v.  Hensley,  121  Va. 
367,  93  S.  E.  582.  See  also  the  title 
"Fraud  and  Deceit."  (2)  It  must  ap- 
pear that  the  conduct  of  which  com- 
plaint is  made,  actually  worked  a 
fraud.  Hill  v.  Wilson,  210  Fed.  200, 
127  C.  C.  A.  260. 

[c]  When  violation  of  personal  con- 
fidence is  relied  upon  as  the  foundation 
of  the  action  actual  fraud  need  not  be 
alleged.  Luscombe  v.  Grigsby,  11  S.  D. 
408,  78  N.  W.  357. 

[d]  No  allegation  of  fraud  is  neces- 
sary to  support  a  trust,  when  property 
was  conveyed  by  a  child  to  her  mother 
upon  the  latter 's  promise  to  execute  a 
will  in  favor  of  the  child.  Eobinson  v. 
Paville  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  213  S.  W, 
316. 

[e]  An  allegation  of  ownership  of 
property  by  the  trustee,  is  not  neces- 
sary, where  it  appears  that  he  held  a 
contract  to  purchase  it,  since  a  trust 
may  exist  in  a  contract  of  purchase  or 
lease.  Carter  v.  Holt,  28  Cal.  App.  796, 
154  Pac.  37. 

43.  Cal.— Tainter  v.  Broderick  Laiid 
&  Inv.  Co.,  177  Cal.  664,  171  Pac.  679. 
Ind.  —  Alexander  v.  Spaulding,  160 
Ind.  176,  66  N.  E.  694.  Tex.  — Ivey  i). 
Teichman  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  201  S.  W. 
695.  Utah.  — Kent  v.  Kent,  50  Utah 
44,  165  Pac.  271. 

44.  Absolute  deed  as  mortgage,  see 
19  Standard  Pboc.  895,  952. 

45.  See  Dennison  v.  Barney,  49  Colo. 
442,  113  Pac.  519. 

46.  Ala.— Long  t;.  King,  117  Ala.  423, 
23  So.  534.  Me.  — Eowell  v.  Freese,  23 
Me.  182.  N.  J.  — Warmoth  v.  Durand, 
57  N.  J.  Eq.  160,  42  Atl.  168,  parol 
trust  collateral  to  a  deed  of  trust. 

47.  Sullivan  v.  Fant,  61  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  6,  110  a  W.  507. 
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allege  that  plaintiff  has  an  existing  right  or  interest  in  the  property.*' 
Fraud  or  mistake  need  not  be  alleged.*^ 

2.  Demurrer.  —  The  general  principles  applicable  to  pleading  by 
demurrer  govern  actions  to  enforce  a  trust.°°  The  objection  that  a  trust 
was  void  because  not  in  writing  cannot  be  urged  on  demurrer,^^  unless 
it  appears  oh  the  face  of  the  complaint  that  the  trust  rests  in  parol.'^^ 
The  question  of  laches  may,  in  some  jurisdictions,  be  raised  by  demur- 
rer when  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  bill.°^ 

3.  Plea  or  Answer.  —  The  plea,  where  permitted,^*  or  answer,^^ 
should  follow  the  rules  elsewhere  discussed.  This  rule  applies  to  such 
defenses  as  the  statute  of  frauds,^^  the  statute  of  limitations,^^  and 
laches.^^  A  general  denial,  where  proper,  places  in  issue  the  fact  of  the 


[a]  Allegations  that  there  was  no 
valid  delivery  of  a  deed,  that  its  pos- 
session was  obtained  "unlawfully" 
and  "without  right,"  are  insufficient. 
Fisher  v.  Fisher,  23  Cal.  App.  310,  137 
Pac.  1094. 

48.  Melvin  v.  Melvin,  8  Cal.  App. 
684,  97  Pae.  696. 

49.  N  O.  — Link  v.  Link,  "90  N.  C. 
235.  Compare,  Briggs  v.  Morris,  54  N.  C. 
193.  N.  D.  —  Hanson  v.  Svarverud,  18 
N.  D.  550,  120  N.  W.  550.  Tex.— 
Clark  V.  Haney,  62  Tex.  511,  50  Am. 
Eep.  536;  Sullivan  v.  Fant,  51  Tex, 
Civ.  App.  6,  110  S.-W.  507. 

But  see,  Clagett  v.  Hall,  9  Gill  &  J. 
(Md.),  80. 

50.  See  the  title  "Demurrer." 

51.  Broder  v.  Conklin,  77  Cal.  330, 
19  Pac.  513:  Whiting  v.  Dyer,  21  E.  I. 
85,  41  Atl.   895. 

52.  Ala.  —  Manning  v.  Pippen,  86 
Ala.  357,  5  So.  572,  11  Am.  St.  Eep. 
46.  Cal.  — Barr  v.  O'Donnell,  76  Cal. 
469,  18  Pac.  429,  9  Am.  St.  Eep.  242. 
Mass.  —  Walker  v.  Locke,   5  Gush.  90. 

See  the  title  "Frauds,  Statute  of" 
and  supra,  I,  G,  1,  notes  34,  85. 

[a]  If  counsel  admit  upon  the  hear- 
ing of  a  demurrer  that  an  express  trust 
was  not  created  by  a  writing,  a  de- 
murrer is  properly  sustained  although 
the  defect  does  not  appear  on  the  face 
of  the  complaint.  Thompson  v.  Marley, 
102  Mich.  476,  60  N.  W.  976.  But  see 
6  Standard  Prog.  984,  note  74. 

53.  Ewald  v.  Kierulff,  175  Cal.  363, 
165  Pac.  942.  See  18  Standard  Proc. 
434,  437.  But  see  Berry  v.  French,  24 
Colo.  App.  519,  135  Pac.  985. 

54.  See  the  title  "Pleas  in  Equity." 

55.  See  the  titles:  "Answers;" 
"Bills  and  Answers;"  "Confeggion 
and  Avoidance;"   "Denials." 
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See  also  Green  v.  Green,  50  S.  C.  514, 
27  S.  E.  952,  62  Am.  St.  Eep.  846; 
Cocke  V.  Minor,  25  Gratt  (66  Va.)  246. 

[a]  A  denial  on  information  and 
helief  by  one  having  personal  knowl- 
edge of  the  fact,  is  insufficient.  Avery 
v.  Stewart,  136  N.  C.  426,  48  S.  E.  775, 
68  L.  E.  A.  776.  See  the  title  "Infor- 
mation  and  Belief." 

[b]  The  defense  that  plaJntiS  did 
not  furnish  the  money  used  by  defend- 
ant in  purchasing  land  as  to  which  a 
resulting  trust  is  claimed,  may  be 
raised  by  answer  or  negative  plea. 
Stephens  v.  St.  Louis  Union  Trust  Co., 
260  111.  364,  103  N.  E.  190. 

[c]  A  supplemental  answer  may  be 
filed  setting  forth  matters  which  have 
occurred  pending  the  suit,  such  as  ex- 
penses necessarily  incurred  in  preserv- 
ing the  property  which  are  properly 
chargeable  against  the  property  itself. 
Anderson  v.  Phegiey,  85  Ore.  627,  167 
Pac.  570.  See  the  title  "Supplemental 
Pleading." 

56.  See  the  title  "FTaU'ds,  Statute 
of"  and  the  following  cases:  Cal. — 
Broder  v.  Conklin,  77  Cal.  330,  19  Pac. 
513.  ni.  — Stodder  v.  Hoffman,  158 
111.  486,  41  N.  E.  1082;  Switzer  v. 
Skiles,  8  111.  529,  44  Am.  Dee.  723.  Mo. 
Condit  V.  Maxwell,  142  Mo.  266,  44 
S.  W.  467.  N.  Y.  — Miller  v.  Munroe, 
59  App.  Div.  623,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  861. 
Tenn.  —  Gregory  v.  Farris,  56  S.  W. 
1059. 

See  also  supra,  I,  G,  2. 

57.  See  the  title  Iiimltation  of  Ac- 
tions" and  Cox  v.  Brown,  87  N.  J.  Eq. 
462,  101  Atl.  260. 

58.  See  the  title  "Laches."  See 
also  supra,  I,  G,  2. 

[a]  Kelief  wiU  be  denied  upon  the 
ground    of    laches    although    the    mbt 
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trust."*  and,  in  some  jurisdictions,  also  the  existence  of  a  writing  mani- 
festing it  and  necessary  to  its  validity.*"  In  stating  the  defense  that 
defendant  was  a  purchaser  for  value  from  the  trustee,  without  notice 
of  the  trust,  the  facts  must  be  clearly  set  forth.®^ 

4.  Cross-Bill.®^  —  The  establishment  and  enforcement  of  a  trust  may 
under  proper  circumstances  be  sought  by  cross-bill."^  So  also  in  a  suit 
to  declare  and  enforce  a  trust,  a  defendant,  by  cross-bill,  may  set  up 
any  claim  of  interest  in  the  trust  property  possessed  by  him.°* 

H.  Interlocutory  or  Ancillary  Proceedings.  —  1.  Reference, 
Subject  to  the  rules  and  limitations  elsewhere  discussed, "^^  a  master  in 
chancery  or  referee  may  be  appointed  whenever  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court  such  an  appointment  seems  desirable."" 

2.  Injunctions  and  Receivers."^  —  When  trust  property  is  being 
mismanaged  or  wasted, "'  or  is  threatened  with  loss,  "^  it  may  be  placed 
by  the  court  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver,  ^°  or  the  person  who  is  claimed 
to  be  a  trustee  will  be  enjoined  from  committing  acts  calculated  to 


reasonaljle  delay  is  not  pleaded  as  a 
defense.  Cox  v.  Brown,  87  N.  J.  Eq. 
462,  101  Atl.  260. 

59.  Chandler  v.  Eoe,  46  Okla.  349, 
148  Pae.  1026.   See  the  title  "Denials." 

60.  Chandler  v.  Eoe,  46  Okla.  349, 
148  Pae.  1026.  But  see  10  Standard 
Peoc.  74. 

61.  IT.  S.  —  Newman  v.  Schwerin, 
109  Fed.  942,  48  C.  C.  A.  742.  Miss.— 
Greaves  v.  Atkinson,  68  Miss.  598,  16 
So.  73.  S.  0.  —  Price  v.  Krasnoff,  60 
S.  C.  172,  38  S.  E.  413.  Term.  —  Wolfe 
V.  Citizens'  Bank  (Tenn.  Ch.),  42  S.  W, 
39. 

62.  Cross  -  Bills  generally,  see  € 
Standard  Peoc.  259. 

63.  See  infra  this  note,  and  the 
titles:  "Cross -Bill;"  "Cross -Com- 
plaint." 

[a]  A  trust  can  only  be  set  up  by 
cross-bill,  when  the  allegations  in  the 
cross-bill  would  be  germane  to  the  case 
made  by  the  original  bill.  Lowell  v. 
Wheeler    (Vt.),    102    Atl.    337. 

[b]  The  cross-bill  must  not  be  mul^ 
tifaxious  in  its  form.  Hence  the  en- 
forcement of  the  trust  and  the  con- 
struction of  a  will  as  to  the  interest  of 
a  legatee  cannot  be  sought  in  one 
action.  Lowell  v.  Wheeler  (Vt.),  102 
Atl.  337. 

64.  H.  C.  &  W.  B.  Reynolds  Co.  v. 
Reynolds,  190  Ala.  468,  67  So.  293  (dis- 
tinguishing between  a  cross-bill  and  an 
original  bill  in  the  nature  of  a  cross- 
bill); Miller  v.  Himebaugh  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  153  8.  W.  338. 

[a]      A  third  person  who  acted  in 


reliance  upon  the  apparent  ownership 
of  property  claimed  by  plaintiff  t»  have 
been  held  subject  to  a  resulting  trust 
may  set  up  his  rights  by  cross-bill.  H. 
C.  &  W.  B.  Reynolds  Co.  v.  Reynolds, 
190   Ala.   468,  67   So.   293. 

65.  See  the  title  "References." 

66.  Ferguson  v.  Rogers,  129  Ark. 
197,  195  S.  W.  22;  Green  v.  Green,  50 
S.  C.  514,  27  S.  E.  952,  62  Am.  St.  Rep. 
846. 

67.  See  generally  the  titles  "In- 
junctions ; "    "  Receivers. ' ' 

68.  Holbrook  v.  Fyffe,  164  Ky.  435, 
175  S.  W.  977;  Raleigh  v.  Fitzpatrick, 
43  N.  J.  Eq.  501,  11  Atl.  1. 

69.  Davis  v.  Browne,  2  Del.  Ch.  188; 
Bowling  V.  Scales,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  63. 

[a]  Fending  the  determination  of 
the  question  whether  a  trust  has  ended 
by  the  death  of  the  trustee  or  whether 
a  new  trustee  should  be  appointed,  a 
temporary  receiver  may  be  appoiated. 
Hogg  V.  Hoag,  89  Fed.  595. 

70.  See  preceding  notes. 

[a]  Courts  are  reluctant  to  appoint 
a  receiver.  111. — Rich  v.  Mulloney,  121 
111.  App.  603.  Ky.  —  Holbrook  v.  Fyffe, 
164  Ky.  435,  175  S.  W.  977;  Thome  v. 
Allen,  24  Ky.  L.  Rep.  987,  70  S.  W. 
410.  Tex.  —  Dallas  City  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Dunham,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App.  184,  44  S. 
W.  605. 

[b]  The  heirs  of  a  deceased  trustee 
may  be  directed  to  convey  legal  title 
to  land  in  another  jurisdiction  to  the 
receiver.    Hogg  v.  Hoag,  80  Fed.  595. 

Procedure  for  the  appointment  of 
receivers,  see  the  title  "Receivers." 
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injure  it,  ^^  pending  the  hearing  and  determination  of  a  suit  to  declare 
or  enforce  the  trust,  though  the  court  will  be  careful  not  to  interfere 
with  the  exercise  in  good  faith  of  the  discretionary  powers  and  duties 
of  the  trustee. " 

3.  Payment  Into  Court.  —  "When  the  existence  of  the  trust  is  ad- 
mitted, '^  the  court  may,  upon  motion  made  after  notice,  '*  order  the 
funds  paid  into  court, ''  whenever  there  is  danger  ©f  loss  of  the  funds 
or  other  good  reason  for  such  action  is  made  to  appear.''^ 

I.  Hearing  or  Trial.'''  —  Neither  party  is  entitled  as  a  matter  of 
right  to  a  jury  trial,'^  though  the  court  may  in  its  discretion,'^  and  for 
the  purpose  ef  obtaining  the  advice  of  a  jury,  submit  special  issues  to 
them.  *°    Whether  the  requisite  certainty  exists  as  to  the  subject,  pur- 


71.  U.  S.  —  Cook  V.  Flagg,  255  Fed. 
195;  Preaton  v.  Walsh,  10  Fed.  315. 
Ga.  —  Pickron  v.  Piekron,  147  Ga.  657, 
95  S.  E.  238;  McCreary  v.  Gewinner, 
103  Ga.  528,  29  S.  E.  960.  Mich. 
Chamberlain  v.  Eddy,  154  Mich.  593, 
118  N.  W.  499.  Neb.  —  Coleman  v. 
McGrew,  71  Neb.  801,  99  N.  W.  663. 
N.  J.  —  Crum  v.  Moore's  Admr., 
14  N.  J.  Eq.  436,  82  Am.  Dee. 
262;  Cooper  v.  Cooper,  5  N.  J.  Eq.  9, 
the  charge  »f  mismanagement  must  be 
made  specifically.  N.  Y.  —  Blake  v. 
Buflfalo  Creek  E.  Co.,  56  N.  Y.  485; 
Cohen  v.  Mainthow,  182  App.  Biv.  613, 
169  N.  Y.  Supp.  889.  N.  C  — Jones  v. 
Poston,  55  N.  C.  184.  Va. —  Watson 
V.  Fletcher,  7  Gratt  (48  Va.)  1. 

Procedure  far  obtaining  an  injunc- 
tion, see  the  title   "Injunctions." 

72.  Kester  v.  Alexander,  47  W.  Va. 
329,  34  S.  E.  819.  And  see,  infra,  VII, 
D. 

73.  Blanton  v.  Heckscher,  101  Va. 
42,  42  S.  E.  915. 

[a]  When  the  defendant  denies 
liability  and  the  existence  of  the  trust 
the  question  of  liability  must  be  de- 
termined before  an  order  far  payment 
into  court  can  be  made.  Blanton  v. 
Heckscher,  101  Va.  42,  42  S.  E.  915. 

74.  Grinnan  v.  Long,  22  W.  Va.  693. 

75.  See  infra,  this  note  and  general- 
ly the  titles  "Deposit  in  Court;" 
"Tender." 

[a]  "The  general  rule  of  chancery- 
practice,  as  to  the  payment  of  money 
into  court,  is  that,  where  a  fiduciary 
admits  in  his  answer,  or  an  his  exam- 
ination, or  where  it  appears  on  a  mast- 
er's report  unexcepted  to  that  he  has 
in  hand  money  belonging  to  the  trust 
estate,  such  money  may  be  ordered  to 
be  paid  into  court  upon  interlocutory 
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application."      Blanton    ti.    Heckscher, 
101   Va.   42,   42   S.   E.   915. 

[b]  "The  exercise  of  this  power  is 
not  relaxed,  even  though  the  trustee 
misappropriated  the  fund.  All  that 
need  appear  is  that  the  answer  admits 
the  trust  estate  and  the  complainant's 
title  thereto.  Whether  the  trust  rela- 
tion was  changed  into  another  may  be 
ascertained  from  proof  in  the  cause. 
Dan.  Ch.  PI.  &  Pr.  *1770,  exploits  this 
subject."  Bullock  v.  Angleman,  82  N. 
J.  Eq.  23,  87  Atl.  627. 

76.  Md.— Clagett  v.  Hall,  9  Gill  &  J.  80. 
Mich.  —  Cropsey  v.  Johnston,  137  Mich. 
16,  100  N.  W.  182.  isr.  Y.  — Clarkson 
V.  De  Peyster,  1  Hopk.  Ch.  274.  W.  Va. 
Grinnan  v.  Long,  22  W.  Va.  698. 

[a]  When  the  funds  are  about  to  be 
removed  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court,  the  order  may  be  made.  Carr  v. 
Bredenberg,  50  S.  C.  471,  27  S.  E.  925. 

77.  See  the  titles  "Hearing;" 
"Trial." 

78.  Cal.  —  Noble  v.  Learned,  153 
Cal.  245,  94  Pac.  1947.  Mich.  —  Cham- 
berlain V.  Eddy,  154  Mich.  593,  118  N. 
W.  499.  Minn.  — Morton  Brick  &  Tile 
Ce.  V.  Sodergren,  130  Minn.  252,  153 
N.  W.  527.  Wash.  — Bluett  v.  Wilce, 
43  Wash.  492,  86  Pac.  853. 

See  the  title  "Juries  and  Jurors." 

79.  McCoy  v.  McCey,  30  Okla.  379, 
121  Pac.   176,  Ann.   Cas.   1913C,   146. 

80.  Ind. — Garard  v.  Garard,  135  Ind 
15,  34  N.  E.  442,  809.  Mich.— Chamber- 
lain V.  Eddy,  154  Mich.  593,  118  N.  W. 
499.  Mo.  —  Northrip  v.  Burge,  255 
Mo.  641,  164  S.  W.  584;  Shelton  v. 
Harrison,  182  Mo.  App.  404,  167  S.  W. 
634,  suit  to  establish  a  resulting  trust 
in  the  proceeds  of  land.  Okla.  —  Mc- 
Coy V.  McCoy,  30  Okla.  379,  121  Pae. 
176,  Ann.  Cas.  1913C,  146. 

See  14  Standard  Peoc.  526,  et  seq. 
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pose,  and  beneficiary  of  a  trust,^^  or  whether  a  trust  was  in  fact  cre- 
ated,*^ whether  there  has  been  such  part  performance  of  an  oral  trust 
as  to  satisfy  the  statute  of  frauds,*^  are  ordinarily  questions  of  fact. 

A  material  variance  between  the  pleadings  and  the  proof  will  be  fatal 
to  a  recovery,**  but  an  immaterial  variance  will  be  disregarded.*^ 

Findings  should  be  made  upon  every  material  issue,  *^  and  should  be 
drawn  ia  clear  and  certain  language.*^  Conclusions  of  law  must  be 
supported  by  the  pleadings.** 

J.  JuD&MENT  OR  Deceee.  —  The  judgment  or  decree  *^  must  con- 
form to  the  pleadings  and  proof,^"  though  ;where  a  prayer  for  general 
relief  is  incorporated  in  the  bill,  any  relief  in  consonance  with  the  facts 
alleged  and  proved  may  be  granted. ^^  A  money  judgment  may  be 
rendered.'^    The  judgment  may  direct  the  execution  of  a  deed  eonvey- 


81.  Noble  V.  Learned,  153  Cal.  245, 
94  Pae.  1047,  for  determination  by  the 
trial   court  and  net  on  appeal. 

82.  Me.  — Viele  v.  Curtis,  116  Me. 
328,  101  Atl.  966.  Mich.  —  Pitcher  v. 
Eogers'  Estate,  199  Mich.  114,  165  N. 
W.  813.  Minn.  —  Walso  v.  Latterner 
140  Minn.  455,  168  N.  W.  353.  N.  C. 
Avery  v.  Stewart,  136  N.  C.  426,  48 
S.  E.  775,  68  L.  E.  A.  776.  Tex.  —  Sal- 
ter V.  Gentry,  61  Tex.  Civ.  App.  526, 
130  S.  W.  627;  Whitfield  v.  DiflS.e  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  105  S.  W.  324,  whether  a 
deed  absolute  on  its  face  was  executed 
in  trust. 

[a]  Whether  a  resulting  trust  was 
created  is  a  question  of  fact.  Ga. — 
Jones  V.  Penn,  103  Ga.  183,  29  S.  E. 
298.  la.  — Webb  v.  Webb,  130  Iowa 
457,  104  N.  W.  438.  Pa.  — Bowen  v. 
Haupt,  192  Pa.  406,  43  Atl.  963.  S.  O. 
McGee  v.  Wells,  52  S.  C.  472,  30  S.  E. 
602. 

83.  GofE  V.  Goff,  98  Kan.  201,  158 
Pae.  26. 

84.  Owens  v.  Collins,  23  Ala.  837; 
Bowman  v.  O'Reilly,  31  Miss.  261. 

[a]  Where  an  express  trust  is  al- 
leged there  can  be  no  recovery  on  proof 
of  a  rtsulting  er  implied  trust.  Mul- 
long  V.  Schneider,  155  Iowa  12,  134  N. 
W.  957;  Smalley  v.  Paine,  62  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  52,  130  S.  W.  739.  See  the  title 
"Variance  and  Failure  «f  Proof." 

85.  Ala.  —  Smith  v.  Pullum,  184 
Ala.  380,  63  So.  965.  Cal.  — Taylor  v. 
Morris,  163  Cal.  717,  127  Pae.  66; 
Thomas  v.  Jameson,  77  Cal.  91,  19  Pae. 
177.  Ind.  — Taylor  v.  Calvert,  138 
Ind.  67,  37  N.  B.  531.  Mont.  — Willo- 
biirn  Ranch  Co.  v.  Yegen,  49  Mont.  101, 
140  Pae.  231.  W.  Va.  — Campbell  v. 
O'NeUl,  69  W.  Va.  459,  72  S.  E.  732, 


86.  Chadwick  v.  Arnold,  34  Utah 
48,  95  Pae.  527;  Walston  v.  Smith, 
67  Vt.  542,  32  Atl.  486.  See  the  title 
"Findings  and  Conclusions." 

87.  Sheehan  v.  Sullivan,  126  Cal. 
189,  58  Pae.  543. 

88.  Largey  v.  Leggat,  30  Mont.  148, 
75  Pae.  950. 

89.  See  the  titles;  "Decrees;" 
"Judgments." 

90.  Reed  v.  Munn,  148  Fed.  737,  80 
C.  C.  A.  215;  McCreary  i;.  Robinson 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  57  S.   W.  682. 

[a]  Surplusage  in  the  judgment  does 
not  affect  its  validity.  Curtin  v.  Krohn, 
4  Cal.  App.  131,  87  Pae.  243. 

91.  XJ.  S. — Ambrosius  v.  Ambrosius, 
239  Fed.  473,  152  C.  C.  A.  351;  Craw- 
ford V.  Moore,  28  Fed.  824.  Cal. — 
Milloglav  V.  Zacharias,  33  Cal.  App. 
561,  165  Pae.  977.  Colo.  —  MeClure  «>. 
La  Plata,  23  Colo.  130,  46  Pae.  677. 

[a]  Although  the  words  "trust"  or 
"fiduciary"  or  "unfairness"  are  not 
employed  in  the  complaint,  if  the  facts 
alleged  and  proved  warrant  relief 
based  upon  the  existence  of  a  trust  re- 
lation, such  relief  may  be  awarded. 
Savings  &  Loan  Soc.  v.  Davidson,  97 
Fed.  696,  38   C.  C.  A.   365. 

92.  Clews  V.  Jamieson,  182  TJ.  S.  461, 
21  Sup.  Ct.  845,  45  L.  ed.  1183;  Madi- 
son Trust  Co.  V.  Carnegie  Trust  Co., 
167  App.  Div.  4,  152  N.  Y.  Supp.  517. 

[a]  "The  remedies  which  such  a, 
court  [of  equity]  may  give  'depend 
upon  the  nature  and  object  of  the 
trust;  sometimes  they  are  specific  in 
their  character  and  of  a  kind  which 
the  law  courts  cannot  administer,  but 
often  they  are  of  the  same  general 
kind  as  those  obtained  in  legal  actions, 
being   mere   recoveries    of    money.     A 
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ing  legal  title.^^  Where  a  constructive  trust  is  declared,  the  judgment 
may  award  such  relief  as  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  the  plead- 
ings call  for.^*  The  time  for  the  performance  of  any  acts  required  by 
the  decree  to  be  performed  by  either  party  should  be  definitely  stated."* 
Eeimbursement  of  the  trustee  for  money's,  necessarily  and  properly 
expended  upon  the  trust  estate  will  be  directed.'^ 

K.  Costs. —  In  actions  involving  the  enforcement  of  trusts,  the 
court  has  a  large  discretion  in  awarding  costs. °^  "When  the  trust  is 
established  or  the  relief  sought  by  plaintiff  is  granted  and  the  action 
was  rendered  necessary  by  the  act  or  conduct  of  the  trustee,  he  will  be 
charged  with  the  costs,^*  though,  when  justice  requires  it,  the  costs 


court  of  equity  will  always,  by  its  de- 
cree, declare  the  rights,  interest  or 
estate  sf  the  cestui  que  trust,  and  will 
compel  the  trustae  t»  da  all  the  specific 
acts  required  of  him  by  the  terms  of 
the  trust.  It  often  happens  that  the 
final  relief  to  be  obtained  by  the  cestui 
que  trust  consists  in  the  recovery  of 
money.  This  remedy  the  courts  of 
equity  will  always  decree  when  neces- 
sary, whether  it  is  confined  to  the  pay- 
ment of  a  single  specific  sum,  or  in- 
volves an  accounting  by  the  trustee  for 
all  that  he  has  done  in  pursuance  of 
tl^e  trust,  and  a  distribution  of  the 
trust  msneys  among  all  the  beneficia- 
ries who  are  entitled  to  share  therein.' 
1  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.,  sec.  158."  Clews  v. 
Jamieson,  182  U.  S.  461,  479,  21  Sup. 
Ct.  845,  45  L.  ed.  1183. 

[b]  The  fact  that  the  trust  fund 
cannot  be  followed  and  a  lien  im- 
pressed upon  it,  does  not  prevent  the 
court  from  giving  a  money  judgment. 
McClure  v.  La  Plata,  23  Colo.  130,  46 
Pae.  677. 

93.  Smith  v.  Goethe,  147  Cal.  725, 
82  Pae.  384;  Murphy  v.  Hopcroft,  142 
Cal.  43,  75  Pae.  567,  the  judgment  does 
not  of  itself  operate  to  transfer  the 
title. 

[a]  A  warranty  deed  should  not  be 
ordered  to  be  executed.  Hatfield  v. 
Allison,  57  W.  Va.  374,  50  S.  E.  729. 

94.  Ala.  — Buller  i!.  Watrous,  185 
Ala.  130,  64  So.  346,  plaintiff's  title  in 
other  land  may  be  divested  when  neces- 
sary to  work  complete  justice.  N.  0.  — 
Massey  v.  Alston;  173  N.  C.  215,  91 
S.  E.  964.  Utah. — Chadwick  f.  Arnold, 
34  Utah  48,  95  Pae.  527. 

[a]  "The  relief  granted  in  con- 
structiye  trust  cases  is  not  measured  by 
the  fraudulent  promises  of  the  wrong- 
doer, but  on  the  other  hand  may  be 
contrary  thereto.     Where  the  basis  of 
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the  constructive  trust  —  fraud  —  is 
shown,  relief  is  administered  in  con- 
sonnance  with  equity  rules."  Terry  v. 
Davenport,  185  Ind.  561,  112  N.  E.  998. 

[b]  A  charge  or  lien  upon  specific 
property  may  be  created.  Powell  v. 
Yearance,  73  N.  J.  Eq.  117,  67  Atl. 
892., 

[c]  The  matter  of  an  accounting, 
which  is  sought,  may  be  reserved  for 
further  hearing  after  the  trust  is  estab- 
lished. Schwartz  v.  Gerhardt,  44  Or. 
425,  75  Pae.  698. 

[d]  Partition.  —  (1)  When  a  con- 
structive trust  is  established  in  an  un- 
divided but  ascertained  interest  in 
land,  the  court  may  properly  direct  a 
partition  to  be  made.  Henyan  v.  Tre- 
vino  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  137  S.  W.  458. 
(2)  A  parol  partition  agreed  upon  be- 
tween the  parties  or  their  privies  will 
■be  enforced.  Fleenor  v.  Hensley,  121 
Va.  367,  93  S.  E.  582. 

95.  Hebron  v.  Kelly,  77  Miss.  48,  23 
So.  641,  25  So.  877;  Weber  v.  Richard- 
son, 76  Ore.  286,  147  Pae.  522,  1199. 

[a]  When  a  decree  declares  that  a 
trust  shall  be  terminated  upon  payment 
of  a  stated  sum  by  the  defendant  and 
in  default  of  payment  the  plaintiff 
shall  have  a  lien  on  the  property  as 
security,  it  should  also  state  within 
what  time  the  payment  should  be  made. 
Weber  v.  Eichardson,  76  Ore.  286,  147 
Pae.  522,  1199. 

96.  Home  Inv.  Co.  v.  Strange  (Tex.), 
195  S.   W.  849. 

97.  Darby  v.  Gilligan,  37  W.  Va.  59, 
16  S.  E.  507.    See  the  title  "Costs." 

98.  la.  — Booth  v.  Bradford,  114 
Iowa  662,  87  N.  W.  685.  Ore.  —  Royal 
v.  Royal,  30  Ore.  448,  47  Pae.  828,  48 
Pae.  695.  Tex.  —  Nagle  v.  Von  Rosen- 
berg, 55  Tex.  Civ.  App.  354,  119  S.  W. 
706;  Zeno  v.  Adoue,  64  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
36,  117  S.  W.  1039.    Utah.  —  Waddell 
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will  be  ordered  paid  from  the  trust  fund,^^  and  if  the  trustee  has  Bot 
acted  in  bad  faith  he  will  not  ordinarily  be  charged  with  costs.,^  At- 
torney 's  fees  may  be  allowed  a  trustee  who  is  successful  in  enforcing  a 
trust.''  A  plaintiff  who  should  have  tendered  defendant  an  amount 
due  him,  will  be  required  to  pay  the  costs  as  a  condition  to  obtaining 
relief.' 

II.  REFORMATION.  —  If  a  mistake  has  been  made  in  the  terms 
of  a  trust  agreement,  an  action  to  correct  and  reform  the  instrument 
may  be  maintained.* 

III.  MODIFICATION. — A  court  has,  in  general,  no  power  to 
modify  the  terms  of  a  trust,^  though  under  exceptional  circumstances 
and  when  conditions  have  so  changed  from  those  that  existed  when  the 
trust  was  created  that  to  continue  in  effect  the  literal  terms  of  the 
trust  would  entirely  defeat  the  object  of  the  settlor,  such  a  modification 
as  would  serve  to  carry  that  intention  into  effect  may  be  made  by  the 
court." 


V.  Waddell,  36  Utah  435,  104  Pae.  743, 
99.  U.  S.  —  Grier  v.  Union  Nat.  Life 
Ins.  Co.,  217  Fed.  293;  Cochran  r.  Evans, 
154  Fed.  674.  Ala.  — Bid  well  v.  John- 
son, 191  Ala.  195,  67  So.  985.  Conn. — 
McDonald  v.  Aetna  Indemnity  Co.,  105 
Atl.  331.  Me.  —  Laughlin  v.  Page,  108 
Me.  307,  80  Atl.  753.  Ore.  —  Young  v. 
Hughes,  39  Ore.  586,  65  Pae.  987,  66 
Pac.  272.  Wis.  —  Dodge  v.  Williams, 
46  Wis.  70,  1  N.  W.  92,  50  N.  W.  1103. 
See  2  Perry  on  Trusts,   §§  893 — 903. 

1.  Fitzgerald  v.  Wynne,  1  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)  107;  Lance  v.  Russell,  165  N. 
C.  626,  81  S.  E.  922. 

2.  Bay  Biscayne  Co.  v.  Baile,  73 
Fla.  1120,  75  So.  860. 

3.  Bell  V.  Solomons,  142  Cal.  59,  75 
Pac.  649, 

4."  N.  H.  —  Minot  i;.  Tilton,  64  N.  H. 
371,  10  Atl.  682.  N.  Y.  — Parker  v. 
Allen,  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  265,  36  N.  Y.  St. 
671.  Wis.  —  Sullivan  v.  Bruhling,  66 
Wis.  472,  29  N.  W.  211. 

[a]  The  beneficiary  is  (1)  the  proper 
party  to  maintain  the  action.  Stone  v. 
Hale;  17  Ala.  557,  52  Am.  Dee.  185. 
(2)  A  beneficiary  whose  interest  would 
not  be  affected  need  not  be  made  a 
party  to  the  action.  Ward  v.  Water- 
man,  85   Cal.  488,  24  Pac.  930. 

[b]  Actions  for  reformation  of  in- 
strnments  generally,  see  the  title  "Ref- 
ormation." 

5.  Ark.  —  Morris  v.  Boyd,  110  Ark. 
468,  162  S.  W.  69,  Ann.  Cas.  1916A, 
1004.  Md.  —  Lowry  v.  Tiernan,  2  Har. 
&  G.  34.  Wyo.  —  International  Trust 
Co.  ■».  Preston,  24  Wyo.  163,  156  Pac. 


1128,  no  general  power  to  allow  trust 
funds  to  be  invested  otherwise  than 
directed. 

[a]  Beneficiaries  who  have  induced 
the  court  to  depart  from  the  terms  of 
a  testamentary  trust,  cannot  complain. 
In  re  Lorenz's  Est.,  124  Cal.  495,  57 
Pae.  381. 

6.  tr.  S.  —  Jones  v.  Habersham,  107 
U.  S.  174,  2  Sup.  Ct.  336,  27  L.  ed.  401. 
Cal.  — Smith  v.  Lorenz,  124  Cal.  495, 
57  Pac.  381.  Conn.  —  Bridgeport  Pub- 
lic Library  v.  Burroughs  Home,  85 
Conn.  309,  82  Atl.  582.  Ga.  — Title 
Guarantee  &  L.  Co.  v.  Holverson,  95 
6a.  707,  22  S.  B.  533.  111.  — Johns  v. 
Montgomery,  265  111.  21,  106  N.  E.  497, 
Ann.  Gas.  1916A,  996,  L.  E.  A.  1916B, 
1073;  Curtiss  v.  Brown,  29  111.  201, 
wTiere  the  sale  of  unproductive  prop- 
erty was  ordered.  Ky.  —  Browning  v. 
Ficklin's  Admr.,  26  Ky.  L.  Eep.  470, 
12  S.  W.  714.  Mich.  — Mills  v.  Michi- 
gan Trust  Co.,  124  Mieh.  244,  82  N.  W. 
1046.  Minn.  — Mayall  v.  Mayall,  63 
Minn.  611,  65  N.  W.  942.  Mo.  — Lack- 
land V.  Walker,  151  Mo.  210,  52  S.  W. 
414.  N.  H.  —  Smart  v.  Durham,  77  N. 
H.  56,  86  Atl.  821;  Rolfe  &  Eumford 
Asylum  v.  Lefebre,  69  N.  H.  238,  45 
Atl.  1087.  N.  C  — American  Trust 
Co.  V.  Nicholson,  162  N.  Cw  257,  78  S.  E. 
152.  Ore.  —  In  re  John's  Will,  30  Ore. 
494,  47  Pae.  341,  50  Pac.  226,  36  L.  E. 
A.  242.  S.  C  — Mars  v.  Gibert,  93 
S.  C.  455,  466,  77  S.  E.  131.  Tenn.— 
Bennett  v.  Nashville  Trust  Co.,  127 
Tenn.  126,  153  S.  W.  840,  Ann  Cas. 
1914A,   1045,  46  L.  E.  A.    (N.  S.)   43, 
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IV.  CANCELLATION.  —  A  trust  which  has  been  created  by  rea- 
son of  mistake  and  want  of  understanding  upon  the  part  of  the  settlor/ 
or  through  fraud,  actual  or  constructive,  practiced  upon  him,^  will  be 
set  aside  and  cancelled,'  though  an  active  trust  which  has  been  volun- 
tarily and  understandingly  created,  will  not  be  cancelled,^"  unless  the 
circumstances  are  such  as  to  justify  the  action  by  a  court  of  equity 
upon  the  ground  of  improvidence,  imprudence,  and  hardship.^^  Failure 


and  note.  Tex.  —  Kennedy  v  Pearson 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  109  S.  "W.  280.  Wis. 
Buggies  i;.  Tyson,  104  Wis.  500,  81 
N.  W.  367,  48  L.  E.  A.  809. 

[a]  The  present  enjoyment  of  tho 
income  or  part  of  the  principle  of  the 
trust  fund  may  be  ordered,  contrary  to 
the  terms  of  the  trust,  when  the  neces- 
sities of  the  beneficiary  require  it. 
lU.  — Ehoads  v.  Ehoads,  43  111.  239. 
N.  J.  —  Stephens  v.  Howard's  Exr.,  32 
N.  J.  Eq.  244.  Pa.  —  In  re  Potts,  1 
Ashm.  340.  R.  I.  —  Pitts  v.  Rhode  Is- 
land Hospital  Trust  Co.,  21  R.  I.  544, 
45  Atl.  553,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  821,  48 
L.  R.  A.  783.  Tenn. — Bennett  v.  Nash- 
ville Trust  Co.,  127  Tenn.  126,  153  S. 
W.  840,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A,  1045,  46  L.  E. 
A.   (N.  S.)   43. 

[a]  The  Power  Is  Sparingly  Exer- 
cised.—Mills  V.  Michigan  Trust  Co.,  124 
Mich.  244,  82  N.  W.  1046;  Ruggles  v. 
Tyson,  104  Wis.  500,  81  N.  W.  367,  48 
L.   E.  A.   809. 

[b]  Theory  of  the  Oases. — "A  court 
of  equity,  acting  in  loco  parentis  or 
occupying  the  place  of  the  trust  crea- 
tor, in  such  case,  does  what  it  con- 
ceives would  have  been  done  by  the 
creator  had  he  foreseen  the  situation 
of  his  beneficiary  in  a  substitution  of 
another  course  of  management  in  order 
to  the  completer  realization  of  his  pur- 
posed bounty."  Bennett  v.  Nashville 
Trust  Co.,  127  Tenn.  126,  153  S.  W. 
840,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A,  1045,  46  L.  R.  A. 
(N.  S.)    43. 

7.  Eaflfel  v.  Safe  Deposit  &  Tr.  Co., 
100  Md.  141,  59  Atl.  702. 
■  [a]  Absence  of  a  power  of  revoca. 
tion  does  not  of  itself  prove  a  mis- 
take. Security  Tr.  &  S.  D.  Co.  v.  Far- 
rady,  9  Del.  Ch.  306,  82  Atl.  24;  Von 
Buchwaldt  v.  Schlens,  123  Md.  405, 
91  Atl.  466. 

[b]  A  subsequent  ratification  of  the 
arrangement,  and  acquiescence  in  it 
for  a  considerable  period  of  time,  will 
prevent  the  obtaining  of  relief.  Ric- 
ards  V.  Safe  Deposit  &  Tr.  Co.,  97  Md. 
608,  55  Atl.  384,  63  L.  R.  A.  145. 
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8.  Mussey  v.  iShaw,  274  111.  351, 
113  N.  E.  605. 

[a]  Under  a  general  allegation  of 
fraud,  evidence  t)f  a  confidential  rela- 
tion between  the  parties  is  admissible. 
Bleyer  v.  Bleyer,  219  Mo.  99,  117  S.  W. 
709. 

9.  Cancellation  of  instruments  gen- 
erally, see  the  title,  "Eescission  and 
Cancellation." 

[a]  Parties.  —  Judgment  creditors 
of  the  settlor  of  the  trust  who  have 
instituted  an  action  to  have  their  judg- 
ments declared  a  lien  upon  the  prop- 
erty, are  not  necessary  parties  to  the 
action.  Herzig  v.  Herzig,  140  App.  Div. 
514,  125  N.  Y.  Supp.  402. 

10.  V.  S.  —  Chanf rau  v.  Alexander, 
185  Ted.  537,  where  a  minor  addicted 
to  the  use  of  liquor  executed  a  -trust 
and  later  endeavored  to  repudiate  it. 
Ky.  —  Coleman  v.  Fidelity  Trust  & 
Safety  Vault  Co.,  28  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1263, 
91  S.  W.  716.  Md.  —  Jervis  v.  Jervis, 
127  Md.  133,  96  Atl.  265;  Von  Buch- 
waldt V.  Schlens,  123  Md.  405,  91  Atl. 
466.  Neb.  —  Austin  v.  Austin,  18  Neb. 
306,  22  N.  W.  116.  N.  Y.  —  Arbor  v. 
Hempel,  144  App.  Div.  216,  128  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1053;  Dickey  v.  Goldschmidt,  60 
Misc.  268,  111  N.  Y.  Supp.  1025. 

[a]  When  the  trust  is  void  upon 
Its  face,  because  in  conflict  with  some 
rule  of  law,  a  cloud  upon  the  title  is 
not  created  and  a  suit  in  equity  to  ob- 
tain its  cancellation  cannot  be  main- 
tained. Levy  V.  Hart,  54  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
248,  258.  But  see  Herzig  v.  Herzig,  140 
App.  Div.  514,  125  N.  Y.  Supp.  402. 

11.  Security  Tr.  &  S.  D.  Co.  v.  Far- 
rady,  9  Del.  Ch.  306,  82  Atl.  24. 

[a]  "The  Irrevocability  of  a  set- 
tlement may  make  it  so  unreasonable 
and  improvident  in  a  particular  case 
as  to  justify  the  court  in  setting  it 
aside  in  order  to  relieve  the  settlor  of 
the  consequences  of  her  improvidence 
or  imprudence."  Security  Tr.  &  S.  D. 
Co.  V.  Farrady,  9  Del.  Oh.  306,  82  Atl. 
24. 
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of  the  trustee  to  perform  his  duties,  is  no  ground  for  setting  aside  the 
trust.^^  It  may,  however,  be  terminated  by  an  order  of  court  where 
all  interested  persons  assent  thereto.^'  Statutes  occasionally  expressly 
provide  for  the  annulment  of  trusts  under  various  circumstances  and 
conditions." 

V.  TERMINATION.  —  A.  By  Decree  of  Court.  — A  court  hav- 
ing jurisdiction  over  trust  estates  has  power  to  terminate  an  ex- 
press trust  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  period  of  its  duration  as  lim- 
ited by  the  instrument  by  which  it  was  ereated,^^  as  well  as  in  those 
cases  in  which  the  period  of  duration  of  the  trust  is  not  mentioned.^' 
A  trust  will  be  declared  terminated  when  all  of  its  objects  have  been 
accomplished,  and  the  trust  has  become  a  dry  or  passive  trust,^'  or 


12.  Brower  v.  Callender,  105  111.  88. 

13.  See  infra,  V,  A. 

14.  See   the   statutes. 

[a]  In  Georgia  an  action  to  annul 
a  spendthrift  trust  may  be  brought  by 
any  person  interested  when  the 
grounds  of  the  trust  cease  to  exist.  De 
Vaughn  v.  Hays,  140  Ga.  208,  78  S.  B. 
844. 

15.  Oal.  —  Gray  v.  Union  Trust  Co., 
171  Cal.  637,  154  Pac.  306;  Fletcher  v. 
Los  Angeles  Trust  &  Sav.  Bank,  59 
Cal.  Deo.  161.  la.  —  Olsen  v.  Younger- 
man,  136  Iowa  404,  113  N.  W.  938,  ex- 
ercise of  the  power  is  exceptional. 
Md.  — Thome  v.  Thome,  125  Md.  119, 
93  Atl.  406.  Mirm.  —  Simmons  v. 
Northwestern  Trust  Co.,  136  Minn.  357, 
162  N.  W.  450,  L.  E.  A.  1917r,  736. 

[a]  The  Power  of  the  Court  Is  a 
Discretionary  One.  —  Equity  does  not 
terminate  a  trust  "by  force  of  the 
application,  but  only  when  a  decree  so 
doing  is  meet  and  proper.  When  such 
circumstances  exist  power  is  in  the 
court  of  equity  to  terminate  the  trust, 
but  with  that  power  is  not  necessarily 
imposed  the  duty  so  to  do.  It  is  still 
discretionary."  Gray  v.  Union  Trust 
Co.,  171  Oal.  637,  ].54  Pac.  306. 

[b]  Partial  Termination.  —  In  a 
proper  case  a  court  of  equity  may  ter- 
minate a  trust  as  to  part  of  its  terms 
or  as  to  certain  of  the  beneficiaries,  or 
part  of  the  property.  Wayman  v.  Fol- 
lansbee,  253  111.  602,  98  N.  E.  21;  Wil- 
liams V.  Thaoher,  186  Mass.  293,  71  N. 
E.  567. 

[c]  Jurisdiction.  —  Only  a  court  of 
equity  has  power  to  terminate  a  trust. 
In  re  Hagerstown  Trust  Co.,  119  Md. 
224,  86  Atl.  982  (the  Orphans'  Court 
has  no  jurisdiction) ;  W^elch  v.  Trustees 
of.  Episcopal   Theol.  School,  189  Mass. 


108,  75  N.  E.  139,  the  supreme  court. 

16.  Ky.  —  Schriver  v.  Prommel,  179 
Ky.  228,  200  S.  W.  327,  a  trust  created 
by  joint  owners  of  land  for  their  own 
benefit  will  be  terminated  after  a  rea- 
sonable time.  Mont.  —  Coram  v.  Davis, 
39  Mont.  495,  104  Pac.  518.  N.  J.  — Mc- 
Kiernan  v.  McKiernan  (N.  J.  Eq.)  74 
Atl.  289. 

17.  111.  — Pox  V.  Fox,  250  111.  384, 
95  N.  E.  498.  Ky.  — Miller's  Exrs.  v. 
Miller's  Heirs,  172  Ky.  519,  189  S.  W. 
417.  Mass.  —  Sands  v.  Old  Colony  Trust 
Co.,  195  Mass.  575,  81  N.  E.  300,  12 
Ann.  Cas.  837;  Petition  of  Stone,  138 
Mass.  476.  Minn.  —  Simmons  v.  North- 
western Trust  Co.,  136  Minn.  357,  162 
N.  W.  450,  L.  E.  A.  1917F,  736.  Mo. 
Donaldson  v.  Allen,  182  Mo.  626,  81  S. 
W.  1151.  Mont. —  Coram  v.  Davis,  39 
Mont.  495,  104  Pae.  518.  Ohio.- Tay- 
lor V.  Huber's  Exrs.,  13  Ohio  St.  288. 
Pa.  —  In  re  Stafford's  Estate,  258  Pa. 
595,  102  Atl.  222.  Va.  — Thom's  Exrs. 
V.  Thom,  95  Va.  413,  28  S.  E.  583. 

[a]  A  bank  book  entrusted  by  the 
owner  to  another  for  the  purpose  of 
making  certain  remittances,  will  be  or- 
dered returned  to  the  owner  when  the 
objects  intended  are  accomplished. 
Bradford  v.  Eastman,  229  Mass.  499, 
118  N.  E.  879. 

[b]  When  a  portion  of  the  purposes 
of  the  trust  remain  to  be  accomplished, 
the  trust  will  not  be  terminated,  even 
upon  the  request  of  all  persons  inter- 
ested, la.  —  Olsen  v.  Youngerman,  136 
Iowa  404,  113  N.  W.  938.  Ky. 
Blackburn  v.  Blackburn,  167  Ky.  113, 
180  S.  W.  48.  Mass.  — Watson  v.  Wat- 
son, 223  Mass.  425,  111  N.  E.  904; 
Young  V.  Snow,  167  Mass.  287,  45  N.  E. 
686.  Me.  — Kimball  v.  Blanchard,  101 
Me.  383,  101  Atl.  645.   Ohio.  —  Bobbins 
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further  performance  becomes  impossible,^'  and  there  is  no  good  reason 
for  its  continuance,^^  and  all  the  beneficiaries  are  sui  juris,  and  are 
before  the  court  and  request  that  the  trust  be  ended.^"  A  trust  will 
not  be  continued  in  existence  merely  for  the  benefit  of  the  trustee,^^ 
or  of  creditors  where  the  trust  affairs  are  being  operated  at  a  loss  and 
the  property  of  the  beneficiaries  is  ample  to  satisfy  the  claims  of  all 
creditors.^^  But  a  trust  will  not  be  terminated  when  to  do  so  would 
clearly  defeat  the  intention  qf  the  person  who  created  it.^^  A  trust 
under  a  mortgage  or  trust  deed  is  not  terminated  by  the  appointment 
of  receivers.^* 


V.  Smith,  72  Ohio  St.  1,  73  N.  E.  1051. 
Tex.  —  Lauius  v.  Fletcher,  100  Tex. 
550,  101  S.  W.  1076.  W.  Va.  — Carney 
V.  Kaia,  40  W.  Va.  758,  23  S.  B.  650. 

[c]  Where  the  interest  of  the  bene- 
ficiaiies  has  not  yet  vested  (1)  the 
trust  will  not  be  terminated  (Olsen  f. 
Youngerman,  136  Iowa  404,  113  N.  W. 
938),  unless  (2)  no  good  reason  for 
continuing  the  trust  appears.  In  re 
Stafford's  Estate,  268  Pa.  595,  102  Atl. 
222;  In  re  Harrar's  Estate,  244  Pa.  542, 
91  Atl.  503:  Culbertson's  Appeal,  76 
Pa.  145. 

18.  111.  — Fox  V.  Fox,  250  III.  384, 
95  N.  E.  498.  Ky.  — Miller's  Exrs.  v. 
Miller's  Heirs,  172  Ky.  519,  189  S.  W. 
417,  where  the  trust  property  was  sold 
under  a  prior  lien.  Md.  —  Thome  v. 
Thorne,  125  Md.  119,  93  Atl.  406;  Brill- 
hart  V.  Mish,  99  Md.  447,  58  Atl.  28, 
assignment  by  sole  beneficiary  of  his 
entire  interest  in  the  trust. 

[a]  If  unborn  persons  may  by  pos- 
sibility acquire  an  interest  in  the 
trust  property,  termination  of  the  trust 
will  not  be  ordered.  Cal.  —  Gray  v. 
Union  Trust  Co.,  171  Cal.  637,  154  Pac. 
306.  Ky.  —  May  v.  Bank  of  Hardins- 
burg  &  Trust  Co.,  150  Ky.  136,  150  S. 
W.  12,  48  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  865;  Bailey's 
Trustee  v.  Bailey,  30  Ky.  L.  Eep.  127, 
97  S.  W.  810.  Mass.  — Towle  v.  De- 
lano, 144  Mass.  95,-  10  N.  E.  769;  Pren- 
tice V.  Hall,  106  Mass.  595.  R.  1. 
Bowlin  V.  Ehode  Island  H.  Trust  Co., 
31  E.  I.  289,  76  Atl.  348,  140  Am.  St. 
Eep.  758.  Tenn.  —  Garner  v.  Dowling, 
11  Heisk.  48.  W.  Va.  —  Carney  v. 
Kain,  40  W.  Va.  758,  23  S.  E.  650. 

19.  Cal.  —  Eakle  v.  Ingram,  142 
Cal.  15,  75  Pac.  566,  100  Am.  St.  Eep. 
99.  ,  Ky.  —  Browning  v.  Fieklin  's 
Admr.,  26  Ky.  L.  Rep.  470,  12  S.  W. 
714.  Me.  —  Tilton  v.  Davidson,  98  Me. 
55,  56  Atl.  215.  Mass.  — Sears  v. 
Choate,   146   Mass.   395,   15  N.  B.   786, 
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4  Am.  St.  Eep.  320.  Pa.  —  In  re  Staf- 
ford's Estate,  258  Pa.  695,  102  Atl. 
222;  In  re  Harrar's  Estate,  244  Pa.  542, 
91  Afl.  503.  E.  I.  — Angell  v.  Angell, 
28  R.  I.  592,  68  Atl.  583. 

[a]  When  the  Instrument  creating 
the  trust  expresses  the  reason  for  its 
creation  and  this  reason  has  ceased  to 
exist,  termination  of  the  trust  will  be 
decreed.  Miller's  Exrs.  v.  Miller's 
Heirs,  172  Ky.  519,  189  S.  W.  417. 

20'.  Gray  v.  Union  Trust  Co.,  171 
Cal.  637,  154  Pac.  306;  Eakle  v.  In- 
gram, 142  Cal.  15,  75  Pac.  566,  100  Am. 
St.  Eep.  99;  McKiernan  v.  McKiernan 
(N.  J.  Eq.),  74  Atl.  289. 

[a]  Lack  of  consent  by  some  of  the 
beneficiaries  will  prevent  entry  of  an 
order  terminating  a  trust.  In  re  Thurs- 
ton, 154  Mass.  596,  29  N.  E.  53,  26  Am. 
St.  Eep.  278. 

[b]  A  co-defendant  who  does  not 
answer  the  complaint,  will  be  taken  to 
have  consented  to  the  prayer  for  ter- 
mination. McKiernan  v.  McKiernan 
(N.  J.  Eq.),  74  Atl.  289. 

21.  Cal.  —  Eakle  v.  Ingram,  142  Cal. 
15,  75  Pac.  566,  100  Am.  St.  Eep.  99. 
lU.  — Fox  v.  Fox,  250  111.  384,  95  N.  E. 
498.  Pa.  —  1%  re  Harrar's  Estate,  244 
Pa.  542,  91  Atl.  503.  Va.  — Armi- 
stead's  Exrs.  v.  Hartt,  97  Va.  316,  33 
S.  E.  616. 

Compare,  Metcalfe  v.  Union  Trust 
Co.,  87  App.  Div.  144,  84  N".  Y.  Supp. 
183,  affirmed,  181  N.  Y.  39,  73  N.  E.  498. 

22.  Kiesendahl  v.  Ganoe  (Ore.),  185 
Pac.  589. 

23.  Stephens  v.  Collision,  274  111. 
389,  113  N.  B.  691,  Ann.  Cas.  1918D, 
559. 

[a]  Termination  of-  trust  upon  pos- 
sibility of  issue  extinct,  see,  Fletcher 
V.  Los  Angeles  Trust  &  Sav.  Bank,  59 
Cal.  Dec.  161. 

24.  Brackett  v.  Middlesex  Banking 
Co.,  89  Conn.  645,  95  Atl.  12. 
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The  bill  or  complaint  must  show  the  necessity  for  resorting  to  a 
court  of  equity,^^  and  the  existence  of  conditions  authorizing  the  court 
to  terminate  the  trust.^^  The  trustee  has  sufficient  interest  in  the  sub- 
ject matter  to  be  entitled  to  appeal  from  a  judgment  terminating  the 
trust.^^ 

When  a  trust  has  terminated  either  by  the  expiration  of  the  period 
for  which  it  was  created  or  by  the  happening  of  an  event, beyond  which 
it  was  not  to  continue,  the  trustee,^*  or  the  person  entitled  to  full 
ownership  of  the  property,^^  may  apply  to  a  court  of  equity  for  a 
conveyance  or  transfer  of  the  property  by  the  trustee.^"  When  a  trust  i 
has  been  executed,  under  the  statute  of  uses,  or,  where  that  statute  is 
not  in  force,  when  the  trust  is  a  passive  one  and  the  beneficiary  is  en- 
titled to  possession  of  the  estate,^^  a  court  of  equity  has  jurisdiction 
to  make  such  orders  as  may  be  required  to  place  the  beneficiary  in 
full  enjoyment  of  the  trust  property. 

B.  Obtaining  Advice  op  Couet.  —  Where  a  trust  has  failed  or  been 
terminated  by  the  acts  of  the  parties,  the  trustees,  may,  if  they  are  in 
doubt  as  to  the  proper  disposition  to  be  made  of  the  trust  property, 
apply  to  a  court  of  equity  for  instructions.^^  In  such  an  action  the 
donor,  or  his  heirs,  should  be  made  defendants.^^  Application  may  also 
properly  be  made  to  the  court  to  determine  whether  a  trust  has  ended 
under  the  terms  of  the  instrument  by  which  it  was  created.^* 

VI.  REMEDIES  OF  CREDITORS  OF  BENEFICIARY  AND 
SETTLOR.  —  When  the  interest  of  the  beneficiary  is  vested  and  he 
has  a  right  of  present  enjoyment,  such  interest  may  be  reached^^  by  his 


25.  Coram  v.  Davis,  39  Mont.  495, 
104  Pac.  518. 

26.  Tilton  v.  Davidson,  98  Me.  55, 
56  Atl.  215,  the  fact  that  the  petition- 
ers are  the  only  persons  beneficially 
interested  must  appear. 

27.  Fletcher  v.  Los  Angeles  Trust 
&  Sav.  Bank,  59  Cal.  Dec.  161. 

28.  Donegan  v.  Baker  &  Holmes  Co., 
73  Fla.  241,  74  So.  202. 

29.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Until  the  trust  Is  fully  ter- 
minated a  beneficiary  cannot  obtain  a 
conveyance.  Eouse  v.  Rouse,  167  N.  C. 
208,  83  S.  E.  305. 

30.  Cal.  —  Eingrose  r.  Gleadall,  17 
Cal.  App.  664,  121  Pac.  407.  Mont. 
Willoburn  Ranch  Co.  v.  Yegefl,  49 
Mont.  101,  140  Pac.  231.  Neb.  — Hill 
V.  Hill,  90  Neb.  43,  132  N.  W.  738,  38 
L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  198. 

[a]  The  person  creating  the  trust 
is  not  a  necessary  party  to  the  suit. 
Donegan  v.  Baker  &  Holmes  Co.,  73 
Fla.  241,  74  So.  202. 

[b]  The  petition  should  show  that 
the  trustee  has  been  reimbursed  for  all 


advancements  made  by  him.  Willoburn 
Ranch  Co.  v.  Yegen,  49  Mont.  101,  140 
Pac.  231. 

[c]  Variance.  —  Proof  that  the 
plaintiflE  was  the  beneficial  owner  of 
the  property  which  had  been  conveyed 
to  the  trustee  and  not  the  legal  own- 
er, as  alleged,  constitutes  an  immater- 
ial variance.  Willoburn  Ranch  Co.  v. 
yegen,  49  Mont.  101,  140  Pac.  231. 

31.  Hill  V.  Hill,  90  Neb.  i3,  132  N. 
W.  738,  38  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  198;  Blake 
V.  O'Neal,  63  W.  Va.  483,  61  S.  B.  410, 
16  L.  E:  a.  (N.  8.)  1147. 

32.  Taylor  v.  Rogers,  130  Ky.  112, 
112  S.  W.  1105. 

33.  Taylor  v.  Rogers,  130  Ky.  112, 
112  S.  W.  1105. 

34.  Fox  V.  Fox,  250  HI.  384,  95  N. 
E.  498. 

35.  la.  —  See  De  Eousse  v.  Wil- 
liams, 181  Iowa  379,  164  N.  W.  896. 
Ky.  —  Hubbard  «;.  Hayes,  30  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  406,  98  S.  W.  1034.  Me.  —  Tarbox 
■V.  Palmer,  110  Me.  436,  86  Atl.  847. 
N.  Y.  —  Wetmore  v.  Wetmore,  8  Misc. 
51,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  377,  31  Abb,  N.  C. 
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creditors,  unless  the  interest  is  under  a  valid  spendthrift  trust.** 
But  an  equitable,  and  not  a  legal,  remedy  ordinarily  must  be  em- 
ployed^' by  the  creditor,'^  and,  subject  to  the  limitations  and  rules 
elsewhere  treated,^^  an  attachment,  garnishment,  or  execution  cannot 
be  levied  upon  the  beneficiary's  interest  except  as  permitted  by 
statute.*"    The  proceedings  to  reach  this  interest  should  be  had  only 


239,  58  N.  Y.  St.  569,  judgment  for 
alimony.  S.  O.  —  Heath  v.  Bishop,  4 
Eich  Eq.  46,  55  Am.  Dee.  654. 

[a^  Even  though  a  trust  is  an  ac- 
tive one,  creditors  may  reach  its  in- 
come. Heaton  v.  Dickson,  153  Mo. 
App.  312,  133  S.  W.  159. 

36.  Cal.  —  Seymour  v.  McAvoy,  121 
Cal.  438,  53  Pac.  946,  41  L..  E.  A.  544. 
111.  —  See  Binns  v.  La  Forge,  191  111. 
598,  61  N.  E.  382.  Md.  —  Jackson 
Square  Loan  &  Savs.  Assn.  v.  Bartlett, 
95  Md.  661,  53  Atl.  426,  93  Am.  St. 
Eep.  416.  See,  Wenzel  v.  Powder,  100 
Md.  36,  59  Atl.  194,  108  Am.  St.  Eep. 
380.  N.  Y.  — Eaymond  v.  TiSeany,  59 
Misc.  283,  112  N.  Y.  Supp.  252.  Pa. 
Board  of  Charities  v.  Lockard,  198 
Pa.  672,  48  Atl.  496,  82  Am.  St.  Eep. 
817.  Tenn.  —  First  National  Bank  v. 
Nashville  Trust  Co.,  62  S.  W.  392. 
Tex.  — Wood  V.  McClelland,  53  S.  W. 
381. 

But  see  De  Eousse  v.  Williams,  181 
Iowa  379,  164  N.  W.  896,  where  trust 
is  on  consideration  passing  from 
debtor. 

[a]  The  law  of  the  state  in  which 
it  Is  sought  to  reach  the  trust  fund 
governs  upon  the  question  whether 
such  fund  is  subject  to  the  claims  of 
creditors.  Keeney  v.  Morse,  71  App. 
Div.  114,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  535. 

[b]  Surplus  income  unnecessary  for 
the  support  of  the  beneficiary  can  be 
reached  in  some  states.  Dittmar  v. 
Gould,  60  App.  Div.  94,  69  N.  Y.  Supp. 
708. 

37.  Ala.  —  Burke  v.  Morris,  121 
Ala.  126,  25  So.  759.  Fla.  —  Johnston 
V.  Smith,  80  So.  184.  Ga.  —  Patterson 
V.  Lawrence,  83  Ga.  703,  10  S.  E.  355, 
7  L.  E.  A.  143.  Me.  —  Tarbox  v.  Palm- 
er, 110  Me.  436,  86  Atl.  847,  equitable 
trustee  process.  IMich.  —  Peldman  v, 
Preston,  194  Mich.  352,  160  N.  W.  655. 
Mo.  —  Heaton  v.  Dickson,  153  Mo.  App. 
312,  133  S.  W.  159,  by  sequestration 
proceedings.  N.  Y.  —  Sherman  V, 
Skuse,  166  N.  Y.  345,  59  N.  E.  990.  N. 
C  — Morris  v.  Eippy,  49  N.  C.  533. 
S.  0.  —  Culleton  v.  Garrity,  11  Eich. 
Eq.  323. 
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[a]  ' '  The  remedy  at  law  is  not 
adequate  where  seizure  of  property  at 
law  still  leaves  the  title  uncertain  or 
under  a  cloud."  De  Eousse  v.  Williams, 
181  Iowa  379,  164  N.  W.  896. 

[b]  An  equitable  Hen  will  be  en- 
forced by  the  court  having  jurisdiction 
of  the  trust  estate.  Brown  r.  Ford,  119 
Va.  233,  91  S.  E.  145.  And  see,  New- 
ton V.  Jay,  107  App.  Div.  457,  95  N,.  Y. 
Supp.  413. 

[c]  The  court  in  which  judgment 
against  the  beneficiary  was  rendered 
(1)  has  jurisdiction  of  an  action  to 
enforce  satisfaction  of  the  judgment 
out  of  trust  property  of  the  judgment 
debtor.  Such  an  action  is  not  one  to 
settle  the  trust.  Hubbard  v.  Haves,  30 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  406,  98  S.  W.  1034.  (2) 
The  court  having  jurisdiction  of  the 
trust  estate  may  also  order  a  judgment 
to  be  paid.  Spring  v.  Eandall,  107 
Mich.  103,  64  N.  W.  1063. 

[d]  A  bill  for  the  discovery  of 
property  held  in  trust  for  a  judgment 
debtor  may  be  maintained.  Burke  v. 
Morris,  121  Ala.  126,  25  So.  759. 

38.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  An  equitable  trustee  process 
lies  only  by  a  creditor  and  it  would  be 
perfect  defense  to  the  proceeding  to 
show  that  it  was  really  in  the  interest 
of  the  beneficiary  to  enable  him  to 
draw  the  funds  for  his  own  use.  Tar- 
box V.  Palmer,  110  Me.  436,  86  AtL 
847. 

39.  See  3  Standard  Proc.  262,  289, 
299;  10  Standard  Proc.  396,  458;  15 
Standard  Proc.  865,  867. 

40.  See  cross-references  in  previous 
note  and  the  following  cases:  Conn. 
Coyne  v.  Plume,  90  Conn.  293,  97  Atl. 
337.  Ga.  — Goldman  v.  Dent,  102  Ga. 
9,  39  S.  E.  138;  Johnston  v.  Eedd,  59 
Ga.  621.  Mich.  —  Feldman  v.  Preston, 
194  Mich.  352,  160  N.  W.  655.  N".  Y. 
King  i;.  Irving,  103  App.  Div.  420,  92 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1094  (to  the  extent  of  ten 
per  cent,  of  the  income) ;  Hcppeustall 
);.  Baudouine,  73  Misc.  118,  132  N.  Y. 
Supp.  511. 

[a]  Where  a  trust  deed  of  personal 
property   Is   fraudulent   and   void,    it 
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on  notice  to  the  trustee,*^  and  also  the  beneficiary.*^  The  trustee  is  a 
necessary  party  to  the  proceedings,^'  but  not  other  creditors.** 

In  proceedings  to  subject  a  non-resident  beneficiary's  interest  to 
his  debts,  while  the  court  must  in  sortie  way  obtain  jurisdiction  *"  it  is 
not  necessary  that  the  claim  be  first  reduced  to  judgment  if  the  debtor 
has  no  leviable  property.** 

VII.  EXEOUTION  OF  TRUSTS.  — A.  Jurisdiction  op  Court. 
The  inherent  power  of  a  court  of  equity  to  supervise  and  control 
trustees  in  their  execution  of  a  trust  is  well  recognized.*^    The  exercise 


may  be  disregarded.  A  resort  to 
equity  is  not  necessary  but  the  prop- 
erty may  be  attached  at  law.  Newton 
17.  Jay,  107  App.  Biv.  457,  Oo  N.  Y. 
Supp.  413.  See  I'O  Standard  Proc.  459, 
note  32. 

[b]  Where  under  the  statute  of 
uses  the  trust  is  executed  the  estate  of 
the  cestui  que  use  may  be  taken  by  at- 
tachment, by  writ  o.t  entry,  by  the"  levy 
of  an  execution  or  under  any  other  ap- 
propriate legal  proceedings.  Hutchina 
V.  Heywood,  50  N.  H.  491. 

[e]  A  seizure  of  the  trust  property 
by  creditors  constitutes  a>  conversion 
for  which  an  action  may  be  maintained 
by  the  trustee.  First  Nat.  Bank  v, 
Hinkle  (Okla.),  162  Pae.  1092. 

[d]  An  injunction  will  issue  to 
prevent  the  seizure  on  execution.  Me- 
Cann  v.  Taylor,  10  Md.  418. 

41.  Pistchal  v.  Durant,  168  App. 
Div.  100,  153  N.  Y.  Supp.  735;  John  G. 
Myers  Co.  v.  Eeynolds,  166  N.  Y.  Supp. 
654,  garnishee  order  on  trustee. 

42.  Cooper  v.  Landis,  75  N.  C.  526. 
Compare,  Pistchal  v.  Durant,  168  App. 
Div.  100,  153  N.  Y.  Supp.  735,  statute 
dispensing  with  notice. 

43.  Young's  Trustee  v.  BuUen,  19 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  1561,  43  S.  W.  687. 

fa]  The  trustee  may  prosecute  on 
appeal  from  the  order.  Young's  Trus- 
tee V.  Bullen,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1561,  43 
S.   W.  687. 

44.  Seytaour  v.  McAvoy,  121  Cal. 
438,  53  Pae.  946,  41  L.  E.  A.  544. 

45.  Coyne  v.  Plume,  90  Conn.  293, 
97  Atl.  337.  See  generally  the  title 
"Jurisdiction." 

[a]  An  action  to  reach  the  interest 
of  a  non-resident  beneficiary  in  trust 
property  "is  not  strictly  an  in-rem 
action,  but  rather  a  quasi  in-rem  ac- 
tion. It  is  a  proceeding  whose  pur- 
pose is  to  subject  the  income  provided 
for  Plume  [the  beneficiary]  from  this 
fund  to  the  payment  of  his  debt.   The 


.iurisdiction  of  our  court  rests  in  the 
dominion  which  it  has  secured  over 
Plume's  property  or  his  property 
rights.  In  the  strictly  in-rem  action 
the  judicial  seizure  and  possession  of 
the  res  is  essential.  In  the  quasi  in- 
rcm  action  the  -equivalent  of  the  judi- 
cial seizure  will  satisfy,  as,  for  ex- 
ample, by  the  writ  of  attachment,  or 
the  writ  of  garnishment,  or  some  con- 
tract lien  against  the  property  which 
is  sought  to  be  enforced  as  by  way  of 
foreclosure."  Coyne  v.  Plume,  90 
Conn.  293,  97  Atl.  337. 

46.  Heaton  v.  Dickson,  153  Mo.  App. 
312,  133  S.  W.  159.  Compare,  Dittmar 
V.  Gould,  60  App.  Div.  94,  69  N.  Y. 
Supp.  708. 

[a]  "It  seems  to  be  a  precept  of 
public  iwlicy  that  a  state  will  aid  its 
citizens  in  the  collection  of  debts  from 
non-resident  insolvents  who  may 
chance  to  have  some'  property  rights 
within  its  borders;  Acting  on  this 
principle,  courts  of  equity  frequently 
entertain  a  proceeding  on  the  original 
indebtedness  when  no  judgment  at  law 
has  been  obtained  thereon  and  seques- 
ter funds  or  property  in  the  state  to 
the  payment  of  the  debts  of  such  non- 
resident persons  owing  to  its  citizens." 
Heaton  v.  Dickson,  153  Mo.  App.  312, 
133  S.  W.  159. 

47.  Ark.  —  Morris  v.  Boyd,  110  Ark. 
468,  162  S.  W.  69,  Ann.  'Cas.  1916A, 
1O04.  Conn.  —  Eyan  v.  Knights  of  Co- 
lumbus, 82  Conn.  91,  72  Atl.  574.  Kan. 
Keeler  •!).  Lauer,  73  Kan.  388,  85  Pae. 
541.  Md.  —  Preston  v.  Safe  Deposit  & 
Tr.  Co.,  116  Md.  211,  81  Atl.  523,  Ann. 
Cas.  1913C,  975.  Mass.  —  Sanderson  v. 
White,  18  Pick.  328,  29  Am.  Dec.  591. 
Mich.  —  Malone  v.  Malone,  151  Mich. 
680,  115  N.  W.  716.  S.  0.  — Lesesne  v. 
Cheves,  105  S.  C.  432,  90  S.  E.  ,?7. 

[a]  Public  trusts  and  charities  are 
within  the  general  rule.  Chapman  v, 
Newell,  146  Iowa  415,  125  N.  W.  324. 
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in  good  faith  by  the  trustee  of  the  discretionary  powers  conferred  upon 
hiiri  by  the  instrument  creating  the  trust,  will  not  be  interfered  with/^ 
nor  will  his  powers  or  burdens  be  enlarged,^'  or  restricted.""  But  the 
court  may  review  and  revise  the  exercise  of  the  discretion  of  the 
trustee,"^  and  if  it  finds  that  there  has  been  an  abuse  of  discretion,"^ 


[b]  After  a  court  of  equity  has  as- 
sumed   jurisdiction    orer    a    trust    the 

trustees  are  directly  within  its  control 
and  must  secure  its  sanction  or  ratifi- 
cation for  their  subsequent  acts.  Baer 
V.  Kahn,  131  Md.  17,  101  Atl.  596.  And 
see  Croniey  v.  Bull,  4  Ky.  L.  Rep.  787; 
Hartman  v.  Evans,  38  W.  Va.  669,  18 
S.  E.  810. 

48.  TJ.  S.  — Shelton  v.  King,  229  TT. 
S.  90,  33  Sup.  Ct.  686,  57  L.  ed.  1086; 
Wormley  v.  Wormley,  8  Wheat.  421,  5 
L.  ed.  651.  Ala.  —  McDonald  v.  Mc- 
Donald, 92  Ala.  537,  9  So.  195.  Cal. 
Hallinan  v.  Hearst,  133  Cal.  645,  62 
Pae.  1063,  66  Pac.  17,  55  L.  R.  A.  216. 
Conn.  —  Brackett  v.  Middlesex  Bank- 
ing Co.,  89  Conn.  645,  95  Atl.  12; 
Smith  V.  Wildman,  37  Conn.  384.  la. 
Keating  v.  Keating,  182  Iowa  1056, 
165  N.  W.  74.  Ky.  — De  Long  v.  An- 
heir's  Trustee,  215  S.  W.  189;  Cromey 
V.  Bull,  81  Ky.  646,  4  Ky.  L.  Rep.  787; 
Walker  v.  Smyser's  Exrs.,  80  Ky.  620; 
Supreme  Lodge  v.  Owens,  14  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  199.  Me.  —  Kimball  v.  Blanch- 
ard,  101  Me.  383,  64  Atl.  645.  Md. 
Baer  v.  Kahn,  131  Md.  17,  101  Atl. 
596;  Levi  v.  Bergman,  94  Md.  204,  50 
Atl.  615.  Mass.  —  Parkhurst  v.  Ginn, 
228  Mass.  159,  117  N.  E.  202,  Ann.  Cas. 
1918E,  982.  Mich.  —  Caspari  v.  Cutch- 
eon,  110  Mich.  86,  67  N.  W.  1093. 
N.  H.—  Kimball  v.  Reding,  31  N.  H. 
352,  64  Am.  Dec.  333.  N.  J.  — Larkin 
V.  WikofF,  75  N.  J.  Eq.  462,  72  Atl.  98, 
79  Atl.  365  (a  charitable  trust); 
Browning  v.  Stiles  (N.  J.  Eq.),  65  Atl. 
457;  Read  v.  Patterson,  44  N.  J.  Eq. 
211,  14  Atl.  490,  6  Am.  St.  Rep.  877. 
N.  Y.  — Merritt  v.  Corlies,  71  Hun  612, 
24  N.  Y.  Supp.  561.  Pa.  —  Pulpress  v. 
African  M.  E.  Church,  48  Pa.  204.  E.  I. 
Dubois  V.  Barbour,  27  R.  I.  281,  61  Atl. 
752.  Va.  — Givens  v.  Clem,  107  Va. 
435,  59  S.  E.  413;  Trout  v.  Pratt,  106 
Va.  431,  56  S.  E.  165,  8  L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.) 
398.  W.  Va.  —  Kester  v.  Alexander, 
47  W.  Va.  329,  34  S.  E.  819;  Righter 
V.  Riley,  42  W.  Va.  633,  26  S.  E.  357. 

Enjoining  acts  by  trustee,  see  infra, 
I,  H,  2. 

49.  Morris   r.   Boyd,   110   Ark.   468, 
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162  S.  W.  69,  Ann.  Cas.  1916A,  1004; 
Drake  v.  Crane,  127  Mo.  85,  29  S.  W. 
990,  27  L.  R.  A.  653. 

[a]  Additional  personal  burdens 
cannot  be  imposed  upon  a  trustee. 
Hathaway  v.  New  Baltimore,  48  Mich. 
251,  12  N.  W.  186. 

50.  Browning  v.  Stiles  (N.  J.  Eq.), 
65  Atl.  457. 

[a]  "The  power  of  the  trustee 
finds  its  fountain  head  in  the  language 
of  the  will  creating  the  trusteeship. 
It  cannot  be  diminished  by  any  court, 
and  any  order  that  in  any  way  under- 
takes to  trammel,  narrow,  or  embar- 
rass the  powers  of  the  trustee  given  to 
him  as  a  part  of  his  trust  by  the  terms 
of  the  will,  will  be  without  effect." 
Browning  v.  Stiles  (N.  J.  Eq.),  65  Atl. 
457. 

51.  Ala.  —  Pearce  v.  Pearee,  74  So. 
952.  Conn.  —  Russell  v.  Hartley,  83 
Conn.  654,  78  Atl.  320.  Ind.  — Kint- 
ner  i;.  Jones,  122  Ind.  148,  23  JST.  E. 
701.  Kan.^Keeler  v.  Lauer,  73  Kan. 
388,  85  Pac.  541.  Me.  —  Woodward  v. 
Dain,  109  Me.  581,  85  Atl.  660.  N.  Y, 
Clark  V.  Clark,  23  Misc.  272,  50  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1041.  N.  C  — Albright  v.  Al- 
bright, 91  N.  C.  220. 

[a]  A  Power  GiTen  to  a  Trustee 
Purporting  To  Be  Uncontrolable  by  the 
Courts,  Is  Void.  —  Keating  v.  Keating, 
182  Iowa  1056,  165  N.  W.  74;  Butler 
V.  Badger,  128  Minn.  99,  150  N.  W.  233. 
And  see.  Carrier  v.  Carrier,  226  N.  Y. 
114,  123  N.  E.  135. 

52.  Ala.  —  McDonald  v.  McDonald, 
92  Ala.  537,  9  So.  195.  Kan.  —  Keeler 
V.  Lauer,  73  Kan.  388,  85  Pac.  541. 
Me.  —  Woodward  v.  Dain,  109  Me.  581, 
85  Atl.  660.  Md.  — Whitelock  v.  Dor- 
sey,  121  Md.  497,  88  Atl.  241.  N.  H. 
Portsmouth  v.  Shackford,  46  N.  H.  423. 
N.  Y.  — Cellist  er  v.  Tassitt,  7  App. 
Div.  20,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  800;  Manning 
V.  Sheehan,  75  Misc.  374,  133  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1006.  N.  C  — Albright  v.  Al- 
bright, 91  N.  C.  220.  Pa.  —  In  re  Har- 
rar's  Estate,  244  Pa.  542,  91  Atl.  503; 
In  re  Naglee's  Est.,  52  Pa.  154.  R.  I. 
Angell  V.  Angell,  28  R.  I.  592,  68  Atl. 
583. 
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or  if  the  trustee  has  acted  in  bad  faith,"^'  or  has  failed  to  follow  the 
directions  and  requirements  imposed  by  the  terms  of  the  trust,'*  or  the 
requirements  of  the  law,°^  his  conduct  will  be  subjected  to  judicial 
control  and  the  court  will  make  such  orders  as  may  be  necessary  to 
fully  effectuate  the  purposes  of  the  trust  and  protect  the  trust  prop- 
erty.°®  It  even  has  jurisdiction  to  materially  change  or  modify  the 
plan  of  the  creator  of  the  trust  when  altered  conditions  render  such 
a  change  essential  in  order  that  his  intentions  may  be  carried  out,°^ 
though  no  modification  or  alteration  of  the  terms  of  the  trust  which 
cannot  reasonably  be  said  to  be  in  furtherance  of  the  intentions  of  the 
creator  of  the  trust  can  be  made.'* 

The  beneficiary  jf  the  trust  may  also  be  reciuired  to  expend  the  trust 
funds  for  the  purposes  designated  in  the  trust  instrument.'* 
The  constrwction  '"'  of  an  instrument  creating  a  trust  is  within  the  juris- 


[a]  Mere  apprehension  that  a  trustee 
will  abuse  his  discretion  is  not  suf- 
ficient to  warrant  relief.  Dillard  v. 
Dillard's  Exrs.  (Va.),  21  S.  E.  669. 

53.  Md.  — Pole  v.  Pietsch,  61  Md. 
570.  Mich.  —  Chambers  v.  Chambers, 
173  N.  W.  367.  Vt.  —  Bacon  v.  Bacon, 
55  Vt.  243. 

54.  Ky.  —  McFerran  v.  Fidelity 
Trust  Co.,  140  Ky.  536,  131  S.  W.  393; 
Cromey  r.  Bull,  81  Ky.  €46.  N.  Y.  —  In 
re  Van  Decar,  49  Misc.  39,  98  N.  Y. 
Supp.  309.    S.  C.  —  Lcsesne  v.  Cheves, 

105  S.  C.  432,  90  S.  E.  37.  Vt.  —  North 
Troy  G.  School  Dist.  v.  Town  of  Troy, 
80  Vt.  16,  66  Atl.  1033. 

55.  Haldeman  v.  Openheimer  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  119  S.  W.  1158. 

56.  Lesesne  v.  Cheves,  105  S.  C.  432, 
90  S.  E.  37. 

57.  111.  —  Stephens  v.  Collison,  274 
111.  389,  113  N.  E.  691,  Ann.  Cas.  1918D, 
559;  Johns  v.  Montgomery,  265  111.  21, 

106  N.  E.  497,  Ann.  Cas.  191 6A,  996,  L. 
R.  A.  1916B,  1073;  Packard  v.  Illinois 
Tr.  &  Sav.  Bank,  261  111.  450,  104  N.  E. 
275;  Curtiss  v.  Brown,  29  111.  201, 
Tenn.  —  Weakley  v.  Barrow,  137  Tenn. 
224,  192  S.  W.  927. 

See  supra,  III. 

[a]  If  no  provision  for  the  support 
or  education  of  infant  beneficiaries  is 
made  in  the  trust,  the  court  in  case  of 
necessity  may  direct  the  application  of 
the  income  to  that  purpose.  Ala. 
Pearee  v.  Pearce,  74  So.  952.  Mich. 
Knorr  v.  Millard,  52  Mich.  542,  18  N. 
W.  349.  N.  J.  —  Pennington  v.  Metro- 
politan Museum  of  Art,  65  N.  J.  Eq.  11, 
55  Atl.  468.    Tenn.  —  Bennett  v.  Nash- 


ville Trust  Co.,  127  Tenn.  126,  153  & 
W.  840,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A,  1045,  46  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  43. 

58.  Morris  v.  Boyd,  110  Ark.  468, 
162  S.  W.  69,  Ann.  Cas.  1916A,  1004; 
Stein  V.  Safe  Deposit  &  Tr.  Co.,  1?7 
Md.  206,  96  Atl.  349.    See  supra,  III. 

59.  Latrobe  «.  American  Coloniza- 
tion Society  (Md.),  106  Atl.  858. 

[a]  Rule  Stated.  —  "It  is,  however, 
within  the  power  of  the  court  either 
of  its  own  volition  or  at  the  request  of 
the  trustees,  if  they  have  reason  to 
believe  that  the  moneys  paid  over  by 
them  to  the  society  is  not  expended  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
trust,  to  pass  such  orders  as  it  may 
deem  necessary  to  assure  the  proper 
expenditure  of  the  money  pursuant  to 
provisions  of  the  trust."  Latrobe  v. 
American  Colonization  Society  (Md.), 
106  Atl.  858. 

60.  Berger  v.  Butler,  159  Ala.  539, 
48  So.  685. 

[a]  A  will  may  be  construed  (1) 
by  a  court  of  equity  when  it  creates  a 
trust.  Ark.  —  Williamson  v.  Grider,  97 
Ark.  588,  135  S.  W.  361.  Ala.  — Clay 
V.  Gurley,  62  Ala.  14.  Me.  —  Huston  f. 
Dodge,  111  Me.  246,  88  Atl.  888.  Mo. 
Mersman  v.  Meraman,  136  Mo.  244,  37 
S.  W.  909;  Drake  v.  Crane,  127  Mo.  85, 
29  S.  W.  990,  27  L.  B.  A.  653.  N.  Y. 
Chipman  v.  Montgomery,  63  N.  Y.  221; 
Bailey  v.  Briggs,  56  N.  Y.  407.  Wis. 
Stephenson  v.  Norris,  128  Wis.  242,  107 
N.  W.  343.  (2)  But  not  where  no  trust 
is  involved.  Ark,  —  Prank  v.  Prank,  88 
Ark.  1,  113  S.  W.  640,  129  Am.  St.  Eep. 
73,    19    L.    E.    A,    (N.    S.)    176.     111. 
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diction  of  a  court  of  equity,  at  least  when  equitable  relief  is  also 
sought.*^  • 

B.  Compelling  Performance  of  Duties  by  Trustee.  —  Any  person 
beneficially  interested  in  the  execution  of  the  trust  *^  may  institute  an 
action  to  compel  thfe  trustee  who  has  accepted  the  trust  ^^  to  carry  out 
and  effectuate  its  terms/*  though,  under  the  general  rule  that  the 
exercise  in  good  faith  of  a  discretionary  power  will  not  be  controlled  "^ 
the  particular  action  which  a  trustee,  having  a  discretion,  shall  take, 
will  not  be  determined.®^  If  the  trustee  refuses  to  act  as  directed  by 
the  court,  a  commissioner  may  be  appointed  by  the  court  to  perform 
the  required  act.*' 
,  0.  Obtaining  Instructions  From  the  Coubt.  —  1,  In  General.®* 


Strawn  v.  Jacksonville  F.  Academy, 
240  111.  Ill,  88  N.  E.  460;  Strubher  v. 
Belsey,  79  III.  307. 

[b]  Multifariousness.  —  A  complaint 
seeking  the  construction  of  a  deed  of 
trust  and  also  a  decree  quieting  title 
is  not  multifarious.  Berger  v.  Butler, 
159  Ala.  539,  48  So.  685. 

[e]  Territorial  Jurisdiction.  —  The 
courts  of  one  state  will  not  take  juris- 
diction to  construe  a  trust  instrument 
merely  as  to  the  rights  and  interests 
of  parties  under  it  to  land  in  another 
state.  Middleton's  Trustee  v.  Middle- 
ton,  172  Ky.  826,  189  S.  W.  1133.  See 
generally  the  title  "Jurisdiction." 

61.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  The  mere  construction  of  a 
trust  instrument  is  not  a  ground  for 
equitable  jurisdiction;  it  is  only  when 
some  equitable  relief  is  sought  to  which 
the  construction  of  the  instrument  is 
incidental  but  necessary  that  equity 
will  act.  Smith  v.  Morrow,  84  N.  J. 
Eq.  395,  93  Atl.  695. 

62.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  A  beneficiaxy  may  (1)  main- 
tain a  suit  to  compel  action  by  the 
trustee  (Curtin  v.  Krohn,  4  Cal.  App. 
131,  87  Pac.  243),  but  (2)  only  after  a 
demand  has  been  made  upon  the  trus- 
tee and  the  required  action  refused  by 
him.  Bailey  v.  Selden,  112  Ala.  593,  20 
So.  854.  And  see  Blackburn  v.  Fitz- 
gerald, 130  Ala.  584,  30  So.  568. 

[b]  Any  number  of  beneficiaries 
may  join  in  the  action.  Mitchell  v. 
Carrollton  Nat.  Bank,  29  Ky.  1,.  Eep. 
1228,  97  S.  W.  45. 

[c]  The  creditors  of  beneficiaries, 
who  have  been  given  orders  on  the 
trust  fund,  may  institute  the  action. 
Mitchell  v.  Carrollton  Nat.  Bank,  29 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  1228,  97  S.  "W.  45. 

Vol.  XXV 


[d]  The  purchaser  from  a  trustee 
who  has  power  to  sell  land,  may  main- 
tain a  suit  for  specific  performance  of 
the  contract  entered  into  by  the  trus- 
tee. Crawford  v.  El  Paso  Land  Imp. 
Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  201  S.  W.  233; 

63.  Cooper  v.  McClun,  16  111.  435, 
a  person  named  trustee  will  not  be  re- 
quired to  accept  the  trust. 

64.  111.  — Cooper  v.  McClun,  16  111. 
435.  Ky.  — Mitchell  v.  Carrollton  Nat. 
Bank,  29  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1228,  97  S.  W.  45. 
Neb.  —  Schneringer  v.  Schneringer,  81 
Neb.  661,  116  N.  W.  491.  Tex.  — Davis 
V.  Davis,  51  Tex.  Civ.  App.  491,  112  S. 
W.  948. 

Establishment  and  enforcement  of 
trusts  generally,  see  supra,  I. 

[a]  A  statutory  remedy  is  provided 
in  some  states,  which  is  the  exclusive 
method  of  obtaining  relief.  Matter  of 
McQuade,  157  App.  Div.  344,  142  N.  T. 
Supp.  493. 

[b]  A  receiver  in  possession  of 
trust  funds,  may  with  the  consent  of 
the  court  appointing  him  be  required 
to  recognize  and  carry  out  the  trust. 
Harrigan  v.  Gilchrist,  121  Wis.  127,  99 
N.  W.  909. 

[c]  Attorney's  fees  may  be  recov- 
ered if  expressly  allowed  by  the  court. 
See  Mitchell  v.  Carrollton  Nat.  Bank, 
29  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1228,  97  S.  W.  45. 

65.  See  swpra,  VII,  A. 

66.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  A  dissenting  trustee  cannot  be 
compelled  to  join  in  executing  a  con- 
veyance of  which  he  disapproves. 
Mannhardt  v.  Illinois  Staats  Zeitung 
Co.,  90  111.  App.  315. 

67.  Mitchell  v.  Carrollton  Nat. 
Bank,  29  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1228,  97  S.  W. 
45,  to  sell  land. 

68.  Compare  supra,  V,  B. 
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A  trustee  who  is  uncertain  as  to  the  extent  of  his  powers,''  the  proper 
construction  to  be  given  to  the  instrument  creating  the  trust/"  especial- 
ly as  to  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  the  beneficiaries  thereunder,'^  or 
the  proper  action  which  should  be  taken  by  him  under  existing  condi- 
tions,'^ may  apply  to  a  court  of  equity  for  instructions,'^  and  the 
trustee  who  acts  in  pursuance  of  the  directions  and  instructions  of 
the  court  will  be  fully  protected  from  all  claims  of  misadministration.'* 
There  are  definite  limits  upon  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  in  this 
particular.'^  The  court  will  not  pass  upon  mere  moot  questions,  al- 
though they  are  likely  to  become  of  importance  in  the  future,"  upon 


69.  Trustees  of  Princeton  Univer- 
sity V.  Wilson,  78  N.  J.  Eq.  1,  78  Atl. 
393. 

70.  TT.  S.  — Cross  v.  Del  Valle,  1 
Wall.  1,  17  L.  ed.  515.  Ark.  — Morris 
V.  Boyd,  110  Ark.  468,  162  S.  W.  69, 
Ann.  Cas.  1916A,  1004.  lU.  —  Racke- 
mann  v.  Tilton,  236  111.  49,  86  N.  E. 
168.  Md.  —  Diggs  v.  Fidelity  &  De- 
posit Co.,  112  Md.  50,  75  Atl.  517.  N. 
Y.  —  Farmers'  Loan  &  Tr.  Co.  v.  Polk, 
166  App.  Div.  43,  151  N.  Y.  Supp.  618. 
R.  I.  —  Rhode  Island  Hospital  Trust 
Co.  V.  Copeland,  39  R.  I.  193,  98  Atl. 
273.  S.  0.  —  Lesesne  v.  Cheves,  105  S. 
C.  432,  90  S.  E.  37.  W.  Va.*— McDon- 
ald V.  Jarvis,  64  W.  Va.  62,  60  S.  E. 
990,  131  Am.  St.  Rep.  889;  McCrum  v. 
Lee,  38  W.  Va.  583,  18  S.  E.  757.  Wis. 
Stephenson  v.  Norris,  128  Wis.  242,  107 
N.  W.  343.   And  see  supra,  VII,  A. 

[a]  The  proper  construction  of  the 
instrninent  creating  the  trust  is  a 
necessary  prerequisite  to  the  giving  of 
directions  to  the  trustee.  Trustees  of 
Princeton  University  v.  Wilson,  78  N. 
J.  Eq.  1,  78  Atl.  393. 

71.  Laughlin  v.  Wells  Bldg.  Co. 
(Wis.),  171   N.  W.  755. 

72.  Staacke  v.  Bell,  125  Cal.  309,  57 
Pac.  1012.  111.  —  Casey  v.  Canavan,  93 
III.  App.  538.  Mass.  —  Thorp  v.  Lund, 
227  Mass.  474,  116  N.  E.  946,  Ann.  Cas. 
1918B,  1204;  Dimmock  v.  Bixby,  20 
Pick.  368.  N.  J.  —  Traphagen  v.  Levy, 
45  N.  J.  Eq.  448,  18  Atl.  222.  Tenn. 
Read  v.  Citizens'  Street  R.  Co.,  110 
Tenn.  316,  75  S.  W.  1056.  Va.  — Wil- 
liams V.  Bond,  120  Va.  678,  91  S.  E. 
627. 

73.  Ala.  —  Berger  v.  Butler,  159 
Ala.  539,  48  So.  685.  m.  —  Harrison  v. 
Owsley,  172  111.  629,  50  N.  B.  227. 
Mass.  — Hill  V.  Moors,  224  Mass.  163, 
112  N.  E.  641.  Me.  — Huston  v.  Dodge, 
111  Me.  246,  88  Atl.  888.  Mo.  — Mers- 
man  v.  Mersman,  136  Mo.  244,  37  S.  W. 


909.  N.  H.  — Wheeler  v.  Perry,  18  N. 
H.  307.  Ohio.  —  Wiswell  v.  Cincinnati 
First  Cong.  Church,  14  Ohio  St.  31. 
Tenn.  —  Reynolds  v.  Brandon,  3  Heisk. 
593.  Tex.  —  Gamel  v.  Smith,  3  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  22,  21  S.  W.  628.  Va.  —Os- 
borne V.  Taylor's  Admr.,  12  Gratt.  (53 
Va.)  117.  W.  Va.  — McDonald  v.  Jar- 
vis,  64  W.  Va.  62,  60  S.  E.  990,  131  Am. 
St.  Rep.  889. 

[a]  Trustees  of  a  public  charity 
may  apply  for  instructions.  Trustees 
of  Princeton"  University  v.  Wilson,  78 
N.  J.  Eq.  1,  78  Atl.  393. 

[b]  The  executor  of  a  deceased 
trustee  who,  by  statute,  succeeds  to 
the  trust,  may  apply  for  instructions. 
Williams  v.  Bond,  120  Va.  678,  91  S.  E. 
627. 

[c]  The  grantor  in  a  trust  deed 
cannot  maintain  the  proceeding.  Levy 
i;.  Hart,  54  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  248,  258. 

74.  Fisher  v.  Fisher,  170  N.  C.  378, 
87  S.  E.  113. 

75.  Hill  V.  Moors,  224  Mass.  163,  112 
isr.  E.  641. 

[a]  "Unless  a  petitioner  for  in. 
structions  has  real  and  serious  doubts 
as  to  his  duty,  and  the  advice  of  the 
court  is  required  for  his  protection  and 
the  discharge  of  his  trust,  the  court  is 
without  jurisdiction  to  entertain  such 
a  petition.  The  right  to  instructions 
does  not  extend  to  the  determination 
of  questions  which  do  not  require  any 
action  by  the  trustee,  or  which  should 
properly  be  submitted  to  some  other 
tribunal,  or  where  events  which  must 
control  the  rights  df  the  parties  and 
the  duties  of  the  trustee  have  not 
transpired."  Hill  v.  Moors,  224  Mass. 
163,  112  N.  E.  641. 

76.  U.  S.  — May  «.  May,  167  U.  S. 
310,  17  Sup.  Ct.  824,  42  L.  ed.  179. 
Conn.  —  Bridgeport  Trust  Co.  v.  Bar- 
tholomew, 90  Conn.  317,  97  Atl.  758. 
111.  —  Strawn  v.  Jacksonville  F.  Acad- 
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questions  reasonably  clear  and  free  from  doubt/^  upon  questions  re- 
lating to  the  past  administration  of  the  estate/*  upon  questions  in 
which  the  trustee  has  no  direct  and  primary  interest,  or  upon  which 
he  is  not  required  to  act/'  nor  will  it,  in  a  clear  case,  relieve  the  trustee 
from  the  exercise  of  a  discretionary  power  and  assume  responsibility 
for  an  act  properly  performable  by  the  trustee.*"  Purely  legal  ques- 
tions will  not  be  passed  upon.*^ 

Want  of  jurisdiction  to  determine  the  question  upon  which  instruc- 
tions are  sought  may  be  asserted  by  the  court  of  its  own  motion.*'' 


emy,  240  111.  Ill,  88  N.  E.  460.  Me. 
Connolly  v.  Leonard,  114  Me.  29,  95 
Atl.  269;  Huston  v.  Dodge,  111  Me.  246, 
88  Atl.  888.  Mass.  — Bailey  v.  Smith, 
222  Mass.  600,  111  N.  E.  684;  Tibbetts 
V.  Tomkiuson,  217  Mass.  244,  104  N.  E. 
562;  Hall  v.  Cogswell,  183  Mass.  521, 
67  N.  B.  644;  Bullard  v.  Chandler,  149 
Mass.  532,  21  N.  E.  951,  5  L.  E.  A.  104; 
Treadwell  v.  Salisbury  Mfg.  Co.,  7  Gray 
39.3,  66  Am.  Dee.  490.  N.  J.  —  Passaic 
Trust  &  S.  D.  Co.  •».  East  Ridgelawn 
Cemetery  (N.  J.  Eq.),  101  Atl.  1026; 
Varick  v.  Smith,  69  N.  J.  Eq.  505,  61 
Atl.  151;  Griggs  V.  Veghte,  47  N.  J. 
Eq.  179,  19  Atl.  867.  S.  0.  — O'Cain  v. 
O'Cain,  51   S.  C.  348,  29  S.  E.  68. 

[a]  Eule  Stated.  —  "A  trustee  has 
no  interest  in  the  construction  of  the 
will  under  which  he  is  acting  except  as 
it  affects  his  powers  and  duties  in  the 
administration  of  his  trust.  *  *  *  And 
we  do  not  think  it  wise,  nor  within 
the  intent  of  the  statute,  to  assume 
jurisdiction  to  advise  trustee,  and  to 
construe  •wills  for  their  guidance  until 
the  time  comes  when  they  need  in- 
structions. The  fact  that  the  question 
may  arise  some  time  in  the  future  is 
ordinarily  not  enough.  Such  a  question 
should  not  be  decided  until  the  antici- 
pated contingency  arises,  or  at  least 
until  it  is  about  to  arise,  until  it  is 
imminent.  Then  if  the  trustee  needs 
present  advice  to  know  how  to  meet 
the  contingency,  it  will  be  given  to 
him.  Then  the  parties  interested  in 
the  issue  can  be  heard  under  the  con- 
ditions and  circumstances  as  they  may 
exist  at  that  time.  They  should  not 
be  prejudiced.  Nor  should  there  be 
any  judgment  until  there  is  occasion 
for  it."  Huston  v.  Dodge,  111  Me.  246, 
248,  88  Atl.  888. 

|b]  Instructions  as  to  a  fund  which 
bas  not  come  into  the  possession  of 
the  trustee  will  not  be  given.  Bullard 
V.  Attorney  General,  153  Mass.  249,  26 
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N.  E.  691;  Proctor  v.  Heyer,  122  Mass. 
525. 

[e]  Directions  as  to  the  payment 
and  distribution  of  a  trust  fund  will 
not  be  given  until  the  time,  for  distri- 
bution has  arrived.  Fla.  —  Stapylton 
V.  Neeley,  44  Ela.  212,  32  So.  868. 
Mass.  —  Bailey  v.  Smith,  214  Mass.  114, 
101  N.  E.  62;  Wheaton  v.  Batcheller, 
211  Mass.  223,  211  N.  E.  924.  N.  J. 
Hewitt  V.  Green,  77  N.  J.  Eq.  345,  77 
Atl.  25. 

77.  Ark.  —  Williamson  v.  Grider,  97 
Ark.  588,  135  S.  W.  361.  Pla.  — Sta- 
pylton V.  Neeley,  44  Ela.  212,  32  So. 
868.  111.  —  Warner  v.  Mettler,  260  111. 
416,  103  N.  E.  259.  Md.  — Heald  v. 
Heald,  56  Md.  300.  N.  Y.  — Crawford 
V.  "Winston,  34  App.  Div.  457,  54  N.  T. 
Supp.  246. 

78.  Forbes  v.  Brigham  (Mass.),  122 
N.  E.  396;  Hill  v.  Moors,  224  Mass.  163, 
112  N.  E.  641;  Sohier  «;.  Burr,  127  Mass. 
221. 

79.  Warner  v.  Mettler,  260  111.  416, 
103  N.  E.  259;  Parkhurst  v.  Ginn,  228 
Mass.  159,  117  N.  E.  202,  Ann.  Cas. 
1918E,  982;  Austin  v.  Bailey,  163 
Mass.  270,  39  N.  E.  1022. 

80.  Ala.  —  Clay  v.  Gurley,  62  Ala. 
14.  Me.  —  Bartlett  v.  Pickering,  113 
Me.  96,  92  Atl.  1008.  Mass.  —  Sohier 
V.  Burr  127  Mass.  221.  N.  J.  —  Brown- 
ing V.  Stiles  (N.  J.  Eq.),  65  Atl.  457. 

81.  111.  —  Mansfield  «.  Mansfield, 
203  111.  92,  67  N.  E.  497.  N.  J.  —  Smith 
V.  Morrow,  84  N.  J.  Eq.  395,  93  Atl. 
695,  whether  a  condition  subsequent 
has  been  breached  and  legal  title  re- 
vested in  the  grantor.  B.  I.  —  Greene 
V.  Mumford,  4  E.  I.  313. 

82.  Hill  V.  Moors,  224  Mass.  163,  112 
N.  E.  641. 

[a]  The  consent  of  the  parties  can- 
not confer  jurisdiction.  Hill  v.  Moors, 
224  Mass.  163,  112  N.  E.  641.  Sec  gen- 
erally the  title  "Jurisdiction." 
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2.  Procedure.  —  The  proceeding  to  obtain  instructions  should  be 
by  bill  or  complaint,*^  and  not  by  petition  or  motion.**  All  persons 
interested  in  the  trust  estate  should  be  made  parties.*^  A  master  may 
be  appointed  to  investigate  matters,  knowledge  of  which  is  necessary  in 
order  that  proper  instructions  may  be  given  a  trustee.*^  Instructions 
will  only  be  given  upon  such  matters  as  are  clearly  presented  by  the 
bill  and  are  in  issue.  *'  Costs,**  including  a  reasonable  attorney 's  fee,** 
may  be  allowed  the  petitioner. 

D.  Execution  by  the  Coukt.  -  A  court  of  equity  may  either  through 
its  officers,^"  or  by  its  direct  action,®^  superintend  and  effectuate  the 
execution  of  a  trust,'^  when  this  course  is  preferable  to  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  new  trustee;    though  the  direct  administration  of  a  trust 


83.  Ala.  —  Grimball  v.  Cruse,  70 
Ala.  534.  Fla.  —  Stapylton  v.  Neeley, 
44  Fla.  212,  32  So.  868,  containing  a 
form  of  complaint.  111.  —  Warner  v. 
Mettler,  260  111.  416,  103  N.  E.  259. 
Mass.  —  Gibbins  t?.  Shepard,  125  Mass. 
541. 

[a]  "The  bill  should  contain  a 
clear  and  orderly  statement  of  the 
facts  relied  upon  as  the  ground  for 
relief,  in  accordance  with  the  general 
rules  controlling  equity  proceedings." 
Warner  v.  Mettler,  260  111.  416,  103  N. 
B.  259.  See  the  title  "BiUs  and  An- 
swers." 

[b]  A  specific  statement  of  the 
question  upon  which  instructions  are 
sought,  which  will  admit  of  a  definite 
reply,  must  be  made.  Bartlett  v.  Pick- 
ering, 113  Me.  96,  92  Atl.  1008;  Bailey 
V.  Smith,  222  Mass.  600,  111  N.  E.  684. 

[c]  The  possession  of  the  trust 
fund  should  be  alleged.  Putnam  v.  Col- 
lamore,  109  Mass.  509;  Eothgeb  v. 
Mauek,  35  Ohio  St.  503. 

84.  Williamson  v.  Grider,  97  Ark. 
588,  135  S.  W.  361;  Ledyard's  Appeal, 
51  Mich.  623,  17  N.  W.  208. 

85.  Ark.  —  Williamson  v.  Grider,  97 
Ark.  588,  135  S.  W.  361.  Me.  — Huston 
V.  Dodge,  111  Me.  246,  88  Atl.  888.  Md. 
Diggs  V.  Fidelity  &  Deposit  Co.,  112 
Md.  50,  75  Atl.  617.  Mich.  —  Ledyard 's 
Appeal,  51  Mich.  623,  l7  N.  W.  208. 
JT.  O.  — Meadows  v.  Marsh,  123  N.  C. 
189,  31  8.  B.  476.  Tenn.  —  Read  v. 
Citizens'  Street  K.  Co.,  110  Tenn.  316, 
75  S.  W.  1056. 

[a]  The  beneficiaries  are  necessary 
parties  to  a  bill  seeking  the  construc- 
tion of  a  trust  instrument.  In  re  Aid- 
rich's  Will,  81  Vt.  308,  70  Atl.  566. 

[b]  When  a  public  charity  is  in- 
volved,   the    attorney    general    is    a 


proper  defendant.  Trustees  of  Prince- 
ton University  v.  Wilson,  78  N.  J.  Eq. 
1,  78  Atl.  393. 

86.  Adrain  v.  Koch,  82  N.  J.  Eq. 
484,  91  Atl.  123;  Ehode  Island  Hospi- 
tal Trust  Co,  V.  Copeland,  39  E.  I.  193, 
98  Atl.  273  (to  determine  the  advisa- 
bility of  selling  stock);  Peckham  v. 
Newton,  15  E.  I.  321,  4  Atl.  758.  See 
generally   the   title    "References." 

87.  Huston  v.  Dodge,  111  Me.  246, 
88  Atl.  888. 

88.  lU.  — Warner  v.  Mettler,  260 
111.  416,  103  N.  E.  259.  Mass.  — Baker 
V.  Clark  Institute,  110  Mass.  88.-  Va. 
Williams  v.  Bond,  120  Va.  678,  91  S. 
B.  627. 

89.  Bartlett  v.  Pickering,  113  Me. 
96,  92  Atl.  1008;  Williams  v.  Bond,  120 
Va.  ,678,  91  S.  B.  627. 

99.  Eogers  v.  Eogers,  111  N.  Y.  228, 
18  N.  B.  636;  Washington  Nat.  Bldg. 
Assn.  V.  Buser,  61  W.  Va.  590,  57  S.  E. 
40. 

[a]  A  receiver  may  be  appointed 
to  care  far  the  property  and  execute 
the  trust.  Jones  v.  McPhillips,  77  Ala. 
314.    And  see  infra,  VIII,  D,  5. 

91.  Ky.  —  Waring  'a  Bxr.  v.  War- 
ing, 10  B.  Mon.  331.  Miss.  —  Van  Vac- 
ter  V.  McWillie,  31  Miss.  563.  N.  Y. 
Train  v.  Davis,  49  Misc.  162,  98  N.  Y. 
Supp.  816. 

[a]  In  New  York  upon  the  death 
of  a  trustee,  the  trust,  if  partially  un- 
executed, devolves  upon  the  supreme 
court.  Eobinson  v.  Sehmitt,  17  App. 
Div.  628,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  253. 

92.  Ga.  —  Prince  v.  Barrow,  120  6a. 
810,  48  S.  B.  412.  Me.  — Cutter  v.  Bur- 
roughs,  100  Me.  379,  61  Atl.  767.  Md. 
Burroughs  V.  Gaither,  66  Md.  171,  7 
Atl.  243. 
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will  not  be  undertaken  by  the  court  when  the  trustee  is  properly  per- 
forming his  duties.^^ 

E,  Sales,  Leases  and  Mortgages. —  1.  In  General.  —  Unless  the 
instrument  creating  the  trust  expressly  confers  power  upon  a  trustee 
to  sell,  mortgage  or  lease  the  trust  property,^*  he  cannot  do  so  except 
under  an  order  of  court."' 

2.  Jurisdiction.  —  A  court  of  equity  has  inherent  jurisdiction  to 
authorize  the  sale,  mortgage  or  lease  of  trust  property,"*  and  the  power 


-Ladd  V.  Ladd,  75  N.  H. 


93.  Eothschiia  v.  Schiff,  188  K.  T. 
327,  80  N.  E.  1030. 

Ooutxol  ef  exercise  of  discretionary 
powers  of  the  trustee,  see,  supra,  VII, 
A. 

94.  Ga.  —  McDonald  v.  Valdosta 
Inv.  Co.,  142  Ga.  147,  82  S.  E.  539,  de- 
fective court  proceedings  are  imma- 
terial. Ind.  — lies  V.  Martin,  69  Ind. 
114.  N.  H,  ~"  "  ""  " 
371,  74  Atl.  1045, 

[a]  If  a  power  of  sale  cannot  for 
some  reason  be  carried  out,  applica- 
tion for  relief  may  be  made  to  a  court 
of  equity.  George  v.  Zinn,  57  W.  Va. 
15,  49  S.  E.  904,  110  Am.  St.  Eep.  721, 
an  application  cannot  be  made  as  a 
matter  of  course. 

95.  U.  S.  —  Kenaday  v.  Edwards, 
134  V.  S,  117,  10  Sup:  Ct.  523,  33  L.  ed. 
853.  G-a.  —  Burwell  v.  Farmers'  &  M. 
Bk.,  119  Ga.  633,  46  S.  E.  885;  Bolles 
V.  Munnerlyn,  83  Ga.  727,  10  8.  E.  365. 
Ky.  —  Murray  v.  Rodman,  25  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  978,  76  S.  W.  854.  Mont.  — Hor- 
sky  V.  MeKennan,  53  Mont.  50,  162 
Pac.  376.  N.  Y.  —  Potter  v.  Hodgman, 
81  App.  Div.  233,  80  N.  Y.  Supp.  1056. 

[a]  I  A  release  of  a  mortgage  can 
only  be  made  under  order  of  the  court. 
Abell  V.  Brown,  55  Md.  217. 

[b]  A  ratification  by  the  court  of 
an  unauthorized  sale,  can  be  made,  in 
some  states.  Ala.  —  McCreary  v.  Bill- 
ing, 176  Ala.  314,  58  So.  311,  Ann.  Gas. 
1915A,  561.  N.  J.  — PfefEerle  v.  Herr, 
75  N.  J.  Eq.  219,  71  Atl.  689,  138  Am. 
St.  Eep.  518,  aprmed  77  N.  J.  Eq.  271, 
79  Atl.  1119.  Tenn.  —  Lenow  v.  Ar- 
lington, 111  Tenn.  720,  69  S.  W.  314. 
Va.  — Smith  v.  White,  107  Va.  616,  59 
S.  E.  480. 

96.  Cal.  —  Alemany  v.  Wensinger, 
40  Cal.  288.  Ga.  —  Gunby  v.  Alverson, 
146  Ga.  536,  91  S.  E.  556;  Wagnon  v. 
Pease,  104  Ga.  417,  30  S.  E.  895.  111. 
Packard  v.  Illinois  Trust  &  Sav.  Bank, 
S61  111.  450,  104  N.  B.  275;  Eoberts  v. 
Roberts,  259  111.  115,  103  N,  E.  239; 
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Oliver  v.  Oliver,  179  111.  9,  53  N.  E.  304. 
Ky.  —  Hegan  v.  Netherland,  141  Ky, 
686,  133  S.  W.  546;  Meddis  v.  Bull's 
Admr.,  13  Ky.  L.  Eep.  767,  18  S.  W.  6. 
Md.  —  Seeger  v.  Hunting,  78  Md.  54, 
26  Atl.  960.  Mass.  —  Marshall  v.  Cald- 
well, 125  Mass.  435.  Minn.  —  Mayall 
V.  Mayall,  63  Minn.  511,  65  N.  "W.  942. 
Miss.  —  Prewett  v.  Land,  36  Miss.  495. 
Mo.  —  Sampson  v.  Mitchell,  125  Mo. 
217,  28  S.  W.  768.  N.  J.  — Price  v. 
Long,  87  N.  J.  Eq.  578,  lei  Atl.  195. 
N.  Y.  — United  States  Trust  Co.  v. 
Eoche,  116  N.  Y.  120,  22  N.  E.  265; 
New  York  Life  Ins.  &  Trust  Co.  v. 
Conkling,  159  App.  »iv.  337,  144  N.  Y. 
Supp.  638.  N.  C.  —  American  Trust  Co. 
!;.  Nicholson,  162  N.  C.  257,  78  S.  E. 
152.  R.  I.  —  Quidnick  Co.  v.  Chafee,  13 
E.  I.  367.  S.  C.  —  Leseane  v.  Cheves, 
105  S.  C.  432,  90  S.  E.  37.  Tenn. 
Weakley  v.  Barrow,  137  Tenn.  224,  192 
S.  W.  927;  Greenlaw  v.  Greenlaw,  16 
Lea  435.  Tex.  —  Kennedy  v.  Pearson 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  109  S.  W.  280.  Wis. 
Upham  V.  Plankinton,  166  Wis.  271^ 
165  N.  W.  18;  Euggles  v.  Tyson,  104 
Wis.  500,  81  N.  W.  367,  48  L.  E.  A. 
809. 

[a]  If  the  trust  has  been  executed 

no  jurisdiction  exists.  Milledge  v. 
Bryan,  49  Ga.  397. 

[b]  Where  a  sale  is  ordered  by  tie 
terms  of  the  trust  instrument  it  will 
be  enforced  in  equity.  Ind.  —  Kint- 
ner  v.  Jones,  122  Ind.  148,  23  N.  E.  701. 
N.  J.  —  Vrooman  v.  Virgil,  81  N.  J.  Eq. 
301,  88  Atl.  372.  N.  Y.  — Matter  of 
Pargo,  20  Misc.  137,  45  N.  Y.  Supp. 
732. 

[c]  When  the  consent  of  the  bene- 
ficiary to  a  conveyance  is  required  by 
the  terms  of  the  trust  instrument,  if 
the  beneficiary  has  become  incompe- 
tent the  court  may  authorize  his  guar- 
dian to  consent  to  the  sale.  Philadel- 
phia Trust,  Safe  &  lieposit  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Allison,  108  Me.  326,  80  Atl,  833,  39 
L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  39,  ' 
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is  sometimes  expressly  recognized  and  affirmed  by  statute,'^  which,  in 
some  states,  confers  jurisdiction  in  this  respect  upon  specified  courts.*' 
But  even  the  court  cannot  order  or  direct  a  sale  of  property  to  be  rtiade 
by  a  dry  trustee  of  a  passive  trust."*  A  lease  for  a  period  beyond  the 
date  of  termination  of  the  trust  may  be  authorized  by  the  court.^  A 
court  having  jurisdiction  over  the  person  of  a  trustee  may  order  the 
sale,  mortgage  or  lease  of  trust  property,  even  though  the  property  lies 
in  another  state.^  ' 

3.  Process  or  Notice.  —  The  notice  required  to  be  given  of  the  pro- 
ceeding is  usually  prescribed  by  statute,'  and  the  notice  given  must  be 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  statutory  provisions.*  The  pro- 
ceeding is  in  the  nature  of  a  proceeding  in  rem,°  and  personal  service 
of  notice  «f  the  petition  is  not  necessary.* 

4.  Parties.  —  The  application  for  a  sale,  mortgage  or  lease  of  trust 
property,  should  usually  be  made  by  the  trustee.''  The  beneficiary  may, 


97.  Del.  —  Trustees  (for  Baptist 
Church  V.  Laird,  10  Del.  Ch.  118,  85 
Atl.  1082.  Ky.  — Noel  v.  Harper,  170 
Ky.  657,  186  S.  W.  503;  Marshall  v. 
Anderson's  Trustee,  157  Ky.  117,  162 
S.  W.  559;  Curry's  Guardian  v. 
Mousch's  Guardian,  31  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
856,  104  S.  W.  313.  Md.  — Preston  v. 
Safe  Beposit  &  Trust  Co.,  116  Md.  211, 
81  Atl.  523,  Ann.  Cas.  191 3C,  975. 
Mass.  —  Taft  v.  Becker,  182  Mass.  196, 
65  N.  E.  507.  N.  Y.  —  In  re  Lamoree, 
140  App.  Div.  650,  125  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1005.  N.  C  — McAfee  v.  Green,  143  N. 
C.  411,  55  S.  E.  828. 

98.  See  the  statutes  and  Title  Guar- 
antee &  L.  Co.  V.  Holverson,  95  Ga.  707., 
22  S.  E.  533. 

[a]  Under  testamentary  trusts 
power  to  authorize  a  sale,  mortgage  or 
lease  is  (1)  sometimes  conferred  upon 
the  probate  court.  Conn.  —  Townsend 
V.  Wilson,  77  Conn.  411,  59  Atl.  417. 
Mass.  —  Eobinson  v.  Cogswell,  192 
Mass.  79,  78  N.  E.  389;  Taft  v.  Becker, 
182  Mass.  106,  65  N.  E.  507;  Bosten 
Safe  Deposit  &  Tr.  Co.  v.  Mixter,  146 
Mass.  100,  15  N.  E.  141.  Pa.  — Moor- 
head  V.  Wolff,  123  Pa.  365,  16  Atl.  520. 
(2)  In  other  states,  jurisdiction  in 
such  cases  is  in  a  court  ef  equity. 
Minn.  —  Mayall  v.  Mayall,  63  Minn. 
511,  65  N.  W.  942.  Mo.  — In  re  Eicken- 
baugh,  42  Me.  App.  328.  N.  J.  —  In  re 
Lippinc»tt's  Est.,  68  N.  J.  Eq.  578,  59 
Atl.  884. 

99.  In  re  Behringer's  Estate  (^b,.), 
108  Atl.  414. 

[a]  The  remedy  of  the  beneficiaries 
is  by  proceedings  in  partition.  In  re 
Behringer's  Estate  (Pa.),  108  Atl.  414. 


1.  la.  — Hubbell  v.  Hubbell,  135 
Iowa  637,  113  N.  W.  612,  13  L.  R.  A. 
(N.  S.)  496,  14  Ann.  Oas.  640.  N.  Y. 
Tredwell  v.  Tredwell,  86  Misc.  104,  148 
N.  Y.  Supp.  391,  under  a  statute.  Wis. 
Upham  V.  Plankinton,  152  Wis.  276, 
140  N.  W.  5,  Ann.  Cas.  1914C,  376,  48 
L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  1004. 

[a]  "The  question  of  reasonable- 
ness of  the  lease  is  an  administrative, 
and  when  presented  to  the  court  a 
judicial  question,  and  mainly  one  of 
fact."  TJphara  v.  Plankinton,  152  Wis. 
275,  140  N.  W.  5,  Ann.  Cas.  1914C,  376, 
48  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)   1004. 

2.  U.  S.  —  Byrne  v.  Jones,  159  Fed. 
321,  90  C.  C.  A.  191.  Md.  — Campbell's 
Case,  2  Bland  209,  20  Am.  Dec.  360, 
where  the  sale  was  ordered  by  the 
terms  of  the  trust  instrument.  Tenn. 
Miller  v.  Birdsong,  7  Baxt.  531.  Va. 
Barger  v.  Buckland,  28  Gratt.  (69  Va.) 
8i50. 

Compare  supra,  I,  A,  4. 

3.  See  the  statutes.  See  generally 
the  titles  "Process;"  "Service  of 
Process  and  Papers." 

4.  la.  —  Borssy  v.  Banks,  88  Iowa 
595,  55  N.  W.  674.  Mass.  — Boston 
Safe  Deposit  C».  v.  Mixter,  146  Mass. 
100,  15  N.  E.  141.  N.  Y.  — Duffy  v. 
Durant  Land  Imp.  Co.,  78  Hun  314,  29 
N.  Y.  Supp.  165. 

5.  Warren  v.  Pazolt,  203  Mass.  328, 
89  N.  E.  381. 

6.  Long  V.  Simmons  Female  College, 
218  Mass.  135,  105  N.  E.  553;  Warren 
V.  Pazolt,  2«3  Mass.  328,  89  N.  B.  381, 
reasonable  notice  only  need  be  given. 

7.  Trustees  of  Samuel  Ready  School 
V.  Safe  Deposit  &  Trust  Co.,  121  Md. 
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however,  -when  it  is  necessary  or  desirable,  maintain  proceedings  to 
require  the  trustee  to  act,^  or  he  may  join  with  the  trustee  in  institut- 
ing the  proceedings.*  All  the  beneficiaries,^"  trustees,^^  and  other  per- 
sons interested  in  the  estate,^^  must  be  made  parties  to  the  proceeding. 
5.  Pleadings.  —  The  application  for  leave  to  sell,  mortgage  or  lease 
trust  property  may  be  made  by  petition  or  motion,^^  or,  in  some  states, 
by  a  bill  or  ordinary  action.^*  The  petition  or  complaint  should  be  in 
the  form  of  other  similar  pleadings.^^    The  facts  showing  the  necessity 


515,  88  Atl.  261;  Moorhead  v.  WolS, 
123  Pa.  365,  16  Atl.  520. 

8.  Hidden  v.  Hidden,  103  Mass.  59; 
Christian  v.  Worsham,  78  Va.  100. 

9.  Boardman  v.  Taylor,  66  Ga.  638. 
19.    .Del.  —  Martin  v.  Purnell,  4  Del. 

Ch.  249.  Ga.— Wagnon  v.  Pease,  104 
Ga.  417,  30  S.  E.  895.  Mo.  —  Sampson 
V.  Mitchell,  125  Mo.  217,  28  S.  W.  768. 
N.  J. —  Smith  V.  Gaines,  39  N.  J.  Eq. 
545.  N.  Y.  —  Gomez  v,  Gomez,  81  Hun 
566,  31  N.  T.  Supp.  206,  63  N.  Y.  St. 
607.  S.  C  — Kolb  V.  Booth,  80  S.  C. 
501,  61  S.  E.  942;  Moseley  v.  Hankin- 
son,  22  S.  C.  323. 

[a]  A  code  section  allowing  trus- 
tees to  sue  in  their  own  name  without 
joining  their  beneficiaries  does  not 
apply  to  such  a  proceeding.  Sampson 
V.  Mitchell,  125  Mo.  217,  28  S.  W.  768. 

[b]  If  the  beneficiary  has  assigned 
his  interest  he  need  not  he  made  a 
party.  Shields  v.  Hinkle,  19  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  1363,  43  S.  W.  485;  Van  "Wyck  v. 
Richman,  33  Misc.  404,  68  N.  Y.  Supp. 
473. 

[c]  A  minor  beneficiary  must  be 
made  a  party  and  a  guardian  ad  litem 
appointed.  Hill  v.  Printup,  48  Ga.  452; 
Robinson  v.  Fidelity  T.  &  S.  Vault  Co., 
11  Ky.  L.  Rep.  313,  11  S.  W.  806. 
Compare  Warren  v.  Pazolt,  203  Mass. 
328,  89  isr.  E.  381.  See  generally  the 
titles  "Guardian  ad  Litem;"  "In- 
fants." 

11.  Bush  V.  Bush,  2  Duv.  (Ky.)  269; 
Marshall  v:  Caldwell,  125  Mass.  435. 

12.  Ga.  — Wadley  v.  Le  Cato,  139 
Ga.  177,  77  S.  E.  47.  lU.  —  Hale  v.  Hale, 
146  111.  227,  33  N.  E.  858,  20  L.  R.  A. 
247.  Ky.  —  Noel  v.  Harper,  170  Ky. 
657,  186  S.  W  503.  Mo.  — Sampson 
V.  Mitchell,  125'Mo.  217,  28  8.  W.  768. 
N.  Y.  —  Duffy  V.  Durant  Land  Imp.  Co., 
78  Hun  314,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  165.  W.  Va. 
George  v.  Zinn,  57  \V.  Va.  15,  49  S.  E. 
904,  110  Am.  St.  Rep.  721. 

[a]  Vested  Remaindermen  Must  Be 
Made    Parties.  —  Capitain    v,    Missis- 
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sippi  Valley   Trust   Co.,   240   Mo.  484, 
144  S.  W.  466. 

[b]  Contingent  remaindermen,  tn 
esse,  (1)  must  be  made  parties.  Samp- 
son t;.  Mitchell,  125  Mo.  217,  28  S.  W. 
768;  Moseley  v.  Hankinson,  22  S.  C. 
323.  Contra,  Title  Guarantee  &  L.  Co. 
V.  Holverson,  95  Ga.  707,  22  S.  E.  533, 
(2)  But  unborn  persons  having  con- 
tingent or  unascertained  interests,  will 
be  considered  to  be  represented  by 
those  holding  existing,  present  inter- 
ests, and  will  be  bound  by  the  pro- 
ceedings. 111.  —  Hale  V.  Hale,  146  III. 
227,  33  N.  E.  858,  20  L.  K.  A.  247.  Ky. 
Whallen  v.  Kellner,  31  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
1285,  104  S.  W.  1018.  Md.  — Trustees 
of  Samuel  Ready  School  v.  Safe  De- 
posit &  Tr.  Co.,  121  Md.  515,  88  Atl. 
261.  Minn.  — Mayall  v.  Mayall,  63 
Minn.  511,  65  N.  W.  942.  S.  C  — Ber- 
nard V.  Bernard,  79  S.  C.  364,  60  S.  E. 
700,  128  Am.  St.  Rep.  852.  Tenn. 
Bransford  Realty  Co.  v.  Andrews,  128 
Tenn.  725,  164  S.  "W.  1175.  Wis.  — Bug- 
gies V.  Tyson,  104  Wis.  500,  81  N.  W. 
367,  48  L.  R.  A.  809. 

13.  Mass.  —  Boston  Safe  Deposit 
Co.  V.  Mixter,  146  Mass.  100,  15  N.  E. 
141.  N.  Y.  —  In  re  Roe,  119  N.  Y.  509, 
23  N.  E.  1063;  Loaey  v.  Stanley,  83 
Hun  420,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  950,  64  IST.  Y. 
St.  746.  Pa.  — Moorhead  v.  Wolff,  123 
Pa.  365,  16  Atl.  520. 

14.  Meddis  v.  Bull's  Admr.,  13  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  767,  18  S.  W.  6;  Lackland  v. 
Walker,  151  Mo.  210,  52  S.  W.  414. 

15.  See  generally  the  titles  "Bills 
and  Answers;"  "Declaration  and 
Complaint;"  "Petitions;"  and  the 
following  cases:  Ga.  —  Lamar  v.  Pe^r- 
re,  82  Ga.  354,  9  S.  E.  1043,  14  Am.  St. 
Rep.  1 68.  Md.  —  Speed  v.  Smith,  4  Md. 
Ch.  299.  N.  Y.  — Pitcher  v.  Carter,  4 
Sandf.  Ch.  1.  Pa.  —  Moorhead  «.  WolfiF, 
123  Pa.  365,  16  Atl.  520. 

[a]  It  Is  Desirable  to  Attach  the 
Trust     Instrument     as     an     EsUbit, 
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or  advisability  for  making  the  sale,  mortgage  or  lease  should  be  set 
out.^"    The  property  to  be  affected  must  be  described.^' 

6.  Order  or  Judgment.  —  The  order  or  judgment  is,  in  general, 
governed  by  the  principles  applicable  to  other  orders,  decrees  and 
judgments.^^  It  should  describe  the  property  affected,^^  set  forth  the 
terms  and  conditions  upon  which  the  sale,  mortgage  or  lease  is  de- 
creed,^" and  be  definite  and  certain  in  all  essential  particulars.^^  It 
may  require  the  giving  of  a  bond  by  the  trustee,^^  or  may  direct  the 
further  proceedings  to  be  taken  through  its  own  officers.^^ 

7.  Confirmation  of  Proceedings.  —  A  sale,  mortgage  or  lease  of 
trust  property  under  order  of  court  is,  in  some  states,  required  to  be 
reported  to  the  court  for  confirmation.^* 

8.  Vacating  or  Setting  Aside.  —  A  sale,  mortgage  or  lease  of  trust 
property  under  order  of  court  will  upon  the  application  of  the  bene- 
ficiary,^^  or  any  other  person  interested,^"  and  upon  sufficient 
grounds  "  be  vacated  and  set  aside.^' 

F.  Investment  of  Trust  Funds.  —  When  the  instrument  creating 
the  trust  directs  in  what  manner  the  trust  funds  shall  be  invested,  these 
directions  must  be  followed  by  the  trustee,^*  and  even  the  court  has  no 


Wagnou  V.  Pease,,  104  Ga.  417,  30  S.  E. 
895. 

Petition  for  sale  or  mortgage  of  in- 
fant's lands,  see  12  Standard  Peoc. 
818,  858. 

16.  Ga.  —  Belles  v.  Munnerlyn,  83 
Ga.  727,  10  S.  E.  365.  Ky.  — Noel  v. 
Harper,  170  Ky.  657,  186  S.  W.  503. 
N.  Y.  —  Losey  v.  Stanley,  83  Hun  420, 
31  N.  Y.  Supp.  950,  64  N.  Y.  St.  746. 
Pa.  — Moorhead  v.  Wolff,  123  Pa.  365, 
16  Atl.  520. 


17.  Wagnon  v.  Pease,  104  Ga.  417, 
30  S.  E.  895. 

18.  See  the  titles  "Decrees;" 
"Judgments;"  "Orders." 

Order  for  sale  or  mortgage  of  in- 
fant's laud,  see  12  Standard  Pkoc. 
823,  859. 

19.  Ga.  —  Boardman  v.  Taylor,  66 
Ga.  638.  Ky.  —  Whayne  v.  Davis,  28 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  2174,  66  S.  W.  827.  Va. 
Barger  v.  Buckland,  28  Gratt.  (69  Va.) 
850. 

20.  Bolles  V.  Munnerlyn,  83  Ga.  727, 
10  S.  B.  365;  Kichardson  v.  Jones,  106 
Va.  540,  56  S.  B.  343. 

21.  Wagnon  v.  Pease,  104  Ga.  417, 
30  S.  E.  895. 

22.  Alemany  v.  Wensinger,  40  Cal. 
288. 

23.  Burwell  v.  Farmers'  &  Mer- 
chants Bank,  119  Ga.  633,  46  S.  B.  885, 
(through  a  receiver);  Burroughs  v. 
Gaither,  66  Md.  171,  7  Atl.  243. 


24.  See  the  statutes  and  Schindel  v. 
Keedy,  43  Md.  413. 

Confirmation  of  sale  of  infant's  land, 
see  12  Standard  Proc.  835. 

25.  Holman  v.  Holnian,  66  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  215. 

26.  ^rk.  —  Imboden  v.  Hunter,  23 
Ark.  622,  79  Am.  Dec.  116.  Ga.— 'Bur- 
well  V.  Farmers'  &  Merchants'  Bank, 
119  Ga.  633,  46  S.  E.  885.  la.  — Pear- 
son V.  Taylor,  37  Iowa  331. 

27.  Towle  V.  Ambs,  123  111.  410,  14 
N".  E.  689. 

28.  Ga.  —  Burwell  v.  Farmers'  & 
Merchants'  Bank,  119  Ga.  633,  46  S.  E. 
885.  Miss.  —  Brickell  v.  Lightcap,  115 
Miss.  417,  76  So.  489.  KT.  Y.  — Storm 
V.  Bennett,  91  Hun  302,  36  N.  Y.  Supp. 
290,  71  N.  Y.  St.  59. 

[a]  Parties.  —  All  persons  interest- 
ed including  the  trustee  and  the  pur- 
chaser at  the  sale  should  be  made  par- 
ties. Holman  v.  Holman,  66  Barb.  (N. 
Y.)  215;  Humphreys  v.  Humphreys,  51 
W.  Va.  561,  8  S.  E.  283. 

[b]  Pleadings.  —  The  ground  upon 
which  it  is  sought  to  vacate  the  sale 
must  be  stated  with  fullness  and  cer- 
tainty. Mason  v.  Mason,  219  111.  609, 
76  N.  E.  692. 

Setting  aside  sale  of  infant's  prop- 
erty, see  12  Standard  Peoc.  845. 

29.  Denike  v.  Harris,  84  N.  Y.  89; 
Matter  of  Irwin's  Est.,  59  Misc.  143, 
112  N.  Y.  Supp.  205. 
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authority  in  general  tc  modify  the  directions  of  the  trust,'"  and  for  an 
improper  investment  the  trustee  will  be  surcharged  in  his  accounts.'^ 
But  when  the  form  of  investment  is  not  specified  by  the  trust  instru- 
ment, a  court  of  equity  has  general  jurisdiction  to  supervise  and  reg- 
ulate the  investment  and  reinvestment  of  trust  funds.'^  The  trustee,^' 
or  beneficiary,'*  may  by  bill,  petition,  or  complaint,'*  bring  the  matter 
before  the  court  for  its  consideration.'^  All  persons  interested  in  the 
trust  estate  should  be  made  parties  to  the  proceedings."'  A  master  may 
be  appointed  to  investigate  and  report  upon  the  matter." 

VIII.  TRUSTEES. —  A.  Appointment  by  Court.  —  1.  Jurisdic- 
diction  and  Power.  —  a.  In  General.  —  In  the  exercise  of  its  inherent 
power  expressed  in  the  familiar  rule  that  equity  will  not  allow  a  trust 
to  fail  for  want  of  a  trustee,'^  a  court  of  equity  will  appoint  a  trustee 
whenever  no  person  is  named  as  trustee  in  the  instrument  creating  the 


30.  International  Trust  Co.  v.  Pres- 
ton, 24  Wyo.  163,  156  Pae.  1128. 

Power  of  court  to  modify  the  terms 
of  the  trust  see  supra,  III. 

31.  International  Trust  Co.  v.  Pres- 
ton, 24  Wyo.  163,  156  Pae.  1128. 

[a]  An  approval  of  an  account 
shewing  unauthorized  investments,  as 
to  whieh  no  objection  is  made  oper- 
ates as  a  protection  to  the  trustee  for 
past  investments  but  does  not  author- 
ize similar  investments  in  the  future. 
Matter  of  Irwin's  Est.,  59  Misc.  143, 
112  N.  T.  Supp.  205. 

32.  Ex  parte  Jordan,  4  Del.  Ch.  615; 
Blake  v.  Black,  84  Ga.  392,  11  S.  E.  494. 

[a]  Beal  property  may  be  convert- 
ed into  personal  property,  and  personal 
property  into  real  property.  Ex  parte 
Jordan,  4  Del.  Ch.  615;  Quick's  Exrs. 
V.  Eisher,  9  N.  J.  Eq.  802. 

33.  Hidden  v.  Hidden,  103  Mass.  59; 
Ex  parte  Calmes,  1  Hill  Eq.  (S.  C.) 
112. 

34.  Hidden  v.  Hidden,  103  Mass.  59. 

35.  Baptist  Church's  Petition,  51  N, 
H.  424. 

[a]  The  bill,  petition,  or  complaint, 
should  state  clearly  the  conditions  in 
regard  to  the  trust  funds  and  the  facts 
showing  the  desirability  of  the  pro- 
posed investment.  Crawford  v.  Cres- 
well,  55  Ala.  497. 

36.  m.  — "White  V.  Sherman,  168  III. 
589,  48  N.  E.  128,  61  Am.  St.  Eep.  132. 
Md.  —  Oesterla  v.  Gaither,  90  Md.  40, 
44  Atl.  1036.  N.  C  — Fisher  v.  Fisher, 
170  N.  C.  378,  87  8.  E.  113.  Pa.  — /n 
re  Derr's  Est.,  203  Pa.  96,  52  Atl.  27. 
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Bight  of  trastee  to  apply  to  the  court 
for  advice  and  directions,  generally, 
see  supra,  V,  B. 

37.  Merritt  v.  Merritt,  48  N.  J.  Eq. 
1,  21  Atl.  128. 

[a]  Minor  beneficiaries  should  be 
represented  by  their  guardians.  See 
Fisher  v.  Fisher,  170  K.  C.  378,  87  S. 
E.  113. 

38.  Ex  parte  Jordan,  4  Del.  Ch.  615, 

39.  Ala.  —  Tilley  v.  Letcher,  82  So. 
527;  Kidd  v.  Borum,  181  Ala.  144,  61 
So.  100,  Ann.  Cas.  1915C,  1226;  Blake- 
ney  v.  Du  Bose,  167  Ala.  627,  52  So.  746; 
Whitehead  v.  Whitehead,  142  'Ala.  163, 
37  So.  929.  Conn.  —  Babcock  v.  African 
Methodist  Epis.  Ziou  Society,  92  Conn. 
466,  103  Atl.  665.  Del.  —  Jacobs  v.  Wil- 
mington Trust  Co.,  9  Del.  Ch.  400,  80 
Atl.  346.  111.  —  Dean  v.  Northern. 
Trust  Co.,  259  111.  148,  102  N.  E.  244; 
Wilson  V.  Clayburgh,  215  111.  506,  74 
N.  E.  799.  la.  —  Sherlock  v.  Thomp- 
son, 167  Iowa  1,  148  N.  W.  1035,  Ann. 
Cas  1917A,  1216.  Md.  — Dodge  v. 
Dodge,  109  Md.  164,  71  Atl.  519,  130 
Am.  St.  Eep.  503.  Mich.  —  Penny  v. 
Croul,  76  Mich.  471,  43  N.  W.  649,  5 
L.  R.  A.  858.  Mo.  —  Asbury  v.  Shain, 
191  Mo.  App.  667,  177  S.  W.  666.  N.  J. 
New  Jersey  Title  Guarantee  &  Trust 
Co.  V.  Smith  (N.  J.  Eq.),  108  Atl.  16. 

Okla Hill  v..  Hill,  49  Okla.  424,  152 

Pae.  1122.  Tex.  —  Texas  Kice  Land  Co. 
V.  Langham  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  193  S. 
W.  473. 

[a]  A  statute  to  this  effect  is 
merely  declaratory  of  the  rule  of 
equity.  Green's  Admrs.  v.  Fidelity 
Trust  Co.,  134  Ky,  311,  120  S.  W.  283. 
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trust,*"  when  the  person  named  is  incompetent  to  aet,*^  disclaims  the 
trusteeship,*^  or  fails  to  execute  it,*'  or  if  the  position  becomes  vacant 
by  reason  of  the  death,**  the  resignation,*'^  or  removal  of  the  trus- 


40.  111.  —  McCartney  v.  Jacobs,  288 
111.  568,  123  N.  E.  557;  Dwyer  i;.  Oa- 
hill,  228  111.  617,  81  N.  E.  1142.  la. 
In  re  Freeman's  Estate,  146  Iowa  38, 
l24  N.  W.  804.  Mich.  —  In  re  More's 
Estate,  179 ,  Mich.  237,  146  N.  W.  319. 
Mo.  —  Northrip  v.  Burge,  255  Mo.  641, 
164  S.  W.  584,  verbal  trust  of  personal 
property.  N.  H.  —  Hayward  v.  Spauld- 
ing,  75  N.  H.  92,  71  Atl.  219.  N.  J. 
Hiles  V.  Garrison,  70  N.  J.  Eq.  605,  62 
Atl.  865  N.  C  — Keith  v.  Scales,  124 
N.  C.  497,  32  S.  E.  809.  E.  I.  — Goffe  v. 
Goffe,  37  E.  I.  542,  94  Atl.  2,  Ann.  Gas. 
1916B,  240. 

[a]  Charitable  trusts  fall  within 
the  general  rule  in  some  states,  but 
not  ir.  others.  Teiin.  —  Ewell  v.  Sneed, 
1.36  Tenn.  602,  191  S.  W.  131.  W.  Va. 
Whelan  v.  Eeilly,  3  W.  Va.  597.  Wis. 
Me  Williams  v.  Gough,  116  Wis.  576,  93 
N.  W.  650. 

41.  U.  S. — Eitchie  v.  Brown,  211 
U.  S.  321  29  Sup.  Ot.  106,  53  L.  ed. 
202.  Cal.' — Smith  v.  Davis,  90  Cal. 
25,  27  Pac.  26,  25  Am.  St.  Rep.  92; 
Culvei  V.  Lompoc  Valley  Sav.  Bank, 
22  Cal.  App.  379,  134  Pac.  355.  111. 
Dean  v.  Northern  Trust  Co.,  259  111. 
148,  102  N.  E.  244.  Me.  —  Childs  v. 
Waite,  102  Me.  451  67  Atl.  311.  N.  Y. 
Matter  of  Griffin's  Will,  167  N.  Y.  71, 
60  N.  E.  284;  Matter  of  Miller,  149 
App.  Div.  113,  133  N.  Y.  Supp.  828 
(incompetency  of  foreign  trustee  to 
take  legal  title);  Ogilby  v.  Hickok, 
144  Ajip.  Div.  61,  128  N.  Y.  Supp.  860; 
Matter  ot  Townsend's  Est.,  73  Misc. 
481.  133  N.  Y.  Supp.  492,  disqualifica- 
tion of  trustee  by  reason  of  holding 
remainder  interest  in  the  trust  property. 
Ore.  —  Carson  v.  Schulderman,  79  Ore. 
184,  154  Pac.  903.  Pa.  —  In  re  Eox's 
Estate,  107  Atl.  863. 

42.  111.  —  Roberts  v.  Roberts,  259 
111.  115  102  N.  E.  239.  Ky.  — Kelly  v. 
Anderson,  173  Ky.  298,  190  S.  W.  1101. 
Md.  — Ofifutt  V.  Jones,  110  Md.  233,  73 
Atl.  629;  Dodge  v.  Dodge,  109  Md.  164, 
71  Atl.  519,  130  Am.  St.  Eep.  503.  Mo. 
Brandon  v.  Carter,  119  Mo.  572,  24  S. 
W.  1035,  41  Am.  St.  Eep.  673.  N.  Y. 
In  re  Snyder's  Will,  136  N.  Y.  Supp. 
670.  Tex.  —  Texas  Eice  Land  Co.  v. 
Langham  (Tex.  Civ,  App.),  193  S.  W, 
473. 


[a]  Where  one  and  the  same  person 
is  appointed  executor  and  trustee  and 
renounces  the  positions,  the  trusteeship, 
if  a  personal  one,  does  not  pass  to  a 
person  who  is  appointed  administrator 
with  the  will  annexed.  In  re  Snyder's 
Will,   136  N.  Y.   Supp.   670. 

[b]  A  formal  renunciation  should 
be  filed  under  the  practice  in  some 
states.  In  re  Goulden,  1'02  Misc.  642, 
170  N.  Y.  Supp.  154.  But  see.  In  re  Eip- 
ley,  101  Misc.  465,  167  N.  Y.  Supp.  162. 

43.  Del.  —  Jacobs  v.  Wilmington 
Trust  Co.,  9  Del.  Ch.  4O0,  80  Atl.  346. 
OkL  —  Hill  V.  Hill,  49  Okla.  424,  152 
Pae.  1122.  Ore.  —  Anderson  v.  Pheg- 
ley,  57  Ore.  172,  109  Pae.  1118,  110 
Pac.  975. 

44.  Ariz.  —  O'Brien  v.  Bank  of 
Douglas,  17  Ariz.  203,  149  Pae.  747, 
Conn.  —  Babcock  v.  African  Methodist 
Epis.  Zion  Society,  92  Conn.  466,  103 
Atl.  665.  Ga.  — O'Brien  v.  Battle,  98 
Ga.  766,  25  S.  E.  780.  Mont.  — Tuttle 
V.  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank,  19  Mont.  11, 
47  Pac.  203.  N.  C  — Troy  &  North 
Carolina  Gold  Min.  Co.  v.  Snow  Lumb. 
Co.,  170  N.  C.  273,  87  S.  E.  40.  Tex, 
Buchanan  v.  Hart,  31  Tex.  647. 

[a]  A  trust  descends  to  the  heir  of 
the  trustee  upon  the  latter 's  death,  but 
the  heir  holds  legal  title  only  until 
the  court  appoints  a  new  trustee.  Wel- 
ler  v.  Kolb,  128  Md.  221,  97  Atl.  542, 

[b]  When  the  trust  estate  vests  in 
the  court  upon  the  death  of  the  trustee, 
by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  a  statute, 
the  trust  vests  orily  so  far  as  is  con- 
sistent with  the  power  and  duty  of  the 
court  to  appoint  a  new  trustee.  Mat- 
ter of  Brady's  Est.,  58  Misc.  108,  110 
N.  Y.  Supp.  755. 

[c]  When  one  of  two  joint  trustees 
dies  it  is  unnecessary  for  the  court  to 
appoint  a  new  trustee  since  all  the 
trust  estate  vests  in  the  survivor.  In 
re  Burr's  Will  (Del.),  107  Atl.  449. 

45.  Me.  —  Petition  of  Pierce,  109' 
Me.  509,  84  Atl.  1070.  Mich.  — Jm  re 
Erdman's  Estate,  179  Mich.  567,  146 
N.  W.  400.  Mo.  — Bredell  v.  Kerr,  242 
Mo.  317,  147  S.  W.  105.  N.  Y.  — Mat- 
ter of  Merritt,  94  Misc.  425,  159  N.  Y. 
Supp.  558. 

Besiguation  of  trustees,  see  gener- 
ally, infra,  VIII,  C. 
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tee,*°  or  under  other  eircumstances  calling  for  this  relief,*'  unless  the 
instrument  creating  the  trust  itself  expressly  appoints  a  successor,  in 
the  event  of  a  vacancy  occurring  in  the  position,**  or  a  power  of  ap- 
pointment is  given  to  some  designated  person  who  exercises  it,*^  or 
unless  the  trust  is  a  personal  trust  which  depends  for  its  existence  and 
exercise  upon  the  acts  of  the  person  named  as  trustee  by  the  settlor.^" 
A  new  trustee  will  not  be  appointed  where  it  is  not  necessary  to  the 
execution  of  the  terms  of  the  trust.^^  When  it  is  necessary  to  save 
and  preserve  property  the  court  will  create  a  trust  and  appoint  a 
trustee,^^  and  under  some  statutes  a  trustee  may  be  appointed  by  the 
court  where  the  existing  trustee  is  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
and  not  amenable  to  its  process,^^  or  where  the  trust  vests  in  the  court 
by  reason  of  the  death  of  the  trustee,**  or  the  uncertainty  and  indefi- 
niteness  of  the  trust,  in  ease  of  a  charitable  trust.**  The  selection  of 
a  person  to  act  as  trustee  is  a  matter  within  the  sound  discretion  of 
the  court.**    Ordinarily  but  one  trustee,  or  group  of  trustees,  will  be 


46.  See  infra,  VIII,  D. 

[a]  A  Successor  May  'be  Appointed 
"by  the  Judge  at  Cham'bers.  —  Wood- 
bery  v.  Atlas  Bealty  Co.,  148  Ga.  712, 
98  S.  E.  472. 

47.  Keith  v.  Scales,  124  N.  C.  497, 
32  S.  E.  809,  where  doubt  exists  as  to 
the  person  intended  to  be  named  as 
trustee. 

[a]  Where  no  vacancy  exists  a  peti- 
tion for  the  appointment  of  a  trustee 
will  be  dismissed.  In  re  Elton 's  Estate, 
252  Pa.  491,  97  Atl.  677. 

48.  1%  re  eleven's  Estate,  161  Iowa 
289,  142  N.  "W.  986.  See,  Dean  v. 
Northern  Trust  Co.,  259  111.  148,  102 
N.  E.  244. 

49.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  The  court  will  make  an  appoint- 
ment (1)  if  the  power  fails  (Griswold 
V.  Sackett,  21  E.  I.  206,  42  Atl.  868), 
or  (2)  is  not  exercised.  In  re  John's 
Will,  30  Ore.  494,  47  Pac.  341,  50  Pae. 
226,  36  L.  E.  A.  242;  Cone  c.  Cone,  61 
S.  C.  512,  39  S.  E.  748,  where  two  per- 
sona having  a  power  of  appointment 
cannot  agree  upon  a  trustee. 

[b]  Pending  the  exercise  of  the 
power  of  appointment,  a  court  may  ap- 
point temporary  trustees.  Hendrix, 
College  1/.  Arkansas  Townsite  Co.,  85 
Ark.  446,  108  S.  W.  514. 

Controlling  exercise  of  power  of  ap- 
pointment of  trustee,  see  infra,  VIII, 
B. 

50.  Friedley  v.  Security  Trust  & 
Safe  Deposit  Co.,  10  Del.  Ch.  74,  84 
Atl.   883;      Eoller  v.   Catlett,   118   Va.  I 
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185,  86  S.  E.  909.     Compare,  Tilley  v. 
Letcher  (Ala.),  82  So.  527. 

51.  Cal.  —  Schlessinger  v.  Mallard, 
70  Cal.  326,  11  Pae.  728.  Del.  — Fried- 
ley  V.  Security  Trust  &  Safe  Deposit 
Co.,  10  Del.  Ch.  74,  84  Atl.  883;  In  re 
Kittinger's  Est.,  9  Del.  Ch.  71,  77  Atl. 
24.  N.  Y.  —  In  re  Einck's  Estate,  103 
Misc.  526,  170   N.  Y.  Supp.   510. 

Power  of  the  court  to  itself  execute 
the  trust,  see,  supra,  VII,  D. 

52.  Ga. — Hills  v.  Atlanta  Art  Assoc, 
145  Ga.  856,  89  S.  E.  1084.  111.  — Eoss 
V.  Harney,  139  111.  App.  513,  to  carry 
out  provisions  of  a  will.  Me.  —  Her- 
rick  V.  Low,  103  Me.  353,  69  Atl.  314. 

[a]  In  Vermont  a  statute  authorizes 
the  appointment  of  a  trustee  when  the 
use  of  property  descends  to  a  person 
for  life  or  a  term  of  years.  Morse  v. 
Stoddard's  Estate,  90  Vt.  479,  98  Atl. 
991. 

53.  Feleh  v.  Hooper,  119  Mass.  52. 
See  Hart  v.  Sansom,  110  U.  S.  151,  3 
Sup.  Ct.  586,  28  L.  ed.  101. 

Territorial  jurisdiction  of  courts 
over  actions  to  enforce  trusts,  see 
supra,  I,  A,  4. 

54.  Kelsey  v.  McTigue,  171  App. 
Div.   877,  157  N.  Y.  Supp.  730. 

55.  Bowman  v.  Domestic  &  Foreign 
Miss.  Soc,  182  N.  Y.  494,  75  N.  E. 
535;  Matter  of  Miller,  149  App.  Div. 
113,  133  N.  Y.  Supp.  828. 

56.  Coster  v.  Coster,  125  App.  Div. 
516,  109  N.  Y.  Supp.  798  (the  recom- 
mendation of  a  referee  appointed  to 
take  the  account  of  a  deceased  trustee 
need  not  be  adopted);      Kent  v.  Me- 
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appointed,^^  but  when  it  seems  desirable  to  appoint  different  trustees 
or  sets  of  trustees  for  different  parcels  of  property  the  appointment 
will  be  made."* 

statutes  in  many  states  expressly  confer  jurisdiction  upon  courts 
of  general  equitable  jurisdiction,"®  or  upon  expressly  designated 
courts,®"  to  make  the  appointment  of  trustees  when  this  is  necessary. 

b.  Territorial  Jurisdiction.^^  —  Since  the'  courts  of  one  state  or 
country  have  no  jurisdiction  directly  to  transfer  or  affect  the  title  to 
land  in  another  state,"^  they  cannot  appoint  a  trustee  for  such  land,®* 
though  they  might,  perhaps,  indirectly  accomplish  that  result  by  ac- 
quiring jurisdiction  of  the  necessary  parties  and  compelling  appro- 


Daniel    (Tex.   Civ.   App.),   178   S.    W. 
1006. 

[a]  "The  recommendation  of  the 
paitles  in  interest  is  always  entitled  to 
weight."  Dodge  v.  Dodge,  109  Md. 
164,  71  Atl.  519,  130  Am.  St.  Eep.  503. 

[b]  While  usually  a  resident  of  the 
state  will  be  appointed,  under  excep- 
tional circumstances  the  court  may  ap- 
point a  non-resident  person  as  trustee. 
Dodge  V.  Dodge,  109  Md.  164,  71  Atl. 
519,  130  Am.  St.  Eep.  503. 

[c]  Though  a  power  to  nominate 
trustees  is  given  by  the  trust  instru- 
ment to  surviving  trustees,  the  court 
need  not  appoint  the  person  so  nomin- 
ated. Huston  V.  DodgBj  111  Me.  246, 
88  Atl.   888. 

[d]  A  cestui  qui  trust  is  not  in- 
capacitated from  acting  as  trustee  for 
himself  and  other  beneficiaries.  In  re 
Fox's  Estate  (Pa.),  107  Atl.  863.  And 
see,  Woodbery  v.  Atlas  Eealty  Co.,  148 
Gfl.   712,   98   S.   B.  472. 

57.  Matter  of  Wadsworth,  2  Barb. 
Ch.   (K.  Y.)   381. 

58.  In  re  Erdman  's  Estate,  179  Mich. 
567,  146  N.  W.  400;  Parker's  Exrs.  v. 
Moore,  25  N.  J.  Eq.  228. 

59.  In  re  "Weed,  181  App.  Div.  921, 
167  N.  T.  Supp.  862  (supreme  court  as 
successor  to  the-  court  of  chancery); 
Eoller  V.  Catlett,  118  Va.  185,  86  S.  E. 
909. 

60.  U.  S.  —  Bagnell  v.  Ives,  184  Fed. 
466,  in  Pennsylvania  the  orphan's  court 
or  court  of  common  pleas  and  not  the 
register  of  wills,  acts.  Conn.  —  Bab- 
cock  V.  African  Methodist  Epis.  Zion 
Society,  92  Conn.  466,  103  Atl.  665,  the 
superior  and  not  the  probate  court. 
111.  —  In  re.  Estate  of  Mortenson,  248 
HI.  520,  94  N.  E.  120  (probate  court 
has  no  power  to  appoint  a  testamentary 
trustee) ;  People  v.  Jobusch,  165  111. 
App.  540,  county  court  has  no  power  to 


appoint  testamentary  trustee.  Me. 
Huston  V.  Dodge,  111  Me.  246,  88  Atl. 
888,  the  probate  court.  N.  Y.  —  In  re 
Meehan's  Estate,  104  Misc.  219,  171 
N.  Y.  Supp.  766,  surrogate's  court  has 
jurisdiction  only  when  the  trust  is 
testamentary.  Tex.  —  Kent  v.  Mc- 
Daniel  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  178  S.  "W. 
1006,  district  court  and  not  the  probate 
court.  '  Vt.  —  In  re  Csirj'a  Estate,  81 
Vt.  112,  69  Atl.  736,  probate  court  has 
power  to  appoint  trustee  under  a  testa- 
mentary trust. 

[a]  A  provision  in  a  wiU  that  a 
court  shall  fill  a  vacancy  in  a  board  of 
trustees,  cannot  operate  to  confer  juris- 
diction upon  a  court  which  is  without 
jurisdiction  under  the  law.  Petition  of 
Straw,  78  N.  H.  506,  102  Atl.  628. 

61.  Territorial  jurisdiction  over 
actions  to  establish  and  enforce  trusts, 
see  supra,  I,  A,  4. 

62.  See  17  Standard  Pkoc.  776. 

63.  U.  S.— Corbett  v.  Nutt,  10  "Wall. 
464,  19  L.  ed.  976.  D.  C  — Contee  v. 
Lyons,  8  Mackey  207.  111.  —  West  v. 
Fitz,  109  111.  425.  N.  Y.  —  Glen  v.  Gib- 
son, 9  Barb.  634.  Campare,  Gleitsmann 
V.  Gleitsmann,  60  App.  Div.  371,  70  N. 
Y.  Supp.  1007;  Jones  v.  Jones,  8  Misc. 
660,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  177,  60  N.  Y.  St. 
429.  Ohio.  —  Henry  v.  Doctor,  9  Ohio 
49.  Pa.  —  "Williams  v.  Maus,  6  "Watts 
278,  31  Am.  Dec.  465. 

[a]  Contra.  —  But  in  Smith  «.  Davis, 
90  Cal.  25,  27  Pac.  26,  25  Am.  St.  Eep. 
92,  it  was  held  that  upon  the  refusal  of 
the  trustee  named  in  a  deed  of  trust, 
to  act,  the  court  had  authority  to  ap- 
point another  trustee  pursuant  to  a  pro- 
vision of  the  deed  that  in  such  con- 
tingency a  new  trustee  might  be  ap- 
pointed by  a  court  of  competent  juris- 
diction. The  land  was  situated  in  Wash- 
ington. 
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priate  action  by  them.'*  The  courts  of  the  state  in  which  the  property 
is  located  have  jurisdiction  to  appoint  trustees  to  care  for  the  prop- 
erty/" even  though  its  income  is  to  be  expended  in  another  state.®' 

c.  Change  in  Trustee  or  Number  of  Trustees.  —  A  court  cannot 
name  one  person  trustee  in  place  of  another  named  by  the  creator  of 
the  trust  until  the  latter  fails  or  refuses  to  act  or  is  removed  from  his 
position."'  When  a  trust  is  personal  the  court  should  not  change  the 
trustee  under  ordinary  conditions.'*  But  whenever  changed  condi- 
tions render  the  action  desirable,  the  court  will  either  increase,'^  or 
reduce/"  the  number  of  trustees  designated  in  the  instrument  creating 
the  trust.    The  change  is,  however,  made  with  reluctance,'^  especially 


Jurisdiction  to  enforce  trust  ill  land 
in  another  state,  see  supra  I,  A,  4. 

64.  See  17  Standard  Peoc.  780. 

65.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  A  court  in  the  county  in  which 
land  held  in  trust  is  located  may  ac- 
cept the  resignation  of  a  trustee  and 
appoint  a  new  one.  Bredell  v.  Kerr, 
242  Mo.  317,  147  S.  W.  105. 

[b]  Testamentary  Trust.  —  "Ap- 
plications to  this  court  sitting  in  equity 
for  the  appointment  of  trustees  under 
a  will  have  in  practice  been  made  either 
in  the  county  in  which  the  will  has 
been  admitted  to  probate,  according  to 
the  rule  governing  the  probate  courts 
in  like  cases,  or  in  a  county  in  which 
land  forming  part  of  the  trust  estate  is 
situated,  according  to  the  rule  in  real 
actions.  *  *  *  Although  it  is  more 
usual  and  convenient  that  the  appoint- 
ment and  the  record  thereof  should  be 
in  the  same  county  with  the  probate  of 
tie  will,  yet  a  decree  made,  without 
objection,  in  another  county,  in  which- 
part  of  the  trust  estate  is  situated,  is 
not  void  and  cannot  be  collaterally  im- 
peached. Story  Eq.  PI.,  §§  486,  487." 
.Bradstreet  v.  Butterfield,  129  Mass. 
339. 

As  to  venue  generally  see  the  title 
"Venue." 

66.  Green's  Admr.  v.  Fidelity  Trust 
Co.,  134  Ky.  311,  120  S.  W.  283. 

[a]  Illustration. — "Even  if  we  as- 
sume that  our  courts  of  equity  will  not 
administer  so  much  of  the  trust  as  is 
required  to  be  carried  into  execution  in 
the  state  of  Indiana,  still  it  will  ad- 
minister and  enforce  the  trust  in  this 
state,  and  will  require  the  trustee  here 
to  carry  into  effect  the  trust  estab- 
lished, by  the  will,  by  paying  over  the 
income  to  a  trustee  appointed  by  the 
courts  of  Indiana,  if  it  be  found  neces- 
sary to  have  two  trustees  to  carry  into 
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effect  the  wishes  of  the  donor.  The 
same  equitable  principle  which  author- 
izes the  appointment  of  one  trustee  in 
order  to  efiectuate  a  trust  will  also 
authorize  the  appointment  of  two.  The 
law  is  a  practical  science,  and  we  see 
no  difficulty  in  the  practical  enforce- 
ment and  effectuation  of  the  trust  by 
reason  of  the  fact  that  the  body  of  the 
trust  fund  is  required  to  be  kept  in 
Kentucky  and  the  income  expended  in 
Indiana."  Green's  Admrs.  v.  Fidelity 
Trust  Co.,  134  Ky.  311,  120  S.  W.  283, 
287. 

67.  In  re  Goulden,  102  Misc.  642,  170 
N.  Y.  Supp.  154. 

[a]  The  appointment  by  the  court 
of  a  testamentary  trustee  named  in  the 
will  is  but  declaratory  and  affirmatory 
of  the  will,  and  no  other  person  can  be 
appointed  except  for  some  su£B.cient 
cause.  Gibney  v.  Allen,  156  Mich.  301, 
120  N.  W.  811. 

68.  Ladies  of  Modern  Maccabees  v. 
Daley,  166  Mich.  542,  131  N.  W.  1127. 

69.  Force  v.  Force  (N^  J.  Eq.),  57 
Atl.  973. 

70.  Samuel  Beady  School  v.  Safe 
Deposit  &  Tr.  Co.,  121  Md.  515,  88  Atl. 
261;  Jencks  v.  Safe  Deposit  &  Trust 
Co.,  120  Md.  626,  87  Atl.  1031;  Barker 
V.  Barker,  73  N.  H.  353,  62  Atl.  166,  1 
L.  E.  A.   (N.   S.)    802. 

71.  Matter  of  Dietz,  132  App.  Div. 
641,  117  N.  Y.  Supp.  461;  Matter  of 
Zorega,  81  Misc.  113,  142  N.  Y.  Supp. 
144. 

[a]  Under  some  statutes,  when  one 
of  several  trustees  dies  or  is  removed, 
no  new  trustee  is  appointed,  unless  this 
is  expressly  required  by  ,the  terms  of 
the  trust  or  is  required  for  the  best 
interests  of  the  trust  estate.  Matter  of 
Leavitt,  135  App.  Div.  7,  119  N.  Y. 
Supp.  769. 
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a  change  decreasing  the  number.'^ 

2.  Proceedings  To  Obtain  Appointment.  —  a.  In  General.  —  While 
in  some  states  the  proceedings  for  the  appointment  of  a  trustee  by  the 
court  are  by  bill  in  equity,''^  in  others  they  may  be  by  petition/*  or 
motion/"  and,  under  the  codes,  by  a  civil  action.''*  While  ordinarily 
direct  proceedings  should  be  instituted  for  the  appointment  of  a  trustee 
if  all  persons  interested  are  before  the  court  in  a  matter  in  which  it 
becomes  desirable  or  necessary  to  appoint  a  trustee,  the  appointment 
may  be  made  in  that  proceeding.''^ 

b.  Notice.  —  Notice  of  the  application  should  be  given  to  all  per- 
sons interested,''*  and  this  is  sometimes  expressly  required  by  statute.''® 
In  some  jurisdictions,  however,  what,  if  any,  notice  shall  be  given  is 
discretionary  with  the  court,®"  and  want  of  notice*^  does  not  affect  the 


72.  Barker  v.  Barker,  73  N.  H.  353, 
62  Atl.  166,  1  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  802. 

73.  Schwitters  v.  Barnes,  157  111. 
App.  381  (a  written  motion  is  insuf- 
ficient); Matter  of  Kingsbury  Est.,  51 
Mich.    623,    17   N.   W.   208. 

74.  Ga.  —  Mitchell  v.  Pitner,  15  Ga. 
319.  Me.  —  Pillsbury  v.  Consolidated 
European  &  N.  A.  Ey.  Co.,  69  Me.  394. 
N.  H.  —  Adams  v.  Adams,  64  N.  H. 
224,  9  Atl.  100.  N.  Y.  — Hughes  v. 
Cuming,  36  App.  Div.  302,  55  N.  Y. 
Supp.  256;  Milbank  v.  Crane,  25  How. 
Pr.  193.  R.  I.  —  In  re  Ballou,  11  E.  I. 
359.  yS.  0.  —  Ex  parte  Knust,  1  Bailey 
Eq.  489. 

75.  Edmondson  v.  Harris,  2  Tenn. 
Ch.  427;  Machir  v.  Sehon,  14  W.  Va. 
777. 

[a]  When  the  question  whether  a 
trust  terminated  on  the  death  of  the 
trustee  is  raised,  it  will  not  be  deter- 
mined nor  will  a  new  trustee  be  ap- 
pointed on  motion.  Hogg  v.  Hoag,  80 
Fed.  595. 

76.  Dillon  V.  Stevens,  62  Mo.  App. 
479. 

77.  Allen  v.  Allen,  217  Mass.  338, 
104  N.  E.  727  (on  a  petition  for  in- 
structions as  to  proper  construction  of 
a  will);  Troy  &  North  Carolina  Gold 
Min.  Co.  V.  Snow  Lbr.  Co.,  170  N.  C. 
273,  87  8.  E.  40. 

78.  III.  —  Leman  v.  Sherman,  117 
111.  657  6  N.  E.  872.  Mass.  — Dexter 
V.  Oottiiig,  149  Mass.  92,  21  N.  E.  230, 
a  statute  requiring  notice  to  be  given 
all  persons  interested  applies  only  to 
persons  in  being.  N.  C.  —  Stafford  v. 
Gallops,  123  N.  C.  19,  31  S.  E.  265,  68 
Am.  St.  Eep.  815. 

79.  Matter  of  Wetmore,  113  App. 
Div.  232,  98  N.  Y.  Supp.  952;     Matter 


of  Welch,  20  App.  Div.  412,  46  N.  T. 
Supp.  689. 

[a]  Defects  In  the  notioe  are  cured 
by  the  appearance  of  the  parties  with- 
out objecting  to  its  form.  Matter  of 
Brady's  Est.,  58  Misc.  108,  110  N.  Y. 
Supp.  755. 

80.  Dyer  v.  Leach,  91  Cal.  191,  27 
Pac.  598,  25  Am.  St.  Eep.  171;  Matter 
of  Eobinson,  37  N.  Y.  261. 

81.  N.  Y.  —  Hawley  v.  Eoss,  7  Paige 
103;  Milbank  v.  Crane,  25  How.  Pr. 
193.  S.  C  — Sullivan  v.  Latimer,  35 
S.  C.  422,  14  8.  E.  933.  Wis.  — Eeigart 
V.  Eoss,  63  Wis.  449,  23  N.  W.  878,  ex- 
cept in  cases  where  a  new  trustee  is 
appointed  for  one  who  declines  to  act. 

[a]  A  person  holding  a,  vested  re- 
mainder interest  in  personal  property  is 
not  entitled  to  notice.  In  re  Earnshaw, 
196  N.  Y.  330,  89  N.  E.  825,  reversing 
131  App.  Div.  915,  115  N.  Y.  Supp.  1119. 

[b]  The  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
"is  a  quasi  jurisdiction  in  rem,  a  power 
over  the  trust,  and  is  not  acquired  by 
the  service  of  process  upon  the  cestuis 
que  trust  or  other  person  interested  in 
the  trust  fund  or  its  preservation.  It 
is  undoubtedly  proper  and  usual  in  most 
cases  to  call  those  more  immediately 
interested  before  the  court  that  they 
may  be  heard  in  the  appointment  of  a 
new  trustee.  But  this  is  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court,  .and  relates  to  the 
orderly  and  methodical  progress  of  the 
petition  or  other  proceeding.  The 
notice  or  summons  is  not  in  the  nature 
of  a  process  to  bring  the  party  into 
court  and  give  jurisdiction  of  the  per- 
son. This  being  so,  the  appointment 
of  the  new  trustee  is  valid,  even  if  it 
should  be  thought  to  be  irregular,  or 
even  impudent  or  indiscret,  to  make  the 
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jurisdiction,  and  does  not  subject  the  order  to  collateral  attack.*^ 
e.  Parties.  —  Any  person  interested  in  the  execution  of  the  trust 
may  apply  for  the  appointment  of  a  trustee.^'  Ordinarily  all  persons 
directly  interested  in  the  trust  should  be  made  parties  f*  though,  of 
course,  no  person  to  whom  notice  of  the  application  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  new  trustee  need  not  be  given,*®  need  be  made  a  party .^^ 
The  holders  of  future,*^  or  contingent  **  interests  need  not  be  made 
parties. 


appointment  without  formal  notice  to 
and  summons  of  those  interested." 
Milbank  v.  Crane,  25  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 
193,  195. 

82.  Cal.  — Dyer  v.  Leach,  91  Cal. 
191,  27  Pac.  598,  25  Am.  St.  Rep.  171. 
Ky.  —  Haggin  v.  Straus,  148  Ky.  140, 
146  S.  W.  391,  60  L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.)  642. 

Mo Rothenberger    v.    Garratb,     224 

Mo.  191,  123  S.  W.  574. 

83.  Ala. —  Allison  v.  Little,  85  Ala. 
512,  5  So.  221.  Md.  — Jeneks  v.  Safe 
Deposit  &  Tr.  Co.,  120  Md.  626,  87  Atl. 
1031;'  Offutt  V.  Jones,  110  Md.  233,  73 
Atl.  629.  Pa.  —  Maus  v.  Mans,  80  Pa. 
194. 

[a]  All  persons  interested  need  not 
join  in  the  petition.  Conu.  —  Appeal 
of  Wheeler,  70  Conn.  511,  40  Atl.  452, 
one  of  two  persons  named  as  co-trustees. 
Ky.  —  Haggin  v.  Straus,  148  Ky.  140, 
146  S.  W.  391,  50  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  642. 
Md.  —  Kennard  v.  Bernard,  98  Md.  513, 
56  Atl.  793.  Mass.  —  Bliss  v.  Bradford, 
1  Gray  407.  Term.  —  Edmondson  v. 
Harris,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  427. 

[b  ]  The  general  guardian  of  a  minor 
beneficiary  may  apply  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  trustee.  Hallinan  v.  Hearst, 
133  Cal.  645,  66  Pac.  17,  55  L.  R.  A.  216. 

[c]  The  executor  of  a  deceased 
trustee  may  institute  the  proceedings. 
Matter  of  Brady's  Est.,  68  Misc.  108, 
110  N.  Y.  Supp.  755;  De  Peyster  v. 
Beekman,  55  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  90;  Boi- 
ling V.  Stokes,  7  S.  C.  364. 

[d]  A  person  who  is  not  Interested 
in  the  execution  of  the  trust  cannot 
maintain  the  proceedings.  Harris  v. 
Brown,  124  Ga.  310,  52  S.  E.  610,  2  L. 
R.  A.  (N.  S.)  828;  Tarbert  v.  Rollins, 
130   Md.   413,   100  Atl.   637. 

84.  In  re  Abbott,  55  Me.  580;  Ewell 
V.  Sneed,  136  Tenn.  602,  623,  191  S.  W. 
131,  the  beneficiaries  must  be  repre- 
sented. 

[a]  When  the  beneficiaries  of  a  char- 
itable trust  are  uncertain  individuals 
of  an  unascertained  class,  no  person 
has   the   right   to   represent   them   and 

Vol.  XXV 


where  no  officer  of  the  government  has 
been  entrusted  with  the  authority  and 
duties  of  parens  patriae  respecting 
charitable  trusts  there  is  no  one  to 
represent  them  in  court  and  proceed- 
ings for  the  appointment  of  a  trustee 
cannot  be  maintained.  Ewell  v.  Sneed, 
136  Tenn.  602,  191  S.  W.  131.  Com- 
pare, White  V.  McKeon,  92  Ga.  343,  17 
S.  E.  283. 

85.  See  supra,  VIII,  A,  2,  b. 

86.  See     infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Rule  Stated.  —  ' '  While  it  is 
doubtless  better  practice  to  bring  in  all 
available  persons  in  interest,  the  ques- 
tion of  parties,  at  least  in  a  court  of 
equity,  upon  an  application  of  this 
sort,  is  largely  a  question  of  expedi- 
ency and  rests  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court."  Bransford  Realty  Co.  v.  An- 
drews, 128  Tenn.  725,  164  S.  W.  1175. 

[b]  The  creator  of  the  trust  need 
not  be  made  a  party.  Dyer  v.  Leach, 
91  Cal.  191,  27  Pac.  598,  25  Am.  St.  Rep. 
171;  Martin  *.  Paxson,  66  Mo.  260. 
Contra,  Taylor  v.  Chapman,  10  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)  46. 

[e]  The  executor  under  the  will 
creating  the  trust  need  not  be  a  party. 
Baltimore  Trust  Co.  v.  George's  Creek 
C.  &  I.  Co.,  119  Md.  21,  86  Atl.  949. 
And  see  Offutt  v.  Jones,  110  Md.  233, 
73  Atl.  629;  Adams  v.  Adams,  64  N.  H. 
224,  9  Atl.  100. 

[d]  A  person  named  as  trustee  who 
refuses  to  accept  the  trust,  need  not  be 
made  a  party.  Brandon  v.  Carter,  119 
Mo.  572,  24  S.  W.  1035,  41  Am.  St.  Rep. 
673;    Matter  of  Robinson,  37  N.  Y.  261. 

[e]  The  heirs  of  the  deceased  trustee 
are  not  necessary  parties.  Bransford 
Realty  Co.  v.  Andrews,  128  Tenn.  725, 
164  S.  W.  1175.  Compare,  In  re  Abbott, 
55  Me.  580. 

87.  Offutt  V.  Jones,  110  Md.  233,  73 
Atl.  629.  Compare,  Simmons  v.  McKin- 
lock,  98  Ga.  738,  26  S.  E.  88;  Sehwit- 
ters  V.  Barnes,  157  HI.  App.  381;  Boi- 
ling V.  Stokes,  7  S.  C.  364. 

88.  Jeneks  v.   Safe   Deposit   &   Tr. 
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d.  Complaint  or  Petition.  —  The  petition  should  state  the  facts 
showing  the  existence  of  the  trust,  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  interest 
in  the  trust  held  by  the  petitioner  and  the  reason  why  the  appointment 
of  a  trustee  is  necessary.*^ 

e.  Hearing.  —  Upon  the  hearing  of  the  application  for  the  appoint- 
ment ef  a  trustee,  if  the  trust  appears  on  its  face  to  be  legal,  questions 
involving  the  validity  and  nature  of  the  trust  will  not  be  adjudicated.'" 

f.  Order.  —  (i.)  in  General.  —  The  order  of  appointment  should 
clearly  designate  the  power  and  authority  with  which  the  trustee  is 
clothed,^'  should  show  that  all  persons  entitled  to  notice  received  it,®^ 
should  declare  that  legal  title  to  the  property  is  vested  in  the  trustee 
©r  direct  a  conveyance  of  title  to  be  made  to  him,^^  and  should  provide 
for  the  compensation  to  which  he  will  be  entitled.®*  It  cannot  be  at- 
tacked collaterally.'^  An  order  appointing  a  trustee  to  sell  real  prop- 
erty may  also  remove  a  cloud  upon  title,  the  court  having  jurisdiction 
of  all  the  persons  interested.'^ 

(n.)  Vacating  Order.  —  A.n  order  appointing  a  trustee  may  be  va- 
cated,''  upon  the  application  of  any  person  interested,'*  upon  good 
cause  shown." 

B.  Controlling  Exercise  of  Power  of  Appointment.  —  The  exer- 
cise of  a  pewer  of  appointment  of  trustees  given  by  the  instrument 
creating  the  trust,  will  be  permitted  by  the  court,^  but  the  power  must 


Co.,  120  Md.  626,  87  Atl.  1031 ;  Brans- 
ford  Realty  Co.  v.  Andrews,  128  Tenn. 
725,  164  S.  W.  1175.  And  see,  Whal- 
len  V.  Kellner,  31  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1285, 
104  S.  W.  1018. 

89.  Woodgate  v.  Fleet,  9  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  222,  containing  a  form.  See 
also  9  Standard  Pkoc.  1230. 

90.  Conn.  —  Appeal  of  Beardsley, 
77  Conn.  705,  60  Atl.  664.  Mass.— 
Bliss  V.  Bradford,  1  Gray  407.  N.  Y. 
Matter  of  Carpenter,  131  N.  Y.  86,  29 
N.  E.  1005;  Matter  of  Waring,  99  N. 
Y.  114,  1  N.  E.  316.  Tex. — €ompare, 
Bass  V.  Pontleroy,  11  Tex.  698. 

91.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  If  a  trust  contains,  among  others, 
some  personal  trusts,  a  decree  merely 
appointing  a  new  trustee  is  insufScient 
to  clothe  him  with  the  personal  trusts. 
Dodge  V.  Dodge,  109  Md.  164,  71  AtL 
519,  139  Am.  St.  Eep.  503. 

92.  Pitzer  v.  Logan,  85  Va.  374,  7 
S.  E.  385. 

93.  Pillsbury  v.  Consolidated  Euro- 
pean &  N.  A.  By.  Co.,  69  Me.  394. 

94.  Cook  V.  Gillmore,  33  111.  App. 
532,  affirmed  133  111.  139,  24  N.  E.  524. 

95.  Ky.  — Neel  v.  Harper,  170  Ky. 
657,  170  S.  W.  503,  for  want  of  notice. 
Mo.  — Bredell  v.  Kerr,  242  Mo.  317,  147 
S,  W.  105,    N.  y.  — First  Nat.  Bank  v. 


National  Broadway  Bank,  156  N.  Y. 
459,  51  N.  E.  398,  42  h.  E.  A.  139; 
Evangelical  Lutheran  Church  v.  Eabell, 
141  App.  Div.  925,  126  N.  Y.  Supp. 
306;  Hughes  v.  Cuming,  36  App.  Div. 
302,  55  N.  Y.  Supp.  256. 

96.  ffarris  v.  Flack,  289  111.  222,  124 
N.  E.  377. 

97.  Vacation  of  judgments  and 
orders,  see  the  titles  "Judgments;" 
"Orders." 

98.  Friedley  v.  Slecurity  T'rust  & 
Safe  Deposit  Co.,  1«  Del.  Ch.  74,  84 
Atl.  883,  the  executor  of  a  deceased 
trustee. 

99.  Friedley  v.  Security  Trust  & 
Safe  Deposit  Co.,  10  Del.  Ch.  74,  84 
Atl.  883  (where  the  appointment  was 
unnecessary  and  wsrked  to  the  pre- 
judice of  the  estate  of  the  deceased 
trustee);  Matter  of  Welch,  20  App. 
Div.  412,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  689,  for 
failure  te  give  notice  of  application. 

1.  Yates  V.  Yates,  255  111.  66,  99  N. 
E.  360,  Ann.  Cas.  1913B,  143;  Stein  v. 
Safe  Depssit  &  Tr.  Co.,  127  Md.  206, 
96  Atl.  349. 

[a]  Although  proceedings  are  pend- 
ing in  court  upon  the  application  of 
other  persons  for  the  appointment  of  a, 
trustee,  the  holder  of  the  power  may 
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be  exercised  in  good  faith  and  the  discretion  of  the  holder  of  the  power 
will  not  be  allowed  to  be  abused.^ 

,C.  Resignation  and  Discharge.  —  A  trustee  has  the  right  to  resign 
from  a  pending  trust.^  The  resignation  should  be  presented  to  the 
court  having  jurisdiction  of  the  trust  estate,*  by  bill,°  or  petition.®  All 
the  beneficiaries  should  be  served  with  notice  and  made  parties  to  the 
proceeding.^  The  resignation  will  be  accepted  only  upon  the  establish- 
ment at  the  hearing  of  facts  constituting  a  sufficient  ground  therefor.* 

D.  Removal.  —  1.  In  General.  —  A  court  of  equity,^  or  a  court 
upon  which  the  power  has  been  expressly  conferred  by  statute,*"  has 
power  and  autherity  to  remove  a  trustee  from  his  offlee,**  when  any 
personal  disability  exists  in  the  trustee,'^  when  he  fails  to  perform  the 
duties  of  his  position,**  when  he  has  misconducted  himself  in  ofiSce  or 


exercise    it.      Rowland   v.    Moore,    239 
Pa.  513,  86  Atl.  1064. 

[b]  A  trustee  has  uo  power  of  ap- 
poiutmeut  of  bis  successor  unless  such 
power  is  expressly  given  him  by  the 
trust  instrument.  Adams  v.  Highland 
Cemetery  Co.  (Mo.),  192  S.  W.  944. 

2.  Yates  v.  Yates,  255  111.  66,  S9 
N.  E.  360,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  143;  But- 
ler V.  Taggart,  27  Ky.  L.  Hep.  708,  86 
e.  W.  541. 

[a]  An  appointment  which  is  not 
for  the  benefit  and  best  interests  of  the 
trust  estate  will  not  be  approved. 
March  v.  Komare,  116  Fed.  355,  53  C. 
C.  A.  575. 

3.  Bredell  v.  Kerr,  242  Mo.  317,  147 
S.  "W.  105. 

4.  Drane  v.  Gunter,  19  Ala.  731; 
Bredell  v.  Kerr,  242  Mo.  317,  147  8.  W. 
105. 

5.  Green  v.  Blackwell,  31  N.  J.  Eq. 
37;  Matter  of  Van  Wyck,  1  Barb.  Ch. 
(N.  Y.)  565. 

6.  Ky.  —  Clay's  Admr.  v.  Edwards' 
Trustee,  84  Ky.  548,  2  S.  W.  147.  N.  Y, 
In  re  Cutting,  49  App.  Biv.  388,  63  N. 
Y.  Supp.  246.  Tenn.  —  Maxwell  v.  Fin- 
nie,  6  Coldw.  434. 

[a]  Form  of  petition,  see  Milledge 
V.  Bryan,  49  Ga.  397,  and  9  Standard 
Peoc.  1230. 

[b]  The  reasons  why  a  resignation 
is  tendered  should  be  set  out.  Clay's 
Admr.  v.  Edwards'  Trustee,  84  Ky.  548, 
2  S.  W.  147. 

7.  Ky.  —  Clay's  Admr.  v.  Edwards' 
Trustee,  84  Ky.  548,  2  S.  W.  147.  N.  Y, 
Matter  of  Holden,  126  N.  Y.  589,  27 
N.  E.  1063.  Pa In  re  Johnson's  Ap- 
peal, 9  Pa.  416.  S.  C.  —  Ex  parte  Tun- 
no,  1  Bailey  Eq.  395. 
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[a]  When  the  trustee  is  clothed  with 
power  to  name  his  successor,  the  bene- 
ficiary need  not  be  a  party  to  the  pro- 
ceeding. Barclay  v.  Goodloe's  Exr.,  83 
Ky.  493. 

[b]  Remaindermen  need  not .  be 
given  notice.  Leake  i:  Watson,  58 
Conn.  332,  20  Atl.  343,  18  Am.  St.  Rep. 
270,  8  L.  R.  A.  666. 

8.  In  re  Cutting,  49  App.  Div.  388, 
63  N.  Y.  Supp.  246,  a  resignation  will 
not  be  accepted  as  a  matter  of  course. 

9.  lU.  — Jones  v.  Bryant.  204  111. 
App.  609.  Ind.  —  Ex  parte  Kilgore, 
129  Ind.  94,  22  N.  E.  104.  Mass.  — At- 
torney General  v.  Barbour,  121  Mass. 
568.  Mo. — Hitch  v.  Stonebraker's  Est., 
125  Mo.  128,  28  S.  W.  443.  N.  Y. 
McKenna  v.  O'Connell,  84  Misc.  582, 
147  N.  Y.  Supp.  922.  Tenn.  —  May- 
dwell  V.  Maydwell,  135  Tenn.  1,  185 
S.  W.  712,  Ann.  Cas.  1918B,  1043.  W. 
Va.  —  Lamp  V.  Homestead  Bldg.  Assn., 
62  W.  Va.  56,  57  S.  E.  249. 

10.  Pyle  V.  Pyle,  137  App.  Div.  568, 
122  N.  Y.  Supp.  256;  Maydwell  v. 
Maydwell,  135  Tenn.  1,  185  S.  W.  712, 
Ann.  Cas.  1915B,  1043;  Bailey  v.  Rice, 
1  Tenn.  Ch.  App.  645. 

11.  Ala.  —  Kraft  v.  Liohman,  79 
Ala.  323.  Ark.  —  Williams  v.  Nichols, 
47  Ark.  254,  1  S.  W.  243.  Cal.— Fat.io 
V.  Swasey,  111  Cal.  628,  44  Pac.  225. 
Me.  —  Hitch  v.  Stonebraker's  Est.,  126 
Me.  128,  28  S.  W.  443. 

12.  Letcher's  Trustee  v.  German 
Nat.  Bank,  134  Ky.  24,  119  S.  W.  236, 
when  the  trustee  removes  beyond  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court. 

13.  Shillinglaw  v.  Peterson  (la.), 
167  N.  W.  709;  Nutt  v.  State,  96  Misa 
473,  51  So.  401. 
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mismanaged  the  trust  property,^*  when  hostile  relations  exist  between 
the  trustee  and  his  cotrustees  or  the  truster  or  beneficiaries,  such  as 
to  interfere  with  the  execution  of  the  trust,"  or  under  any  other  con- 
ditions which  render  his  removal  necessary  for  the  best  interests  of 
the  trust  estate."  Occasionally  a  power  of  removal  is  vested  in  the 
beneficiaries  by  the  instrument  creating  the  trust  and  no  resort  to  the 
courts  is  necessary.^'^  The  removal  of  a  trustee  should  ordinarily  be 
sought  in  a  direct  proceeding  brought  for  that  express  purpose," 
though  a  removal  will  sometimes  be  ordered  in  proceedings  instituted 
for  other  purposes  when  such  removal  is  required  to  afford  proper 
relief  under  the  circumstances.^^  The  general  principles  as  to  venue 
and  territorial  jurisdiction  are  applied  in  such  proceedings.^" 
2.    Notice.  —  Notice  of  the  removal  proceedings  must  be  given  to 


14.  m.  — Wylie  v.  Bushnell,  277  111. 
484,  115  N.  E.  618.  Ind.  —  Wheatcraf t 
V.  Wheatcraf t,   55   Ind.  App.   283,   1U2 

N.  E.  42.    la Waller  v.  Hosford,  152 

Iowa  170,  130  17.  W.  1093.  N.  Y. 
Hughes  V.  Cuming,  36  App.  Div.  302,  55 
N.  Y.  Supp.  256;  Gould  v.  Gould,  108 
Misc.  42,  178  N.  T.  Supp.  37. 

15.  U.  G.  — May  v.  May,  167  U.  S. 
310,  17  Sup.  Ct.  824,  42  L.  ed.  179. 
m.  — Lorens  v.  Weller,  267  111.  230, 
108  N.  E.  306;  Tates  v.  Yates,  255 
111.  66,  99  N.  11  360,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D, 
143;  Jones  v.  Bryant,  204  111.  App.  C09. 
la.  —  Keating  v.  Keating,  182  Iowa 
1056,  165  N.  W.  74.  Ky.  —  Smallwood 
V.  Lawson,  183  Ky.  IfO,  208  S.  W.  808. 
Mo.  —  Gartside  v.  Gartside,  113  Mo. 
348,  20  S.  W.  669.  N.  H.  — Barker  v. 
Barker,  73  N.  H.  353,  62  Atl.  166,  1 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.),  802.  N.  Y.  — Matter 
of  Keller,  142  App.  Div.  454,  127  N.  Y. 
Supp.  16,  affirmed,  201  N.,  Y.  590,  95 
N.  E.  1131;  MeKenna  v.  O'Counell,  84 
Misc.  582,  147  N.  Y.  Supp.  922.  Tenn. 
Maydwell  v.  Maydwell,  135  Tenn.  1, 
185  S.  W.  712,  Ann.  Cas.  1918B,  1043. 

16.  n.  —  Waterman  v.  Alden,  144 
111.  90,  32  N.  E.  972.  N.  Y.  — Carrier 
».  Carrier,  226  N.  Y.  114,  123  N.  E. 
135;  Pyb  v.  Pyle,  137  App.  Div.  568, 
122  N.  Y.  Supp.  256.  Tenn.  — May- 
dwell  V.  Maydwell,  135  Tenn.  1,  185 
e.  W.  712j  Ann.  Cas.  1918B,  1043. 

[a]  A  large  discretion  is  vested  in 
the  court  in  passing  upon  an  applica- 
tipn  for  the  removal  of  a  trustee.  la. 
Waller  v.  Hosford,  152  Iowa  176,  130 
N.  W.  1093.  Miss.  — Nutt  v.  State,  96 
Miss.  473,  51  So.  401.  Pa.  — /«  re 
Bell's   Estate,     44    Pa.  Super.  Ct.  60, 


W.  Va.  —  Lamp    v.    Homestead    Bldg. 
Assn.,  62  W.  Va.  56,  57  S.  E.  249. 

[b]  When  a  trustee  was  appointed 
under  a  will  or  deed  the  power  of  re- 
moval will  be  sparingly  exercised. 
Jones  f.  Bryant,  204  111.  App.  609. 

17.  May  v.  May,  167  U.  S.  310,  17 
Sup.    Ct.   824,   42   L.   ed.   179. 

18.  Crawford  v.  Creswell,  55  Ala. 
497;  7?!  re  Eipley,  101  Misc.  465,  167 
N.  Y.  Supp.  162. 

19.  Comegys  v.  State,  10  Gill  & 
J.  (Md.)  175;  Barbour  v.  Weld,  201 
Mass.  513,  87  N.  E.  909,  in  proceedings 
to  cancel  the  trust. 

20.  See  the  titles  "Jurisdiction;" 
"Venue;"  and  injra,  this  note. 

[a]  Property  in  Another  State.  —  A 
court  having  jurisdiction  of  the  person 
of  a  trustee  may  remove  him  from 
ofSce,  although  the  trust  property  is 
situated  in  another  state.  Jones  v. 
Jones,  8  Misc.  660,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  177. 
But  see  supra,  VIII,  A,  1,  b. 

[b]  The  court  in  which  a  testament- 
ary  trustee  was  appointed  has  jurisdic- 
tion of  proceedings  for  his  removal. 
Nutt  V.  State,  96  Miss.  473,  51  So.  401. 

[c]  Venue. —  (1)  When  a  mere  re- 
moval of  the  trustee  is  sought,  the 
proceeding  may  be  maintained  in  the 
courts  of  the  county  in  which  the  trust 
property  is  located  (Wheatcraft  l>. 
Wheatcraft,  55  Ind.  App.  283,  102  N.  E. 
42),  though  (2)  an  application  for  re- 
moval is  not  a  suit  relating  to  land 
which  must  be  brought  in  the  county 
in  which  the  land  is  situated.  More 
V.  Superior  Court,  64  Cal.  345,  28  Pae. 
117.  Compare  supra,  VIII,  A,  1,  b,  and 
also  the  title  "Venue." 
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the  trustee,^'^  and  to  those  persons  who  are  directly  interested  in  the 
execution  of  the  trust.^^ 

3.  Parties. —  Any-  person  interested  in  the  execution  ef  the  trust 
may  institute  proceedings  for  the  removal  of  a  trustee  ;^^  but  all  such 
persons  need  not  join  in  seeking  the  relief.^*  All  persons  interested 
should  be  made  parties  to  the  proceedings.^* 


21.  Ind.  —  Ex  parte  Kilgore,  120 
Ind.  94,  22  N.  E.  104.  Mo.  — Hitch  v. 
Stonebraker's  Est.,  125  Mo.  128,  28  S. 
W.  443.  Vt.  — Poss  V.  Sowles,  C2  Vt. 
221,  19  Atl.  984.  Va.  —  Washington  A. 
&  G-.  E.  Co.  V.  Alexandria  &  W.  E.  Co., 
19  Gratt.  (60  Va.)  592,  100  Am.  Dec. 
710. 

[a]  Personal  or  Constructive  Service. 

(1)  When  the  removal  proceeding  is  re- 
garded as  an  action  in  rem,  construc- 
tive service  of  process  or  notice  upon 
the  trustee  is  suflScient  (Letcher's 
Trustee  v.  German  Nat.  Bank,  134  Ky. 
24,  119  S.  W.  236),  but  (2)  when  the 
proceeding  is  regarded  as  one  in  per- 
sonam, personal  service  is  required. 
Holcomb  V.  Kelly,  114  N.  Y.  Supp.  1048. 
See  the  title  "Service  of  Process  and 
Papers." 

[b]  A  subpoena  must  be  served 
upon  the  trustee  in  some  states;  merely 
giving  notice  being  insufficient.  Zehn- 
bar  V.  Spillman,  25  Fla.  591,  6  So.  214. 

[cj  When  the  trustee  has  removed 
beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court, 
service  of  notice  upon  the  trustee  is 
not  required.  Ketchum  v.  Mobile  E. 
Co.,  2  Woods  532,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
7,737;  State  v.  Hunt,  46  Mo.  App.  616. 

[d]  When  the  trustee  Is  a  fugitive 
from  justice  no  citation  need  issue. 
Com.  V.  Allen,  254  Pa.  474,  98  Atl. 
1056. 

22.  La  Forge  v.  Binns,  125  111.  App. 
527;  Eussak  v.  Tobias,  12  N.  Y.  Civ. 
Proe.  390,  9  N.  Y.  St.  149. 

23.  Ala.  —  Howard  v.  Gilbert,  39 
Ala.  726.  M.e.  —  In  re  Abbott,  55  Me. 
680.  Md.  —  Chappell  v.  Clarke,  94  Md. 
178,  50  Atl.  527,  remaindermen.  Mass. 
Wilson  V.  Wilson,  145  Mass.  490,  14 
N.  E.  521,  1  Am.  St.  Eep.  477.  Minn. 
Goncelier  «.  Foret,  4  Minn.  13. 

[a]  Holder  of  Vested  Eemainder. — 
Bailey  v.  Eice,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  App.  645. 

[b]  Contingent  Bemaindermen.  — 
Matter  of  Bartells,  109  App.  Div.  586, 
96  N.  Y.  Supp.  579. 

[c]  A  trustee  may  seek  the  reiBOval 
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of  his  cotrustee.    Bartlett  v.  Hatch,  17 
Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  461. 

[d]  The  grantor  in  a  deed  of  trust 
may  maintain  the  action.  Parmer's 
L.  &  T.  Co.  V.  Lake  St.  EL  E.  Co.,  6S 
111.  App.  666. 

[e]  A  p«rson  without  an  Interest  in 
the  execution  of  the  trust  cannot  main- 
tain the  preceedings.  Killinger  v.  Hart- 
man,  21  Neb.  297,  31  N.  W.  918. 

24.  Barbeur  v.  Weld,  201  Mass.  513, 
87  N.  E.  909;  Goncelier  v.  Foret,  4  Minn. 
13. 

[a]  All  persons  having  a  common 
interest  may  join.  Gartside  v.  Gart- 
side,  113  Mo.  348,  20  S.  W.  669. 

[b]  A  remainderman  may  join  with 
the  holder  of  the  life  interest,  in  main- 
taining the  action.  Wheatcraft  v. 
Wheatcraft,  55  Ind.  App.  283,  102  N.  E. 
42.  And  see,  McDowell  v.  Brantley, 
80  Ala.  173. 

25.  Freeman  v.  Prendergast,  94  Ga. 
369,  21  S.  E.  837;  Fitzgibbon  v.  Barry, 
78  Va.  755. 

[a]  All  the  beneficiaries  should 
ordinarily  be  made  parties  to  the  suit. 
Ga.  —  Simmons'  v.  McKinlock,  98  Ga. 
738,  26  S.  E.  88.  111.  — Butler  v.  But- 
ler, 164  111.  371,  45  N.  E.  426;  Jones 
V.  Bryant,  204  111.  App.  609;  La  Forge 
V.  Binns,  125  111.  App.  527.  Mass. 
Baxter  v.  Proctor,  139  Mass.  151,  29 
N.  E.  542. 

[b]  Where  the  beneficiaries  are 
numerous  it  is  sufB.cient  if  rep<reseuta- 
tives  of  each  class  are  made  parties. 
Farmers'  L.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Lake  St.  El.  E. 
Co.,  173  111.  439,  51  N.  E.  55  (rev'd  on 
other  grounds,  177  U.  S.  51,  20  Sup. 
Ct.  564,  44  L.  ed.  667) ;  Clay  v.  Selah 
Valley  Irr.  Co.,  14  Wash.  543,  45  Pae. 
141.     See  the   title   "Parties." 

[c]  Co-trustees  should  be  joined. 
Hamilton  v.  Pab^r,  33  Misc.  64,  68  N. 
Y.  Supp.  144. 

fd]  Bemaindermen  should  be  made 
parties  to  the  proceedings.  Simmons 
V.  McKinleck,  98  Ga.  738,  26  S.  E.  88; 
Elias  V.  Schweyer,  13  App.  Div.  336,  43 
N.  y.  Supp.  55. 
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4.  Pleadings.  —  A  bill  in  eqmty,^^  or  in  some  states,  a  petition,^' 
may  be  employed  to  bring  the  proceedings  before  the  court.  Under  the 
code  procedure,  a  simple  complaint  should  be  used.^*  The  nature  and 
extent  of  the  interest  of  the  applicant  must  appear.^^  The  grounds 
upon  which  a  removal  is  sought  should  be  stated  specifically  and  with 
clearness,^"  and  the  nature  of  the  injury  which  is  threatened  to  the 
trust  estate  should  be  averred.^^    The  bill  must  not  be  multifarious.^^ 

5.  Injunction  and  Receiver.  —  A  receiver  will  be  appointed  for 
the  trust  property  or  the  trustee  enjoined  from  continuing  in  its  man- 
agement, pending  the  trial,  if  such  relief  appears  to  be  urgently  re- 
quired.^* 

6.  Hearing.  —  The  hearing  should  be  had  in  accordance  with  the 
trial  of  proceedings  in  equity  generally.**  The  issues  in  the  case  may 
properly  be  referred  to  a  master  or  referee.*" 

7.  Order.  —  The  removal  of  a  trustee,  if  ordered  at  all,  should  be 
ordered  to  take  effect  at  once  and  not  postponed  to  a  future  date.** 
In  connection  with  the  order  of  removal,  and  under  a  prayer  for  gen- 
eral relief,  such  other  relief  may  be  granted  as  is  necessary  to  effectual- 
ly preserve  the  trust  estate  and  the  rights  of  the  parties.*^ 

8.  Costs.  —  The  proceedings  being  equitable,  the  allowance  and  ap- 
portionment of  costs  rests  in  the  court's  discretion.** 


26.  Zehnba,r  v.  SpSllman,  23  Fla. 
591,  6  So.  214:  Guion  v.  Melvin,  69 
N.  C.  242. 

27.  Bronson  v.  Bronson,  48  How. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  481. 

[a]  Form  of  petition,  see.  Matter  of 
Van.aerbilt,  20  Hun   (N.  T.)   520. 

28.  See  Williamsoii  v.  Grider,  97 
Ark.  588,  135  S.  W.  361;  Leggett  v. 
Hunter,  19  N.  T.  445. 

29.  Killinger  v.  Hartman,  21  Neb. 
297,  31  N.  W.  918. 

30.  Ala.  —  Jones  v.  McPhillips,  82 
Ala.  102,  2  So.  468.  Ark.  —  William- 
son V.  Grider,  97  Ark.  588,  135  S.  W. 
361,  the  entire  history  of  the  trustee's 
acts  may  be  recited.  Mich.  —  Preston 
V.  Wilcox,  38  Mich.  578.  N.  J. — Cooper 
V.  Cooper,  5  N.  J.  Eq.  9,  a  general 
charge  of  misconduct  is  insufficient. 
N.  T.  —  Wilcox  V.  Quinby,  6a  Hun 
620)  16  N.  Y.  Supp.  699,  42  N.  Y.  St. 
159.  Fa,.  — In  re  Theis'  Estate,  8  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  257. 

31.  Satterfleld  v.  John,  53  Ala.  127; 
Kerr  v.  White,  9  Baxt.  (Tenn.)   161. 

32.  Patterson  v.  Northern  Trust  Co., 
238  111.  601,  87  N.  E.  843;  Elias  v. 
Schweyer,  27  App.  Div.  69,  50  N.  Y. 
Supp.  180.  See  generally  the  title 
< '  Multifariousness. ' ' 

33.  Gibson  v.  American  Loan  & 
Trust  Co.,  58  Hun  443,  12  N.  Y.  Supp. 


444,   35   N.   Y.   St.   192;      Janeway  v. 
Green,  16  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  215. 

34.  In  re  Scott,  49  App.  Div.  130, 
62  N.  Y.  Supp.  1059.  See  generally  the 
title  "Hearing." 

[a]  The  right  of  a  trustee  to  an  im- 
partial hearing  cannot  be  denied  him. 
Ex  parte  Kilgore,  120  Ind.  94,  22  N.  E. 
104. 

[b]  Whether  a  trustee  acted  in  good 
faith  in  his  management  of  the  trust 
property,  is  a  question  of  fact.  Belding 
V.  Archer,  131  N.  C.  287,  42  S.  E.  80O. 

[c]  Findings  of  fact  and  conclu- 
Bions  of  law  must  be  made  by  the 
court.  In  re  Scott,  49  App.  Div.  130, 
62  N.  Y.  Supp.  1059.  See  the  title 
"Findings  and  Conclusions." 

35.  Matter  of  Stuyvesant,  3  Edw. 
Ch.  (N.  Y.)  299;  McAuslan  v.  McAus- 
lan,  34  E.  I.  462,  83  Atl.  837. 

Proceedings  upon  a  reference,  see 
generally  the  title  "References." 

36.  Wylie  «.  Bushnell,  277  111.  484, 
115  N.  E.  618. 

37.  Moore  v.  Mitchell,  2  Woods  (TJ. 
S.)  483,  17  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,770  af- 
iirmed,  95  U.  S.  587,  24  L.  ed.  492. 

38.  See  the  title  "Costs"  and  infra, 
this  note. 

[a]  When  a  removal  upon  tho 
ground  of  the  misconduct  of  the 
trustee  is  ordered  the  latter  will  be 
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B.  Liability  to  Bbnepiciakt.  —  1.  In  General.  —  An  action  may  be 
maintained  by  the  beneficiary  against  a  trustee  to  recover  the  damages 
occasioned  by  his  neglect,  misconduct  or  breach  of  trust,^*  or  to  re- 
cover the  value  of  trust  property  misappropnated  by  the  trustee,  which 
can  no  longer  be  traced  or  recovered  as  such,*"  though  a  trustee  who 
has  acted  in  good  faith  is  not  liable  if  the  trust  estate  suffers  loss  or 
damage.*^  In  view  of  the  presumption  that  a  trustee  has  properly 
performed  his  duties,  acts  which  may  or  may  not  be  breaches  of  duty, 
must  be  so  alleged  as  to  clearly  show  that  a  wrong  has  been  com- 
mitted." 

2.  Setting  Aside  Improper  Acts.  —  A  conveyance,  lease  or  mort- 
gage by  the  trustee  of  trust  property  for  the  benefit  of  himself,  to  one 
having  notice  of  the  trust,  may  be  set  aside.*^ 


charged  with  the  costs  of  the  proceed- 
ing. Waterman  v.  Alden,  144  III.  90, 
32  N.  E.  972;  Cornet  v.  Cornet,  269 
Mo.  298,  190  S.  W.  333. 

[b]  When  a  removal  is  ordered, 
upon  the  ground  of  the  trustee's  ill 
health,  costs  should  not  be  charged  to 
the  trustee  personally.  Lape's'Admr. 
V.  Taylor's  Trustee,  15  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
480,  23  S.  W.  960. 

[c]  Upon  a  removal  for  the  trus- 
tee's non-residence  costs  will  be  or- 
dered paid  from  the  trust  estate.  In  re 
Bloomer's  Appeal,  83  Pa.  45. 

39.  Ark.  —  Davis  v.  Dickerson,  207 
B.  W.  436;  Clark  v.  Spanley,  122  Ark. 
366,  183  S.  W.  964.  Cal.  — Clapp  v. 
Vatcher,  9  Cal.  App.  462,  99  Pac.  549. 
Conn. — risk's  Appeal,  81  Conn.  433, 
71  Atl.  559.  Ga.  — Miller  v.  Butler, 
121  Ga.  758,  49  S.  E.  764.  111.— -Gra- 
ham V.  Graham,  85  111.  App.  460.  Mass. 
Digney  v.  Blanchard,  226  Mass.  335, 
115  N.  E.  424.  N.  Y.— National  Surety 
Co.  V.  Manhattan  Mortgage  Co.,  185 
App.  Div.  733,  174  N.  Y.  Supp.  9; 
Pratt  V.  Commercial  Trust  Co.,  105 
Misc.  324,  174  N.  Y.  Supp.  88.  N.  0. 
Burris  v.  Brooks,  118  N.  C.  789,  24 
S.  E.  521.  Tex.  —  Mixon  v.  Miles,  92 
Tex.  318,  47  S.  W.  966;  Silliman  v. 
Gano,  90  Tex.  637,  39  S.  W.  559,  40 
S.  W.  391.  Vt.  —  Snyder  v.  Parmalee, 
80  Vt.  496,  68  Atl.  649. 

And  see  supra,  J,  L,  1. 

[a]  Eecovery  for  several  distinct 
breaches  of  trust  may  be  sought  in  one 
action,  without  rendering  the  complaint 
multifarious.  Digney  v.  Blanchard,  226 
Mass.  335,  115  N.  E.  424.  See  the  titles 
"Joinder  of  Actions;"  "Multifarious- 
ness." 

[b]  If    there    Is    more    than    one 
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trustee,  the  liability  is  joint  and  sev- 
eral. General  Proprietors  Eastern 
Division  of  N.  J.  v.  Force's  Exra.,  73 
N.  J.  Eq.  66,  68  Atl.  914. 

[c]  Jurisdiction  of  equity  to. 
award  compensatory  damages  for  a 
breach  of  trust,  see  note,  14  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  900. 

[d]  Whether  a  trustee  exercised 
reasonable  and  proper  care  in  his 
management  of  the  trust  estate,  is  a 
question  of  fact.  Klugh  v.  Seminole 
Securities  Co.,  103  S.  C.  120,  87  S.  E. 
644. 

40.  U.  S.— Whittle  v.  Vanderbilt, 
Min.  &  M.  Co.,  83  Fed.  48.  Ala.— Rose- 
nau  V.  Powell,,  184  Ala.  396,  63  So. 
1020,  a  constructive  trustee  held  liable. 
N.  D.  —  Prondzinski  v.  Garbutt,  10  N. 
D.   300,   86   N.   W.   969. 

Following  trust  property,  see  supra, 
I,  A,  5,  a. 

[a]  A  claim  may  be  presented  to 
the  probate  court  when  the  trust  prop- 
erty held  by  a  deceased  trustee  is  no 
longer  traceable.  Eadie  v.  Hamilton,  94 
Kan.  214,  146  Pac.  323. 

41.  James  v.  AUer,  66  N.  J.  Eq.  69, 
57  Atl.  1091. 

42.  Burke  v.  Maguire,  154  Cal.  456, 
98  Pac.  21. 

43.  Cal.  —  Chapman  v.  Hughes,  134 
Cal.  641,  58  Pac.  298,  60  Pac.  974,  66 
Pac.  S82.  HI.  — Lehnard  v.  Specht, 
180  111.  208,  54  N.  E.  315.  Miss._Pield 
v:  Middlesex  Banking  Co.,  77  Miss. 
180,  26  So.  365;  Johns  v.  Williams,  66 
Miss.  350,  6  So.  207.  Mo,  — Price  v. 
Estill,  87  Mo.  378. 

Bight  to  follow  trust  funds  or  prop- 
erty, see  supra,  I,  A,  5,  a. 

[a]  Laches  appearing  on  the  face 
of  the  complaint,  must  be  specifically 
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3.  Lien  on  Trustee's  Property.  —  A  beneficiary  acquires  no  lien 
upon  the  general  property  of  the  trustee  who  has  committed  a  breach 
of  trust,**  though  the  circumstances  may  be  such  as  to  create  a  special 
lien  upon  specific  property  of  the  trustee  which  owes  its  origin  to  or 
has  been  benefited  by  his  wrongful  conduct." 

F.  Actions  Between  Trustees.  —  An  action  at  law  with  respect 
to  the  trust  property  cannot  ordinarily  be  maintained  by  one  trustee 
against  a  cotrustee.*"  But  a  suit  in  equity  may  be  maintained  by  a 
trustee  to  prevent  a  breach  of  trust  by  his  co-trustee,*^  or  to  remedy 
a  breach  already  committed.** 

G.  Actions  by  or  Against  Third  Persons.  —  1.  In  General, 
a.  Actions  at  Law. — A  trustee  is  clothed  with  legal  title  and  it  is  his 
right  and  duty  to  maintain  such  actions  as  may  be  necessary  for  the 
benefit  or  protection  of  the  trust  estate;*^    no  right  of  action  in  such 


explained.      Martin   v.    Martin    (Del.), 
74  Atl.  864.     See  the  title  "Laches." 

44.  Cal.  —  Lathrop  v.  Bampton,  31 
Cal.  17,  89  Ain.  Dee.  141.  111.  — Lang 
V.  Metzger,  101  111.  App.  380,  affirmed, 
206  ni.  475,  69  N".  E.  493.  la.  — "Wales 
V.  Sammis,  120  Iowa  293,  94  N.  W. 
840.  Ky.  — Curd  v.  Field,  103  Ky. 
293,  45  S.  W.  92.  Minn.  — St.  Paul  v. 
Seymour,  71  Minn.  303,  74  N.  W.  136. 
Neb.  —  Lincoln  v.  Morrison,  64  Neb. 
822,  90  F.  W.  905,  57  L.  E.  A.  885. 
Wash.  —  Heidelbach  v.  Campbell,  95 
Wash.   661,  164  Pac.  247. 

45.  Matter  of  Mumford,  6  N.  Y.  St. 
30.S. 

EiLforcement  of  lien,  see  the  title 
"Liens." 

46.  Cal. — Goldschmidt  v.  Maier,  140 
Cal.  xvii,  73  Pac.  984,  action  to  re- 
cover possession  of  trust  property. 
N.  Y.  —  Methodist  Episcopal  Church 
Trustees  v.  Stewart,  27  Barb.  553,  tres- 
pass. Vt.  —  Toote  V.  Emerson,  10  Vt. 
338,  33  Am.  Dec.  205. 

47.  Crane  v.  Hearn,  26  N.  J.  Eq. 
378. 

[a]  "One  trustee  may  sue  another 
to  prevent  a  wasting  of  the  estate, 
especially  where  he  has  been  acquies- 
cent in  the  acts  of  the  delinquent. 
(Franco  v.  Franco,  3  Ves.  75.)  "  Bockes 
V.  Hathorn,  78   N.  Y.   222,  226. 

48.  Bockes  v.  Hathorn,  78  N.  Y.  222. 

[a]  The  beneficiaries  are  not  neces- 
sary parties  to  the  action.  Hill  v. 
Printup,  48  Ga.  452;  Clemens  v.  Heck- 
scher,  185  Pa.  476,  40  Atl.  80. 

49.  Eoman  v.  Long  Distance  Tel.  & 
Tel.  Co.,  147  Ala.  389,  41  So.  292;  May 
V.  McCarty,  11  Ga.  App.  454,  75  S.  E. 
672. 


[a]  Trover  and.  Conversion.  —  Ark. 
Meadow  v.  Wise,  41  Ark.  285.  N.  C. 
Burnett  v.  Eoberts,  15  N.  C.  81.  Okla. 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hinkle,  162  Pac. 
1092.  Tenn.  —  Coleson  v.  Blanton,  3 
Hayw.  152. 

See  infra,  VIII,  G,  7. 

[b]  Action  (1)  to  recover  rent. 
(Ponder  v.  McGruder,  42  Ga.  242; 
Reichert  v.  Missouri  &  I.  Coal  Co.,  231 
111.  238,  83  N.  E.  166,  121  Am.  St.  Eep. 
307) ;  or  (2)  for  breach  of  covenant  of 
quiet  possession.  Allan  v.  Guaranty 
Oil  Co.,  176  Cal.  421,  168  Pac.  884. 

[c]  Replevin.  —  Ark.  —  Gates  v. 
Bennett,  33  Ark.  475.  Colo.  —  Shipton 
V.  Norrid,  1  Colo.  404.  Conn.  —  Jack- 
son V,  Hubbard,  36  Conn.  10. 

[dj  Detinue.  —  Baker  v.  Washing- 
ton, 5  Stew.  &  P.  (Ala.)  142;  Thomp- 
son V.  Bryan,  46  N.  C.  340.     - 

[e]  Trespass.  —  Sansom  v.  Ayer  & 
Lord  Tie  Co.,  144  Ky.  555,  139  S.  W. 
778. 

[f  ]  Trespass  To  Try  Title.  —  Pardee 
V.  Aldridge,  189  U.  S.  429,  23  Sup.  Ct. 
514,  47  L.  ed.  883;  Lewis  v.  Brown,  39 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  139,  87  S.  W.  704. 

[g]  Ejectment. —  (1)  Cal.  —  Anson 
V.  Townsend,  73  Cal.  415,  15  Pac.  49. 
Ky.  —  Hoosier  Min.  Co.  v.  Union  Trust 
Co.,  173  Ky.  505,  191  S.  W.  305.  Nev. 
Phillpotts  V.  Blasdel,  8  Nev.  61.  (2) 
Even  against  the  beneficiary.  Mat- 
thews V.  Ward,  10  Gill  &  J.  (Md.)  443; 
Baker  v.  Nail,  59  Mo.  265.  (3)  If  the 
beneficiary  is  entitled  to  possession  of 
the  property,  he  may  maintain  eject- 
ment (Doggett  V.  Hart,  5  Fla.  215,  58 
Am.  Dec.  464;  Glover  v.  Stamps,  73 
Ga.  209,  54  Am.  Eep.  870) ;  otherwise 
(4)   he  cannot  bring  the  action.     Sim- 
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cases,  ordinarily  vests  in  the  beneficiary  of  the  trust,*"  though  under 
the  common  law  system  of  procedure,  the  beneficiary  may  use  the  name 
of  the  trustee  upon  indemnifying  him  for  costs,  whenever  the  trustee 
refuses  to  bring  the  necessary  action.^^  A  trustee  may  sue  in  his  own 
name  upon  obligations  of  the  trust  estate  taken  in  his  name  though  he 
is  described  therein  as  trustee.^^  A  trustee  may  also  properly  be  sued 
upon  trust  obligations  in  his  representative  capacity.^^ 

b.  Suits  in  Equity.  —  A  purely  legal  demand  will  not  be  enforced 
in  equity.'*  The  existence  of  a  remedy  at  law  does  not  prevent  a  court 
of  equity  from  exercising  its  general  equitable  jurisdiction  over  the 
property  and  funds  of  trust  estates.^'  The  trustee  may  maintain  a 
suit  in  equity  for  the  protection  of  the  trust  estate,^''  but  the  beneficiary 
will  not  ordinarily  be  allowed  to  sue;'^  when,  however,  the  trustee, 
after  a  demand  upon  him,'^  neglects  or  refuses  to  act,'®  or  when  his 
interests  are  adverse  to  those  of  the  beneficiary,""  or  when  the  trustee 


mons  V.  Eichardson,   107  Ala.   697,  18 
So.  245. 

[h]  Statutory  remedies  given  to 
persons  specifically  named  cannot  be 
Invoked  by  trustees  unless  they  are  ex- 
pressly mentioned.  Pattison  v.  Cusack, 
147  App.  Div.  428,  131  N.  Y.  Supp. 
795. 

50.  Ala.  —  Grady  v.  Ibach,  94  Ala. 
152,  10  So.  287.  Md.  — Denton's  Guard- 
ians V.  Denton's  Exrs.,  17  Md.  403. 
Mo.  —  Morrow  v.  Morrow,  113  Mo.  App. 
444,  87  S.  W.  590.  N.  J.  —  Eue  v.  Meirs, 
43  N.  J.  Eq.  377,  12  Atl.  369. 

See  preceding  note. 

51.  Ala.  —  Ex  parte  Randall,  149 
Ala.  640,  42  So.  870.  Me.  —  Penobscot 
E.  Co.  V.  Mayo,  60  Me.  306.  Pa. 
Cliambersburg  Ins.  Co.  v.  Smith,  11  Pa. 
12'0,  the  trustee  need  not  expressly 
authorize  the  action.  S.  C.  —  Du  Eant 
V.  Du  Eant,  36  S.  C.  49,  14  S.  B.  929. 

52.  Tedder  v.  Walker,  145  6a.  768, 
89  S.  E.  840  (the  word  "trustee"  in  a 
note,  and  carried  into  a  complaint  will 
be  treated  as  surplusage);  Zellner  v. 
Cleveland,  69  Ga.  631. 

Pleading  in  such  actions,  see  infra, 
VIII,  G,  8,  a. 

fa]  When  a  cause  of  action  is  based 
upon  an  ultra  vires  act  of  the  trustee, 
the  latter,  being  bound  to  account  for 
the  fund,  has  such  an  interest  as  en- 
titles him  to  maintain  an  action  in  his 
own  name.  Tedder  v.  Walker,  145  Ga. 
768,  89  S.  E.  840,  action  on  note  given 
for  on  unauthorized  loan.  And  see, 
Woodrufe  V.  Claflin  Co.,  133  App.  Div. 
874,  118  N.  Y.  Supp.  48. 
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53.  Gaudy  v.  Babbitt,  56  Ga.  640; 
Scheibeler  v.  Albee,  114  App.  Div.  146, 
99  N.  Y.  Supp.  706. 

54.  Kimball  v.  Moody,  27  Ala.  130; 
Colburu  V.  Broughton,  9  Ala.  351;  Clark 
V.  Oliver,  91  Va.  421,  22  S.  E.  175. 

55.  Kupferman  v.  McGehee,  63  Ga. 
250.    See  supra,  I,  A,  2. 

56.  Leake  v.  Watson,  58  Conn.  332, 
20  Atl.  343,  18  Am.  St.  Eep.  270,  8 
L.  E.  A.  666.  Mo.  —  Lewis  v.  Whitten, 
112  Mo.  318,  20  S.  W.  617.  S.  C— Barn- 
well V.  Marion,  54  S.  C.  223,  32  S.  E. 
813. 

57.  San  Jose  First  Baptist  Church 
V.  Branham,  90  Cal.  22,  27  Pac.  60; 
Fleming  v.  Holt,  12  W.  Va.  143.  See 
infra,  VIII,  G,  7,  b. 

58.  See  infra,  this  note. 
Necessity  of  pleading  the  making  of 

a  demand,  see  infra,  VIII,  G,  8,  a. 

[a]  Demand  unnecessary  when  it  is 
clear  that  it  would  be  refused.  Eagan 
V.  Mahoney,  24  Colo.  App.  285,  134  Pac. 
156.  See  generally  the  title  "Suits 
and  Actions." 

59.  Ala.  —  Bridges  &  Co.  v.  Phil- 
lips, 25  Ala.  136,  60  Am.  Dee.  495.  Ga. 
Colesbury  v.  Dart,  59  Ga.  839.  Ind. 
Zimmerman  v.  Makepeace,  152  Ind.  199, 
52  N.  E.  992.  Mo.  —  Canada  v.  Daniel, 
175  Mo.  App.  55,  157  S.  W.  1032.  N.  Y. 
Anderson  v.  Daley,  38  App.  Div.  505, 
66  N.  Y.  Supp.  511;  Woolf  v.  Barnes, 
46  Misc.  169,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  219.  Tenn. 
Lowry  v.  Francis,  2  Yerg.  534. 

See  infra,  VIII,  G,  7,  b. 

60.  Johns  V.  Williams,  66  Miss.  350, 
6  So.  207.      See  infra,  VlII,  G,  7,  b. 
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has  died  or  resigned  and  no  successor  has  been  appointed,"^  the  faction 
may  be  instituted  by  the  beneficiary.^"  Trust  property  can  be  reached 
and  charged  with  debts  incurred  in  its  management  only  by  a  suit  in 
equity."^  An  equitable  action  in  rem  may  be  maintained  by  the  credi- 
tor of  a  trust  estate  when  the  trustee  is  insolvent,  or  has  acted  fraudu- 
lently."* 

c.  Executed  Trusts.  —  After  a  trust  has  become  executed  any  ac- 
cruing right  of  action  vests  in  the  beneficiary  and  not  in  the  trustee."" 
The  beneficiary  may  then  maintain  an  action  to  recover  the  premises 
from  persons  in  possession."" 

2.  Conditions  Precedent.  —  Leave  of  court  to  institute  an  action 
need  not  be  obtained  by  the  trustee."^  Under  same  statutes  a  person 
doing  business  under  a  firm  name  of  trustee  is  not  entitled  to  maintain 
an  action  unless  the  names  of  the  persons  interested  under  the  trust 
are  recorded  with  a  specified  officer."* 

3.  Right  of  Trustee  To  Maintain  Actions  in  Other  States. — ^Under 
(general  principles  of  comity  a  trustee  appointed  by  a  court  of  another 
state  may  maintain  an  action  to  protect  or  for  the  benefit  of  the  trust 
estate,"*  when  there  is  no  prejudicial  interference  with  the  rights  of 


61.  Zimmerman  v.  Makepeace,  152 
Ind.   199,   52   N.  E.   992. 

62.  Brun  v.  Mann,  151  Fed.  145,  80 
C.  C.  A.  513,  12  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  154. 

[a]  Either  a  Tested  or  contingent 
remainderman,  who  is  a  beneficiary, 
may  maintain  the  action.  Canada  v. 
Daniel,  175  Mo.  App.  55,  157  S.  "W. 
1032. 

63.  Hussey  v.  Arnold,  185  Mass.  202, 
70  N.  E.  87. 

64.  Ga.  —  Mason  v.  Mason,  33  Ga. 
435,  83  Am.  Dec.  172.  Miss.  — Petti- 
bone  V.  James,  25  Miss.  495.  N.  Y. 
O'Brien  v.  Jaekson,  167  N.  Y.  31,  60 
N.  E.  238;  Miller  v.  Herzog,  148  N.  T. 
Supp.  945,  the  trustee  and  beneficiaries 
are  necessary  parties. 

65.  Ark.  — McNeill  v.  Arnold,  17 
Ark.  154.  Ga.  —  Tillman  v.  Banks,  116 
Ga.  250,  42  S.  E.  517.  N.  M.  — Lovato 
V.  Catron,  20  N.  M.  168,  148  Pac.  490, 
L.  R.  A.  1915B,  451. 

[a]  An  actiou  to  cancel  assignments 
of  the  interests  of  the  beneficiaries  as 
obtained  by  fraud,  payment  having 
bee>i  made  by  the  trustee  upon  the  as- 
signments, can  only  be  maintained  by 
the  beneficiaries.  Lovato  v.  Catron,  20 
N.  M.  168,  148  Pac.  490,  L.  E.  A.  1915E, 
451. 

[b]  It  is  sometimes  expressly  pro- 
vided in  the  instrument  creating  tlie 
trust  that  the  power  to  prosecute  or 
defend  actions  pending  at  the  time  of 
the  termination  of  the  trust  shall  be 


in  the  trustee.  Henshaw  v.  Christian, 
143  111.  App.  558. 

66.  Howard  v.  Snelling,  28  Ga.  469. 
[a]    When  a  tenant  refuses  to  quit 

claiming  to  be  in  possession  under  a 
lease  from  the  beneficiary,  which  the 
latter  denies,  the  trustee  may  maintain 
summary  process  proceedings  since  it 
is  his  duty  to  convey  the  premises  to 
the  beneficiary  in  an  unencumbered 
condition.  Brown  v.  Hart,  91  Conn. 
667,  100  Atl.  1065. 

67.  Glenn  v.  Busey,  McA.  &  M.  (D. 
C.)  454;  Abell  v.  Brown,  55  Md.  217. 

68.  Pedroni  i;.  Eppstein,  17  Colo. 
App.  424,  68  Pac.  794,  the  statute  ap- 
plies only  to  contract  actions. 

69.  U.  S.  —  Pennington  v.  Smith,  69 
Fed.  188.  Cal.  — Iowa  &  C.  Land  Co. 
V.  Hoag,  132  Cal.  627,  64  Pac.  1073. 
Md.  — Glenn  v.  Williams,  60  Md.  93. 
N.  Y.  —  Toronto  General  Trust  Co.  v. 
Chicago  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.,  123  N.  Y.  37, 
25  N.  E.  198.  R.  I.  — Bradford  v. 
King,  18  E.  I.  743,  31  Atl.  166.  Tex. 
Givens'  Admr.  c.  Davenport,  8  Tex. 
451.  Wash.  —  Doe  v.  Tenino  Coal  & 
Iron  Co.,  43  Wash.  523,  86  Pac.  938; 
Fidelity  Ins.  Tr.  &  S.  D.  Co.  v.  Nelson, 
30  Wash.  340,  70  Pac.  961. 

[a]  The  position  of  a  trustee  is  not 
similar  to  that  of  an  executor  or  ad- 
ministrator but  is  more  analogous  to 
"that  of  the  legal  owner  of  property 
who  pursues  it  or  brings  suit  upon  it 
for  his  own  benefit."   Toronto  General 
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domestic  creditors,'"  although  some  earlier  cases  denied  the  right.''^ 

4.  Joining  Causes  of  Action.  —  A  cause  of  action  against  a  trustee 
as  an  individual  cannot  be  joined  with  one  against  him  in  his  represen- 
tative capacity." 

5.  Control  of  the  Action.  —  The  right  to  control  an  action  in- 
stituted by  a  trustee  ordinarily  rests  with  him,"  though  he  will  not  be 
allowed  to  dismiss  it,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  beneficiary  if  the  latter 
indemnifies  him  against  costs.''*  "When  an  action  is  instituted  by  the 
beneficiary  in  the  name  of  the  trustee,'^  the  latter  has  no  power  to  con- 
trol the  conduct  of  the  action  or  to  dismiss  it.'° 

6.  Jurisdiction.'"^  —  If  the  question  primarily  involved  in  an  action 
is  as  to  the  rights  in  or  title  to  trust  real  property,  the  action  should  be 
brought  in  the  courts  of  the  state  in  which  the  land  is  situated.''^  In 
determining  the  jurisdiction  of  a  federal  court,  it  is  the  citizenship  and 
residence  of  the  trustee,  and  not  that  of  the  beneficiary,  which  is  con- 
sidered.''' 

7.  Parties.*"  —  a.  At  Common  iaw.  —  The  trustee  may  institute 
an  action  at  law  in  his  own  name.*^    The  beneficiary  is  not  a  necessary 


Trusts  Co.  V.  Chicago  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co., 
123  N.  Y.  37,  25  N.  E.  198. 

[b]  Although  the  reciprocal  right 
Is  denied  by  the  courts  of  the  state  in, 
which  the  trustee  was  appointed,  the 
right  of  a  foreign  trustee  to  maintain 
an  action  may  iDe  recognized.  Iowa  & 
C.  Land  Co.  v.  Hoag,  132  Cal.  627,  64 
N.  W.  1073. 

70.  Iowa  &  California  Land  Co.,  p. 
Hoag,  132  Cal.  627,  64  Pac.  1073. 

71.  Ayres  v.  Siebel,  82  Iowa  347,  47 
N.  W.  989. 

72.  Newcombe  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W. 
Ey.  Co.,  55  Hun  607,  8  N.  Y.  Supp.  366; 
Alger  v.  Scoville,  6  How.  Pr.  131,  1 
Code  E.  (N.  S.)  303.  See  14  Standard 
Proc.  681,  683.  Compare,  Fish  r.  Berk- 
ey,  10  Minn.  199,  joinder  permitted  if 
the  causes  of  action  arise  out  of  the 
same  transaction. 

Joinder  of  Parties  see  infra,  VIII, 
G,  7. 

73.  See  Mills  v.  Burlington  &  M.  E. 
E.  Co.,  47  Iowa  66. 

74.  Farmers'  &  Mechanics'  Bank  v. 
Gaither,  3  Cranch  C.  C.  (U.  S.)  347, 
8  Fed.  Caa.  No.  4,654;  Eodeu  v.  Mur- 
phy, 10  Ala.  804. 

75.  See  supra,   VITI,  G,  1,  a. 

76.  nx  parte  Eandall,  149  Ala.  640, 
42  So.  870. 

[a]  "No  distinction  is  made  be- 
tween cases  that  are  brought  without 
mention  of  the  party  for  whose  use 
the  suit  is  brought,  and  those  which 
specifically    mention    the    use."      Mx 
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parte  Eandall,  149  Ala.  640,  42  So.  870. 

77.  See '  generally  the  title  "Juris- 
diction." 

78.  Wilmer  r.  Philadelphia  &  E.  C. 
&  I.  Co.,  130  Md.  666,  101  Atl.  638. 
Compare  supra,  I,  A,  4. 

79.  Thayer  v.  Life  Association,  112 
U.  S.  717,  5  Sup.  Ct.  355,  28  L.  ed.  864; 
Smith  V.  Bell,  217  Fed.  243,  133  C.  C. 
A.  517;  Johnson  v.  St.  Louis,  172  Fed. 
31,  96  C.  C.  A.  617. 

And  see  the  title,  "United  States 
Courts." 

[a]  The  citizenship  of  a  bankrupt 
and  not  that  of  his  trustee,  determines 
jurisdiction.  Mayer  v.  Cohrs,  188  Fed. 
443. 

80.  See  the  title  "Parties." 

81.  Ala.  —  Eoman  v.  Long  Distance 
Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.,  147  Ala.  389,  41  So. 
292.  Ark.  —  Ashley  v.  Little  Eock,  56 
Ark.  391,  19  S.  W.  1058.  Cal.  — Grant 
V.  Heverin,  77  Cal.  263,  18  Pac.  647,  19 
Pac.  493.  111.  — Press  v.  Woodley,  160 
111.  433,  43  N.  E.  718.  Ind.  —  McCleary 
f.  Chipman,  32  Ind.  App.  489,  68  N.  E. 
320.  Ky.  —  Martin  v.  Poague,  4  B. 
Mon.  524.  Miss.  —  Pearce  v.  Twichell, 
41  Miss.  344.  N.  J.  — Budd  u.  Hiler  27 
N.  J.  L.  43.  Va.  — Poage  v.  Bell,  8 
Leigh   (3.5  Va.)   604. 

fa]  The  death  of  a  beneficiary, 
pending  the  action  does  not  require 
the  suggestion  of  his  death  upon  the 
record  or  the  bringing  in  of  his  per- 
sonal representative.    Eeichert  v.  Mis- 
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or  proper  party  to  an  action  at  law  either  by,  or  against  the  trustee," 
though  where  the  trust  is  a  passive  trust,  and  has  been  executed  under 
the  statute  of  uses,  or  otherwise,  the  beneficiary,  being  in  fact  the 
holder  of  the  legal  title,  may  maintain  an  action  respecting  the  prop- 
erty.^' 

b.  In  Equity. . —  In  equity  the  trustee  is  generally  either  an  indis- 
pensable,** or  a  necessary  party,*^  to  actions  involving  the  legal  title 
to  the  trust  property  and  a  trustee  and  his  beneficiary  may  join  in  an 
action  to  protect  or  recover  the  trust  property.*"  When  an  action, 
though  connected  with  the  trust  transaction,  does  not  affect  the  interest 
of  the  trustee,*'  or  when  the  validity  of  the  trust  is  not  attacked  and 
the  rights  and  interests  of  the  beneficiary  only  are  involved,**  or  when 
the  trust  is  executed,*'  the  trustee  need  not  be  made  a  party  to  the 
action.  When  an  action  is  instituted  by  a  beneficiary  after  a  demand 
and  refusal  on  the  part  of  the  trustee  to  bring  it,'"  the  trustee  should 
be  made  a  defendant."^  The  general  rule,  subject  to  many  exceptions, 
is  that  the  beneficiaries  are  necessary  parties'^  to  actions  in  equity 


souri  &  r.  Coal  Co.,  231  111.  238,  83  N. 
E.  166,  121  Am.  St.  Eep.  307. 

82.  Ala.  —  Lebeck  i?.  Ft.  Payne 
Bank,  115  Ala.  447,  22  So.  75,  67  Am. 
St.  Eep.  51.  Ga.  —  Sanders  v.  Houston 
Guano  &  W.  Co.,  107  Ga.  49,  32  S.  E. 
610.  Md.  — Hall  v.  Bryan,  60  Md.  194. 
N.  C  — Young  V.  Young,  97  N.  C.  132, 
2  S.  E.  78, 

83.  McNeill  v.  Arnold,  17  Ark.  154; 
Cable  V.  Cable,  146  Pa.  451,  23  Atl.  223. 
And  see  supra,  VIII,  G,  1,  e. 

84.  Smith  v.  Bell,  217  Fed.  243,  133 
C.  C.  A.  517;  Caylor  v.  Cooper,  165 
Fed.  757. 

85.  Ala.  —  Sprague  v.  Tyson,  44 
Ala.  338.  Cal.  —  Reynolds  v.  Lincoln, 
71  Cal.  183,  9  Pac.  176,  12  Pac.  449. 
Colo.  —  Central  City  First  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Hummel,  14  Colo.  259,  23  Pac.  986,  8 
L.  E.  A.  788.  Fla.  — Winn  v.  Strick- 
land, 34  Fla.  610,  16  So.  606.  111. 
Dubs  V.  Egli,  167  111.  514,  47  N.  E.  766. 
Miss.  —  Moyse  v.  Cohn,  76  Miss.  590, 
25  So.  169.  Mo.  —  Sutton  v.  Hayden, 
62  Mo.  101.  N.  Y.  —  Galusha  v.  Galu- 
sha,  138  N.  Y.  272,  33  N.  E.  1062.  N. 
O.  —  Barrett  f.  Brown,  86  N.  C.  556. 
Tenn.  —  Headrick  v.  Euble,  10  Lea  16. 
Vt.  —  Easmussen  v.  McKnight,  3  Utah 
315,  3  Pac.  83,  4  Pac.  526.  W.  Va. 
Williamson  v.  Jones,  43  W.  Va.  562,  27 
S.  E.  411,  64  Am.  St.  Eep.  891,  38  L. 
E.  A.  694. 

86.  Ala.  —  Hitchcock's  Heirs  v. 
United  States  Bank,  7  Ala.  386.  Ky. 
Jennings'  Exrs.  v,  Davis,  5  Dana  127. 


Miss.  —  Marble    v.    Whaley,    33    Miss. 
157. 

87.  Briscoe  v.  Power,  85  111.  420. 

88.  Smith  v.  Ford,  48  Wis.  115,  2 
N.  W.  134,  4  N.  W.  462. 

89.  Ark.  —  McNeill  v.  Arnold,  17 
Ark.  154.  Colo.  —  Hamill  v.  Thomp- 
son, 3  Colo.  518.  N.  C.  —  Lee  v.  Oates, 
171  N.  C.  717,  88  S.  E.  889,  Ann.  Cas. 
1917A,  514,  by  the  statute  of  uses. 

See,  supra,  VIII,  G,  1,  c. 

[a]  When  the  beneficiary  is  en- 
titled to  possession  of  the  property  he 
may  maintain  an  action  to  enjoin  in- 
terference with  his  right  to  possession. 
Cape  V.  Plymouth  Congregational 
Church,  117  Wis.  150,  93  N.  W.  449. 

90.  See  supra,  YTLl,  G,  1,  b. 

91.  Brun  v.  Mann,  151  Fed.  145,  80 
C.  C.  A.  513,  12  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  154. 

92.  Ala.  —  Lebeck  v.  Ft.  Payne 
Bank,  115  Ala.  447,  22  So.  75,  67  Am. 
St.  Eep.  51.  111.  —  Chambers  v.  Prew- 
itt,  172  111.  615,  50  N.  E.  145.  Mlsa. 
Eembert  v.  Key,  58  Miss.  533.  N.  J. 
Plum  V.  Smith,  56  N.  J.  Eq.  468,  39 
Atl.  1070.  N.  C  — Blake  v.  AUman,  68 
N.  C.  407.  R.  I.  —  Primitive  Methodist 
Church  V.  Homer,  38  E.  1.  530,  96  Atl. 
818.  Tex.  —  Ebell  r.  Bursinger,  70 
Tex.  120,  8  S.  W.  77;  Smith  v.  Smith 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  200  S.  W.  540;  Mon- 
day V.  Vance,  11  Tex.  Civ.  App.  374, 
32' S.  W.  559.  W.  Va.  — Beckwith  v. 
Laing,  66  W.  Va.  246,  66  S.  B.  354; 
Pyle   V.  Henderson,  55  W.  Va.  122,  46 
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involving  the  trust  property,  and  they  are  always  proper  parties.** 
When  the  trustee  fully  and  fairly  represents  the  interests  of  the  bene- 
ficiary, the  latter  is  not  a  necessary  party  to  an  action  by,**  or  against 
the  trustee,*^  but  when  an  attack  is  made  upon  the  existence  or  valid- 


S.  E.  791.  Wis.  — Hill  v.  Durand,  50 
Wis.  354,  7  N.  W.  243. 

[a]  The  "conservator"  of  the  es- 
tate of  an  incompetent  beneficiary 
should  not  be  made  a  party,  though 
he  may  properly  be  appointed  guard- 
ian ad  litem  for  the  beneficiary  who 
has  been  made  a  defendant.  King  v. 
Stowell,  211  Mass.  246,  98  N.  E.  91. 

93.  Idaho.  —  Cunningham  v.  Bank 
of  Kampa,  13  Idaho  167,  88  Pac.  975, 
10  L.  R.  A.  (N;  S.)  706,  121  Am.  St. 
Rep.  257.  Miss.  —  Marble  v.  Whaley, 
33  Miss.  157.  R.  I.  —  Warren  v.  Provi- 
dence Tool  Co.,  21  R.  I.  488,  44  Atl. 
806. 

[a]  But  when  a  trust  has  been  ex- 
ecuted, the  beneficiary  and  not  the 
trustee,  is  the  proper  person  to  insti- 
tute an  action  relating  to  the  trust 
property.  Wagnon  v.  Pease,  104  Ga. 
417,  30  S.  E.  895.  See  supra,  VUI,  Gt, 
1,  e. 

94i  U.  S.  —  Kerrison  v.  Stewart,  93 
TJ.  S.  155,  23  L.  ed.  843;  Hickox  v.  El- 
liott, 22  Fed.  13,  10  Sawy.  415.  Mass. 
Ashton  V.  Atlantic  Bank,  3  Allen  217. 
N.  J.  —  Simson  v.  Klipstein,  88  N.  J. 
Eq.  229,  102  Atl.  242;  Stevens  v.  Bosch, 
54  N.  J.  Eq.  59,  33  Atl.  293;  Smith  v. 
Gaines,  39  N.  J.  Eq.  545. 

95.  N.  Y.  —  Rogers  v.  Rogers,  3 
Paige  379.  Ohio.  —  Campbell  v.  Wat- 
son, 8  Ohio  498.  Pa.  —  Kenyon  v.  Da- 
vis, 219  Pa.  585,  69  Atl.  62,  a  parti- 
tion suit. 

[a]  Rule  Stated.  —  "It  cannot  be 
doubted  that,  under  some  circum- 
stances, a  trustee  may  represent  his 
beneficiaries  in  all  things  relating  to 
their  common  interest  in  the  trust 
property.  He  may  be  invested  with 
such  powers  and  subjected  to  such  ob- 
ligations that  those  for  whom  he  holds 
will  be  bound  by  what  is  done  against 
him,  as  well  as  by  what  is  done  by  him. 
The  difiBeulty  lies  in  ascertaining 
whether  he  occupies  such  a  position, 
not  in  determining  its  effect  if  he 
does.  If  he  has  been  made  such  a  rep- 
resentative, it  is  well  settled  that  his 
beneficiaries  are  not  necessary  parties 
to  a  suit  by  him  against  a  stranger  to 
enforce  the  trust  *  *  *  or  to  one  by  a 
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stranger  against  him  to  defeat  it  in 
whole  or  in  part."  Kerrison  v.  Stew- 
art, 93  U.  S.  165,  160,  23  L.  ed.  843. 

[b]  When  the  trustee  is  merely 
seeking  to  recover  trust  property  the 
beneficiary  is  not  a  necessary  party. 
U.  S.  —  Carey  v.  Brown,  92  U.  S.  171, 
23  L.  ed.  469;  In  re  E.  T.  Kenney  Co., 
136  Fed.  451.  Del.  — In  re  Lane's  Will, 
(Del.  Ch.)  97  Atl.  587.  Ga.  — Free- 
man V.  Prendergast,  94  Ga.  369,  21  S. 
B.  837.  Mich.  —  Snook  v.  Pearsall,  95 
Mich.  534,  55  N.  W.  459.  Miss.  — Fer- 
guson V.  Applenhite,  10  Smed.  &  M. 
301.  Mo.  —  Sampson  v.  Mitchell,  125 
Mo.  217,  28  S.  W.  768.  N.  J.  —  Stevens 
V.  Bosch,  54  N.  J.  Eq.  59,  33  Atl.  293. 
Pa.  —  Clemens  v.  Heckscher,  185  Pa. 
476,  40  Atl.  80.  Tex.  —  Compare,  Smith 
V.  Smith  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  200  S.  W. 
540;  Milmo  Nat.  Bank  v.  Cobbs,  53 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  1,  115  S.  W.  345;  Saw- 
yer V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  41  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  486,  93  S.  W.  151;  Monday  v. 
Vance,  11  Tex.  Civ.  App.  374,  32  S.  W. 
559. 

[c]  In  an  action  to  recover  for 
breaches  of  trust  by  a  former  trustee 
the  beneficiaries  are  not  necessary 
parties.  In  re  Lane's  Will  (Del.  Ch.), 
97  Atl.  587. 

[d]  When  the  trust  instrument  ex- 
pressly confers  power  upon  the  trus- 
tee to  represent  the  beneficiaries,  they 
need  not  be  made  parties.  See  Sawyer 
V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  41  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
486,  93  S.  W.  151. 

[e]  When  it  may  be  presumed  that 
it  was  the  intention  of  the  creator  of 
the  trust  to  invest  the  trustee  with 
power  to  prosecute  or  defend  actions 
in  his  own  name,  the  beneficiary  is 
not  a  necessary  party  to  an  action. 
Schuster  v.  Crawford  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
199  S.  W.  327. 

[f  ]  When  a  trust  under  a  deed  lies 
in  parol  or  is  evidenced  by  some  col- 
lateral writing,  the  purpose  of  the 
trust  and  the  beneficiary  are  unknown 
to  strangers  to  the  trust  and  an  ac- 
tion may  be  maintained  or  defended 
by  the  trustee  alone.  Schuster  v, 
Crawford  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  199  S.  W. 
827. 
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ity  of  the  trust,^*  or  when  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  trustee  is  a  true 
representative  of  the  beneficiary,  the  latter  is  a  necessary  party.'^ 
"When  the  beneficiaries  constitute  a  numerous  class,  only  representa- 
tives of  the  class  need  be  made  parties.®* 

c.  Under  Code  or  Statutory  Provisions  as  to  Real  Party  in  Interest. 
Under  the  statutory  or  code  provisions  requiring  actions  to  be  brought 
in  the  name  of  the  real  party  in  interest,  the  trustee  of  an  express 
trust°®  may  maintain  an  action  in  his  own  name,  involving  the  trust 
property,^  without  joining  the  beneficiary  as  either  a  plaintiff  or  de- 
fendant,^ though,  since  this  is  but  a  legislative  expression  of  the  rule 
existing  in  equity  that  a  trustee  could  sue  without  joining  the  benefi- 


96.  Ebell  V.  Bursinger,  70  Tex.  120, 
S  g.  W.  77. 

87.     See  infra,  I  his  note. 

[a]  When  a  person  is  only  a  nom- 
inal tnistee,  having  no  powers  or  du- 
ties with  respect  to  the  trust  property, 
the  beneficiary  is  a  necessary  party. 
Kan.  —  Gibson  v.  Ledwitch,  84  Kaff. 
505,  114  Pac.  851,  35  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
196.  Ky.  —  Covington  &  L.  K.  Co.  v. 
Bowler's  Heirs,  9  Bush  463.  N.  Y. 
Malin  v.  Malin,  2  Johns.  Ch.  238.  R.  I. 
Primitive  Methodist  Church  r.  Homer, 
38  E.  I.  530,  96  Atl.  818. 

[b]  When  ths  interest  of  the  trus- 
tee is  adverse  to  that  of  the  benefic- 
iary the  latter  is  a  necessary  party. 
U.  S.  —  Eyan  v.  Seaboard  &  E.  E.  Co.. 
89  Fed.  397.  Mass.  —  Shaw  v.  Norfolk 
County  E.  Co.,  5  Gray  162.  N.  J. 
Plum  V.  Smith,  56  N.  J.  Eq.  468,  39 
Atl.  1070. 

98.  Ga.  —  McDougald  v.  Dougherty, 
11  Ga.  570.  N.  J.  —  Tyson  v.  Apple- 
gate,  40  N.  J.  Eq.  305.  Tex.  —  IJbell  v. 
Bursinger,  70  Tex.  120,  8  S.  VV.  77; 
Sawyer  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  41  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  486,  93  S.  W.  151,  the  ex- 
istence of  five  beneficiaries  does  not 
make  the  exception  applicable.  Wash. 
Clay  V.  Selah  Vallev  Irr.  Co.,  14  Wash. 
543,  45  Pac.  141.  W,  Va.  — Beckwith 
V.  Laing,  66  W.  Va.  246,  66  S.  E.  354. 

See  20  Standard  Proc.  945,  948. 

99.  As  to  who  is  a  trustee  of  an  ex- 
press trust,  see  20  Standard  Proc.  905. 

[a]  The  trustee  of  an  implied 
trust  is  not  within  this  rule.  Broder- 
ick  V.  Puget  Sound  T.  L.  &  P.  Co.,  86 
Wash.  399,  150  Pac.  616.  See  20 
Standard  Proc.  905,  note  14. 

1.    U.    S.  —  Dalton    v.    Hazelet,    182 

Fed.  561,  105  C.  C.  A.  99.    Ala See, 

Ex  parte  Eandall,  149  Ala.  640,  42  So. 
870.  Ark.  —  Crawford  County  Bank  v. 
Baker,  95  Ark.  438,  ISO  S.  W.  556.  Oal. 


Tandy  v.  Waesch,  154  Cal.  108,  97  Pac. 
69.  Ind.  —  Owen  v.  Harriott,  47  Ind. 
App.  359,  94  N.  E.  591.  Ky.  —  Sansom 
V.  Ayer  &  Lord  Tie  Co.,  144  Ky.  555, 
139  S.  W.  778.  Neb.  — Girard  Trust 
Co.  1?.  Paddock,  88  Neb.  359,  129  N.  W, 
550.  S.  C.  —  People's  Oil  &  Fertilizer 
Co.  V.  Charleston  &  W.  C.  Ey.,  83  S. 
C.  530,  65  S.  E.  733.  Wash.  — Good- 
fellow  V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  71  Wash. 
554,  129  Pac.  90,  44  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
580. 

See  20. Standard  Proc.  903. 

[a]  A  change  in  the  corporate  name 
of  the  trustee  does  not  affect  its  right 
to  maintain  an  action.  Girard  Trust 
Co.  V.  Paddock,  88  Neb.  359,  129  N.  W, 
550. 

2.  U.  S.  —  Tompkins  v.  Tompkins, 
123  Fed:  207.  Cal.  — Kellogg  v.  King, 
114  Cal.  378,  46  Pac.  166,  55  Am.  St. 
Eep.  74.  Ind.  —  Herd  v.  Bradbury,  156 
Ind.  30,  59  N.  E.  31.  Ky.  — Sansom  v. 
Ayer  &  Lord  Tie  Co.,  144  Ky.  555,  139 
S.  W.  778.  Minn.  —  Moulton  v.  Has- 
kell, 50  Minn.  367,  52  N.  W.  960.  Mo. 
Bedkv.  Haas,  111  Mo.  264,  20  S.  W.  19, 
33  Am.  St.  Eep.  516.  Neb.  —  Girard 
Trust  Co.  V.  Paddock,  88  Neb.  359,  129 
N.  W.  550.  N.  J.  —  Keneaster  v.  Erb, 
83  N.  J.  Eq.  206,  89  Atl.  995.  N.  Y. 
Hood  V.  New  York  Cent.  &  H.  E.  E. 
Co.,  163  App.  Div.  833,  149  N.  Y.  Supp. 
262.  Ore.  —  Simon  v.  Trummer,  57  Ore. 
153,  110  Pac.  786.  Wis.  —  Swift  c. 
State  Lumber  Co.,  71  Wis.  476,  37  N. 
W.  441. 

But  see  20  Standard  Proc  904, 
note  6. 

[a]  If  the  interest  of  any  other 
person  does  not  appear  from  the  com- 
plaint, the  word  "trustee,"  used  in 
connection  with  the  plaintiff's  name 
will  be  treated  as  merely  descriptive. 
Sansom  v.  Ayer  &  Lord  Tie  Co.,  144 
Ky.  555,  139  S.  W.  778. 
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ciary  wken  he  fully  and  fairly  represented  him,'  the  beneficiary  is  still 
a  necessary  party  when  the  trustee  does  not  fully  represent  his  inter- 
ests, or  when  their  respective  interests  are  conflicting.*  The  right  ex- 
pressly given  by  statute  to  a  trustee  to  maintain  the  action  does  not 
preclude  the  beneficiary  from  instituting  the  action  as  the  real  party 
in  interest,^  especially  when  the  trustee  neglects  or  refuses  to  sue  or 
is  interested  adversely  in  the  subject  matter  of  the  action  f  though  as  a 
general  rule  the  action  should  be  brought  by  the  holder  of  the  legal 
title  of  the  property.' 

d.  Joinder.^  —  The  joinder  of  the  trustee  and  beneficiary  are  treated 
in  preceding  sections.'  Co-trustees  must  join  in  an  action  concerning 
the  trust  property,^"  unless  a  position  adverse  to  the  trust  has  been 
assumed  by  one  of  them,^^  or  he  refuses  to  join  in  the  action, ^^  when 
the  unwilling  trustee  should  be  made  a  defendant.^'  Likewise,  in  ac- 
tions against  trustees,  as  such,  all  of  the  co-trustees  must  be  joined.^* 
The  joinder  of  several  beneficiaries  under  the  same  trust  would  follow 
general  principles  elsewhere  treated.^^  Third  persons  are  or  are  not 
properly  joined,  depending  upon  whether  the  judgment  may  affect 
their  interests,^'  in  accordance  with  the  rules  elsewhere  discussed.^' 


3.  Cal.  —  Mitau  v.  Roddan,  149  Cal, 
1,  84  Pae.  145,  6  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  275. 
Mo.  —  Sampson  v.  Mitchell,  125  Mo. 
217,  28  S.  W.  768.  N.  C  — Barbee  v. 
Penny,  172  N.  C.  653,  90  S.  E.  805. 

And  see   supra  VIII,   G,  7,  b. 

4.  Mitau  V.  Eoddan,  149  Cal.  1,  84 
Pafe.  145,  6  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  275;  Bar- 
bee  V.  Penny,  172  N.  C.  653,  90  S.  E. 
805. 

[a]  When  the  trustee  is  seeking  to 
exercise  powers  not  expressly  given 
him  by  the  instrument  creating  the 
trust  the  beneficiary  is  a  necessary 
party.  Sampson  v.  Mitchell,  125  Mo. 
217,  28  S.  W.  768. 

5.  See  20  Standard  Peoc.  904,  and 
Canada  v.  Daniel,  175  Mo.  App.  55,  167 
S.  W.  1032. 

6.  Canada  v.  Daniel,  175  Mo.  App. 
55,  157  S.  W.  1032;  Anderson  1>.  Daley, 
38  App.  Div.  505,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  511. 
See  supra,  VIII,  G,  1,  b. 

[a]  The  trustee  should  be  made  a 
defendant  in  his  representative  capac- 
ity. Canada  v.  Daniel,  175  Mo.  App. 
55,  157  S.  W.  1032.  But  see,  Eagan  v. 
Mahoney,  24  Colo.  App.  285,  134  Pae. 
156. 

7.  Weetjen  v.  Vibbard,  5  Hun  (N. 
Y.)  265;  Paget  v.  Pease,  53  Hun  636, 
6  N.  Y.  Supp.  386,  23  Abb.  N.  C.  290, 
17  Civ.  Proc.  234,  24  N.  Y.  St.  762; 
Cooper  V.  Weston,  49  Hun  607,  1  N.  Y. 
Supp.  601,  concurring  opinion  of  Van 
Brunt,  J.  And  see  generally,  the  title 
"Parties." 
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8.  Joinder  of  causes  of  action  see 
supra,  VIII,  G,  4. 

9.  See  supra,  VIII,  G,  7,  b  and  c. 

10.  Caylor  v.  Cooper,  165  Fed.  757; 
Natter  v.  Isaac  H.  Blanchard  Co.,  153 
App.  Div.  814,  138  2Sr.  Y.  Supp.  969. 

11.  Gumming  v.  Middletown,  IT.  & 
W.  6.  E.  Co.,  147  App.  Div.  105,  131 
N.  Y.  Supp.  710,  no  request  that  he  join 
as  a  plaintiff  need  be  made. 

12.  Caylor  v.  Cooper,   165  Fed.  757. 

13.  Caylor  v.  Cooper,  165  Fed.  757. 

14.  Sayre  v.  Sayre,  17  N.  J.  Eq.  349. 

15.  See  the  title   "Parties." 

[a]  When  a  trust  has  been  exe- 
cuted, different  beneficiaries  cannot 
join  in  one  action  to  set  aside  assign- 
ments of  their  respective  interests  al- 
leged to  have  been  obtained  through 
fraud.  Lovato  v.  Catron,  20  N.  M.  168, 
148  Pae.  490,  L.  E.  A.  1915E,  451. 

16.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  A  third  person  whose  interests 
will  not  be  affected  by  the  judgment 
is  not  a  proper  or  necessary  party. 
U.  S.  —  Dodge  V.  Frank  Waterhouse  & 
Co.,  156  Fed.  57.  lU.  — Eegan  v.  West, 
115  111.  603,  4  N.  E.  365.  Ind.  — White 
V.  Haynes,  33  Ind.  540. 

[b]  A  trustee  and  the  person  to 
whom  an  Interest  in  the  premises  has 
been  leased  or  conveyed  may  join  in 
an  action  to  recover  possession.  Hoos- 
ier  Min.  Co.  v.  Union  Trust  Co.,  173 
Ky.  505,  191  S.  W.  305. 

17.  See  the  title  "Parties." 
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e.  Intervention  and  Neiv  Parties}^  —  The  beneficiaries  of  a  trust 
may  be  allowed  to  intervene  in  an  action  to  which  the  trustee  is  a 
party.^®  Third  persons  cannot  by  petition  compel  a  plaintiff  to  make 
them  parties  to  the  action.^" 

f .  Death  or  Removal  of  Trustee  Pending  Action."^  —  When  the  death 
of  a  trustee  who  is  party  to  a  pending  action  occurs,  or  the  trustee  re- 
signs or  is  removed  from  ofifice,  the  action  may  be  revived  by  or  against 
the  new  or  substituted  trustee.^^  Upon  the  death  or  removal  of  one  of 
several  trustees  all  of  whom  are  defendants  to  the  action,  the  action 
does  not  abate,^^  and,  the  'same  rule  applies  when  one  of  several  trus- 
tees who  are  plaintiffs  in  the  action,  dies.^* 

8.  Pleadings.  —  a.  Complaint  or  Bill.  —  "Where  the  trustee,  as  holder 
of  the  legal  title,  properly  brings  an  action  in  his  own  name,^^  it  is  not 
necessary  that  the  beneficiary  be  named, ^^  or  that  the  nature  of  the 
trust  be  described,^^  if  the  representative  capacity  in  which  the  plain- 
tiff holds  the  title  does  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  transaction  ;'^^  and 
the  designation  of  the  plaintiff  as  "trustee"  will  be  treated  as  surplus- 
age.^^ But  when  the  trustee  intends  to  sue  in  a  representative  capacity 


18.  See  generally  the  titles  "Inter- 
vention ; "    "Parties. " 

19.  Doke  V.  Williams,  45  Fla.  248, 
34  So.  569. 

20.  Doke  V.  "Williams,  45  Fla.  248, 
34  So.  569. 

21.  Change  or  suljstitution  of  par- 
ties, see  the  title  "Parties." 

Proceedings  where  interest  of  party- 
is  transferred  pending  action,  see  the 
title  "Parties." 

22.  Ala.  —  Dumas  v.  Bobbins,  48 
Ala.  545.  Ga.  —  Cobb  v.  Edmondson, 
30  6a.  30.  N.  Y.  — Smith  v.  Central 
Trust  Co.,  7  App.  Div.  278,  40  N.  Y. 
Supp.  152,  74  N.  Y.  St.  711. 

See  generally,  the   title   "Revivor." 

[a]  The  Death  or  Removal  of  the 
Trustee  Suspends  the  Action.  —  Paget 
V.  Pease,  53  Hun  636,  6  N.  Y.  Supp.  386, 

23  Abb.   N.   C.  290,  17   Civ.  Proe.   234, 

24  N.  Y.  St.  762,  an  order  of  publica- 
tion of  summons  is  rendered  inoper- 
ative. 

[b]  The  revival  and  substitution 
may  be  made  (1)  on  motion  (Cobb  v. 
Edmondson,  30  Ga.  30),  or  (2)  by  a 
bill  of  revivor  (Greenleaf  v.  Queen,  1 
Pet.  [U.  S.]  138,  7  L.  ed.  85;  King  v. 
Donnelly,  5  Paige  [N.  Y.]  46),  or,  (3) 
petition.    Murray  v.  Dehon,   102   Mass. 

[e]  The  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
appointing  the  new  trustee  will  not  be 
determined  upon   a  motion  for  substi- 


tution. Smith  V.  Central  Trust  Co.,  7 
App.  Div.  278,  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  152,  74 
N.  Y.  St.  711. 

fd]  Although  an  appeal  from  the 
order  of  removal  is  taken,  the  new 
trustee  may  be  substituted  as  defend- 
ant in  the  action.  Stout  v.  Betts,  74 
Hun  266,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  809,  56  N.  Y. 
St.  356. 

23.  McLanahan  v.  Mills,  73  W.  Va. 
246,  80  S.  E.  351,  the  absence  of  a  sub- 
stituted trustee  is  immaterial.  See 
generally  the  title  "Survival." 

24.  Eoane  v.  Brodie,  7  Ark.  264; 
Nichols  V.  Campbell,  10  Qratt.  (51  Va.) 
560.  Compare,  Adams  ii.  Leland,  7 
Pick.  (Mass.)  62. 

25.  See  supra,  VIII,  G,  1  and  7. 

26.  Sansom  v.  Ayer  &  Lord  Tie  Co., 
144  Ky.  555,  139  S.  W.  778;  Philips  v. 
Ward,  51  Mo.  295. 

27.  Ky.  —  Sansom  v.  Ayer  &  Lord 
Tie  Co.,  144  Ky.  555,  139  S.  W.  778. 
Mass.  —  Mason  v.  Pomeroy,  151  Mass. 
164,  24  N.  E.  202,  7  L.  E.  A.  771.  Pa. 
Peterson  v.  Lothrop,  34  Pa.  223. 

28.  Weed  v.  Halmburg-Bremen  Fire 
Ins.  Co.,  133  N.  Y.  394,  31  N.  E.  231; 
Portoghese  v.  Illinois  Surety  Co.,  81 
Misc.  211,  142  N.  Y.  Supp.  600. 

29.  U.  S.  —  Hampton  v.  Foster,  127 
Fed.  468,  applying  the  law  of  Massa- 
chusetts. Ala.  —  George  v.  English,  30 
Ala.  582;  Tate  v.  Shackleford's  Admr., 
24  Ala.  510,  60  Am.  Dec.  488.  Ga. 
Tedder  v.  Walker)  145  Ga.  768,  89  8.  B. 
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facts  should  be  alleged  showing  his  capacity  as  such  trustee,*"  the  ex- 
tent of  his  powers  over  the  trust  property,  so  far  as  material,'^  the 
name  of  the  beneficiary,*^  and  "that  the  action  is  maintained  for  his  use 
and  benefit.**  Where  it  is  sought  to  charge  a  trustee  as  such,  he  should 
be  made  a  party  in  his  representative  capacity  as  trustee.** 


840.  Ind.  —  Marion  Bond  Co.  v.  Mex- 
ican C.  &  E.  Co.,  160  Ind.  558,  65  N.  E. 
748;  Guyer  v.  Union  Trust  Co.,  55  Ind. 
App.  472,  104  N.  E.  82.  Ky.  — Sanaom 
V.  Ayer  &  Lord  Tie  Co.,  144  Ky.  555, 
139  S.  W.  778.  Mass.  —  Bromley  v. 
Mitchell,  155  Mass.  509,  30  N.  E.  83; 
Odd  Fellows'  Hall  Assn.  v.  McAllister, 
153  Mass.  292,  26  N.  E.  862,  11  L.  E.  A. 
172.  N.  Y.  —  Hood  v.  New  York  Cent. 
&  H.  E.  E.  Co.,  163  App.  Div.  833,  149 
N.  Y.  Supp.  262.  R.  I.  —  King  v.  Bry- 
ant, 75  Atl.  630. 

Compare,  School  District  No.  42  v. 
Peninsular  Trust  Co.  13  Okla.  479,  75 
Pac.  281. 

[a]  When  a  trustee  holds  legal  title 
hy  virtue  of  am  assignment,  an  action 
by  him  is  based  upon  this  title  and 
averments  as  to  his  official  appoint- 
ment may  be  treated  as  surplusage. 
Iowa  &  California  Land  Co.  v.  Hoag, 
132  Cal.  627,  64  Pac.  1073. 

30.  Perry  v.  Swanner,  150  N.  C.  141, 
63  S.  E.  611;  School  District  No.  42  v. 
Peninsular  Trust  Co.,  13  Okla.  479,  75 
Pac.  281. 

[a]    The  Existence  of  the  Trust  Be- 

lation Wilson    v.    Polk    County,    112 

Mo.  126,  20  S.  W.  469. 

[bj  An  allegation  that  plaintiff  is 
a  trustee  "without  stating  the  facts 
■which  constitute  him  trustee  is  but  a 
legal  conclusion  and  insufficient." 
Wilson  V.  Polk  County,  112  Mo.  126, 
20  S.  W.  469. 

[c]  The  word  "as"  need  not  -pre- 
cede the  word  "trustee"  in  the  com- 
mencement of  the  bill  (1)  "Where  a 
party  occupies  two  relations  to  the 
subject  matter,  the  word  is  sometimes 
used  to  limit  the  relation  or  character 
in  which  such  party  appears;  but 
Strauss  had  no  relation  to  the  suit  ex- 
cept as  trustee,  and  there  was  no  ne- 
cessity for  showing  that  he  did  not  file 
the  bill  in  some  other  relation  or  by 
some  other  right."  Kinsella  v.  Cahn, 
185  111.  208,  56  N.  E.  1119.  (2)  It  is, 
however,  regarded  as  good  practice  to 
use  the  words  "as  trustee."  Eowe  v. 
Eowe,  103  App.  Div.  100,  92  N.  Y. 
Supp.  491. 
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[d]  In  an  action  by  a  trustee  to> 
recover  money  originally  due  another 
person,  the  complaint  should  allege 
how  the  plaintiff  was  appointed  trustee 
of  such  person  and  as  such  became  the 
owner  of  the  claim  sued  on.  Bradford 
V.  Street,  84  Md.  273,  35  Atl.  886. 

[e]  It  must  appear  that  the  trust 
is  not  a  naked,  passive  trust,  which, 
under  the  statute  of  uses  would  vest 
legal  title  in  the  beneficiary.  Eoman 
V.  Long  Distance  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.,  147 
Ala.  389,  41  So.  292. 

[f  ]  An  erroneous  designation  of  the 
plaintiff  in  the  caption  as  "executor" 
is  immaterial  when  it  sufficiently  ap- 
pears from  the  facts  alleged  that  he 
was  a  "trustee."  Knox  v.  Metropoli- 
tan El.  Ey.  Co.,  58  Hun  517,  12  N.  Y. 
Supp.  848,  36  N.  Y.  St.  2.  -  And  see, 
Kinsella  v.  Cahn,  185  111.  208,  56  N.  E. 
1119. 

[g]  The  giving  of  a  bond  should  be 
alleged  when  this  is  necessary  to  quali- 
fy a  trustee  to  act.  Jackson  v.  Eounds, 
59  Ind.  116. 

Variance  in  this  respect,  see  infra, 
VIII,  G,  9. 

31.  Bradford  v.  Street,  84  Md.  273, 
35  Atl.  886. 

[a]  The  power  and  authority  of  the 
trustee  to  execute  the  instrument  upon 
which  suit  is  brought,  should  be  aver- 
red. Wagnon  v.  Pease,  104  Ga.  417, 
30  S.  B.  895. 

32.  Guyer  v.  Union  Trust  Co.,  55 
Ind.  App.  472,  104  N.  E.  82;  School 
District  No.  42  v.  Peninsular  Trust  Co., 
13  Okla.  479,  75  Pac.  281. 

[a]  The  reason  for  this  rule  is  "that 
an  issue,  if  necessary,  may  be  formed 
upon  that  allegation,  and  also  that  the 
cestui  que  trust  may  be  bound  by  the 
judgment  or  decree."  Marion  Bond 
Co.  V.  Mexican  Coffee  &  Eubber  Co., 
160  Ind.  558,  65  N.  E.  748. 

33.  Guyer  v.  Union  Trust  Co.,  55 
Ind.  App.  472,  104  N.  E.  82. 

34.  Leonard  v.  Pierce,  182  N.  T. 
431,  75  N.  E.  313,  1  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
161. 
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In  an  action  by  a  beneficiary  the  facts  entitling  him,  to  sue  should  be 
alleged,^.^  as  that  the  trustee,  after  a  demand,  neglected  or  refused  to 
bring  the  action.^^  The  substantive  facts  necessary  to  state  a  good 
cause  of  action,  must  of  course  be  s^ted  in  each  instance." 

b.  Defendants'  Pleadings.  —  Any  defense  which  would  be  good  in 
favor  of  or  against  the  beneficia^if  he  were  a  party  to  the  action  may 
be  pleaded  in  an  action  by,^' j^  against,^*  the  trustee  as  such.  The 
denial  of  the  right  of  plainti^to  maintain  an  action  as  trustee  should 
be  specific.*"  A  defect  of  pacdes  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  complaint 
may  be  urged  in  the  usual  ^way,*^  as  by  demurrer.*^ 

A  cross-bill  may  be  filed^  seeking  affirmative  relief  under  the  same 
general  rules  which  govern  the  filing  of  cross-bills  in  other  equitable 
suits.*^ 

c.  Counterclaim  and  Set-Off.  —  In  an  action  by  a  trustee  the  defend- 
ant may  set  off  a  claim  held  by  him  against  the  beneficiary,**  but  not 


35.  See  following  note  and  siipra, 
VIII,  G,  1  and  7. 

36.  Fla.  —  Doggett  v.  Hart,  5  Fla. 
215,  58  Am.  Dec.  464.  Ga.  —  Mason  v. 
Mason,  33  Ga.  435,  83  Am.  Dec.  172. 
la.  —  White   V.   Savery,    50    Iowa    515. 

Mo Canada  v.  Daniel,  1 75  Mo.  App. 

55,  157  S.  W.  1032.  N.  Y.  — Woolf  v. 
Barnes,  46  Misc.  169,  93  N.  Y.  Supp. 
219. 

37.  See  generally  the  titles  "Bills 
and  Answers;"  "Declaration  and  Com- 
plaint;" and  titles  dealing  with  parti- 
cular causes  of  action. 

[a]  Complaint  to  reach  surplus  in- 
come from  spend-thrift  trust  estate, 
see,  Herts  Bros.  v.  Tiffany,  118  App. 
Div.  215,  102  N.  Y.  Supp.  1047. 

[b]  In  Georgia  the  allegations  neces- 
sary for  the  sufficiency  of  a  legal  claim 
against  the  trust  estate,  are  fixed  by 
statute.  See,  Sanders  v.  Houston 
Guano  &  W.  Co.,  107  Ga.  49,  32  S.  E. 
610. 

[c]  In  an  action  for  services  rend- 
ered a  trust  estate  the  complaint  must 
allege  that  an  express  agreement  was 
made  by  the  trustees  that  the  claim 
should  be  a  charge  upon  the  estate  or 
only  a  personal  recovery  against  the 
trustee  can  be  had.  Mulrein  v.  Smil- 
lie,  25  App.  Div.  135,  48  N.  Y.  Supp. 
994. 

[d]  Where  failure  to  protect  the  title 
of  the  trust  estate  is  the  basis  of  an 
action  brought  against  the  trustee,  the 
fact  that  title  was  lost  by  reason  of 
the  trustee's  neglect  must  be  specific- 
ally averred.  Kinley  v.  Thelen,  158  Cal. 
175,  110  Pac.  513. 

[e]  Laches  appearing  on  the  face  of 


the  bill  should  be  explained.  Wilmer  v. 
Philadelphia  &  E.  C.  &  I.  Co.,  130  Md. 
666,  101  Atl.  538.  See  the  title 
"Laches." 

38.  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Burton,  74 
Wis.  329,  43   N.  W.   141. 

39.  Wagnon  v.  Pease,  104  Ga.  417, 
30  S.  E.  895. 

[a]  The  answer  of  the  trustee  inures 
to  the  benefit  of  the  beneficiary.  John- 
ston V.  Zane,  11  Gratt.  (52  Va.)  552. 

40.  Goodsell  v.  McElroy  Bros.  Co., 
86  Conn.  402,  85  Atl.  509,  under  a 
statute.  See  generally  the  title  "De- 
nials." 

[a]  Denial  of  an  allegation  that 
plaintiff  accepted  a  testamentary  trust 
is  not  a  denial  of  plaintiff's  right  to 
sue  as  a  trustee  but  merely  of  his  ac- 
ceptance of  the  trust.  Goodsell  1>. 
McElroy  Bros.  Co.,  86  Conn.  402,  85 
Atl.  509. 

41.  See  20  Standard  Proc.  990,  et 
seq. 

42.  People's  Oil  &  Eertilizer  .  Co.  v. 
Charleston  &  W.  C.  Ey.,  83  S.  C.  530, 
65  S.  E.  733;  Beekwith  v.  Laing,  66 
W.  Va.  246,  66  S.  E.  354. 

43.  See  the  titles:  "Cross-BUl;" 
' '  Cross-Complaint. ' ' 

[a]  A  defendant  from  whom  recov- 
ery of  possession  of  trust  property  is 
sought  by  the  trustee,  may  by  cross- 
bill set  up  l:he  claim  that  he  has  be- 
come sole  beneficiary,  and  is  entitled  to 
retain  possession  of  the  property  and 
to  control  the  prosecution  of  the  action. 
Eiley  V.  Fithian  (N.  J.  Eq.),  59  Atl. 
302. 

44.  United     States     Trust     Co. 
Stanton,  139  N".  T  531.  34  N    Er  109>: 
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one  held  against  the  trustee  individually.*" 

9.  Trial.  —  Collateral  matters,  such  as  the  validity  of  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  trustee,  or  his  qualification  to  act,*"  or  as  to  who  were  the 
beneficiaries  under  an  express  trust,*'  cannot  be  inquired  into.  Wheth- 
er a  testamentary  trustee  accepted  the  trust  and  held  possession  of 
property  under  the  trust,**  is  a  question  of  fact.*°  The  general  prin- 
ciples as  to  variance  are  applied  in  this  class  of  actions.'" 

10.  Judgment  or  Decree.  —  The  judgment  or  decree  should  be 
adapted  to  the  relief  awarded.'^  In  an  action  at  law,  against  a  trustee 
the  only  judgment  which  can  be  rendered  is  a  personal  one.'^ 

11.  Execution.  —  Execution  upon  a  judgment  at  law  against  a  trus- 
tee cannot  run  against  the  trust  property,  which  can  be  reached  only 
by  proceedings  in  equity,'^  unless  this  is  expressly  authorized  by  stat- 
ute.=* 

12.  Costs,  —  Costs  will  be  awarded  in  actions  by  or  against  trustees 
as  in  ordinary  actions.""  Costs  charged  against  a  trustee  will  be  ordered 
payable  out  of  the  trust  estate,""  unless  the  trustee  has  been  guilty  of 
gross  mismanagement  or  bad  faith."' 

13.  Appeal  and  Review.  —  The  principles  applicable  to  appeals  gen- 
erally,"* control  appeals  from  judgments  in  favor  of  or  against  trus- 
tees. If  the  rights  of  a  beneficiary  who  was  not  made  a  party  to  the 
action  have  been  prejudicially  affected  by  the  judgment,  he  may  file  an 
original  bill  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  review,  seeking  relief."' 


See    the    title     "Set-Off,    Counterclaim 
and  Becoupment." 

45.  Swindell  v.  Richey,  41  Ind.  281. 

46.  Eeichert  v.  Missouri  &  I.  Coal 
Co.,  231  111.  238,  83  N.  E.  166,  121  Am. 
St.  Kep.  307  (whether  the  necessary 
bond  had  been  given) ;  Fidelity  Ins.. 
Tr.  &  S.  D.  Co.  V.  Nelson,  30  Wash.  340, 
70  Pac.  961.  Compare  supra,  VIII,  G, 
8,  a. 

47.  Wright  v.  Conservative  Inv.  Co., 
49  Ore.  177,  89  Pac.  387. 

48.  Goodsell  v.  McElroy  Bros.  Co., 
86  Conn.  402,  85  Atl.  509. 

49.  As  to  questions  of  law  and  fact, 
see  the  title  "Province  of  Judge  and 
Jury. ' ' 

50.  See  the  title  "Varlajice  and 
Failure  of  Proof." 

[a]  Variance. — If  a  plaintiff  states 
a  cause  of  action  relying  upon  his  legal 
title,  and  the  proof  shows  that  he  is 
entitled  to  recover  only  in  his  repre- 
sentative capacity,  there  can  be  no  re- 
covery. Sansom  v.  Ayer  &  Lord  Tie 
Co.,  144  Ky.  555,  139  S.  W.  778. 

Bl.  See  generally  the'  titles  "De- 
crees:" "Judgments." 

[al  If  an  accounting  is  ordered  to 
be  made  by  defendant,  of  trust  ptop- 
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erty  in  his  possession,  it  should  be 
further  ordered  to  be  made  to  all  the 
trustees  although  only  one  of  them 
instituted  the  action.  Clarke  v.  Gil- 
more,  163  App.  Div.  845,  147  N.  T. 
Supp.  129. 

52.  Odd  Fellows'  Hall  Assn.  v.  Mc- 
Allister, 153  Mass.  292,  26  N.  E.  862, 
11  L.  E.  A.  172;  Markel  v.  Peck,  168 
Mo.  App.  358,  151  S.  W.  772.  But  see, 
Sjnith  V.  Walker,  49  Iowa  289. 

53.  Zehnbar  v.  Spillman,  25  Fla. 
591,  6  So.  214. 

54.  Satterwhite  v.  Beall,  28  Ga. 
525. 

55.  Darby  v.  Gilligan,  37  W.  Va. 
59,  16  S.  E.  507.   See  the  title  "Costs.'" 

56.  West  V.  Church,  83  N.  J.  Eo 
324,  91  Atl.  101. 

57.  Darby  v.  Gilligan,  37  W  Va. 
59,  16  S.  B.  507. 

58.  See  the  titles:  "Appeals;" 
"Writ  of  Error;"  and  titles  dealing 
with  particular  aspects  of  appellate 
procedure. 

59.  Primitive  Methodist  Church  v. 
Homer,  38  R.  I.  530,  96  Atl.  818.  See 
generally  the  title  "Bills  of  Review. "• 
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H.  Accounting  and  Compensation.  —  1.  Voluntary  Accounting. 
A  trustee  may  render  his  account  voluntarily  and  ask  that  lit  be  allowed 
and  settled.""  All  persons  interested  in  the  trust  estate  should  be  made 
parties  to  the  proceeding,"^  and  be  given  such  notice  as  the  court  or 
statute  may  require,  of  the  date  of  hearing."^  The  petition,  bill  or  com- 
plaint should  clearly  set  forth  the  facts  showing  the  grounds  upon 
which  the  court  is  asked  to  take  jurisdiction,"'  and  should  clearly  iden- 
tify and  describe  the  trust  property  and  state  the  items  of  the  ac- 
count."* 

Objections.  —  Any  person  interested  in  the  trust  fund"^  may  file  ob- 
jections to  the  account."" 

2.  Actions  for  Accounting.  —  a.  In  General.  —  A  suit  for  an  ac- 
counting may  be  maintained  whenever  the  duty  to  account  exists  upon 
the  part  of  the  trustee."^  Leave  of  court  is  not  a  prerequisite,"^  nor, 
when  a  trustee  dies  without  making  an  accounting,  is  a  claim  or  demand 
against  his  estate."®  Failure  to  file  an  account  pursuant  to  an  order 
of  court,  may  be  punished  as  a  contempt,^"  or  will  justify  the  removal 
of  the  trustee.''^ 

b.  Jurisdiction.  —  Whenever  a  trust  relation  exists,  a  court  of  equity 
has  original  and  inherent  jurisdiction  to  require  an  accounting  by  the 
trustee,  to  the  beneficiary.'''   The  right  to  an  accounting  does  not  rest 


60.  In  re  Willets,  112  N.  Y.  289, 
665,  19  N.  E.  690. 

61.  Bushe  V.  Wright,  118  App.  Div. 
368,  103  N.  Y.  Supp.  403;  McCready  v. 
Farmers'  L.  &  Tr.  Co.,  70  Hun  394,  24 
N.  Y.  Supp.  57. 

62.  Matter  of  Cutting,  38  App.  Div. 
247,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  945,  constructive 
notice  is  sufficient. 

63.  Warner  v.  Mettler,  260  111.  416, 
103  N.  E.  259. 

64.  McGregor  v.  McGregor,  35  How. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  385. 

65.  McAdoo  V.  Sayre,  145  Cal.  344, 
78  Pac.  874. 

66.  Matter  of  Parr,  45  Misc.  564, 
92  N.  Y.  Supp.  990. 

67.  IT.  S.  —  Speckart  v.  Schmidt,  190 
Fed.  499,  111  C.  C.  A.  331.  HI.— Nevitt 
V.  Woodburn,  190  111.  283,  60  N.  E.  500. 
N .  Y . —  Biddle  Purchasing  Co.  v. 
Snyder,  109  App.  Div.  679,  96  N.  Y. 
Supp.  356. 

See  generally  the  title  "Account  and 
Accounting." 

[a]  A  provision  in  a  trust  instru- 
ment exempting  a  trustee  from  the 
necessity  of  rendering  current  accounts 
is.  t&lid  and  in  the  absence  of  fraud, 
will  be  recognized  by  the  courts. 
Biwch  V.  Gaston,  182  Ala.  467,  62  So. 
508. 

6b.    JSTevitt    v    Woodburn,   190    111. 


283,   60   N.   E.   500,   distinguishing  the 
relations  of  trustee  and  receiver. 

69.  Boreing  v.  Faris,  127  Ky.  67, 
104  S.  W.  1022. 

70.  In  re  Buchanan's  Estate,  171 
N.  Y.  Supp.  953. 

71.  Appeal  of  Morse,  92  Conn.  286, 
102  Atl.  586. 

72.  Ala.  —  Peters  v.  Rhodes,  157 
Ala.  25,  47  So.  183.  Cal.  — Matter  of 
Thompson's  Est.,  101  Cal.  349,  35  Pac. 
991,  36  Pac.  98,  508.  Fla.  — Craft  v. 
Craft,  74  Fla.  262,  76  So.  772.  lU. 
Warner  v.  Mettler,  260  111.  416,  103  N. 
E.  259;  People  v.  Bordeaux,  242  111. 
327,  89  N.  E.  971;  Dowland  i).  Staley, 
201  111.  App.  6,  the  circuit  court.  la. 
White  V.  Hampton,  10  lowa^  238.  Ky. 
Laurel  County  Court  v.  Laurel  Semin- 
ary, 93  Ky.  379,  20  S.  W.  258.  Me. 
Page  V.  Marston,  94  Me.  342,  47  Atl. 
529.  Mass.  —  Spear  v.  Coggan,  223 
Mass.  156,  111  N.  E.  793.  Mich. 
Warren  v.  Holbrook,  95  Mich.  185,  54 
N.  W.  712,  35  Am.  St.  Eep.  554.  Mo. 
Johnston  v.  Griee,  272  Mo.  423,  199  S. 
W.  409,  jurisdiction  exists  although  the 
trustee  is  also  executor  of  the  estate 
of  the  creator  of  the  trust.  N.  Y. 
Husted  V.  Thomson,  158  N.  Y.  328,  53 
N.  E.  20;  Marvin  v.  Brooks,  94  N.  Y. 
71,  80;  Furniss  v.  Furniss,  148  App. 
Div.  211,  133  N.  Y.  Supp.  535;      Milde- 
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upon  fraud,'^  or  upon  the  existence  of  mutual/*  or  long  and  compli- 
cated accounts/^  A  trust  fund/^  or  a  specific  portion  of  such  a  fund," 
cannot  be  recovered  by  an  action  at  law,  the  proper  remedy  being  a 
suit  in  equity  for  an  accounting,"  though  after  an  accounting  has  been 
had  and  a  specific  amount  ascertained  to  be  due,  a  legal  action  for  its 
recovery  may  be  maintained.'^  The  accounts  of  a  trustee,  when  the 
trust  is  created  by  the  court,  may  be  settled  in  the  original  suit.*"  In 
some  jurisdictions,  the  probate  eourt'^  has  power  to  take  an  account  of 


berger  v.  Franklin,  130  App.  Div.  860, 
115  N.  Y.  Supp.  903,  testamentary 
trust.  N.  C.  —  Martin  v.  Wilbourne, 
66  N.  C.  321.  Pa.  —  Horine  v.  Mangel, 
30  Pa.  Super.  67.  Tenn.  —  Vacearo  v. 
Ciealla,  89  Tenn.  63,  14  S.  W.  43.  W. 
Va.  —  Wilson  v.  Kennedy,  63  W.  Va.  1, 
59  S.  E.  736.  Wis.  —  Harrigan  v.  Gil- 
christ, 121  Wis.  127,  99  N.  W.  909. 

[a]  A  pure  or  technical  trust  need 
not  exist  in  order  that  equity  may 
have  jurisdiction.  Wilson  v.  Kennedy, 
63  W.  Va.  1,  59  S.  E.  736. 

[b]  Although  the  account  is  neither 
complicated  nor  mutual,  jurisdiction  in 
equity  exists.  Wilson  v.  Kennedy,  63 
W.  Va.  1,  59  S.  E.  736. 

73.  Green  v.  Brooks,  81  Cal.  328,  22 
Pac.  849;  State  v.  Illinois  Cent.  E. 
Co.,  246  111.  188,  92  N.  E.  814. 

74.  Eippe  V.  Stodgill,  61  Wis.  38,  20 
N.  W.  645. 

75.  Maurel  v.  Smith,  220  Fed.  195. 

76.  Nelson  v.  Howard,  5  Md.  327. 

77.  Adams  v.  Purser,  126  App.  Div. 
20,  110  N.  Y.  Supp.  167. 

78.  See  supra,  I,  A,  2,  a. 

[a]  Upon  the  death  of  the  holder 
of  a  life  interest  in  a  trust  fund,  an 
action  at  law  cannot  be  maintained  by 
the  remaindermen  or  on  their  behalf, 
prior  to  an  accounting  in  equity.  Deer- 
ing  V.  Pierce,  149  App.  Div.  10,  133 
N.  Y.  Supp.  582. 

79.  m.  —  Warner  v.  Mettler,  260 
111.  416,  103  N.  E.  259.  Me.  —  Howard 
V.  Patterson,  72  Me.  57.  N.  T.  —  Mer- 
sereau  v.  Bennett,  62  Misc.  356,  115 
N.  Y.  Supp.  20. 

[a]  If  an  action  at  law  is  pending, 
equity  will  not  take  jurisdiction.  Spear 
V.  Coggan,  223  Mass.  156,  111  N.  E. 
793. 

80.  Eice  V.  Merrill,  215  Mass.  419, 
102  N.  E.  414. 

81.  U.  S.  —  Herron  v.  Comstock,  139 
Fed.  370,  71  C.  C.  A.  466,  applying  the 

law  of  Ohio.    Conn Appeal  of  Morse, 

92   Conn.   286,   102   Atl.   586,  power  is 
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not  limited  to  compelling  an  annual 
accounting.  Mass.  —  Green  v.  Gaskill, 
175  Mass.  265,  56  N.  E.  560.  N.  J. 
Hill  V.  Hill,  79  N.  J.  Eq.  521,  82  Atl. 
338.  N.  y.  —  People  ex  ret  Stafford  v. 
Washburn  (App.  Div.),  176  N.  Y.  Supp. 
833;  In  re  Hoyt,  103  Misc.  614,  170 
N.  Y.  Supp.  846  (but  only  if  testamen- 
tary and  embracing  realty  or  if  con- 
cerning personalty  if  created  by  the 
will  of  a  resident  of  the  state) ;  Mat- 
ter of  Clyne,  72  Misc.  593,  131  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1090,  discussing  the  nature  and 
extent  of  the  jurisdiction.  Pa.  —  In  re 
Kimberly's  Estate,  249  Pa.  475,  95 
Atl.  83.  But  see  In  re  Simpson's  Estate, 
253  Pa.  217,  98  Atl.  35.  Tenn.  —  Leach 
V.  Cowan,  125  Tenn.  182,  140  S.  W. 
1070,  Ann.  Cas.  1913C,  188.  Vt.  — See, 
In  re  Gary's  Estate,  81  Vt.  112,  69  Atl. 
736. 

[a]  Releases  executed  by  the  bene- 
ficiaries cannot  be  reformed  or  set 
aside  in  a  proceeding  for  an  accounting 
in  the  orphan's  court.  Truitt  v. 
Lawrence,  84  N.  J.  Eq.  488,  94  Atl. 
575. 

[b]  An  executor  who  is  also  named 
testamentary  trustee  and  neglects  for 
a  long  time  to  account  as  execu^r, 
still  remains  executor  and  may  be  com- 
pelled to  account  by  the  probate  court. 
In  re  Eoaeh's  Estate,  50  Ore.  179,  92 
Pac.  118. 

[c]  The  trustee  has  a  right  to  have 
his  account  taken  in  the  probate  court. 
Green  v.  Gaskill,  175  Mass.  265,  56 
N.  E.  660. 

[d]  Exclusive  or  Concurrent. —  (1) 
The  jurisdiction  of  the  probate  court 
is,  in  some  states,  an  exclusive  juris- 
diction (Meurer  v.  Stokes,  246  Pa.  393, 
92  Atl.  506);  in  others  (2)  it  is  con- 
current with  a  court  of  equity.  Evans 
17.  Evans  (N.  J.  Eq.),  57  Atl.  872; 
Mildeberger  v.  Franklin,  130  App.  Div. 
860,  115  N.  Y.  Supp.  903;  Matter  of 
Fogarty,  117  App.  Div.  583,  102  N.  Y. 
Supp.  776.    And  see,  Eunk  f.  Thomas, 
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a  testamentary  trust ;  in  other  states  no  such  power  exists.^^  A  suit  for 
an  accounting  being  a  suit  in  personam,  can  only  be  maintained  in  a 
court  having  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  trustee.*^  Under  a  testa- 
mentary trust,  the  courts  of  the  state  in  which  the  will  was  probated 
have  jurisdiction  over  the  accounts  of  the  trustee.^* 

c.  Joinder  of  Actions.  —  Several,  distinct,  violations  of  a  trust  may 
be  relied  upon  as  the  basis  for  an  accounting  without  making  the  com- 
plaint objectionable  as  stating  more  than  a  single  cause  of  action.^* 
Distinct  causes  of  actions  should  be  separately  stated.** 

d.  Parties.  —  A  suit  for  an  accounting  may  be  instituted  by  any 
beneficiary,*^  or  by  any  person  who  is  directly  interested  in  the  trust 


138  App.  Div.  789,  123  N.  Y.  Hupp. 
523;  Meeka  v.  Meeks,  51  Mise.  538, 
100  N.  Y.  Supp.  667.  (3)  Whether  the 
court  of  equity  will  exercise  jurisdic- 
tion, because  of  the  inadequacy  of  the 
remedy  in  the  probate  court,  will  not 
be  determined  on  demurrer,  but  when 
the  action  is  brought  on  for  trial. 
Mildeberger  v.  Franklin,  130  App.  Div, 
860,  115   N.  Y.   Supp.   903. 

[e]  The  personal  representative  of 
a  deceased  trustee  may  be  required  to 
account  either  in  a  court  of  equity  or 
in  the  probate  court.  Post  v.  Ingra- 
ham,  122  App.  Div.  738,  107  N.  Y. 
Supp.  737;  Matter  of  Fogarty,  117 
App.  Div.  583,  102  N.  Y.  Supp.  776. 

[f  ]  Consent  cannot  give  jurisdiction. 
In  re  Hoyt,  103  Misc.  614,  170  N.  Y. 
Supp.  846. 

[g]  Implied  power  to  do  all  that  is 
necessary  in  exercising  a  jurisdiction 
expressly  granted,  exists.  De  Dadson 
V.  Crawford   (Conn.),  106  Atl.  326. 

82.  Ala.  —  Burch  jj.  Gaston,  182  Ala. 
467,  62  So.  508.  Conn.  —  Parsons  v. 
Lyman,  32  Conn.  566.  Mich.  —  Mc- 
Bride  v.  Mclntyre.  91  Mich.  406,  51 
N.  W.  1113.  Ore.  —  7w  re  Eoach 's  Est., 
50  Ore.  179,  92  Pac.  118.  S.  C  — Poole 
V.  Brown,  12  S.  C.  556. 

83.  Tigrett  v.  Taylor,  180  Ala.  296, 
60  So.  858. 

[a]  The  fact  that  Incidental  relief 
is  asked  against  property  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court,  if  it  is  found, 
upon  an  accounting  that  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  an  interest  in  it,  is  not  suf- 
ficient to  confer  jurisdiction  upon  the 
court,  the  trustee  being  a  non-resident. 
Tigrett  v.  Taylor,  180  Ala.  296,  60  So. 
858. 

[b]  Although  the  trust  property  is 
situated  in  another  state,  if  the  court 
has  jurisdiction  over  the  person  of  the 
trustee  it  may  take  an  account,    Jones 


V.  Jones,  8  Mise.  660,  30  N.  Y.  Supp. 
177,  60  N.  Y.  St.  429. 

[e]  The  county  in  which  the  trust 
instrument  Is  recorded  is  the  proper 
forum,  in  some  states,  in  which  to 
maintain  an  action  for  an  accounting. 
Cunningham  v.  Fraize,  85  Ky.  35,  2 
g.  W.  551. 

84.  Marsh  v.  Marsh's  Ex'rs.,  73 
N.  J.  Eq.  99,  67  Atl.  706. 

[a]  Ancillary  jurisdiction  exists  in 
the  courts  of  other  states  in  which  real 
property  subject  to  the  trust  is  situ- 
ated, but  proceedings  for  an  accounting 
will  be  stayed  pending  an  accounting 
in  the  courts  of  the  std,te  having  pririi- 
ary  jurisdiction.  Marsh  v.  Marsh's 
Ex'rs.,  73  N.  J.  Eq.  99,  67  Atl.  706. 

[b]  The  accounts  of  a  resident  testa- 
mentary trustee  who.  has  control  of 
and  legal  title  to  trust  funds  of  a  non- 
resident testator  may  be  settled  by  the 
surrogate's  court,  although  there  is  no 
real  property  situated  in  the  state. 
People  ex  rel.  Safford  v.  "Washburn,  105 
Misc.  415,  173  N.  Y.  Supp.  157. 

85.  Donnelly  v.  Lambert,  62  App. 
Div.  189,  70  N.  Y.  Supp.  963;  Garner 
V.  Harmony  Mills,  6  Abb.  N.  C.  (N.  Y.) 
212,  66  How.  Pr.  452,  13  Jones  &  S. 
148.  But  see.  Hazard  v.  Dillon,  34  Fed. 
485. 

86.  Huguley  v.  Gardner,  157  App. 
Div.  720,  142  N.  Y.  Supp.  660. 

87.  Hart  v.  Equitable  Life  Assur. 
Soc,  172  App.  Div.  659,  158  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1063. 

[a]  Under  a  testamentary  trust, 
after  the  lapse  of  such  a  period  of  time 
that  all  debts  and  legacies  are  pre- 
sumed to  have  been  paid,  the  bene- 
ficiary and  not  the  personal  representa- 
tive of  the  estate  should  institute  the 
action.  United  States  Trust  Co.  v. 
National  Savs.  &  Tr,  Co,,  37  App.  Gas. 
(D.  C.)   296, 
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estate.*'  Persons  claiming  an  interest  in  the  fund  may  join  as  plain- 
tiffs although  their  interests  are  several.'^  Where  the  persons  interested 
form  a  numerous  class,  it  is  sufficient  if  a  representative  of  the  class 
appears  in  behalf  of  all  similarly  situated.^"  All  the  beneficiaries,^^  and 
all  persons  to  be  affected  by  the  relief  sought,^^  should  be  made  parties 
to  the  action.  All  the  trustees  are  proper  parties  to  the  action  and  they 
should  ordinarily  all  be  joined  f^  but,  since  the  liability  of  trustees  for 
a  breach  of  trust  is  several,'*  it  is  not  necessary  that  all  be  joined  in 
the  action.*^  A  person  in  possession  of  trust  property,  or  one  who  par- 
ticipated -with  the  trustee  in  accomplishing  the  breach  of  trust,''^  may 
be  joined  with  the  trustee,  though  this  is  not  necessary.^' 


[b]  A  "beneficiary  who  has  assigned 
his  interest  cannot  maintain  the  action. 
"Wilson  V.  Kent,  38  Colo.  492,  88  Pac. 
461;  Ball  V.  Carew,  13  Pick.  (Mass.) 
28. 

88.  Furniss  v.  Furniss,  148  App. 
Div.  211,  133  N.  Y.  Supp.  535  (rever- 
sioners); Dority  v.  Dority,  40  App. 
Div._236,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  1073,  person 
holdifig  a  contingent  interest. 

[a]  "A  person  only  contingently 
interested  has  no  standing  to  fequire 
an  accounting  by .  a  testamentary 
trustee  without  showing  some  mis- 
management or  other  facts  from 
which  it  may  be  inferred  that  such 
trustees  have  been  guilty  of  waste  or 
that  a  property  right  under  the  trust  is 
likely  to  be  dissipated  or  wasted  *  *  * 
or  that  an  accounting  is  necessary  in 
order  to  preserve  the  corpus  of  the 
trust  property."  Furniss  v.  Furniss, 
148  App.  Div.  211,  133  N.  Y.  Supp.  535. 
And  see,  In  re  Keene's  Appeal,  60  Pa. 
504. 

89.  TJ.  S.  —  Watson  v.  National  Life 
&  Trust  Co.,  162  Fed.  7,  88  C.  C.  A. 
380.  Ala.  —  McDowell  v.  Brantley,  80 
Ala.  173.  N.  J.  — Evans  v.  Evans  (N. 
J.  Eq.),  57  Atl.  872. 

[a]  A  life  tenant  and  the  remainder- 
men may  join  in  the  action.  McDowell 
V.  Brantley,  80  Ala.  173. 

90.  Watson  v.  National  Life  & 
Trust  Co.,  162  Fed.  7,  88  C.  C.  A.  380; 
Mitchell  V.  Lenox,  2  Paige  (N.  Y.)  280. 
See  the  title  "Parties." 

.  91.  U.  S.  —  Newman  v.  Schwerin, 
61  Fed.  865,  10  C.  C.  A.  129.  Conn. 
Parsons  v,  Lyman,  32  Conn.  566.  Ga. 
Dill  V.  McGehee,  34  Ga.  438.  Ky. 
Oldham  v.  Collins,  4  J.  J.  Marsh  49. 
N.  J.  —  Speakman  v.  Tatem,  45  N.  J. 
Eq.  388,  17  Atl.  818.  N.  0.  — Brantly 
V.  Kee,  58  N.  C.  332.    "Wis.  —  Eldredge 
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V.  Putnam,  46  "Wis.  205,  50  N.  "W.  595. 
[a]  When  a  beneficiary  is  entitled 
to  an  aliquot  part  of  a  definite  and 
ascertained  trust  fund,  the  persons  en- 
titled to  the  remainder  of  the  fund 
need  not  be  made  parties.  McClain's 
Ex'rs.  V.  Babbitt,  62  N.  J.  Eq.  753,  48 
Atl.  543.  But  see  Speakman  v.  Tatem, 
45  N.  J.  Eq.  388,  17  Atl.  818. 

92.  Mass.  —  Cassidy  v.  Shimmin, 
122  Mass.  406.  N.  J.  —  Pence  v.  Pence, 
13  N.  J.  Eq.  257.  N".  Y.  — Donnelly  v. 
Lambert,  62  App.  Div.  189,  70  N.  Y. 
Supp.  963. 

[a]  The  action  is  not  one  in  rem. 
"It  is  a  proceeding  for  the  judicial 
adjustment  of  the  charges  for  personal 
services  and  disbursements  of  a  per- 
son acting  in  a  fiduciary  capacity." 
Parsons  v.  Lyman,  32  Conn.  566,  576. 

93.  Ala.  —  McKinley  v.  Irvine,  13 
Ala.  681.  Cal.  —  Bermingham  v.  Wil- 
cox, 120  Cal.  467,  62  Pac.  822.  N.  Y. 
Hamilton  v.  Fiber,  33  Misc.  64,  68  N. 
Y.  Supp.  144. 

94.  Windmuller  v.  Spirits  Distribut- 
ing Co.,  83  N.  J.  Eq.  6,  90  Atl.  249. 

95i.  Ala.  —  Fleming  v.  Gilmer,  35 
Ala.  62.  N.  J.  —  Windmuller  v.  Spirits 
Distributing  Co.,  83  N.  J.  Eq.  6,  90 
Atl.  249.  N.  Y.  —  German-American 
Coffee  Co.  v.  Diehl,  86  Misc.  547,  149 
N.   Y.    Supp.    413. 

[a]  Representatives  of  a  deceased 
trustee  are  proper  but  not  necessary 
parties.  Windmuller  v.  Spirits  Dis- 
tributing Co.,  83  N.  J.  Eq.  6,  90  Atl. 
249;  Evans  v.  Evans  (N.  J.  Eq.),  57 
Atl.  872.  And  see,  Wilkinson  v.  Dodd, 
40  N.  J.  Eq.  123,  141,  3  Atl.  360. 

96.  McBride  v.  Mclntyre,  91  Mich. 
406,  51  N.  W.  1113;  Felton  v.  Long,  43 
N.  C.  224,  he  is  not  a  necessary  party. 

97.  Wilkinson  v,  Dodd,  40  N.  J.  Eq. 
123,  3  Atl.  360, 
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e.  Pleadings.  —  (i.)  Complaint.  ®'  —  The  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  main- 
tain the  action,®®  and  the  nature  and  extent  of  his  interest  in  the  trust 
fund,^  must  appear  from  the  pleadings. '  The  bill,  petition,  or  complaint 
should  show  that  the  defendant,  as  trustee,  has  received  money  or  prop- 
erty,^ and  that  a  present  duty  to  account  exists,^  and  must  be  against 
him  in  his  representative  capacity.*  No  averment  of  fraud  is  required.^ 
The  complaint  must  be  certain  to  the  extent  of  apprising  the  defendant 
as  to  what  matters  he  will  be  required  to  account,*  and  any  particular 
breach  of  trust  relied  upon  should  be  specifically  set  forth.'' 

(II.)  Answer.  —  The  rules  applicable  to  answers  in  actions  for  an 
accounting  in  equity  generally  govern  in  the  class  of  actions  here  under 
consideration.* 

(III.)  Counterclaim  and  Set-Off.  —  As  a  general  rule  the  trustee  cannot 
in  an  action  against  him  for  an  accounting,  set  off  or  counterclaim 
upon  a  debt  due  him  by  the  beneficiary.®  But  if  the  equity  involved  is 
clear  and  certain^"  and  grounds  for  recognition  of  an  equitable  set-off 


98.  See  generally  the  title  "Account 
and  Accounting." 

99.  Kunkel  v.  Markell,  26  Md.  390; 
McCulla  V.  Beadleston,  17  E.  I.  20,  20 
Atl.  11,  the  existence  of  the  trust 
should  be  alleged. 

[a]  If  the  beneficiary  is  deceased,  it 
must  be  alleged  whether  administra- 
tion has  been  had  upon  his  estate,  the 
trust  property  being  personalty.  Gra- 
ham V.  More  (Mo.),  189  S.  W.  1186. 

1.  Wilson  V.  Kent,  38  Colo.  492,  88 
Pac.  461;    Dennis  v.  Dennis,  15  Md.  73. 

2.  Veile  v.  Irwin,  133  Ga.  794,  66 
a   E.  1087. 

[a]  That  the  defendant  still  has 
trust  money  or  property  need  not  be 
alleged.  Merritt  v.  Merritt,  33  Mise. 
230,  67  N.  Y.  Supp.  188.  And  see. 
Green  v.  Brooks,  81  Cal.  328,  22  Pac. 
849;  Dority  v.  Dority,  40  App.  Div. 
236,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  1073;  Eeading  v. 
Haggin,  58  Hun  450,  12  N.  Y.  Supp. 
368,  35  N.  Y.  St.  585. 

[b]  A  biU  Insufacient  as  a  bill  for 
an  accounting  cannot  be  maintained  as 
a  proceeding  in  the  nature  of  a  bill 
for  discovery  alone.  Veile  v.  Irwin, 
133  Ga.  794,  66  S.  B.  1087. 

3.  Coram  v.  Davis,  39  Mont.  495,  104 
Pac.  518;      Magauran    v.    Tiffany,     62 

.How.  Pr.   (N.   Y.)    251. 

[a]  The  making  of  a  demand  upon 
the  trustee  that  he  account  and  his 
refusal  to  do  so  should  ordinarily  be 
stated.  Coram  v.  Davis,  39  Mont.  495, 
104  Pac.  518.  See  generally  the  title 
"Suits  and  Actions." 

4.  Leonard  v.  Pierce,  182  N.  Y.  431, 


75  N.  E.  313,  1  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  161. 

5.  Green  v.  Brooks,  81  Cal.  328,  23 
Pac.  849. 

6.  lU.  — State  v.  Illinois  Cent.  E. 
Co.,  246  111.  188,  92  N.  E.  814.  Md. 
Dennis  v.  Dennis,  15  Md.  73.  Pa.  —  Ex 
parte  Morton,  3  Whart.  170. 

[a]  General  statements  are  permis- 
sible when  such  statements  are  neces- 
sary to  avoid  prolixity.  State  v.  Il- 
linois Cent.  E.  Co.,  246  111.  188,  92  N. 
E.  814;  Loud  v.  Winchester,  64  Mich. 
23,  30   N.  W.   896. 

[b]  Precise  allegations  as  to  mat- 
ters resting  within  the  knowledge  of 
the  defendant  need  not  be  made.  State 
V.  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.,  246  111.  188,  92 
N.   B.   814. 

7.  Smith  V.  Smith,  4  Johns.  Ch.  (N. 
Y.)  281.  But  see,  Loud  v.  Winchester, 
64  Mich.  23,   30  N.    W.  896. 

8.  See  2  Standard  Peoc.  291,  and 
the  titles:  "Answers;"  "Bills  and 
Answers ; "   "  Denials. ' ' 

9.  XJ.  S.  —  Scammon  v.  Kimball,  92 
V.  S.  362,  23  L.  ed.  483.  Mass.  —  Ab- 
bott V.  Poote,  146  Mass.  333,  15  N.  E. 
773,  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  314.  Mich.  — First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Barnum  W.  &  I.  Works, 
58  Mich.  124,  24  N.  W.  543,  55  Am. 
Rep.  660.  Mo. —  Smith  v.  Perry,  197 
Mo.  438,  95  S.  W.  337.  Tenn.  — Peters 
V.  Nashville  Sav.  Bank,  86  Tenn.  224, 
6  S.  W.  133. 

See  the  title  "Set-Off,  Counterclaim 
and  Recoupment." 

10.  Smith  V.  Perry,  197  Mo.  438, 
95  S.  W.  337. 
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exist  in  order  that  wrong  or  injustice  may  be  prevented,  a  set-off  may 
be  pleaded.^"^ 

f.  Trial. — (i.)  in  General.  — Since  it  is  the  duty  of  a  trustee  to  keep 
full  and  accurate  accounts,^^  all  presumptions  arising  on  the  hearing 
of  a  proceeding  to  settle  his  accounts  will  be  against  him.^^  The  settle- 
ment of  annual  or  current  accounts  does  not  render  the  action  of  the 
court  final  or  the  oi^der  res  judicata  upon  the  correctness  of  the  items 
stated.^*  The  rights  of  co-trustees  as  between  themselves  will  not  be 
determined.^^ 

The  findings  should  show  specifically  which  items  of  the  account  are 
allowed  and  which  are  disallowed.^^ 

(II.)  References. —  An  action  for  an  accounting  by  a  trustee  is  one 
in  which  the  propriety  of  an  order  appointing  a  referee  or  master  to 
take  the  account  is  evident  and  such  an  order  is  often  made.^^  Legal 
questions  cannot  however  be  submitted  to  a  referee.^^ 

gj  Judgment  or  Decree.  —  The  relief  to  be  awarded  must  be  within 
the  scope  of  the  complaint.^^  The  judgment  or  decree  should  contain  a 
summary  of  the  account  as  stated  and  settled.^"  In  accordance  with  the 
general  rules  elsewhere  treated,^^  it  is  conclusive  upon  alP^  the  parties 


H,  Smith  V.  Perry,  197  Mo.  438, 
95  S.  W.  337,  where  the  beneficiary  was 
insolvent.  See  generally  the  title  "Set- 
Off,  Counterclaim  and  Recoupment." 

12.  Cal.  —  Purdy  v.  Johnson,  174 
Cal.  521,  163  Pae.  893.  N.  Y.  — Ithell 
17.  Malone,  154  J^f.  Y.  Supp.  275.  Pa. 
Mintz  V.  Brock,  193  Pa.  294,  44  Atl. 
417. 

13.  Purdy  v.  Johnson,  174  Cal.  521, 
163  Pae.  893. 

[a]  Where  the  beneficiary  has  ac- 
quiesced in  loose  business  transactions 
by  the  trustee,  an  accurate  accounting 
will  not  be  required.  Chirurg  v.  Ames, 
138  Iowa  697,  116  N.   W.  865. 

14.  Mass Blake    v.    Pegram,    101 

Mass.  592.  Tex.  —  Seawell  v.  Green- 
way,  22  Tex.  691,  75  Am.  Dec.  794. 
Wyo.  —  International  Trust  Co.  v.  Pres- 
ton, 24  Wyo.  163,  156  Pae.  1128. 

[a]  The  trustee  may  waive  the  right 
to  stand  upon  the  order  settling  a  cur- 
rent account.  Purdy  v.  Johnson,  174 
Cal.  521,  163  Pae.  893. 

15.  Bermingham  v.  Wilcox,  120  Cal. 
467,  52  Pae.  822. 

16.  Purdy  v.  Johnson,  174  Cal.  521, 
163  Pae.  893. 

17.  Mich.  —  Perrin  v.  Lepper,  72 
Mich.  454,  40  N.  W.  869.  Miss.  —  Heb- 
ron V.  Kelly,  77  Miss.  48,  23  So.  641, 
25  So.  877.  N.  Y.  —  Barnes  v.  Gar- 
diner, 140  App.  Div.  395,  125  N.  Y. 
Supp.  433. 
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Procedure  in  regard  to  references 
generally,  see  the  title,  "References." 

18.  Easter  v.  Ralston,  32  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)   12. 

[a]  If  the  defendant  denies  the 
existence  of  a  trust  or  the  receipt  of 
trust  property  the  court  should  de- 
termine this  issue  before  ordering  any 
reference.  Easter  v.  Ralston,  32  App. 
Oas.    (D.    C.)    12. 

[b]  Issues  which  arise  upon  the 
pleadings  cannot  be  referred.  Barnes 
V.  Gardiner,  140  App.  Div.  395,  125 
N.  Y.   Supp.   433. 

[c]  The  validity  or  invalidity  of 
specific  transactions  should  be  deter- 
mined by  the  court  itself.  Barnes  v. 
Gardiner,  140  App.  Div.  395,  125  N.  Y. 
-Supp.  433. 

19.  Md.  —  Zimmerman  v.  Fraley,  70 
Md.  561,  17  Atl.  560.  Miss.  — Tucker 
V.  Cocke,  32  Miss.  184.  S.  O.  —  Nobles 
V.  Hogg,  36  S.  C.  322,  15  S.  E.  359. 

20.  Matter  of  Boyer,  68  Mise.  6, 
124  N.  Y.  Supp.  892. 

21.  See  the  titles:  "Judgments;" 
"Res  Judicata." 

22.  Matter  of  Elting,  93  App.  Div. 
516,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  833. 

[a]  Persons  over  whom  jurisdic- 
tion was  not  acquired  are  not  bound  by 
the  decree.  Kendall  v.  De  Forest,  101 
Fed.  167,  41  C.  C.  A.  269;  Abbott  v. 
Poote,  146  Mass.  333,  15  N.  E.  773,  4 
Am.  St.  Eep.  314. 
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thereto  as  to  all  matters  in  issue,^'  and  is  not  subject  to  collateral 
attack.^*  Equitable  relief  may  be  obtained  against  a  decree  settling  a 
trustee's  account' which  was  obtained  by  extrinsic  fraud,  or  by  accident 
or  mistake.^^ 

3.  Compensation.  —  The  amount  of  the  commission  or  compensation 
to  which  a  trustee  is  entitled  is  ordinarily  to  be  determined  as  an  inci- 
dent to  his  accounting  in  a  court  of  equity.^'  Until  the  compensation 
to  which  a  trustee  may  be  entitled,  has  been  ascertained  and  ordered 
paid  by  judicial  proceedings,  the  trustee  is  not  entitled  to  it;^'  but 
where  the  trustee  settles  with  the  beneficiary  who  accepts  the  trust 
fund  he  may  deduct  and  retain  the  amount  due  him  for  his  services.^^ 
A  forfeiture  of  the  commissions  to  which  a  trustee  is  regularly  en- 
titled can  be  made  only  after  he  has  been  notified  of  the  charge  against 
him  and  given  an  opportunity  to  be  heard.^^ 

I.  Bonds.  —  1.  In  General.  —  Upon  the  application  of  any  person 
interested,^"  by  motion  or  petition,'"^  setting  forth  a  sufficient  ground 
for  the  relief,^^  a  court  of  equity  having  general  jurisdiction  over 
trusts,^^  will  compel  a  trustee  to  execute  a  bond  for  the  faithful  per- 
formance of  his  duties,  when  the  giving  of  the  bond  is  required  by 
statute  or,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  is  rendered  advisable  by  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case.^* 


23.  In  re  Blake's  Est.,  157  Cal.  448, 
108  Pac.  287;  Ensign  v.  Barker,  191 
Mass.  323,  77  N.  E.  719. 

24.  Hord  v.  Bradbury,  156  Ind.  30, 
59  N.  E.  31.  See  the  title  "Judg- 
ments." 

25.  Cal.  —  AldTich  v.  Barton,  138 
Cal.  220,  71  Pac.  169,  94  Am.  St.  Rep. 
43,  fraud.  Ind.  — Boyd  v.  Oaldwell,  95 
Ind.  392.  N.  J.  — In  re  Baker,  63  N.  J, 
Eq.   592,   47   Atl.   1046. 

26.  Jenkins  v.  Whyte,  62  Md.  427; 
Hazard  v.  Coyle,  26  E.  I.  361,  58  Atl. 
987,  assumpsit  for  commissions  cannot 
be  maintained. 

27.  Neb.  —  Robinson  v.  Tower,  95 
Neb.  198,  145  N.  W.  348.  N.  Y.— Beard 
V.  Beard,  140  N.  Y.  260,  35  N.  B.  488. 
Pa.  —  In  re  Bosler's  Estate,  161  Pa. 
457,  29  Atl.  57. 

[a]  Withholding  funds  of  the  estate 
before  an  allowance  has  been  made  by 
the  court,  constitutes  a  conversion. 
Robinson  v.  Tower,  95  Neb.  198,  145 
N.  W.  348. 

28.  Beard  v.  Beard,  140  N.  Y.  260, 
35  N    E    488 

29.  El'licott  v.  Ellicott,  6  Gill  &  J. 
(Md.)  35. 

30.  Thiebaud  v.  Dufour,  54  Ind. 
320;  Coudon  v.  TJpdegraf,  117  Md.  71, 
83  Atl.  145. 

31.  Ind.  —  Thiebaud  v.  Dufour,    54 


Ind.  320.  N.  J.  — Holcomb  v.  Coryell, 
12  N.  J.  Eq.  289.  N.  Y.  — Matter  of 
Clute,  80  N.  Y.  651.  N.  C  — Gray  v. 
Gaither,  74  N.  C.  237.  Pa.  — 7n  re 
Hano's  Estate,  8  Pa.  Dist.  353.  Va. 
Lackland  v.  Davenport,  84  Va.  638,  5 
S.  E.  540. 

[a]  No  summons  or  piocess  is  neces- 
sary though  reasonable  notice  of  the 
application  must  be  given  the  trustee. 
Thiebaud  v.  Dufour,  54  Ind.  320. 

[b]  The  court  of  its  o-wn  motion 
will  not  ordinarily  require  the  giving 
of  a  bond.  Crawford  v.  Creswell,  55 
Ala.  497. 

32.  Thiebaud  v.  Dufour,  54  Ind. 
320;     Strayhorn  v.  Green,  92  N.  C.  119. 

[a]  An  allegation  that  the  trustee 
has  loaned  a  large  sum  of  money  with- 
out security,  shows  the  necessity  for 
his  giving  a  bond.  Coudon  v.  Upd£r 
graf,  117  Md.  71,  83  Atl.  146. 

33.  Mandel  v.  Peay,  20  Ark.  325; 
Thiebaud  v.  Dufour,  54  Ind.  320. 

[a]  In  the  case  of  a  testamentary 
trust,  application  for  the  giving  of  a 
'bond  by  the  trustee  should  be  made  to 
the  equity  court  rather  than  the  pro- 
bate court,  in  some  states.  Coudon  v. 
Updegraf,  117  Md.-  71,  83  Atl.  145. 

34.  Ind.  —  Ex  parte  Kilgore,  120 
Ind.  94,  22  N.  E.  104.  Me.  — Dresser 
V.  Dresser,  46  Me.  48.  Md.  —  Coudon 
V.  Updegraf,  117  Md.  71,  83  Atl.  145, 
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2.  Actions  Upon  Bonds.  —  Actions  upon  the  bonds  of  trustees  differ 
in  no  material  respect  from  actions  upon  the  bonds  given  by  other  fi- 
duciaries.^" 


under  a  statute.     N.  J.  —  Holcomb  v. 

Coryell,  12  N.  J.  Eq.  289.    S.  0 Clarke 

V.  Saxon,  1  Hill  Eq.  69,  implied  trust. 
35.  Harmon  v.  Weston,  215  Mass. 
242,  102  N.  E.  470.  See  generally  the 
titles:  "Bonds;"  "Executors  and  Ad- 
ministrators;" "Guardian  and  Ward;" 
"Officers;"  "Sheriffs,  Constables  and 
Marshals."  See  also  the  titles:-  "Im- 
plied and  Express  Agreements;"  "Par- 
ties." 

[a]  Jurisdiction.  —  (1)  An  action 
upon  a  trustee's  bond  should  ordinarily 
be  an  action  at  law.  Brooks  v.  Brooke, 
12  GUI  &  J.  (Md.)  306,  38  Am.  Dec. 
310.  (2)  But  if  for  any  reason  the 
legal  relief  would  be  inadequate,  a 
court  of  equity  will  take  jurisdiction. 
Andrews  v.  Ford,  106  Ala.  173,  16  So. 
446  (where  the  trustee  had  abandoned 
the  trust  and  removed  from  the  state) ; 
Brooks  V.  Brooke,  12  Gill  &  J.  (Md.) 
306,  38  Am.  Dee.  310,  relief  will  be 
granted  in  case  of  accident,  mistake, 
or  surprise. 

[b]  Conditions  Precedent. —  (1)  An 
action  against  the  sureties  cannot 
ordinarily  be  maintained  until  after 
the  default  of  the  trustee  has  been 
established.  Floyd  v.  Gilliam,  59  N.  C. 
183;  Davant  v.  Pope,  6  Eieh.  L.  (8.  C.) 
247.  (2)  But  under  exceptional  circum- 
stances this  is  not  required.       Mass, 


Herbert  v.  Squire,  186  Mass.  .189,  71 
N.  E.  534,  action  on  a  special  bond. 
N.  Y.  —  Yates  v.  Thomas,  35  Misc.  552, 
71  N.  Y.  Supp.  1113,  where  the  trustee 
is  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court. 
Pa.  — Com.  V.  Allen,  254  Pa.  474,  98 
Atl.  1056,  where  the  trustee  has  ab- 
sconded and  is  bankrupt. 

[e]  The  Judgment  Against  the 
Trustee  Is  Conclusive  Upon  the  Surety. 
Ky.  —  United  States  Fidelity  &  Guar- 
anty Co.  V.  Carter,  168  Ky.  737,  166 
S.  W.  238.  Mass.  —  Appeal  of  Glover, 
167  Mass.  280,  45  N.  E.  744.  Pa. 
Com.  V.  Fidelity  &  Deposit  Co.,  224  Pa. 
95,  73  Atl.  327,  132  Am.  St.  Eep.  755. 

[d]  Parties. —  (1)  A  substituted 
trustee  is  the  real  party  in  interest  en- 
titled to  maintain  the  action.  Meyer 
V.  Barth,  97  Wis.  352,  72  N.  W.  748,  65 
Am.  St.  Eep.  124.  (2)  An  action  on  a 
bond  given  to  the  state  may  be  insti- 
tuted for  the  use  of  a  substituted 
trustee.  Com.  v.  Allen,  254  Pa.  474, 
98  Atl.  1056. 

[e]  Form  of  complaint  under  the 
Alabama  statute,  see  Ladd  v.  Smith 
(Ala.),  10  So.  836. 

[f]  Summary  x«roceedings  may  be 
maintained!  upon  the  bond  in  some 
states.  Dickinson  v.  Trout,  8  Bush 
(Ky.)  441.  See  the  title  "Summary 
Proceedings." 


TUBNPIKES  AND  TOLL  BO  ADS — See  Private  and  Toll  Roads; 
Public  Service  Corporations. 


UBI  JUS  IBI  SEMEDIUM.— See  Cause  of  Action;  Remedy. 
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ULTRA  VIRES 

By  the  Editorial  StafiE. 

I.  NECESSITY  OF  PLEADING,  143 
n.  HOW  PLEADED,  144 
III.  REPLICATION,  146 

CBOSS-KEFEBENCES: 

Illegality,  How  Pleaded. 

Generally  as  to  pleading  corporate  capacity,  see  the  titles,  "Corpora- 
tions';" "Municipal  Corporations." 

Injunction  by  stockholders  to  prevent  the  doing  of  ultra  vires  acts, 
see  "Stdck  and  Stockholders." 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.  NECESSITY  OF  PLEADING.  —  Ultra  vires  is  usually  regarded 
as  an  affirmative  defense  which  must  be  specially  pleaded,^  and  it 


1.  TJ.  S.  —  Breakwater  Co.  v.  Don- 
ovan, 218  Fed.  340,  134  C.  C.  A.  148. 
Ala.  —  Southern  States  Tire  &  Cas- 
ualty Ins.  Co.  V.  Lunsford,  192  Ala. 
76,  68  So.  273;  Marengo  Abstract  Co. 
V.  C.  W.  Hooper  &  Co.,  174  Ala.  497, 
56  So.  580;  National  Guarantee  L.  & 
T.  Co.  V.  Yeatman,  121  Ala.  594,  25  So. 
1003.  Ariz.  —  Arizona  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Lindell,  15  Ariz.  471,  140  Pac.  60.  Ark. 
Winer  v.  Bank  of  Blytheville,  89  Ark. 
435,  117  S.  W.  232,  131  Am.  St.  Eep. 
102;  Simon  v.  Calfee,  80  Ark.  65,  95 
S.  W.  1011.  Idaho.  —  Meholin  v.  Carl- 
son, 17  Idaho  742,  107  Pac.  755,  134 
Am.  St.  Eep.  286.  111.  — Lake  St.  EI. 
R.  Co.  V.  Carmichael,  184  111.  348,  56 
N.  E.  372,  affirming  82  111.  App.  344; 
Weigel  V.  W.  C.  Eeebie  &  Bro.  Co.,  192 
HI.  App.  283;  Chicago  Pneumatic  Tool 
Co.  V.  Munsell,  107  HI.  App.  344;  Krip- 
ner  v.  Lincoln,  66  HI.  App.  532.  Ind. 
Charleston  &  J.  Tpk.  Co.  v.  Willey,  16 
Ind.  .34.  la.  —  Frances  «.  Sharon,  143 
Iowa  730,  121  N.  W.  523;  Iowa  Busi- 
ness Men's  B.  &  L.  Assn.  v.  Berlau,  125 
Iowa  22,  98  N.  W.  766;  Ryan  v.  Lone 
Tree,  122  Iowa  420,  98  N.  W.  287j  Com- 


mercial Bank  v.  King,  47  Iowa  64.  Ky. 
Martin  v.  Kentucky  Lands  Inv.  Co., 
146  Ky.  525,  142  S.  "W.  1,038,  Ann.  Cas. 
1913C,  332;  Louisville  Tobacco  Ware- 
house Co.  V.  Stewart,  24  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
934,  70  S.  W.  285;  Greene  v.  Middles- 
borough  Town  &  Lands  Co.,  22  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  1715,  61  S.  W.  288.  La.  — New 
Iberia  Eice  Mill  Co.  v.  Romero,  105  La. 
439,  29  So.  876.  Md.  —  Conowingo  Land 
Co.  V.  McGaw,  124  Md.  643,  93  Atl.  222; 
■Hagerstown  Brewing  Co.  v.  Gates,  117 
Md.  348,  83  Atl.  570.  Mass.  — Nashua 
&  L.  E.  Corp.  V.  Boston  &  L.  R.  Corp., 

157  Mass.  268,  31  N.  E.  1060.  Mo. 
Richard  Hanlon  Millinery  Co.  v.  Mis- 
sissippi Valley  Trust  Co.,  251  Mo.  553, 

158  S.  W.  359;  German  Sav.  Inst.  v. 
Jacoby,  97  Mo.  617,  11  S.  W.  256; 
Hough  V.  St.  Louis  Car  Co.,  182  Mo. 
App.  718,  165  S.  W.  1161;  Newland  v. 
Modern  Woodmen,  168  Mo.  App.  311, 
153  S.  W.  1097;  Williams  v.  Verity,  98 
Mo.  App.  654,  73  S.  W.  732.  Neb. 
Citizens'  State  Bank  v.  Pence,  59  Neb. 
579,  81  N.  W.  623.  N.  Y.  —  Strodl  v. 
Farrish-Stafford  Co.,  145  App.  Div.  406, 
130  N.  T.  Supp.  35,  reversing  122  N.  Y. 
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seems  the  question  cannot  be  raised  on  a  motion  to  dismiss.^  Of  coUrsS 
if  the  want  of  power  to  do  an  act  appears  on  the  face  of  the  pleading, 
general  demurrer  will  lie,'  as  where  the  act  alleged  is  an  attempt  to 
exercise  a  power  forbidden  by  statute  ;*  but  demurrer  does  not  lie  to  a 
complaint  because  it  does  not  show  on  its  face  the  power  of  plaintiff 
corporation  to  do  the  acts  on  which  it  bases  its  right  of  action.^ 

II.  HOW  PLEADED.  —  It  follows  from  the  foregoing  rules  that  the 
defense  of  ultra  vires  is  not  raised  by  a  general  denial,"  nor  by  the  gen- 
eral issue,'  except,  in  some  jurisdictions,  where  notice  of  the  special 

Supp.  609;  Bacon  v.  Montauk  Brew. 
Co.,  130  App.  Div.  737,  115  N.  Y.  Supp. 
617;  Karsch  v.  Pottier  etc.  Co.,  82  App. 
Div.  230,  81  N.  Y.  Supp.  782;  Richmond 
Co.  Soc.  V.  New  York,  73-  App.  Div.  607, 
77  N.  Y.  Supp.  41;  Keating  v.  Amer- 
ican Brew.  Co.,  62  App.  Div.  501,  71 
N.  Y.  Supp.  95;  Hess  v.  Sloane,  66  App. 
Div.  522,  73  N.  Y.  Supp.  313  (judgment 
affirmed,  173  N.  Y.  616,  66  N.  B.  1110); 
Griesa  v.  Massachusetts  Ben.  Assn.,  60 
Hun  581,  15  N.  Y.  Supp.  71,  affirmed, 
133  N.  Y.  619,  30  N.  E.  1146.  Ore, 
United  States  Mtg.  Co.  v.  McClure,  42 
Ore.  190,  70  Pac.  543,  writ  of  error 
dismissed,  197  TJ.  S.  624,  25  Sup.  Ct. 
798,  49  L.  ed.  911.  Wis.  —  Farmers'  & 
Millers'  Bank  v.  Detroit  &  M.  E.  Co., 
17  Wis.  372. 

[a]  Particularly  Where  the  Cor- 
poration is  Foreign.  —  Griesa  v.  Mass- 
achusetts Benefit  Assn.,  60  Hun  581, 
15  N.  Y.  Supp.  71. 

2.  Keating  v.  American  Brew.  Co., 
62  App.  Div.  501,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  95. 

3.  XT.  S.  —  Forest  v.  St.  Francis  Le- 
vee Dist.,  77  Fed.  655;  Oregoniau  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Oregon  Ey.  &  Nav.  Co.,  22  Fed. 
245.  Tex.  —  Markowitz  v.  Greenwall 
etc  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  75  S.  W.  74, 
317.  Wis.  —  Madison,  W.  &  M.  Plank 
Eoad  Co.  V.  Watertown  &  P.  J*lank 
Eoad  Co.,  7  Wis.  59. 

[a]  Must  Appear  by  Complaint  or 
Exhibits.  —  Seamless  Pressed  S.  &  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Monroe.  57  Ind.  App.  136,  106 
N.  E.  538. 

[b]  Where  a  contract  of  partner- 
ship between  a  corporation  and  others 
is  alleged,  the  question  of  ultra  vires 
may  be  raised  by  demurrer,  since  such 
a  contract  is  beyond  the  power  of  any 
corporation.  Markowitz  v.  Greenwall 
etc  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  75  S.  W.  74, 
317. 

[c]  An  answer  may  be  demurred  to 
which  shows  on  its  face  that  the  trans- 
action is  not  ultra  vires  as  the  answer 
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Mason  v.  Standard  Dist.  etc. 
Co.,  85  App.  Div.  520,  83  N.  Y.  Supp. 
343. 

4.  State  V.  Bankers'  Trust  Co.,  157 
Mo.  App.  557,  138  S.  W.  669.  Corpor- 
ation in  a  petition  intervening  in  re- 
ceivership proceediogs,  set  up  the  do- 
ing of  a  banking 'business  through  the 
ownership  and  control  of  bank  stock, 
being  "a  clear  and  flagrant  evasion 
and  violation  of  law." 

5.  Minn.  —  Bell  v.  Mendenhall,  71 
Minn.  331,  73  N.  W.  1086,  only  allega- 
tion was  that  plaintiff,  was  a  corpor- 
ation organized  under  the  laws  of  the 
state.  Mo.  —  Glendale  Lumb.  Co.  v. 
Beekman  Lumb.  Co.,  152  Mo.  Apj.  386, 
133  8.  W.  384.  Ore.  — United  States 
Mtg.  Co.  V.  McClure,  42  Ore.  190,  70 
Pae.  643,  writ  of  error  dismissed,  197 
U.  S.  624,  25  Sup.  Ct.  798,  49  L.  ed. 
911. 

As  to  necessity  of  afi9.rmative  allega- 
tion by  corporation  that  it  has  power, 
see  5  Standard  Peoc.  649. 

That  municipal  corporation  seeking 
to  avoid  its  own  contract  must  plead 
ultra  vires,  see  20  Standard  Proc.  106. 

6.  Idaho.  —  Meholin  v.  Carlson,  17 
Idaho  742,  107  Pac.  755,  134  Am.  St, 
Eep.  286.  Ind.  —  Charleston  &  J.  Tpk. 
Co.  V.  Willey,  16  Ind.  34.  Mo.  — Hough 
V.  St.  Louis  Car  Co.,  182  Mo.  App.  718, 
165  S.  W.  1161.  Neb.  — Citizens'  State 
Bank  v.  Pence,  59  Neb.  579,  81  N.  W. 
623.  N.  Y.  —  Stanton  v.  Erie  E.  Co., 
131  App.  Div.  879,  116  N.  Y.  Supp.  375; 
Keating  v.  American  Brew.  Co.,  62 
App.  Div.  501,  71   N.  Y.  Supp.  95. 

See  generally  the  title  "Denials." 

7.  See  cases  cited,  supra,  I.  But  see 
Badger  v.  Inlet  Swamp  Drainage  Dist., 
42  111.  App.  79.  But  compare  Chicago 
Pneumatic  Tool  Co.  v.  Munsell,  107  111. 
App.  344,  holding  that  ultra  vires  can- 
not be  raised  on  a  plea  of  uon-assump- 
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defense  is  given,*  or  in  case  of  a  foreign  corporation,"  for  the  defense 
is  in  the  nature  of  confession  and  avoidance.^"  The  facts  showing  the 
want  of  authority  should  be  pleaded,^^  and  of  course  the  facts  must  be 
set  out  sufficiently  to  show  what  particular  act  is  claimed  to  be  ultra 
vires.-''  The  pleading  should  be  full  and  explicit,  certain  and  definite 
so  that  the  court  can  ascertain  whether  or  not  the  transaction  was  sanc- 
tioned in  law."  Where  the  charter  is  by  private  act,  it  must  be  pleaded 
to  show  the  want  of  power,^*  and  the  articles  of  incorporation,  rather 
than  the  legal  effect  thereof,  should  be  pleaded. ^^  In  pleading  that  the 
act  of  a  foreign  corporation  is  ultra  vires  one  should  plead  the  charter, 
or  the  laws  of  the  state  where  it  was  organized,  or  both"  such  charter 


sit  where  a  corporation  is  sued  on  its 
contract  for  goods  manufactured  and 
delivered. 

8.  Blackwood  v.  Lansing  Chamber 
of  Com.,  178  Mich.  321,  144  N.  W.  823; 
Niles  V.  Benton  Harbor  etc.  E.  Co.,  154 
Mich.  378,  117  N.  W.  937. 

[a]  It  Is  incident  to  all  corpora- 
tions to  hold  property  and  so  it  will  ba 
presumed  that  the  corporation  had  the 
power  unless  notice  be  given  of  intent 
to  raise  the  question.  New  Haven 
Steam-Boat  &  Transp.  Co.  v.  Vander- 
bilt,  16  Conn.  420. 

9.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  The  court  does  not  judicially 
know  the  powers  of  the  foreign  corpor- 
ation and  it  must  prove  them  as  part 
of  its  ease.  By  denying  the  contract 
defendant  denies  any  part  of  it,  in- 
cluding the  power  to  make  it.  Phenix 
Bank  v.  Curtis,  14  Conn.  437,  36  Am. 
Dec.  492. 

10.  Lewis  V.  Clyde  Steamship  Co., 
131  N.  C.  652,  42  S.  E.  969,  132  N.  C. 
904,  44  S.  E.  666.  See  generally  the 
title  "Confession  and  Avoidance." 

11.  Winer  v.  Bank  of  Blytheville,  89 
Ark.  435,  117  S.  W.  232,  131  Am.  St. 
Eep.  102, 

[a]  A  special  demurrer  should  have 
been  met  by  at  least  one  good  reason 
why  the  act  was  ultra  vires.  Hart  v. 
Phenix  Ins.  Co.,  113  Ga.  859,  39  S.  E. 
304. 

[b]  Power  to  purchase  land  being 
questioned  facts  must  be  alleged  show- 
ing that  the  land  was  not  of  a  nature 
that  the  corporation  could  purchase. 
Kentucky  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Green,  87  Ky. 
257,  88  S.  W.  439. 

[c]  Must  not  plead  a  mere  legal 
conclusion  as  that  the  corporation 
"was  not  a  legal  legatee."  Alabama 
Conference  M.  E.  Church  v.  Price,  42 


Ala.  39.  But  see  Marengo  Abstract  Co. 
V.  C.  W.  Hooper  &  Co.,  174  Ala.  497,  56 
So.  580,  sustaining  the  simple  allega- 
tion that  the  contract  was  "ultra  vires 
the  corporation"  or  was  "ultra  vires 
the  charter  of  the  corporation." 

12.  Leo  V.  Union  Pacific  Ey.  Co.,  19 
Fed.  283. 

13.  Madison  W.  &  M.  Plank  Eoad 
Co.  V.  Watertown  etc.  Co.,  5  Wis.  173. 

[a]  Power  Claimed  Under  an 
Amendment  to  Articles.  —  The  answer 
must  show  that  the  amendment  was 
prior  to  the  filing  of  the  bill  or  the  un- 
certainty will  be  resolved  most 
strongly  against  the  pleader.  Greene 
V.  Aurora  Ey.Co.,  158  Fed.  909. 

14.  Alabama  Conference  M.  E. 
Church  V.  Price,  42  Ala.  39;  Charleston 
&  J.  Tpk.  Co.  V.  Willey,  16  Ind.  34. 

As  to  necessity  of  pleading  statutes 
generally,  see  the  title   "Statutes." 

15.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Portion  of  the  articles  specify- 
ing the  business  should  be  pleaded  and 
not  the  mere  legal  conclusion  as  to 
what  the  business  of  the  corporation 
was.  Trimble  v.  American  Sugar  Re- 
fining Co.,  61  N.  J.  Eq.  340,  48  Atl.  912. 

[b]  A  defense  predicated  on  by- 
laws should  set  them  out  and  not  their 
legal  eflEect.  Bloomington  Mut.  Life. 
Ben.  Assn.  v.  Blue,  120  111.  121,  11  N. 
E.  331,  60  Am.  Rep.  558;  Gray  v.  Na- 
tional Ben.  Assn.,  Ill  Ind.  531,  11  N. 
E.  477. 

16.  Life  Assn.  of  America  v.  Cook, 
20  Kan.  19.  Compare  Phenix  Bank  v. 
Curtis,  14  Conn.  437,  36  Am.  Dec.  492. 

[a]  A  foreign  corporation  pleading 
that  an  act  was  beyond  its  powers 
must  plead  the  statute  on  which  its 
want  of  power  is  based.  Mason  v. 
Standard  Dist.  etc.  Co.,  85  App.  Div. 
520,    83    N.    y.    Supp.    343;    Griesa   v. 
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and  laws,  but  a  defendant  national  bank  need  not  set  out  the  federal 
statute,  which  shows  that  the  act  was  ultra  vires.*^  ' 

The  plea  must  be  verified  as  in  other  cases.^^ 

III.  Replication,  —  The  replication  de  injuria  is  no  reply  to  a  plea 
of  ultra  vires.^^  It  is  not  a  departure  for  the  plaintiff  in  his  reply  to 
defendant  corporation's  plea  of  ultra  vires,  to  set  out  the  facts  show- 
ing that  defendant  had  the  power.^" 


Massachusetts  Benefit  Assn.,  60  Hun 
581,  15  N.  Y.  Supp.  71,  judgment  af- 
firmed, 133  N.  Y.  619,  30  N.  E.  1146. 

17.  Metropolitan  Stock  Exch.  v.  Na- 
tional Bank,  76  Vt.  303,  67  Atl.  101. 

18.  Northwestern  Brew.  Co.  v. 
Manion,  44  ill.  App.  424  (denial  of 
power  to  execute  lease);  Citizens' 
Sav.  Bank  v.  G-lobe  Brass  Wks.,  155 
Mich.  3,  118  N.  W.  507,  denial  of  power 
to  execute  note  sued  on.  See  generally 
the  title  "Verification." 


19,  Metropolitan  Stock  Exch.  v. 
National  Bank,  76  Vt.  303,  57  Atl. 
101.  The  plea  of  ultra  vires  denies  the 
making  of  the  alleged  agreement  on 
the  ground  of  want  of  power  to  make. 
"In  the  nature  of  things  it  is  no  reply 
to  such  a  plea  to  allege  that  the  de- 
fendant of  its  own  wrong  and  with- 
out the  cause  alleged  in  the  plea  dis- 
regarded its  promise  and  agreement." 

20.  Horst  V.  Lewis,  71  Neb.  365,  98 
N.  W.  1046,  103  N.  W.  460. 


UNCERTAINTY.— See  Certainty  in  Pleading. 
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CBOSS-REFEBENCES: 


Bonds ; 

Forthcoming  Bonds ; 
Justices  of  the  Peace; 


Eecognizances  and  Bail; 

Security  for  Costs ; 

Security  To  Keep  the  Peace; 


Justification  of  Sureties ;    Supersedeas  and  Stay  of  Proceedings. 

In  admiralty,  see  1  Standard  Peoc.  505. 

For  further  references  and  cross-  references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 


I.  UNDERTAKINGS    GENERALLY.  —  A.  Definitions,    Nature 

AND  Distinctions.  —  1.  Undertaking.  —  An  "undertaking"  has  been 
defined  to  be  a  promise  or  assumption  of  liability  to  perform  a  judg- 
ment or  to  pay  damages  and  costs,^  a  simple  contract,  or  a  conditional 
promise  for  the  payment  of  money.^  While  it  is  distinct  from,^  and 
diners  in  form*  from  a  bond,  in  that  it  is  without  a  fixed  penalty,^  con- 
dition,® or  seal,'  its  essential  purpose  and  effect  are  the  same  as  those 
of  a  bond  to  give  the  guaranty  of  an  additional  person  a  security  for 
the  costs  and  damages  that  may  result  from  a  failure  to  perform  the 
act  to  be  performed.*  It  is  also  distinct  from  a  recognizance^  in  that  it 
contains  nothing  in  the  nature  of  a  confession  of  judgment,^"  although 


1.  Tenney  v.  Taylor,  1  App.  Oas. 
(D.  C),  223,  229. 

[a]  Otber  Definitions.  —  (1)  An 
undertaking  is  a  promise,  pledge,  or 
guarantee.  Tenney  v.  Taylor,  1  App- 
Caa.  (D.  C.)  223,  229,  quoting  Webster. 
(2)  It  is  an  engagement  by  one  of  the 
parties  to  a  contract  to  another,  and 
not  the  mutual  engagement  of  the  par- 
ties. Tenney  v,  Taylor,  1  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C),  223,  229  (quoting  Bouv.  L. 
Diet.).  (3)  An  undertaking  is  an  orig- 
inal and  independent  contract  on  the 
part  of  the  sureties.  '  Sacramento  v. 
Dunlap,  14  Cal.  421,  423. 

[b]  In  a  broad  sense,  the  word 
''undertaking"  includes  an  indorse- 
ment on  a  writ  to  pay  costs.  Pull- 
man's Palace-Car  Co.  v.  Washburn,  66 
Fed.   790. 

2.  Whitney  v.  Darrow,  5  Ore.  442; 
State  V.  Hays,  2  Ore.  314,  318. 

S.  Ariz.  —  Johnston  v.  Letson,  3 
Ariz.  344,  29  Pac,  893,    D.  0.  —  Tenney 
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V.  Taylor,  1  App.  Cas.  223,  229.    Minn. 
Schweigel    v.    L.  A.  Shakman  Co.,    78 
Minn.  142,  148,  80  N.  W.  871,  81  N.  W. 
529. 
See  infra,  I,  A,  2. 

4.     Tenney  v,  Taylor,  1  App.  Cas.  (D. 
C.)  223,  229. 

Taylor,    1    App.    Cas. 
See  infra,  I,  D,  2. 
Taylor,    1    App.    Cas. 
See  infra,  I,  D,  3. 
Taylor,    1    App.    Cas. 
King  V.  Elling,  24 


5.  Tenney   v. 
(D.  C.)  223,  229. 

6.  Tenney    v. 
(D.  C.)  223,  229. 

7.  Tenney   v. 
(D.  C.)   223,  229; 


Mont.  470,  62  Pac.  783.     See  infra,  I, 
E,  5. 

8.  Tenney  v.  Taylor,  1  App.  Cas.  (D. 
C.)  223,  229. 

[a]  An  Undertaking  Is  a  Species  of 
Bond.  —  King  V.  Elling,  24  Mont.  470, 
480,  62  Pac.  783. 

9.  State  V.  Hays,  2  Ore.  314,  317. 
See  infra,  I,  A,  3,  and  the  title  "Re- 
cognizances and  Ball." 

10.  State  V.  Hays,  2  Ore.  314,  318. 
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in  a  broad  sense,  the  term  has  been  held  to  include  a  recognizance.^^ , 

2.  Bond. —  A  bond  is  an  obligation,  under  penalty,  conditioned  for 
the  performance  of  some  act."  It  has  a  fixed  penalty"  and  a  definite 
condition  limited  to  become  effective  or  otherwise  by  the  performance 
or  nonperformance  of  an  act.^*  It  is  usually  signed  by  the  party  giv- 
ing it,"  with  one  or  more  sureties,^*  and  it  is  always  sealed  by  the 
obligor,^'  except  where  seals  are  abolished.^'  While  the  word  "bond" 
is  often  used  interchangeably  with  the  word  "undertaking,""  and  is 
sometimes  used  as  including  a  recognizance,^"  in  a  technical  sense,  it 
is  distinct  from  either  of  them.^^ 

3.  Recognizance.  —  A  recognizance  is  an  obligation  of  record  en- 
tered into  before  some  court  of  record  or  magistrate  duly  authorized, 
binding  a  party  under  penalty  to  do  a  particular  act.^^  It  is  sometimes 


11.  Colvig  V.  Klamath,  16  Ore.  244, 
249,  19  Pae.  86. 

12.  Bing  V.  Mississippi  E.  Bridge 
Co.,  57  Mo.  496. 

[a]  Other  Definitions. —  (1)  A 
bond  is  "an  obligation  under  seal." 
Com.  V.  Smith,  10  Allen  (Mass.)  448, 
87  Am.  Dee.  672.  (2)  An  obligation 
under  seal  by  which  the  party  making 
it,  the  obligor,  acknowledges  himself 
bound  to  the  other  party,  the  obligee 
in  a  specified  form.  Ordinary  of  State 
V.  Connolly,  75  N.  J.  Eq.  521,  624,  72 
Atl.  363. 

[b]  Sometimes  the  word  "bond"  Is 
used  generically  as  meaning  (1)  a  writ- 
ten instrument  by  which  a  person  has 
become  bound  or  committed  legally. 
State  V.  Leo,  108  La.  496,  508,  32  So. 
447.  See  also  Ide  v.  Passumpsie,  etc., 
E.  E.  Co.,  32  Vt.  297,  299.  (2)  "Any 
instrument  in  writing  that  legally  binds 
a  party  to  do  a  certain  thing"  is  a 
bond.  Courand  v,  Vollmer  31  Tex. 
397. 

13.  Tenney  v.  Taylor,  1  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)  223,  229.     See  infra,  I,  D,  2. 

14.  Tenney  v.  Taylor,  1  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)    223.     See  infra,  I,  D,  3. 

15.  State  V.  Wilson,  265  Mo.  1,  175 
S.  W.  603;  Swan  v.  United  States,  3 
Wyo.  151,  9  Pac.  931.  See  also  United 
States  V.  Bundle,  100  Fed.  400,  40  C.  C. 
A.  450. 

Necessity  for  signature,  see  infra,  I, 
E,  4. 

16.  State  V.  "Wilson,  265  Mo.  1,  175 
S.  W.  603. 

As  to  sureties,  see  infra,  I,  C,  2. 

17.  tr.  S.  —  Ewing  V.  United  States, 
240  Fed.  241,  153  C.  C.  A.  167.  D.  O. 
Tenney  v.  Taylor,  1  App.  Cas.  223,  229. 
Mass.  — Com.  v.  Smith,  10  AHen  448, 
87  Am.  Dee.  672. 


Necessity  of  seal,  see  infra,  I,  E,  5. 

18.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Since  the  abolition  of  private 
seals,  "any  written  instrument  con- 
taining a  clause  that  a  sum  affixed  as 
a  penalty,  is  binding,  the  obligor  to 
pay  the  same,  conditioned  that  the 
penalty  may  be  avoided  by  the  per- 
formance of  certain  acts  by  one  or 
more  of  the  obligors,  is  a  bond."  Pratt 
&  Co.  V.  Langston  Mercantile  Co.,  Ill 
Mo.  App.  96,  103,  85  S.  W.  134. 

19.  Eussell  V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R. 
Co.,  37  Mont.  1,  11,  94  Pac.  488,  501; 
King'f.  Elling,  24  Mont.  470,  62  Pac. 
783;  Hurd  v.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  B.  Co., 
67  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  516.  See  supra, 
I,  A,  1. 

20.  In  re  Brown,  35  Minn.  307,  308, 
29  N.  W.  131.     See  infra,  I,  A,  3. 

21.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Unlike  a  recognizance,  a  bond 
is  the  creation  of  new  debt,  not  of 
record.  N.  Y.  —  People  v.  Kane,  4 
Denio  530.  Pa.  —  Williamson  v.  Mit- 
chell, 1  Pen.  &  W.  9.  Tex.  —  Lawton 
V.  State,  5  Tex.  270.  W.  Va.  —  State  v. 
Dorr,  59  W.  Va.  188,  53  S.  E.  120,  115 
Am.  St.  Bep.  915,  5  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
402,  8  Ann.  Cas.  1016.  Wyo.  t—  Swan  v. 
United  States,  3  Wyo.  151,  9  Pac.  931. 
See  the  title,  "Recognizances  and 
Bail,"  and  see  infra,  I,  A,  3. 

Distinguished  from  undertakings,  see 
supra,  I,  A,  1. 

22.  See  22  Standard  Pkoc.  452. 

[a]  A  Eecognizance  Is  an  Acknowl- 
edgment of  a  Debt  of  Record.  —  People 
V.  Van  Eps,  4  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  387,  392; 
Colvig  V.  Klamath,  16  Ore.  244,  249,  19 
Pac.  86;  State  v.  Hays,  2  Ore.  314,  316. 

[b]  No  paper  is  signed  by  the  party 
unless  statute  requires  it,  but  his  con- 
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used  loosely  as  including  aU  forms  of  security,  whether  in  the  form  of 
a  common-law  recognizance  or  bond,^^  and  it  is  sometimes  held  to  be 
included  in  the  term  "undertaking."^*  The  form  thereof  and  proceed- 
ings thereon  are  discussed  in  another  title.^^ 

B.  Necessity  for.  —  While  bonds  and  undertakings  are  frequently 
required  by  statutes  in  certain  proceedings,^^  courts  may  sometimes,  in 
the  absence  of  statute  require  bonds  by  virtue  of  their  general  powers.''' 

C.  Parties.  —  1.  In  General.  ^  It  is  a  general  rule  that  a  bond  must 
contain  at  least  two  parties,  the  obligor  and  obligee.^*  It  is  necessary 
to  the  validity  of  a  bond  that  it  contain  the  name  of  or  otherwise  iden- 
tify the  obligee,^^  except  when  statute  provides  othejrwise.^"   But  it  is 


fession  or  acknowledgment  is  entered 
on  record.  State  v.  Hays,  2  Ore.  314, 
317.    See  22  Standard  Proc.  458,  459. 

[c]  When  entered  into  and  consum- 
mated, the  contract  becomes,  in  sub- 
stance, a  judgment  of  a  court.  State 
V.  Hays,  2  Ore.  314,  317. 

23.  In  re  Brown,  35  Minn.  307,  308. 
29  N.  W.  131. 

[a]  A  recognizance  is  "but  one  kind 
of  bond."  In  re  Brown,  35  Minn.  307, 
308,  29  N.  "W.  131. 

24.  See  supra,  I,  A,  1. 

25.  See  the  title  "Recognizances 
and.  Bail." 

26.  Necessity  for  undertaking  or 
bond  on  attachment,  see  3  Standard 
Proc.  443,  446. 

Undertaking  or  bond  in  garnishment 
proceedings,  see  10  Standard  Proc.  492. 

In  proceedings  for  arrest  in  civil 
cases,  see  2  Standard  Proc.  964. 

Undertaking  or  bond  as  a  prerequi- 
site to  a  preliminary  injunction,  see  13 
Standard  Pkoc.  161. 

Beplevin  bond  or  undertakings,  see 
22  Standard  Proc.  902. 

Forthcoming  bonds,  see  that  title. 

Bond  on  third  party  claim,  see  16 
Standard  Proc.  134. 

Stay  bonds  or  undertakings,  see  the 
title,  "Supersedeas  and  Stay  of  Pro- 
ceedings." 

Appeal  bonds  and  undertakings,  see 
infra,  II. 

Bond  on  removal  of  causes  to  federal 
courts,  see  22  Standard  Proc.  835,  848. 

On  contest  of  claim  for  exemption, 
see  11  Standard  Proc.  522. 

Bond  of  administrators  and  execu- 
tors, see  6  Standard  Proc.  506,  569. 

Bond  of  guardian  ad  litem,  see  10 
Standard   Proc.    749. 

Bond  for  costs  by  married  wpman, 
see  11  Standard  Peoc.  814. 
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In  insolvency  proceedings,  see  13 
Standard  Pboc.  652,  657,  691. 

In  bankruptcy  proceedings,  see  3 
Standard  Proc.  909,  969,  1007,  1008. 

Bond,  in  copyright  proceedings,  see  5 
Standard  Proc.  515. 

Estray  bond,  see  8  Standard  Peoc. 
714. 

27.  Injunction  bond,  see  13  Stand- 
ard Proc.  160. 

Bond  to  secure  alimony,  see  7  Stand- 
ard Proc.  834. 

28.  People  v.  Pacific  Surety  Co.,  50 
Colo.  273,  109  Pac.  961,  Ann.  Cas. 
1912C,  577. 

[a]  The  same  person  cannot  be  ob- 
ligor and  obligee,  even  when  acting  in 
different  capacities.  Allin  v.  Shad- 
burne's  Exr.  &  Heirs,  1  Dana  (Ky.) 
68,  25  Am.  Dec.  121. 

Who  may  give  forthcoming  bonds, 
see  10  Standard  Proc.  7. 

Who  must  give  injunction  bond,  see 
13   Standard  Proc.   164.    . 

Sufficiency  of  description  in  attach- 
ment bond  or  undertaking,  see  3  Stand- 
ard Proc.  449. 

29.  Colo.  —  People  v.  Pacific  Surety 
Co.,  50  Colo.  273,  109  Pac.  961,  Ann. 
Cas..  1912C,  577.  Miss.  — Smith  v. 
Montgomery,  11  Smed.  &  M.  284.  Neb. 
Tidball  v.  Young,  58  Neb.  261,  78  N.  W. 
507,  76  Am.  St.  Eep.  98.  E.  I.  — Gar- 
rett V.  Shove,  15  E.  I.  538,  9  Atl.  901. 
Tex.  —  Sacra  v.   Hudson,   59   Tex.   207. 

[a]  As  to  bonds  payable  to  bearer, 
see  Ala.  —  Savannah  &  M.  E.  Co.  v. 
Lancaster,  62  Ala.  555,  563.  N.  T. 
Hibbs  V.  Brown,  112  App.  Div.  214,  98 
N.  T.  Supp.  353.  E.  I.  —  American 
Nat.  Bank  v.  American  Wood  Paper 
Co.,  19  E.  I.  149,  153,  32  Atl.  305,  61 
Am.  St.  Eep.  746,  29  L.  E.  A.  103. 

Beplevin  bond,  see  22  Standard 
Proc.  903. 

30.  See   the   statutes  and  Ihrig  v. 
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not  necessary  that  there  be  both  principal  and  sureties,'^  unless  statute 
requires  it.^^  There  seems  to  be  some  doubt  as  to  the  necessity  that  the 
principal  obligor  execute  and  sign  a  bond.^^  With  respect  to  undertak- 
ings, the  statutes  require  that  they  be  executed  on  behalf  of  the  person 
for  whose  default  they  are  given,  or  that  a  person  give  an  undertaking 
with  sufBcient  sureties.^*  It  is  therefore  unnecessary  that  such  person 
be  a  party  to  the  instrument.^^  And  it  has  been  held  that  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a  statute  requiring  it,  an  undertaking  need  not  contain  the 
name  of  the  payee,  as  it  will  be  construed  to  be  payable  to  the  adverse 
party.^" 

A  statutory  requirement  that  the  bond  be  made  payable  to  a  partic- 
ular person,  must  be  complied  with.^'  Where  a  bond  is  required  by 
law  and  the  statute  does  not  specify  to  whom  it  shall  be  made  payable, 
it  may  be  taken  in  the  name  of  the  state  where  many  persons  are  inter- 
ested.^' But  when  the  bond  is  not  required  by  law  to  be  executed,  and 
the  state  has  no  interest  therein  as  such  it  cannot  be  made  the  obligee 
without  its  consent.'' 


Scott,  5  Wash.  584,  32  Pac.  466. 

31.  King  V.  Elling,  24  Mont.  470, 
480,  62  Pac.  783. 

Necessity  of  suieties,  see  infra,  I,  C, 
2,  a. 

32.  See  the  statutes. 

33.  See  infra,  I,  E,  1;  I,  E,  4. 

34.  See   the  statutes. 

[a]  The  words  "on  Ijehalf  of"  do 
not  mean  "execute."  Shakman  v. 
Koch,  93   Wis.  595,  599,  67  N.  W.  925. 

35.  Colo.  —  Cody  V.  Filley,  4  Colo. 
342.  Mont.  —  Pierse  v.  Miles,  5  Mont. 
549,  6  Pac.  347.  Ore.  —  Mays  v.  Rob- 
ert Mays'  Estate  Co.,  174  Pac.  716. 
Wis.  —  Shakman  v.  Koch,  93  Wis.  595, 
67  N.  W.  925. 

Contra,  Booker  v.  Smith,  38  S.  C.  228, 
16  S.  E.  774;  Augusta  Sav.  Bank  v. 
Stelling,  31  S.  C.  360,  9  S.  E.  1028, 
under  statute  requiring  an  undertaking 
"on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  with  suf- 
ficient surety." 

Execution  of  undertaking,  see  infra, 
I,   E. 

36.  Downing  v.  Eademacher,  136 
Cal.  673,  69  Pac.  415,  undertaking  on 
appeal. 

37.  Ala.  —  Agnew  v.  Leath,  63  Ala. 
345.  Ariz.  —  Johnston  v.  Letson,  3 
Ariz.  344,  29  Pac.  893;  Eeilly  v.  Crow- 
ley, 3  Ariz.  286,  29  Pac.  14.  Ga. 
Mount  V.  Wall,  127  Ga.  211,  56  S.  E. 
298.  Mass.  —  Purple  v.  Purple,  5  Pick. 
226.  Mo.  —  Waterman  v.  Frank,  21 
Mo.  108.       Va.  —  Lynchburg  Trust  & 


S.  Bank  v.  Elliott,  94  Va.  700,  27  S.  E. 
467. 

Attachment  bond,  see  3  Standard 
Peoo.  448. 

Forthcoming  bond,  see  10  Standard 
Pkoc.  9. 

Injunction  bond,  see  13  Standard 
Pkoc.  165. 

Bond  on  removal  of  causes,  see  22 
Standard  Peoc.  837! 

Bond  on  third  party  claim,  see  16 
Standard  Peoc.   136. 

Garnishment  bond,  see  10  Standard 
Proc.  492. 

Bond  to  dissolve  garnishment,  see  10 
Standard  Proc.  561. 

Bonds  on  appeal,  see  infra,  II,  C,  2. 

[a]  If  the  bond  or  undertaking  is 
executed  for  the  benefit  of  several  per- 
sons, it  should  generally  be  made  to  all. 
Hadley  v.  Bryars,  68   Ala.   139. 

[b]  If  payable  to  a  person  other 
than  that  designated  in  the  statute, 
the  bond  is  void,  according  to  some 
authorities.  Lovitt  v.  Wellington  &  W. 
R.  Co.,  26  Kan.  297;  Price  v.  Halsed, 
3  Mo.  461.  Contra,  Gannon  -u.  Phelan, 
G4  Neb.  220,  89  N.  W.  1028;  Huffman 
r.  Koppelkom,  8  Neb.  344,  1  N.  W.  243. 
See  infra,  II,  C,  2. 

38.  State  v.  Gaver,  115  Md.  250,  80 
Atl.  891;  Ingi;.  State,  8  Md.  287;  Kier- 
sted  V.  State,  1  Gill  &  J.  (Md.)  231. 

39.  D.  O.—. United  States  D.  Pumph- 
rey,  11  App.  Cas.  44.  Md.  —  State  v. 
Gaver,  115  Md.  250,  80  Atl.  891;  State 
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2.  Sureties,  —  a.  Necessity  of.  —  A  bond  may  be  without  sureties*" 
unless  statute  requires  security.''^  "While  it  is  usual  to  recite  the  name 
of  the  sureties  in  a  bond  or  undertaking,  an  omission  to  do  so  does  not 
vitiate  it,  if  the  surety  has  signed  it.*^  But  where  the  names  of  two 
sureties  are  inserted,  another  surety  who  signs  the  instrument  is  not 
bound.** 

b.  Who  May  Become  Sureties.  —  The  qualifications  of  sureties  are 
generally  prescribed  by  statutes,  and  rules  of  court.** 

An  attorney  may  become  surety  *^  unless  forbidden  by  statute,*^  or 
rule  of  eourt.*^  There  is  some  conflict  of  authority  however,  as  to  the 
validity  of  obligations  when  an  attorney  acts  in  violation  of  a  statute 
or  rule  of  court  forbidding  it.*^ 


t;.  Oden,  2  Har.  &  J.  108.    N.C.  — State 
V.  Shirley,  23  N.  C.  597. 

[a]  And  an  acceptance  of  the  in- 
stnunent  by  a  magistrate  who  has  no 
express  delegation  of  power  to  accept 
it,  does  not  impart  to  it  validity,  as  he 
is  acting  altogether  without  his  offi- 
cial sphere  in  doing  so.  State  v.  Shir- 
ley, 23  N.  C.  597. 

40.  Mass.  —  Martin  v.  Dennie,  16 
Pick.  202.  Mo.  — Pratt  &  Co.  v.  Lang- 
ston  Merc.  Co.,  Ill  Mo.  App.  96,  85 
S.  W.  134.  Mont.  —  King  v.  Elling,  24 
Mont.  470,  62  Pao.  783.  S.  C  — Mein- 
hard  v.  Strickland,  29  S.  C.  491,  7  S.  E. 
838.  Va.  —  Washington  v.  Smith,  3 
Call   (7  Va.)   13. 

See  Ing  v.  State,  8  Md.  287. 

41.  See   the   statutes. 

[a]  Discretion.  —  Where  the  statute 
provides  that  the  judge  shall  require 
an  undertaking  by  the  plaintiff  with 
or  without  sureties,  the  matter  of  re- 
quiring sureties,  and  the  number  ^nd 
suflScieney  thereof  rests  in  the  discre- 
tion of  the  judge.  Sieff  v.  Shausen- 
burgh,  10  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  477n; 
Courter  v.  McNamara,  9  How.  Pr.  (N. 
T.)  255;  Meinhard  v.  Strickland,  29 
S.  C.  491,  7  S.  E.  838. 

42.  Ala.  —  McLean  v.  Wright,  137 
Ala.  644,  35  So.  45,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  67. 
Cal.  —  Dore  v.  Covey,  13  Cal.  502. 
Oolo.  —  Case  v.  Daniels,  1  Colo.  App. 
116,  27  Pae.  886.  Ind.  —  Wilson  v. 
Bennett,  132  Ind.  210,  31  N.  E.  184; 
Griffin  v.  Wallace,  66  Ind.  410;  Potter 
i;.  State,  23  Ind.  550;  Hyatt  v.  Wash- 
ington, 20  Ind.  App.  148,  50  N.  E.  402, 
67  Am.  St.  Rep.  248.  Tex.  —  Gallatin 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Wallace  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  65  S.  W.  392. 

Necessity  for  signature,  see  infra, 
I,  E,  4. 
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43.     Bennett   v.    Superior   Court,   113 
Cal.  440,  45  Pae.  808. 
'    44.     See    the    statutes   and   rules   of 
court. 

Sureties  on  attachment  bonds,  see  3 
Standard  Peoc.  458. 

Sureties  on  appeal  bonds,  see  infra, 
II,  C,  1,  b. 

Juror  as  surety,  see  17  Standard 
Peoc.  335. 

45.  Tessier  v.  Crowley,  17  Neb.  207, 
22  N.  W.  422. 

46.  See  the  statutes. 

47.  Levin  v.  American  Furniture 
Co.,  133  Ga.  670,  66  S.  E.  888. 

48.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Effect  of  Violation  of  Statute. 
(1)  It  is  'clear  that  a  bond  on  appeal 
signed  by  an  attorney  is  void,  when 
statute  so  declares  in  specific  terms. 
SehafEer  v.  Troutwein,  36  Okla.  653,  129 
Pae.  696.  (2)  But  the  courts  are  in 
conflict  as  to  the  validity  of  a  bond  or 
undertaking  or  recognizance  when 
there  is  no  such  declaration.  In  some 
states,  the  statute  is  deemed  to  give 
attorneys  a  personal  privilege  which 
they  may  waive,  if  they  choose.  Sher- 
man V.  State,  4  Kan.  570  (recognizance 
for  appearance  of  prisoner);  Wallace 
V.  Scoles,  6  Ohio  St.  428,  appeal  bond. 
(3)  If  they  voluntarily  sign  the  obli- 
gation as  surety  they  will  not  there- 
after be  permitted  to  interpose  the 
statute  in  avoidance  of  liability  upon 
the  obligation  they  have  assumed.  lU. 
Jack  V.  People,  19  111.  57,  recognizance 
for  appearance  of  prisoner.  Kan. 
Sherman  v.  State,  4  Kan.  570.  Mo. 
Hicks  V.  Chouteau,  12  Mo.  341,  adminis- 
tration bond.  (4)  Other  courts,  how- 
ever, hold  that  the  statute  disqualifies 
f.he  attorney  on  the  ground  of  public 
policy,  and  that  the  bond  or  security 
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Bonding  companies  are  sometimes  authorized  to  execute  bonds  or 
undertakings.*' 

c.  Number  of.  —  The  statute  must  be  complied  with  as  to  the  num- 
ber of  sureties.'"  One  surety  is  sufScient,  however/^  unless  the  statute 
demands  more.''^ 

D.  Form  and  Sufficiency  of. — 1.  In  General.  —  A  bond  or  under- 
taking must  of  course  be  in  writing,^^  but  no  particular  form  of  words 
is  necessary  to  create  a  bond  or  undertaking.'*  Any  statutory  require- 
ments should  be  complied  with,''  and  while  a  bond  or  undertaking  need 


is  insufficient.  la.  —  Hudson  v.  Smith, 
111  Iowa  411,  82  N.  W.  943,  appeal 
bond.  S.  D.  —  Towle  v.  Bradley,  2 
S.  D.  472,  50  N.  W.  1057,  appeal  bond. 
Wis. — -Cothren  v.  Connaughton,  24 
Wis.  1,'?4.     And  see  infra,  II,  C,  1,  b. 

49.  See  the  statutes  and  the  follow- 
ing: Cal.  —  Cramer  v.  Tittle,  72  Cal. 
12,  12  Pae.  869.  Mont.  —  King  v.  El- 
ling,  24  Mont.  470,  62  Pae.  783.  Ore. 
Small  V.  Lutz,  41  Ore.  570,  67  Pae.  421, 
69  Pae.  825.  Wash.  — De  Eoberts  v. 
Stiles,  24  Wash.  611,  64  Pae.  795. 

See  Black  v.  Black,  53  Fed.  985. 

[a]  Statnte  Construed.  —  A  statute 
authorizing  a  corporation  to  execute 
a  "bond"  confers  authority  to  execute 
an  undertaking.  King  v.  Elling,  24 
Mont.  470_,  480,  62  Pae.  783. 

In  admiralty,  see  1  Standard  Pkoc. 
515. 

[a]  Foreign  surety  company  author- 
ized to  do  business  in  the  state  may 
act  as  surety.  Thomson  v.  Meridian 
Life  Ins.  Co.,  36  S.  D.  175,  153  N.  W. 
993. 

[b]  But  %  brewing  corporation  can- 
not act  as  surety.  Beat  Brew.  Go.  v. 
Klassen,  185  111.  37,  57  N.  E.  20,  76  Am. 
St.  Eep.  26,  50  L.  E.  A.  765. 

[c]  Bonding  Company  May  Be  Sole 
Surety.  —  See  the  statutes  and  Brown 
V.  Superior  Court,  72  Cal.  14,  13  Pae. 
70;  Travis  v.  Travis,  48  Hun  343,  1 
NT.  T.  Supp.  357,  14  Civ.  Proe.  307,  15 
isr.  T.  St.  874,  only  when  the  bond  is 
approved  by  the  judge,  is  the  company 
(iqual  to  two  sureties.  But  see  Nichols 
V.  MacLean,  98  N.  T.  458,  7  Civ.  Proc. 
132,  1  How.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  370,  under  for- 
mer statute. 

50.  Harris  v.  Eegester,  70  Md.  109, 
16  Atl.  386. 

On  certiorari  bond,  see  4  Standard 
Proc.    915. 

51.  U.  S.  —  Eemoval  Cases,  100  IT. 
a  457,  25  L.  ed.  593.  Ind.  — Church 
V,  Drummond,  7  Ind. -17,     Ig,  — Elliott 


V.  Stevens  &  Co.,  10  Iowa  418.     N.  Y. 
Williams  v.  Barnaman,  19  Abb.  Pr.  69. 

52.  See  the  statutes  and  Spettigue 
V.  Hutton,  2  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  156. 

fa]  If  the  statute  requires  a  bond 
vrith.  sufficient  sureties  or  securities,  a 
single  surety  is  generally  held  insuffi- 
cient, as  the  statute  is  in  the  plural 
Harris  v.  Eegester,  70  Md.  109,  16  Atl 
386;  Beebe  v.  Young,  13  Mich.  221 
And  see  infra,  II,  C,  1,  b.  Contra,  El 
liott  V.  Stevens  &  Co.,  10  Iowa  418 
Dane  v.  Dane,  67  N.  H.  552,  39  Atl. 
433. 

53.  Jeffery  v.  Underwood,  1  Ark. 
108,  11.1;  King  V.  Seebeck,  20  Idaho 
223,  118  Pae.  292,  undertaking  on  ap- 
peal. 

54.  Cover  v.  Stem,  67  Md.  449,  451, 
10  Atl.  231,  1  Am.  St.  Eep.  406;  Au- 
gusta Sav.  Bank  v.  Stelling,  31  S.  C. 
360,  9  S.  E.  1028. 

Forms  of  undertakings  on  attach- 
ment, see  9  Standard  Proc.  134;  under- 
taking or  bond  on  injunction,  see  9 
Standard  Proc.  627 ;  13  Standard  Proc. 
159;  replevin  bond,  see  9  Standard 
Proc.  1059;  on  arrest  in  civil  cases, 
see  9  Standard  Pkoc.  101;  bond  as 
security  for  costs,  see  9  Standard  Proc. 
1121;  undertaking  on  appeal,  see  9 
Standard  Peoc.  i34;  stay  bond  and 
undertaking,  see  9  Standard  Proc.  76; 
bond  on  removal  of  causes,  see  9  Stand- 
ard Proc.  1054;  bonds  in  bankruptcy 
proceedings,  see  9  Standard  Proc.  160, 
163,  166;  bond  of  guardian  on  sale  of 
ward's  property,  see  9  Standard  Proc. 
546. 

Requisites  of  forthcoming  bonds, 
see  10  Standard  Proc.  8;  of  forthcom- 
ing bond  by  judgment  debtor,  see  10 
Standard  Proc.  8;  of  bond  on  attach- 
ment, see  3  Standard  Proc.  443;  of 
replevin  bond,  see  22  Standard  Proc. 
903;  of  bond  on  removal  of  causes, 
see  22  Standard  Proc.  836. 

55.  Johnston  v.  Letson,  3  Ariz.  344, 
29  Pae.  893. 
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not  be  in  the  exact  statutory  f  orm,^^  or  comply  strictly  with  the  statute,'' 
a  substantial  conformance  therewith  is  requisite,'*  and  sufficient.^"  It 
must  be  certain.^"  But  irregularities,^^  or  clerical  inaccuracies"^  will 
not  render  it  insufficient.  "When  no  particular  form  of  undertaking  is 
prescribed,  an  undertaking  in  the  form  of  a  penal  bond  is  sufficient."^ 
And  some  statutes  specifically  provide  that  whenever  a  bond  is  author- 
ized or  required  by  law,  such  authority  or  requirement  is  deemed  to 
have  been  complied  with  upon  the  execution  of  an  undertaking  to  the 
same  effect."* 

2.  Amount.  —  A  bond  or  undertaking  must  recite  the  amount  of  the 
penalty  or  obligation."'  A  failure  to  do  so  vitiates  the  bond,  according 
to  some  authorities,""  or  according  to  others,  makes  the  liability  com- 
mensurate with  the  condition."'  A  statute  requiring  the  bond  or  under- 
taking to  be  in  a  certain  amount  must  be  complied  with."^  But  a  bond 
or  undertaking  in  an  amount  greater  than  that  required  by  statute  is 
valid,"^  and  immaterial  deficiencies  do  not  vitiate  it.'"   In  some  juris- 


56.  Loekhart  v.  WooUacott,  8  N.  M. 
21,  41  Pac.  636. 

57.  Conn.  —  Holbrook  v.  Bentley,  32 
Conn.  502;  Persae  v.  Watrous,  30  Conn. 
139.  Pa.  — Com.  v.  Miller,  195  Pa.  230, 
45  Atl.  921.  Va.  —  Yost  v.  Eamey,  103 
Va.  117,  48  S.  E.  862. 

58.  Eeilly  v.  Crowley,  3  Ariz.  286, 
29  Pac.  14;  Kern  Valley  Bank  v. 
Koehn,  157  Cal.  237,  107  Pae.  111. 

59.  Fondey  v.  Ouyler,  1  Welid.  (N. 
Y.)  464. 

60.  Faust  V.  Eustler  Min.  &  Mill. 
Co.,  34  Mont.  368,  86  Pac.  421.  And 
see  infra,  II,  E,  3. 

61.  Branch  v.  Branch,  6  Pla.  314. 

62.  III.  —  Hotz  V.  Bollman  Bros. 
Co.,  47  111.  App.  378.  Me.  — Green  v,. 
Walker,  37  Me.  25.  N.  Y.  — Hyde  v. 
Patterson,  1   Abb.  Pr.  248. 

63.  Conklin  v.  Dutcher,  5  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  386,  1  Code  Eep.  (N.  S.)  49; 
Wilson   V.   Allen,  3   How.   Pr.    (N.  Y.) 

'369,  371. 

As  to  undertakings  on  appeal,  see 
infra,  U,  E,  1. 

64.  See  the  statutes  and  the  follow- 
ing: Schweigel  v.  L.  A.  Shakman,  78 
Minn.  142,  147,  80  N.  W.  871,  81  N.  "W. 
529;  Tully  v.  Lewitz,  50  Misc.  350,  98 
N.  Y.  Supp.  829. 

65.  Sacra  v.  Hudson,  69  Tex.  207, 
208.     See  22  Standard  Pkoc.  837. 

Garnishment  bond,  see  10  Standard 
PROC.  492,  561. 

Estray  bond,  see  8  Standard  Peoc. 
714. 

Bond  on  arrest  in  civil  cases,  see  2 
Standard  Peoc.  965. 
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Replevin  bond,  see  22  Standard  Proc. 
904. 

Of  bond  on  third  party  claim,  see  16 
Standard  Proc.  136. 

Undertakings  on  appeal,  see  infra, 
II,  D. 

66.  Ind.  —  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Lake,  5  Ind.  App.  450,  32  N.  B. 
590.  La.  —  Lehman  r.  Broussard,  45 
La.  Ann.  346,  12  So.  504.  Miss.  — Wil- 
liams V.  Crutcher,  5  How.  71,  35  Am. 
Dec.  422. 

See  22  Standard  Proc.  837. 

67.  Tischlcr  v.  Fisman,  34  Misc. 
172,  68  N.  Y.  Supp.  787. 

68.  U.  S.  —  Bradley  v.  Krof  t,  19  Fed. 
295.  Ariz.  —  Johnston  v.  Letson,  3  Ariz. 
344,  29  Pac.  893;  Eeilly  v.  Crowley,  3 
Ariz.  286,  29  Pac.  14.  Cal.  —  Dore  v. 
Covey,  13  Cal.  502.  Ga.  —  Shockley  v. 
Davis,  17  Ga.  175.  la.  —  Hamble  v. 
Owen,  20  Iowa  70.  N.  Y.  —  Bauer  v. 
Sehevitch,  11  Civ.  Proc.  433,  4  N.  Y. 
St.  509;  Godfrey  v.  Pell,  17  Jones  &  S. 
206;  Eiggs  v.  Cleveland,  etc.,  E.  Co.,  21 
N.  Y.  Wky.  Dig.  45.  Tex.  —  East  &  W. 
Texas  Lumb.  Co.  v.  "Warren,  78  Tex. 
318,  14  S.  W.  783. 

[a]  But  the  obligor  cannot  complain 
that  the  penalty  of  the  bond  is  too 
small.  Jones  r.  Mississippi  &  A.  E.  Co., 
5  How.   (Miss.)   407. 

69.  Cal.  —  Wigmore  v.  Buell,  122 
Cal.  144,  54  Pac.  600.  Ind.  — Fellows 
V.  Miller,  8  Blackf.  231.  N.  Y.  — Wil- 
liams V.  Hubbard,  2  Code  Eep.  52.  Tex. 
Aultman,  Miller  &  Co.  v.  Smyth  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  43   S.  W.  932. 

70.  Modern  Dairy   &   Creamery   Co. 
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dictions,  and  in  some  proceedings,  the  amount  is  left  to  the  discretion 
of  the  the  court,  judge,  clerk,  or  other  officer."  And  in  equity  proceed- 
ings in  which  the  penalty  is  not  prescribed  by  statute,  it  is  within  the 
discretion  of  the  court  to  prescribe  the  penalty/^  But  when  the  amount 
is  fixed  by  statute,  the  court  cannot  fix  it.''^ 

Obvious  omissions  in  the  recital  of  amount  may  be  supplied.'* 

3.  Condition.  —  In  the  absence  of  statutory  provision,  the  conditions 
of  bonds  in  chancery  proceedings  are  within  the  discretion  of  the  chan- 
cellor.'^  "When  statute  prescribes  the  condition  of  a  bond  or  undertak- 
ing, the  statute  must  be  substantially  complied  with,'"  though  the  exact 
language  of  the  statute  need  not  be  followed.''  If  conditions  broader 
than  or  in  addition  to  those  required  by  the  statute  are  stated,  the  added 
conditions  are  void,'®  and  will  be  rejected  as  surplusage,'^  but  the  re- 
maining statutory  conditions  are  not  vitiated  thereby.*" 

4.  Date.  —  While  a  bond  or  undertaking  should  be  dated,'^  a  failure 


V.  Blanke,  etc.,  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
116  S.  W.  154;  Surge  v.  Beaumont 
Carriage  Co.,  47  Tex.  Civ.  App.  223, 
105  S.  W.  232.  See  6  Standard  Proc. 
569,  on  sale  by^  executor. 

Attachment  bouds,  see  3  Standard 
Proc.   451. 

71.  Bowers  v.  London  Bank,  8  Utah 
417,  4  Pac.  225. 

In  attachment,  see  3  Standard  Proc. 
451. 

Mandamus  to  compel  performance  of 
duty  as  to  fixing  amount,  see  19 
Standabd  Peoc.  213. 

72.  Injunction  bouds,  see  13  Stand- 
ard Proc.  167. 

73.  Hefner  v.  Hesse,  29  La.  Ann. 
149. 

74.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Omission  of  the  word  "dol- 
lars" or  pounds.  Whitney  v.  Darrow, 
5  Ore.  442;  Coles  v.  Hulme,  8  Barn.  & 
C.  568,  15  E.  C.  L.  282,  108  Eng.  Re- 
print 1153. 

[b]  The  word  "thousand"  in  a 
recital  "not  exceeding  the  sum  of  two 
[space]  two  hundred  and  twenty-five 
dollars"  may  be  supplied.  Frankel  v. 
Stern,  44  Cal.  168. 

75.  Injunction  bonds,  see  13  Stand- 
ard Proc.  166. 

Mandamus  to  control  discretion  as 
to  condition  of  bond,  see  19  Standard 
Proc.  213,  note  96   [c]. 

76.  TJ.  S.  —  Bern  v.  Heath,  12  How. 
168,  13  L.  ed  939.  Ark.  —  Lowenstein 
?;.  McCadden,  54  Ark.  13,  14  S.  W.  1095. 
Ala.  —  Saltmargh  v.  Evans,  1  Stew.  132. 
Axiz.  —  Johnston  v.  Letson,  3  Ariz.  344, 


29  Pac.  893.  HI.  —  Williams  v.  Harper, 
127  111.  App.  619.  Md.  —  Howard  v.  Op- 
penheimer,  25  Md.  350.  Mont.  —  Pierse 
V.  Miles,  5  Mont.  549,  6  Pac.  347.  N.  Y. 
Palmer  v.  Foley,  71  N.  Y.  106.,  Tex. 
Pillow  V.  Thompson,  20  Tex.  206.  Va. 
White  V.  Clay's  Exr.,  7  Leigh  (34  Va.) 
68.  W.  Va.  — Lively  v.  Southern  Bldg. 
etc  Assn.,  46  W.  Va.  180,  33  S.  E.  93. 
Wis.  —  Cooper  v.  Tappan,  4   Wis.   362. 

Condition  of  attachment  bond,  see  3 
Standard  Peoc.  454. 

Of  forthcoming  bonds,  see  10  Stand- 
ard Proc.  12. 

Of  appeal  bonds,  see  infra,  II,  E,  5. 

Of  garnishment  bonds,  see  10  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  492. 

Of  supersedeas  bonds,  see  the  title, 
"Supersedeas  and  Stay  of  Proceed- 
ings. ' ' 

Of  bond  on  arrest  in  civil  cases,  see 
2  Standard  Proc.  965. 

Of  replevin  bond,  see  22  Standard 
Peoc.  904. 

Of  bond  given  on  third  party  claimi, 
see  16  Standard  Proc.  136. 

77.  Perase  v.  Watrous,  30  Conn. 
139. 

78.  Hubbard  v.  Fravell,  12  Lea 
(Tenn.)  304,  314;  Horton  v.  Cope,  6 
Lea   (Tenn.)   155. 

79.  Nelms  v.  Draub  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  22  S.  W.  995. 

80.  Ky.  —  Greathouse  v.  Hord,  1 
Dana  105;  Johnson  v.  Vaughan,  9  B. 
Mon.  217.  Mo.  — Eubelman  Hdw.  Co. 
V.  Greve,  18  Mo.  App.  6.  W.  Va.— Hol- 
liday's  Exrs.  ■;;.  Myers,  11  W.  Va.  276. 

81.  See  Byers  v.  Gilmore,  10  Colo. 
App.   79,   50   Pae.   370. 
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to  date  it  is  not  fatal,^^  the  only  material  date  being  the  date  of  its  de- 
liverance to  the  clerk,  or  other  proper  person.** 

5.  Consideration.  —  The  consideration  need  not  be  expressed  in  a 
statutory  undertaking  as  the  statute  creates  the  liability.** 

E.  Execution  op.- — 1.  In  General.  —  A  bond  or  undertaking  must 
be  executed  by  the  parties  to  be  bound  thereby.*^ 

There  is,  in  the  absence  of  statute,  some  conflict  of  authority  as  to  the 
necessity  for  the  principal  obligor  to  execute  and  sign  a  bond.*^  When 
a  bond  not  signed  by  the  principal  obligor  contains  his  name  as  an 
obligor  and  purports  to  be  executed  by  him,  it  is  generally  held  that 
the  bond  is  prima  facie  invalid  as  to  the  sureties,*^  and  consequently 
insufficient  to  sustain  proceedings  based  upon  it,**  for  the  reason  that 
it  is  presumed  that  the  sureties  understood  that  the  others  named  as 
obligors  would  add  their  signatures  before  delivery,  and  the  bond  is 
therefore  incomplete.*^  To  hold  the  sureties  liable,  there  must  be  a 
showing  that  they  intended  to  be  bound  without  requiring  the  signa- 
ture of  the  principal.""  This  rule  is  limited  by  some  courts  to  bonds 
which  are  joint,®^  though  some  have  held  that  the  reason  of  the  rule  is 


82.  Colo.  —  Byers  v.  Gilmore,  10 
Colo.  App.  79,  50  Pae.  370.  Ky.  —  Con- 
ner V.  Clarke,  10  Ky.  L.  Eep.  358.  Miss. 
Payne  v.  Stovall,  67  Miss.  514,  7  So. 
502. 

83.  Byers  v.  Gilmore,  10  Colo.  App. 
79,  50  Pao.  370. 

84.  Thompson  v.  Blanchard,  3  N.  T. 
335,  337;  Bildersee  v.  Aden,  12  Abb. 
Pr.  (N.  S.)  324,  62  Barb.  175;  John- 
son V.  Aekerson,  40  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 
222;  Gein  v.  Little,  43  Misc.  421,  89 
N.  Y.  Supp.  488. 

85.  Supreme  Council,  C.  B.  L.  v. 
Boyle,  15  Ind.  App.  342,  42  N.  B.  827, 
44  N.  E.  56;  Ex  parte  Brooks,  7  Cow. 
(N.  Y.)   428. 

As  to  attachment  bonds  or  under- 
takings, see  3  Standard  Pboo.  455. 

Injunction  bond,  see  13  Standard 
Pboc.  165. 

Bond  on  certiorari,  see  4  Standard 
Pboc.  914. 

Bond  on  removal  of  causes,  see  22 
Standard  Pboc.  838. 

86.  See  Gay  v.  Murphy,  134  Mo.  98, 
34  S.  W.  1091,  56_  Am.  St.  Eep.  496, 
reviewing   authorities. 

87.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Hartley,  21 
Cal.  585,  82  Am.  Dec.  758;  Sacramento 
V.  Dunlap,  14  Cal.  421.  Mass.  —  Rus- 
sell V.  Annable,  109  Mass.  72,  12  Am. 
Eep.  665;  Bean  v.  Parker,  17  Mass. 
591,  bail  bond.  Mich.  —  Johnston  «. 
Kimball,  39  Mich.  187,  33  Am.  Eep.  372. 

[a]  Contra,  Williams  v.  Marshall,  42 
Barb.    (N.   Y.)   624,   holding  the  omia- 
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sion  of  the  principal  to  sign  is  not  pre- 
judicial to  the  sureties,  even  though  he 
is  named  in  the  bond  as  one  of  the 
obligors. 

[bj  In  a  bond  of  a  partnership,  the 
sureties  are  not  liable  if  it  is  not 
signed  by  each  partner,  or  it  is  not 
proved  that  the  signature  of  each  had 
the  assent  and  sanction  of  each.  Eus- 
sell  V.  Annable,  109  Mass.  72,  12  Am. 
Eep.  665. 

[c]  An  official  bond  signed  by  the 
sureties  only  is  not  binding  on  them. 
Buun  V.  Jetmore,  70  Mo.  228,  35  Am. 
Eep.  425. 

88.  State  v.  Austin,  35  Minn.  51,  26 
N.  W.  906,  dismissing  the  appeal  on 
this  ground. 

89.  Sacramento  T.  Dunlap,  14  Cal. 
421;  Bunn  v.  Jetmore,  70  Mo.  228,  35 
Am.  Eep.  425. 

90.  Weir  v.  Mead,  101  Cal.  125,  35 
Pac.  567,  40  Am.  St.  Eep.  46;  Johnston 
V.  Kimball,  39  Mich.  187,  33  Am  Eep. 
372. 

91.  Weir  v.  Mead,  101  Cal.  125,  35 
Pac.  567,  40  Am.  St.  Eep.  46;  Kurtz  v. 
Forquer,  94  Cal.  91,  29  Pao.  413;  People 
V.  Hartley,  21  Cal.  685,  82  Am.  Dec. 
758;  Sacramento  v.  Dunlap,  14  Cal. 
421;  Trustees  of  Schools  v.  Sheik,  119 
111.  579,  8  N.  E.  189,  59  Am.  Eep.  830. 

[a]  Rationale  of  Eule.  — If  the 
sureties  see  fit  to  bind  themselves  with- 
out the  principal  signing  the  bond  and 
becoming  bound  they  may  do  so,  and 
their  undertaking  is  one  which  may  be 
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applicable  also  to  bonds  which  are  joint  and  several.'^  When  the  per- 
son for  whose  default  the  obligors  bind  themselves  is  not  named  in  the 
instrument  as  a  party,  his  signature  is  not  required.'^  Even  though  the 
bond  is  defective  for  want  of  the  principal's  signature,  statutes  in  some 
jurisdictions  cure  the  bond.^*  And  where  the  principal  is  otherwise 
bound,  it  has  been  held  that  the  omission  of  his  signature  cannot  avoid 
the  obligation.'' 

"When  the  statute  requiring  a  bond  in  a  proceeding  requires  that  it 
be  executed  by  a  party,  it  seems  that  he  himself  must  execute  and  sign 
it,"^  but  this  is  not  necessary  under  other  statutes,'^  for  example  those 
requiring  the  execution  of  bonds  or  undertakings  in  behalf'*  of  the 


enforced  by  an  appropriate  action.  The 
fact  that  the  principal  obligor  fails  to 
sign  the  bond  is  a  mere  technicality 
which  ought  not  to  affect  the  rights 
of  any  of  the  parties  concerned. 
Trustees  of  Schools  v.  Sheik,  119  111. 
579,  8  N.  E.  189,  59  Am.  Eep.  830. 

[b]  Wlien  a  bond  is  the  joint  obli- 
gation of  the  principal  and  sureties, 
and  the  several  obligation  only  of  the 
latter,  it  is  void  if  not  executed  by  the 
principal,  in  the  absence  of  evidence 
that  the  sureties  intended  to  be  bound 
without  requiring  the  principal's  signa- 
ture. Weir  V.  Mead,  101  Cal.  125,  35 
Pae.  567,  40  Am.  St.  Eep.  46. 

92.  Mo.  —  Gay  v.  Murphy,  134  Mo. 
98,  34  S.  W.  1091,  56  Am.  St.  Rep. 
496;  Bunn  v.  Jetmore,  70  Mo.  228,  35 
Am.  Eep.  425.  Mont.  —  Ney  v.  Orr, 
2  Mont.  559,  appeal  bond.  S.  D.— Board 
of  Education  v.  Sweeney,  1  S.  D.  642, 
48  N.  W.  302,  36  Am.  St.  Eep.  767. 

93.  King  V.  ElKng,  24  Mont.  470,  62 
Pac.  783,  stating  common  law  rule. 

94.  North  v.  Barringer,  147  Ind. 
224,  46  N.  E.  531;  Eureka  Sandstone 
Co.  V.  Long,  11  Wash.  161,  39  Pac.  446. 

95.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  An  appeal  bond  need  not  be 
signed  by  the  appellant  as  he  is  bound 
to  comply  with  the  judgments  or  orders 
of  the  appellate  court,  whether  he  sign 
the  bond  or  not.  Neb.  —  Chase  v. 
Omaha  Loan  &  Trust  Co.,  56  Neb.  358, 
76  N.  W.  896.  Tex.  —  Lindsay  v.  Price, 
33  Tex.  280.  Wash.  —  Bloomingdale  v. 
Weil,  ,29  ,Wash.  611,  70  Pac.  94. 

[B]  So  also  when  a  bond  is  a  col- 
lateral engraftjaent  on  a  contract  of 
the  principal  whose  liability  is  fixed  by 
the  contract  or  by  operation  of  law, 
the  sureties  who  guarantee  the  fulfill- 
ment of  that  obligation  cannot   avoid 


their  obligation  because  the  principal 
did  not  sign  the  bond  with  them.  Cock- 
rill  V.  Bavie,  14  Mont.  131,  35  Pac. 
958;  Eureka  Sandstone  Co.  v.  Long,  11 
Wash.  161,  168,  39  Pac.  446. 

96.  See  Curtis  v.  Eichards,  9  Cal. 
33,  holding  that  the  statute  iu  question 
did  not  require  "execution  by"  the 
party  but  merely  required  execution  on 
the  part  of  the  surety,  and  that  there- 
fore his  signature  was  not  essential. 
See  also  Weir  v.  Mead,  101  Cal.  125, 
35  Pac.  567,  40  Am.  St.  Eep.  46. 

But  compare,  Gerlach  v.  Spokane,  68 
Wash.  589,  124  Pac.  121,  where  the 
court  says  by  way  of  dictum  that  the 
word  "execute"  should  be  given  a 
broader  meaning  when  used  with  re- 
spect to  bonds. 

97.  See  the  statutes  and  the  follow- 
ing: Alaska.  —  Alaska  Com.  Co.  v. 
Raymond,  1  Alaska  154.  Idaho. — Pence 
V.  Durbin,  1  Idaho  550.  Ind. — Majenica 
Telephone  Co.  v.  Eogers,  43  Ind.  App. 
306,  87  N.  E.  165.  Kan.  — State  v. 
Eggleston,  34  Kan.  714,  10  Pae.  3.  La. 
Frankel  v.  Morse  Timber  Co.,  140  La. 
448,  73  So.  263.  N.  Y.  —  Askins  v. 
Hearns,  3  Abb.  Pr.  184;  Bellinger  v. 
Gardiner,  2  Abb.  Pr.  441,  12  How.  Pr. 
381.  Tenn.  —  Love  v.  Smith,  4  Yerg. 
117.  Tex.  —  Mackellar  j;.  Peck,  39  Tex. 
381.  Wash.  —  Fidelity  &  Deposit  Co. 
V.  Seattle,  E.  &  S.  Ey.  Co.,  50  Wash. 
391,  97  Pac.  453;  Cook  v.  Tibbals,  13 
Wash.  207,  40  Pac.  935. 

98.  Mont.  —  Eussell  v.  Chicago,  B.  & 
Q.  E.  Co.,  37  Mont.  1,  10,  94  Pac.  488, 
501;  King  v.  Elling,  24  Mont.  470,  62 
Pac.  783;  Pierse  v.  Miles,  5  Mont.  549, 
6  Pac.  347.  Ore.  —  Mays  v.  Eobert 
Mays'  Estate  Co.,  174  Pac.  716;  O'Con- 
nor V.  Towey,  70  Ore.  399,  140  Pac. 
625;      Elliott  v.  Bozorth,   52   Ore.   391, 
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party,  or  that  the  party  deposit  or  give^  a  bond,  it  being  suflficient 
in  the  latter  eases  if  the  sureties  execute  a  bond  or  undertaking  in  his 
behalf.^  Even  when  the  statute  requires  the  party  to  execute  a  bond, 
it  is  sufficient  if  one  of  several  parties  sign  on  behalf  of  all.^ 

The  sureties  to  be  bound  by  the  bond  or  undertaking  must  sign  or 
otherwise  execute  it.*  When  one  of  the  sureties  named  in  the  instru- 
ment does  not  sign  the  bond,  the  bond  is  prima  facie  binding  on  those 
who  do  sign,^  and  the  person  seeking  to  avoid  responsibility  must  show 
that  at  the  time  of  the  execution  it  was  agreed  that  the  bond  should  not 
be  delivered  until  all  persons  named  as  sureties  had  executed  it.°  But 
proof  of  such  an  agreement  will  not  relieve  the  surety  of  his  liability 
if  there  is  nothing  on  the  face  of  the  bond  or  in  attending  circum- 
stances to  apprise  the  taker  that  further  signatures  were  called  for  in 
order  to  complete  the  instrument.'' 

2.  Time  of.  —  An  undertaking  may  be  executed  on  Sunday  in  some 
states.* 

3.  Place  of.  —  The  place  of  execution  is  immaterial.' 

4.  Signature.  —  "While  at  cpmmon  law,  it  was  not  necessary  that  an 
obligor  in  a  bond  sigii  it,  it  being  sufficient  to  seal  and  deliver  it,^"  it  is 


97  Pac.  632.  Wash.  — Dahl  v.  Tib- 
bals,  5  Wash.  259,  31  Pae.  868.  Wis. 
Shakman  v.  Koch,  93  Wis.  595,  599,  67 
N.  W.  925. 

[a]  Undertaking  on  Attachment. 
Shakman  v.  Koch,  93  Wis.  595,  67  N. 
W.  925. 

Bond  or  undertaking  on  appeal  or 
writ  of  error,  see  infra,  II,  F. 

99.  Wright  v.  Brown,  11  Hawaii 
401. 

1.  Clark  V.  Strong,  14  Neb.  229,  15 
N.  W.  236;  Mackellar  v.  Peck,  39  Tex. 
381.  ■Contra,  Blood  v.  Harvey,  81  111. 
App.  187. 

2.  Pierse  v.  Miles,  5  Mont.  549,  6 
Pac.  347;  Spokane  &  Idaho  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Ley,  21  Wash.  5'01,  58  Pae.  672, 
60   Pac.   1119. 

3.  Ex  parte  Brooks,  7  Cow.  (N.  Y.) 
428;  Gerlaeh  v.  Spokane,  68  Wash.  589, 
124  Pac.  121 ;  Spokane  &  Idaho  L.  Co. 
V.  hoy,  21  Wash.  501,  58  Pac.  672,  60 
Pac.  1119. 

4.  Weir  v.  Mead,  101  Cal.  125,  35 
Pac.  567,  40  Am.  St.  Eep.  46;  Pevito 
V.  Eodgers,  52  Tex.  581.  See  18  Stand- 
ard Pkoc.  247. 

[a]  The  statute  requires  the  under- 
taking to  be  "executed  by"  the  sure- 
ties.    Curtis  V.  Richards,  9  Cal.  33. 

5.  Davis  V.  O 'Bryant,  23  Tnd.  App. 
376,  55  N.  E.  261;  Gay  v.  Murphy,  134 
Mo.  98,  34  S.  W.  1091,  56  Am.  St.  Rep. 
496. 
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6.  Gay  v.  Murphy,  134  Mo.  98,  34 
S.  W.  1091,  56  Am.  St.  Rep.  496. 

[a]  Rule  Stated.  —  When  a  bond 
contains  the  names  of  several  obligors 
and  is  delivered  without  the  signature 
of  all,  the  obligee  must  inquire  whether 
those  who  have  signed  consent  to  its 
being  delivered  without  the  signature 
of  the  others.  If  the  bond  is  delivered 
without  the  signature  of  a  surety  named 
as  co-obligor  and  without  the  consent 
of  the  surety  signing,  the  delivery  is 
a  nullity  and  the  surety  is  not  bound. 
It  is  otherwise,  if  he  consents.  Davis 
V.  O 'Bryant,  23  Ind.  App.  376,  55  N.  E. 
261. 

7.  Gay  v.  Murphy,  134  Mo.  98,  107, 
34  S.  W.  1091,  56  Am.  St.  Eep.  496; 
State  V.  Potter,  63  Mo.  212,  21  Am. 
Rep.  440;     Ney  v.  Orr,  2  Mont.  559. 

8.  State  v..  California  Min.  Co.,  13 
Nev.  203.  See  the  title,  "Sunday  and 
HoUdays." 

[a]  Judicial  Business The  execu- 
tion of  an  undertaking  is  not  "judicial 
business"  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute.  State  v.  California  Min.  Co., 
13   Nev.  203,  213. 

9.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  A  foreign  surety  company  may 
execute  an  undertaking  on  appeal  in 
another  state.  Thomson  v.  Meridian 
L.  Ins.  Co.,  36  S.  D.  175,  153  N.  W.  993. 

10.  See  Ark.  — Jeffery  v.  Under- 
wood, 1  Ark.  108,  113.  Ind.  —  Parks  v. 
Hazlerigg,  7  Blackf.  536,  43  Am.  Dee. 
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generally  necessary  under  the  modern  practice  for  a  party  executing  a 
bond  to  sign  it  in  person/^  or  by  his  agent  or  attorney,  duly  author- 
ized.^- As  a  general  rule  a  partner  may,  without  special  authority 
therefor,  sign  the  firm  name  to  bonds  or  undertakings  required  in  ac- 
tions in  which  the  partnership  is  a  party.^* 
In  the  absence  of  a  statute  requiring  signatures  to  be  subscribed,^* 


106,     action    on    appeal    bond.       Miss. 
State  V.  Martin,  56  Miss.  108. 

As  to  seal,  see  infra,  I,  E,  5. 

As  to  delivery,  see  infra,  I,  H. 

11.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  In  an  action  of  forcible  entry 
and  detainer,  the  landlord  of  the  plain- 
tiff cannot  execute  the  appeal  bond, 
although  the  suit  is  in  reference  to 
premises  held  by  the  plaintiff  of  the 
person  executing  the  bond.  Armson  v. 
Forsyth,  40  111.  49, 

12.  U.  S.  — Fayette  T.  &.  T.  Co.  v. 
Maryland,  etc.,  Co.,  180  Fed.  928;  Mu- 
tual L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Langley,  145  Fed. 
415.  Colo.  —  Schofleld  v.  Felt,  10  Colo. 
146,  14  Pac.  128.  Fla.  — Pollock  v. 
Murray,  38  Fla.  105,  20  So.  815.  Ga. 
Guekenheimer  v.  Day,  74  Ga.  1.  111. 
Blood  V.  Harvey,  81  111.  App.  187,  190. 
Miss.  —  Dove  v.  Martin,  23  Miss.  588. 
S.  C.  —  Wagoner  v.  Booker,  31  8.  C 
375,  9  S.  E.  1055.  Tex.  —  Mackellar 
V.  Peck,  39  Tex.  381. 

[a]  Authority  of  ecLual  rank  -svith 
the  "bond  is  necessary.  If  the  bond  is 
under  seal,  authority  under  seal  is  re- 
quired. Colo.  —  Schofield  v.  Felt,  10 
Colo.  146,  14  Pac.  128.  Fla.  — Forbes 
V.  Porter,  25  Fla.  363,  6  So.  62.  Md. 
Wanamaker  v.  Bowes,  36  Md.  42.  N.  H. 
Clark  V.  Courser,  29  N.  H.  170.  K.  I. 
Murray  v.  Peckham,  15  R.  I.  297,  3 
Atl.  662.  Tex.  —  Contra,  Lindsay  v. 
Price,  33  Tex.  280. 

[b]  Telegraphed  Authority.  —  Fur- 
ness  V.  Calhoun,  70  S.  C.  537,  50  S.  E. 
194;  Ferst  v.  Powers,  58  S.  C.  398,  36 
S.  E.  744. 

[c]  Authority  (1)  need  not  appear 
in  bond.  Jackson  v.  Stanley,  2  Ala. 
326.  See  also  Lindner  v.  Aaron,  5 
How.  (Miss.)  581.  Contra,  King  Hdw. 
Co.  V.  Bowden,  113  Ga.  924,  39  S.  E. 
404.  (2)  But  it  should  accompany  the 
bond  and  should  be  produced  if  ob- 
jection is  made.  Schofield  v.  Felt,  10 
Colo.  146,  14  Pac.  128.  (3)  Even  when 
required  to  be  filed  with  the  bond,  an 
omission  to  file  it  does  not  make  the 
bond  defective  in  form.  De  Roberts  v. 
Stiles,  24  Wash.  611,  64  Pac.  795. 

11 


[d]  It  will  be  presumed  that  satis- 
factory evidence  of  authority  of  an  at- 
torney in  fact  was  before  the  court 
when  an  appeal  bond  was  approved  by 
the  court.  Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co.  v. 
Johnson,  40  111.  35. 

[e]  An  attorney  (1)  may  sign  his 
client's,  the  appellant's,  name  to  an 
appeal  bond.  Ex  parte  Van  Hoesen,  4 
Cow.  (N.  Y.)  505;  De  Roberts  v. 
Stiles,  24  Wash.  611,  64  Pac.  795;  Hill 
Estate  Co.  v.  Whittlesey,  21  Wash.  142, 
57  Pac.  345.  (2)  A  general  power  to 
defend  a  cause  is  not  sufficient  to 
authorize  an  attorney  to  execute  an 
appeal  bond  for  his  client.  Ex  parte 
Holbrook,  5  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  35.  Contra, 
Pennsylvania  Mortgage  Inv.  Co.  v.  Gil- 
bert, 18  Wash.  667,  52  Pac.  246.  (3) 
^ut  an  attorney  cannot  execute  a  bond 
on  appeal  by  virtue  of  his  general  re- 
tainer, where  authority  under  seal  is 
requisite.  Clark  v.  Courser,  29  N.  H. 
170. 

[f]  Manner  of.  —  An  agent  should 
not  sign  a  bond  so  as  to  make  the  in- 
strument his  bond  instead  of  his  prin- 
cipal's. If  he  signs  A.  B.  agent  of 
X.  Y.  Z.  Co.,  the  bond  is  that  of  the 
agent  and  the  appeal  will  be  dismissed. 
Savannah  F.  &  W.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Clark,  23 
Fla.  308,  2  So.  667. 

13.  Fla.  —  Jeffreys  v.  Coleman,  20 
Fla.  536.  S.  C.  —  Grollman  v.  Lipsitz, 
43  S.  C.  329,  21  S.  E.  272.  Tex.  —  Gray 
V.  Steedman  Bros.,  63  Tex.  95.  Wis. 
See  Kasson  v.  Estate  of  Brocker,  47 
Wis.  79,  1  N.  W.  418,  appeal  bond. 

As  to  attachment  bond,  see  3  Stand- 
ABD  Proc.   448. 

[a]  But  when  the  partnership  is  not 
regarded  as  a  legal  entity  which  can 
sue  or  be  sued  by  the  firm  name,  the 
signature  of  the  firm  name  of  a  part- 
nership to  do  bond  or  undertaking  is 
without  effect.  Style  v.  Lantrip  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  171  S.  W.  786. 

Partnership  as  a  legal  entity,  see 
generally  21  Standard  Peoc.  52,  53. 

14.  See   the   statutes. 
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it  is  immaterial  to  what  part  of  the  bond  or  undertaking  the  signers 
attach  their  autographs,  so  long  as  by  such  act  they  signify  their  con- 
sent to  be  bound  by  its  terms.^**  The  surety  need  not  describe  himself 
as  surety,  especially  when  his  character  otherwise  sufficiently  appears 
from  the  instrument.^" 

5.  Seal.  —  An  undertaking  need  not  be  sealed,^'  but  a  bond  must 
be,^^  except  where  the  distinction  between  sealed  and  unsealed  instru- 
ments has  been  abolished  or  is  not  recognized.^' 

6.  Acknowledgment  and  Attestation.  —  A  bond  need  not  be  ac- 
knowledged^" or  attested,^^  unless  statute  requires  it.^^ 

F.  Affidavit  of  Justification.^^ — In  some  jurisdictions,  the  sureties 
must  justify  by  an  affidavit  of  their  qualifications  or  sufficiency  accom- 


15.  State  V.  Wallis,  57  Ark.  64,  74, 
20  a  W.  811;  Elliott  v.  Bellevue  Gas 
&  Oil  Co.,  82  Kan.  78,  107  Pac.  794, 
appeal  bond. 

[a]  A  signature  of  sureties  to  the 
affidavit  of  justification  is  a  sufficient 
signature.  Elliott  v.  Bellevue  Gas  & 
Oil  Co.,  82  Kan.  78,  107  Pae.  794  (ap- 
peal bond);  Yakima  Water,  Light  & 
Power  Co.  v.  Hathaway,  18  Wash.  ,377, 
61  Pac.  471.  But  see  State  v.  Wallis, 
57  Ark.   64,  20   S.   W.   811. 

16.  Mays  v.  Eobert  May's  Estate 
Co.   (Ore.),  174  Pae.  716. 

17.  McLain  v.  Simihgton,  37  Ohio 
St.  484;  Perst  v.  Powers,  58  S.  C.  398, 
36  S.  E.  744;  GroUman  v.  Lipsitz,  43 
S.  C.  329,  21  S.  E.  272.  See  18  Stand- 
ard Proc.  248. 

18.  Ark.  —  Jeffery  v.  Underwood,  1 
Ark.  108,  113.  Fla.  — Ballard  v.  Eck- 
man,  20  Pla.  661.  Mass.  —  George  N. 
Pierce  Co.  v.  Casler,  194  Mass.  423,  80 
N.  E.  494.  Miss.  —  State  v.  Martin,  56 
Miss.  108,  112.  Mo.  — State  v.  Eld- 
ridge,  65  Mo.  584.  N.  Y.  — Tiffany  v. 
Lord,  65  N.  Y.  310. 

Certiorari  bond,  see  4  Standabo 
Proc.  914. 

[a]  At  common  law,  "sealing  was 
the  all-important  thing."  State  v. 
Martin,  56  Miss.  108,  112. 

[b]  Rules  As  To  Seals.  —  The  seal 
upon  a  bond  is  none  the  less  the  seal 
of  one  who  executes  it  whether  he  af- 
fixes it  before  or  after  his  signature,  or 
whether  he  adopts  as  his  seal  one  which 
has  been  already  affixed  to  the  instru- 
ment by  another,  or  is  affixed  to  it  at 
his  request  by  another  after  his  signa- 
ture has  been  made.  The  material 
question  is  whether  he  has  adopted  it 
as  his  seal  and  delivered  the  writing 
as    a    scaled    instrument.     George   N. 
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Pierce    Co.    v.    Casler,    194    Mass.    423, 

426,  80  N.  E.  494; 

[c]  Two  Parties  May  Adopt  One 
Seal.  —  Baars  v.  Gordon,  21  Pla.  25; 
George  N.  Pierce  Co .  v.  Casler,  194 
Mass.  423,  80  N.  E.  494. 

19.  U.  S.  —  Loop  V.  Winters'  Es- 
tate, 115  Fed.  362.  Mo.— Pratt  &  Co.  v. 
Langston  Mercantile  Co.,  Ill  Mo.  App. 
96,  85  S.  W.  134.  Tenn. — Brooks  &  Bro. 
&  Co.  V.  Hartman,  1  Heisk.  36.  Tex. 
Foster  v.  Champlin  &  Co.,  29  Tex.  22, 
23. 

20.  Jacobs  V.  Williams,  67  W.  Va. 
377,  67  S.  E.  1113. 

21.  See  infra,  this   section. 

22.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  Statutes  sometimes  require  the 
clerk  to  witness  (1)  the  signatures  of 
the  sureties.  Cummings  v.  Wingo,  31 
S.  C.  427,  10  S.  E.  107;  Bomar  v.  Ash- 
ville  &  S.  R.  Co.,  30  S.  C.  450,  9  S.  E. 
512.  (2)  If  witnessed  by  the  attorney 
of  a  party,  the  undertaking  is  insuf- 
ficient.    Cummings  v.   Wingo,  31  S.   C. 

427,  10  S.  E.  107;    Bomar  v.  Ashville  & 
S.  E.  Co.,  30  S.  C.  450,  9  S.  E.  512. 

[b]  An  omission  of  the  officer  to 
append  his  acknowledgment  does  not 
defeat  an  action  against  the  sureties. 
State  V.  Hays,  2  Ore.  314. 

[c]  Cfure  of  Defect.  —  If  an  under- 
taking is  not  proved  or  acknowledged 
before  receipt  by  the  judge  as  re- 
quired, the  defect  may  be  supplied 
afterwards.  Conklin  v  Dutcher,  5 
How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  386,  1  Code  Rep.  (N. 
S.)  49. 

Form  of  Acknowledgment.  —  See 
9  Standard  Proc.  76. 

23.  As  to  justification  on  excep- 
tions to  sureties  see  the  title  "Justifi- 
cation of  Sureties." 
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panying  the  bond  when  it  is  filed."  The  affidavit  ef  the  sureties  must 
be  in  substantial  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  statute.^^ 

G.  Approvaij.  —  1.  Necessity  for.  —  While  in  the  absence  of  statute 
bonds  need  not  be  approved,^"  a  bond  or  undertaking  must  be  approved 
when  the  law  requires  it.^^ 

2.  By  Whom.  —  Bonds  or  undertakings  must  be  approved  by  the 
officer  designated  in  the  statute,^*  who  may  be  either  the  court  or 
judge,^^  or  a  clerk,'"  or  sometimes  some  other  designated  officer.'^  The 
officer  designated  in  the  statute  as  the  one  to  take  security'^  cannot 


24.  See  18  Standard  Peoc.  398. 

In  admiralty,  see  1  Standard  Proc. 
560. 

On  appeal  bonds  in  justice's  courts, 
see  18  Standard  Proc.  248. 

25.  Alaska  Com.  Co.  v.  Eaymond,  1 
Alaska  154;  Thompson  v.  Priedberg,  54 
How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  519.  See  22  Stand- 
ard Proc.  838. 

[a]  The  failure  of  the  sureties  to 
sign  the  affidavit  is  immaterial  where 
the  statute  does  not  expressly  require 
an  affidavit  to  be  signed,  and  when  the 
officer  certifies  that  the  sureties  made 
the  oath  required  by  statute.  Colburn 
V.  Seymour,  29  Colo.  292,  68  Pac.  219. 

Form  of  affidavit  of  justification,  see 
9  Standard  Proc.  76. 

As  to  approval  after  justification  on 
exceptions  to  sufficiency,  see  the  title 
"Justification  of  Sureties." 

26.  Hays  v.  Eubanks,  125  Ga.  349, 
54  S.  E.  174;  State  ex  ret  Benham  v. 
Armstrong,  5  Wash.  123,  31  Pac.  427. 

27.  See  the  statutes  and  rules  and 
also  the  following:  U.  S.  —  Monger  v, 
Shirley,  131  IT.  S.  ex,  20  L.  ed.  635; 
Ewing  V.  United  States,  240  Fed.  241, 
153  C.  C.  A.  167.  Ark.  — Nemier  v. 
Bramlett,  103  Ark.  209,  146  S.  W.  486. 
Ga.  — "Walker  v.  Hillyer,  119  Ga.  225, 
46  S.  E.  92;  Wingard  v.  Southern  Ey. 
Co.,  109  Ga.  177,  34  S.  E.  275.  111. 
Gray  v.-  Jones,  178  111.  169,  52  N.  E. 
941. 

Bond  on  arrest  in  civil  cases,  see  2 
Standard  Proc.  965. 

Attachment  bond,  see  3  Standard 
Proc.  457. 

Forthcoming  bond,  see  10  Standard 
Proc.  14. 

Bond  in  certiorari  proceeding,  see  4 
Standard  Proc.  914. 

Bond  on  sale  by  executor  or  admin- 
istrator, see  6  Standard  Proc.  569. 

Bond  on  removal  of  causes,  see  22 
Standard  Proc.  83f). 


Bond  on  appeal,  see  infra,  II,  I. 

[a]  A  statute  requiring  the  .judge 
to  take  good  and  sufficient  security  is 
equivalent  to  a  provision  that  the 
judge  shall  aprove  the  bond.  Silver  v. 
Ladd,  6  Wall.  (U.  S.)  440,  18  L.  ed.  828. 

Mandamus  to  compel  approval  of 
bond,  see  19  Standard  Proc.  213  and 
214;  18  Standard  Proc.  260;  11  Stand- 
ard Proc.  76. 

28.  See  the  statutes  and  the  fol- 
lowing: Burgess  i;.  Lloyd,  7  Md.  178; 
Johnson  v.  Dun,  75  Minn.  533,  78  N.  W. 
98. 

Approval  of  attachment  bond  by 
plaintiff's  attorney,  see  3  Standard 
Proc.  457,  note  21. 

Injunction  bond,  see  13  Standard 
Pkoc.  168. 

29.  Cal.  —  Boyer  v.  Superior  Court, 
110  Cal.  401,  42  Pac.  892.  Ind. 
Daugherty  v.  Payne,  175  Ind.  603,  95 
N.  E.  233.  Md.  —  Burgess  v.  Lloyd,  7 
Md.  178. 

30.  Oal.  —  Boyer  v.  Superior  Court, 
110  Cal.  401,  42  Pac.  892.  Mo.  — Gos- 
sett  V.  Devorss,  98  Mo.  App.  641,  73 
S.  W.  731.  Tex.  — Hill  v.  Halliburton, 
32  Tex.  Civ.  App.  21,  73  S.  W.  21. 

31.  Scotten  v.  Divelbiss,  46  Ind. 
301;  Shepherd  v.  Dodd,  15  Ind.  217; 
Sharp  v.  Appleton,  134  Wis.  16,  113  N. 
W.  1090. 

[a]  Approval  by  Sheriff  of  Replev- 
in Bond.  —  Hartlep  v.  Cole,  120  Ind. 
247,  22  N.  E.  130. 

32.  U.  S.  —  Haskins  v.  St.  Louis 
etc.  E.  Co.,  109  U.  S.  106,  107,  3  Sup. 
Ct.  72,  27  L.  ed.  873.  Ark.  —  Johnson  v. 
Hodges,  24  Ark.  597.  111.  —  Bochner 
V.  Automatic  T.  S.  Co.,  80  111.  App.  27. 

[a]  A  justice  or  judge  cannot  dele- 
gate his  power  to  a  clerk  or  commis- 
sioner. Haskins  f.  St.  Louis  etc.  E.  Co., 
109  U.  S.  106,  3  Sup.  Ct.  72,  27  L.  ed. 
873;  Mertz  v.  Mehlhop,  117  111.  App. 
77. 
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delegate  his  authority  to  another,  unless  authorized  by  statute.'^  But 
when  the  bond  is  required  to  be  approved  by  a  clerk,  it  may  be  ap- 
proved by  his  deputy,  as  the  duty  is  devolved  upon  the  clerk  as  an  of- 
ficial statutory  duty,  not  as  a  personal  duty.^* 

3.  Proceedings  on.  —  The  approval  of  a  bond  or  undertaking  is  ex 
parte,  when  the  statute  does  not  require  notiee.^^  If  he  has  any  doubt 
as  to  the  genuineness  and  sufficiency  of  the  undertaking  or  bond  the 
officer  has  a  right  to  and  should  make  inquiry.^" 

4.  Evidence  of  Approval.  —  No  particular  form  of  approval  is  re- 
quired.^^  While  it  is  usual,  on  the  approval  of  a  bond  or  undertaking, 
to  indorse  it  "  approved,  "^^  a  failure  to  do  so  does  not  render  the  in- 
strument void,^^  for  it  is  the  approval  and  not  the  indorsement  that 
makes  it  sufficient.*"  The  approval  may  be  inferred  from  the  facts  of 
the  transaction.*^  And  if  the  clerk  or  other  officer  did  in  fact  approve 
the  instrument,  he  may  be  permitted  to  indorse  his  approval  nunc  pro 
tunc.*^ 


[b]  But  a  bond  approved  by  an- 
other may  be  enforced  as  a  voluntary 
bond.  Bochner  v.  Automatic  T.  S.  Co., 
80  111.  App.  27. 

33.  See  the  statutes,  and  Koutnik 
V.  Koutnik,  196  III.  162,  63  N.  E.  655; 
Bowlesville  M.  &  M.  Co.  v.  Pulling,  89 
111.  58. 

[a]  If  the  court  fails  to  make  an 
order  authorizing  the  clerk  to  approve 
an  appeal  bond,  as  required  by  the 
statute,  an  approval  by  the  clerk  is  a 
nullity'.  Koutnik  v.  Koutnik,  196  111. 
162,  63  N.  E.  655.  See  People  v.  May, 
19S  111.  App.  625. 

34.  Colo.  —  Colburn  v.  Seymour,  29 
Colo.  292,  68  Pac.  219.  la. —  Finn  v. 
Rose,  12  Iowa  665.  Md.  —  Harris  v. 
Eegester,  70  Md.  109,  123,'  16  Atl.  386. 
Mich.  —  Cole  v.  Wayne  Circ.  Judge,  106 
Mich.  692,  64  N.  W.  741. 

35.  Tampa  St.  Ey.  &  P.  Co.  v.  Tam- 
pa Sub.  R.  Co.,  30  Fla.  40O,  409,  11  So. 
908. 

36.  D.  0.  —  United  States  ex  rel. 
Beal  V.  Cox,  14  App.  Cas.  368.  Neb. 
State  V.  Clark,  24  Neb.  318,  320,  38  N. 
W.  832.  N.  y.— Van  Slyke  v.  Schmeck, 
10  Paige  301,  303. 

[a]  When  the  approving  oflcer  is 
satisfied  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  sure- 
ty, and  there  is  nothing  to  cast  rea- 
sonable doubt  upon  the  genuineness  of 
the  signatures  to  the  instrument,  the 
bond  should  be  approved  without  re- 
quiring affirmative  proof  of  the  act  of 
execution.  United  States  ex  rel.  Beal  •». 
Cox,  14  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  368. 

He  may  be  mandamused,  under  proper 
circumstances,  to  approve  a  bond.    See 
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cases  supra,  this  note,  and  19  Standard 
Proc.  213. 

37.  Silver  v.  Ladd,  6  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
440,  18  L.  ed.  828. 

Form  of,  see  9  Standard  Proc.  76. 

38.  See  Griffin  v.  Wallace,  66  Ind. 
410. 

39.  Axiz.  —  Peachy  v.  Gaddis,  14 
Ariz.  214,  127  Pac.  739.  Colo.  —  Jones 
V.  Leadville  Bank,  10  Colo.  464,  17 
Pac.  272.  Ga.  —  Wingard  v.  Southern 
Ry.  Co.,  109  Ga.  177,  34  S.  E.  275.  Ind. 
Hartlep  v.  Cole,  120  Ind.  247,  22  N.  E. 
130.  Bliss.  —  Payne  v.  Stovall,  67  Miss. 
514,  7  So.  502.  Okla.  — State  ex  rel. 
Hankin  v.  Holt,  42  Okla.  472,  141  Pac. 
969.  Tex.  —  Griffith  v.  Robinson,  19 
Tex.  219;  Burdett  v.  Marshall,  3  Tex. 
24;  International  &  G.  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Taylor,  62  Tex.  Civ.  App.  455,  131  S. 
W.  620.  W.  Va..—  Lyttle  v.  Cozad,  21 
W.  Va.  183,  205. 

Analogous  rule  in  regard  to  "filing" 
of  instruments,  see  8  Standard  Proc. 
983. 

[a]  Reason  of  Rule.  —  The  entry  of 
approval  is  a  mere  clerical  act,  and  the 
omission  is  a  mere  clerical  error  which 
may  be  amended.  Burdett  v.  Marshall, 
3  Tex.  24. 

40.  Ind.  —  Griffin  v.  Wallace,  66 
Ind.  410;  Blaney  v.  Findley,  2  Blaekf. 
338.  Mo.  —  Whitman  Agricultural 
Assn.  V.  National  R.  etc.  Assn.,  45  Mo. 
App.  90.  S.  C.  —  Watson  v.  Paschall, 
73  S.  C.  413,  53  S.  E.  646. 

41.  Silver  v.  Ladd,  6  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
440,  18  L.  ed.  828. 

42.  GoBsett  V.  Devorss,  98  Mo.  App. 
641,  73  S.  W.  731. 
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5.  Scope  and  E£fect  of  Approval.  —  The  approval  of  a  bond  or  un- 
dertaking is  conclusive  as  to  all  matters  within  the  discretion  of  the 
approving  officer,*^  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  something  tantamount 
thereto."  And  when  the  authority  of  the  oiHcer  is  limited  to  particular 
matters,  his  approval  does  not  affect  the  validity  of  the  bond  or  under- 
taking in  other  respects.*^ 

H.  Delivery  and  Filing.  —  It  is  necessary  to  the  validity  of  every 
bond,  except  statutory  bonds,*^  that  it  be  delivered*^  by  the  party  whose 


43.  Cal.  —  Kreling  v.  Kreling,  116 
Cal.  458,  48  Pac.  383.  Fla.  —  Tampa 
St.  By.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Tampa  Sub.  E.  Co., 

30  Pla.  400,  409,  11  So.  908.  liid. 
Midland  Ey.  Co.  v.  "Wilcox,  111  Ind. 
561,  12  N.  E.  513v 

[a]  It  -will  be  presumed  that  the 
judge  had  before  him  all  the  facts  es- 
sential to  a  right  and  proper  exercise 
of  the  power  of  approval  of  bonds. 
Tampa  St.  Ey.  &  P.  Co.  v.  Tampa  Sub. 
E.  Co.,  30  Fla.  400,  409,  11  So.  908. 

[b]  The  approval  of  a  bond  can 
only  extend  to  matters  within  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  approving  officer.  In  re 
Bartlett,  82  Me.  210,  19  Atl.  170. 

[c]  The  statute  reciuires  the  court 
to  approve  the  amount,  the  security, 
and  the  conditions  of  the  bond.  Bowles- 
vUle  M.  &  M.  Co.  V.  Pulling,  89  111.  58. 

[d]  The  authority  of  a  clerk  de- 
pends (1)  on  the  statute,  being  some- 
times limited  to  the  approval  of  the 
security.  People  v.  Leaton,  121  111.  666, 
13  N.  E.  241.  (2)  It  may  extend,  how- 
ever, to  the  form  of  the  bond,  its 
amount  and  the  suflB^ciency  of  the  sure- 
ties. To  approve  the  amount  is  to  fix 
it  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 
Thomas  v.  Terr.,  10  Ariz.  180,  85  Pac. 
1063. 

[e]  When  no  order  of  court  fixing 
the  amount  of  the  bond  is  in  the  rec- 
ord, and  a  bond  in  a  specified  amount 
is  given  and  appreved,  it  is  sufficient. 
"Where  a  bond  has  been  duly  ap- 
proved by  the  officer  whose  duty  it  was 
to  approve  the  same,  it  will  be  pre- 
sumed that  it  conformed  in  all  respects 
to  the  requirements  of  such  officer,  and 
it  will  not  be  void,  even  though  some 
of  the  formalities  of  the  law  have  not 
been  complied  with,  provided  the  bond 
is  filed  within  the  time  fixed  by  stat- 
ute."   Jacobs  V.  Morrow,  21  Neb.  233, 

31  N.  W.  739.  See  also  Thomas  v.  Ten., 
10  Ariz.  180,  85  Pac.  1063. 


44,  Tampa  St.  Ey.  &  P.  Co.  v.  Tam- 
pa Sub.  E.  Co.,  30  Pla.  400,  410,  11  So. 
908. 

45.  m.  —  People  v.  Leaton,  121  III. 
666,  13  N.  E.  241.  la.  — Mintou  v. 
Ozias,  115  Iowa  148,  88  N.  W.  336.  Md. 
Harris  v.  Eegester,  70  Md.  109,  119,  16 
Atl.  386.  Tex. — Shelton  v.  Wade,  4 
Tex.  148,  51  Am.  Dec.  722. 

[a]  The  approval  of  a  bond  not  in 
compliance  with  the  statute  is  unauth- 
orized and  of  no  effect.  Minton  v. 
Ozias,  115  Iowa  148,  88  N.  W.  336,  ap- 
peal Ijond. 

46.'    See  infra,  this  section. 

47.  Ark.  —  JefEery  v.  Underwood, 
1  Ark.  108,  113.  Md.— State  v.  Gaver, 
115  Md.  250,  258,  80  Atl.  891.  N.  J. 
See  Polly  v.  Vantuyl,  9  N.  J.  L.  153, 
159. 

Compare  10  Standard  Proc.  9,  note 
38,  forthcoming  bonds. 

[a]  Conditional  Delivery. —  (1)  If 
a  bond  is  delivered  to  a  third  person 
to  take  effect  upon  the  happening  of 
some  event  and  that  person  deliver  it 
to  the  obligee  before  the  event  hap- 
pens, the  bond  does  not  take  effect 
whether  or  not  the  obligee  knows  of 
the  condition.  Ward  v.  Churn,  18 
Gratt.  (59  Va.)  801,  810,  98  Am.  Dec. 
749.  (2)  But  when  the  instrument  is 
delivered  directly  to  the  obligee  the 
delivery  cannot  be  regarded  as  condi- 
tional in  respect  to  the  party  who 
makes  it,  unless  the  condition  is  made 
known  to  the  obligee.  Ward  v.  Churn, 
18  Gratt.  (59  Va.)  801,  813,  98  Am. 
Dec.  749.  (3)  If  the  instrument  is 
complete  on  its  face,  the  obligee  to 
whom  it  is  delivered  without  notice 
that  it  is  conditional,  need  not  inquire 
whether  it  is  the  bond  of  all  the  sign- 
ers or  any  of  them.  But  it  is  otherwise 
if  the  instrument  on  its  face  indicates 
that  it  is  not  complete,  according  to 
the  intention  of  the  parties.  Newlin 
V.  Beard,  6  W.  Va.  110,  122. 
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bond  it  is,*'  or  his  attorney,*^  to  the  obligee,'"  or  his  attorney  or  agent,"* 
and  that  it  be  accepted  by  him.°^ 

In  the  ease  of  statutory  bonds,  the  approval  and  filing  take  the  place 
of  delivery  and  acceptance.®^  The  necessity®*  and  time®®  for  filing  such 
bonds  and  undertakings,  is  governed  by  the  statutes.  If  a  bond  filed  as 
a  statutory  bond  is  not  in  compliance  with  the  statute,  and  cannot  be 
sustained  as  such,  it  can  be  sustained  only  as  a  common-law  obligation, 
in  which  event  delivery  to  the  obligee  is,  it  has  been  held,  an  indis- 
pensable prerequisite.®® 

I.  Amendments  and  New  Bonds  or  Undertakings.  —  Defects  in 
bonds  or  undertakings  may  be  cured  by  amendment,  or  by  the  filing  of 
a  new  bond  or  undertaking  in  most  jurisdictions,®''  unless  the  defect  is 
such  as  to  render  the  instrument  void.®'  This  may  be  done  under  a 
general  statute  authorizing  a  court  to  amend  any  pleading  or  proceed- 


48.  Harris  v.  Eegester,  70  Md.  109, 

120,  16  Atl.  386. 

49.  Harris  v.  Eegester,  70  Md.  109, 

121,  16  Atl.  386. 

50.  Harris  v.  Eegester,  70  Md.  109, 
121,  16  Atl.  386. 

51.  Harris  v.  Eegester,  70  Md.  109, 
121,  16  Atl.  386. 

62.  State  v.  Gaver,  115  Md.  250,  80 
Atl.  891. 

53.  State  v.  Gaver,  115  Md.  250,  80 
Atl.  891;  Harris  v.  Eegester,  70  Md. 
109,  120,  16  Atl.  386. 

As  to  approval,  see  supra  I,  G. 

54.  See  the  statutes. 
Appeal  bonds,  see  infra,  II,  J. 
lujunctiou    bond,    see    13    Standard 

Proc.  172. 

Bond  on  removal  of  causes,  see  22 
Standard  Proc.  838. 

Filing  is  not  essential  under  a  stat- 
ute recLuiring  service  of  a  bond,  see 
infra,  II,  J,  1. 

55.  See  the  statutes. 

Bond  on  certiorari,  see  18  Standard 
Proc.  375. 

Bond  or  undertaking  on  appeal,  see 
infra,  II,  J,  3. 

56.  Eeilly  v.  Atchinson,  4  Ariz.  72, 
32  Pac.  262;  Harris  v.  Eegester,  70 
Md.  109,  120,  16  Atl.  386. 

[a]  Illustration.  —  A  bond  on  ap- 
peal not  in  compliance  with  the  stat- 
ute is  not  a  good  voluntary  bond  when 
it  mentions  no  obligee  or  payee  and 
when  it  is  not  delivered  to  or  accepted 
by  the  appellee.  Delivery  to  and  filing 
with  the  clerk  is  not  such  a  delivery 
as  to  make  it  a  voluntary  bond.  Eeilly 
V.  Atchinson.  4  Ariz.  72,  32  Pao.  262. 
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[b]  A  delivery  to  the  clerk  is  not 
such  a  delivery  as  to  make  it  a  valid 
voluntary  bond.  Eeilly  v.  Atchinson, 
4  Ariz.  72,  32  Pac.  262;  Harris  v.  Ee- 
gester, 70  Md.  109,  120,  16  Atl.  386. 

57.  Alaska.  —  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Fish,  2  Alaska  344.  Fla.  —  Gamble  v. 
Campbell,  6  Fla.  347.  HI.  —  Herzberg- 
er  V.  Barrow,  115  111.  App.  79.  la. 
Massie  v.  Mann,  17  Iowa  131.  Miss. 
Smith  V.  Harrington,  49  Miss.  771.  N. 
Y.  —  Lowry  v.  De  Chandenedes,  141 
App.  Div.  924,  125  K.  Y.  Supp.  ia42; 
Bauer  v.  Schevitch,  11  Civ.  Proc.  433, 
4  N.  Y.  St.  509.  N.  C  — Boger  v.  Ce- 
dar Cove  Lumb.  Co.,  165  N.  C.  557,  81 
S.  E.  784,  Ann.  Gas.  1917D,  116. 

Bond  on  arrest  in  civil  cases,  see  2 
Standard  Proc.  965. 

Attachment  bonds,  see  3  Standard 
Proc.  462. 

Garnishment  bonds,  see  10  Standard 
Proc.  492. 

Beplevin  bond,  see  22  Standard 
Proc.  904. 

Injimction  bond,  see  13  Standard 
Proc.  171. 

Bond  on  third  party  claims,  see  16 
Standard  Proc.  137. 

Bonds  and  undertakings  on  appeal, 
see  infra,  U,  O. 

Bonds  on  certiorari,  see  18  Standard 
Proc.  374. 

Bond  of  guardian  ad  litem,  see  10 
Standard  Proc.  750. 

Bond  on  removal  of  causes,  see  22 
Standard  Peoc.  839. 

58.  H.  C.  Copeland  &  Co.  v.  Mon- 
roe, 16  Ga.  App.  586,  85  S.  E.  789. 

As  to  undertakings  on  appeal,  see 
infra,  II,  O,  2,  b. 
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ing  by  correcting  a  mistake  in  any  respect,^®  unless  the  application  of 
this  statute  is  limited  by  other  statutes  governing  the  particular  pro- 
ceeding in  which  the  undertaking  or  bond  is  given.^"  When  amended, 
the  undertaking  has  the  effect  of  validating  the  proceeding  from  its 
inception.'^ 

If  the  security  given  becomes  Inadequate  additional  security  may  be  re- 
quired by  appropriate  proceedings,  as  a  general  rule.°^ 

J.  Enforcement  of.  — 1.  By  Action.  —  a.  In  General.  —  On  breach 
of  a  bond,  it  may  be  enforced  by  an  independent  suit  or  action^'  which 
may  be  in  form  an  action  in  debt,°*  or  in  covenant,*^  or  in  some  states, 
assumpsit,®'  in  those  states  in  which  the  common  law  forms  of  action 
still  exist.  In  some  states,  scire  facias  will  lie."'  An  undertaking  is  en- 
forced by  action  as  a  bond  or  promissory  note."^  Summary  remedies  to 
enforce  bonds  are  generally  deemed  cumulative,®^  and  the  obligee  may 
proceed  by  action  in  lieu  thereof  at  his  election.'^"  If  a  bond  is  unen- 


59.  Ky.  —  Galloway  v.  Bradburn, 
119  Ky.  49,  82  S.  W.  1013.  Mont. 
Pierse  v.  Miles,  5  Mont.  549,  6  Pac.  347. 
N.  Y.—  Wilson  v.  Allen,  3  How.  Pr.  369. 
E.  I.  —  Vaill  V.  Town  Council,  18  E.  I. 
405,  28  Atl.  344. 

60.  Tibbet  v.  Sue,  122  Cal.  206,  54 
Pac.  741. 

[a]  A  statute  requiring  the  dis- 
charge of  an  attachment  if  the  writ 
was  improperly  or  irregularly  issued, 
limits  the  general  statute  allowing 
amendments  to  proceedings  in  further- 
ance of  justice,  and  therefore  if  the 
undertaking  is  defective,  the  attach- 
ment cannot  be  saved  by  an  amend- 
ment. Tibbet  v.  Sue,  122  Cal.  206,  51 
Pac.  741. 

61.  Bone  v.  Trafton,  31  Cal.  App. 
30,  159  Pac.  819. 

62.  Bond  on  appeal,  see  infra,  II, 
O,  2,  e. 

Bond  of  executor  or  administrator, 
see  6  Standard  Pboc.  507. 

Injunction  bond,  see  18  Standard 
Peoc.  168. 

63.  Actions  on  forthcoming  bonds 
given  by  judgment  debtors,  see  10 
Standard  Pkoc.  27. 

On  bond  of  guardian  ad  litem,  see  10 
Standard  Proc.  750. 

On  bail  bonds  or  recognizances,  see 
22  Standard  Peoc.  471. 

On  appeal  bonds,  see  the  title  "Ap- 
peal Bonds." 

On  bond  of  guardian,  see  10  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  749. 

On  bond  of  executor  or  administra- 
tor, see  8  Standard  Peoc.  728. 

On  bond  of  justice  of  the  peace,  see 
18  Standard  Peoc.  392. 


On  bond  of  assignee  for  benefit  of 
creditors,  see  3  Standard  Proc.  81. 

On  injunction  bond,  see  13  Standard 
Peoc.  327. 

On  receiver's  bond,  see  22  Standard 
Peoc.  439. 

On  replevin  bond,  see  22  Standaed 
Proc.  947. 

Actions  on  internal  revenue  bonds, 
see  14  Standard  Peoc.  130. 

Enforcement  of  contracts  of  surety 
generally,  see  21  Standard  Proc.  574, 
et  seq. 

Enforcement  of  indemnity  generally, 
see  the  title   "Indemnity." 

An  action  on  a  bond  is  collateral  to 
the  proceeding  in  which  the  bond  was 
given,  see  15  Standard  Proc.  387. 

64.  See  6  Standard  Peoc.  469;  22 
Standard  Proc.  947. 

Debt  on  a  recognizance,  see  6  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  469,  and  see  the  title  "Re- 
cognizances and  Bail." 

65.  See  6  Standard  Proc.  135,  note 
8. 

66.  Hazle  v.  Markle,  175  Pa.  405, 
34  Atl.  734;  Com.  v.  Gould,  48  Pa. 
Super.  528,  under  statute. 

As  to  assumpsit  generally,  see  the 
title,  "Assumpsit." 

67.  Martin  v.  Gorden,  3  Hayw. 
(Tenn.)  173.  See  generally  the  title, 
"Scire  Facias." 

68.  State  v.  Hays,  2  Ore.  314,  318; 
Appeal  of  Guenther,  40  Wis.  115. 

69.  Jaffe  v.  Fidelity  &  Deposit  Co., 
7  Ala.  App.  206,  60  So.  966.  See  infra, 
I,  J,  2,  and  generally  the  title  "Sum- 
mary Proceedings." 

70.  Ind.  —  Hubbard  v.  Security 
Trust  Co.,  38  Ind.  App.  156,  78  N.  E. 
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foreeable  as  a  statutory  bond,  it  may  be  enforced  by  action  if  valid  as 
a  common-law  obligation.^^ 

b.  Conditions  Precedent.  —  Any  conditions  precedent  to  an  action 
on  an  undertaking  or  bond  must  be  complied  with  before  action 
brought.'^ 

c.  Jurisdiction  and  Venue.  —  The  general  rules  as  to  jurisdiction 
and  venue  of  actions  apply  to  actions  on  bonds  or  undertakings/^  The 
action  is  transitory  and  should  be  brought  in  the  county  where  the  de- 
fendant or  one  of  them  resides,  as  a  rule/* 

d.  Parties.  —  The  rules  as  to  parties  generally  apply  to  actions  on 
undertakings  and  bonds.'^  Generally  the  action  must  be  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  obligee,  on  relation  or  for  the  benefit  of  the  real  party'*  in 


79.  N.  C.  —  Grady  v.  ThreadgUl,  35  N. 
C.  228.  Tenn.  —  Fossett  v.  Turnage,  9 
Humph.  686.  Va.  —  Lipscomb's  Admr. 
V.  Davis'  Admr.,  4  Leigh  (31  Va.)  303. 

71.  Linder  v.  Benson  &  Co.,  78  Ga. 
116;  Hewlett  v.  Chamberlayne,  1  Wash. 
(1  Va.)   367. 

Summary  remedies  are  not  availaljle, 
see  infra,  I,  J,  2. 

72.  As  to  conditions  precedent  gen- 
erally, see  the  title,  "Suits  and  Ac- 
tions." 

Conditions  precedent  to  action  on 
bond  given  on  arrest  in  civil  cases, 
see  2  Standard  Pboc.  975. 

On  bond  of  assignee  for  benefit  of 
creditors^   see   3   Standabd  Pboc.   80. 

On  bond  of  executor  or  administra- 
tor, see  8  Standard  Peoc.  783. 

On  bond  of  guardian,  see  10  Stand- 
ard Proc.  880. 

On  injunction  bond,  see  13  Standard 
Peoc.  330. 

On  replevin  bond,  see  22  Standard 
Peoc.  947. 

Demand. — See  8  Standard  Peoc. 
785;  10  Standard  Proc.  882;  13 
Standard  Peoc.  331;  22  Standard 
Proc.  947. 

Leave  of  Court.  —  See  2  Standard 
Proc.  976;  7  Standard  Peoc.  834;  8 
Standard  Proc.  784;  10  Standard 
Proc.  883;     13  Standard  Peoc.  331. 

[a]  Notice  of  entry  of  judgment  is 
sometimes  required  as  a  condition 
precedent  to  actions  on  appeal  bonds. 
Loweree  v.  Tallman,  30  App.  Div.  225, 
52  N.  Y.  Supp.  431,  28  Civ.  Proc.  21. 

[b]  The  issuance  of  an  execu'tion 
on  the  judgment  and  return  unsatisfied 
is  not  a  condition  precedent  to  an  ac- 
tion on  an  appeal  bond.  Ayres  v.  Dug- 
gan,  57  Neb.  750,  78  N.  W.  296. 
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73.  See  the  titles  "Jurisdiction" 
and  "Venue." 

Of  action  on  bond  of  personal  rep- 
resentative, see  8  Standard  Proc.  728. 

Of  guardian,  see  10  Standard  Proc. 
879. 

Injunction  bond,  see  13  Standard 
Peoc.  333. 

Replevin  bond,  see  22  Standard  Proc. 
947. 

Jurisdiction  of  justice  of  the  peace, 
see  17  Standard  Peoc.  941. 

Jurisdiction  of  probate  court,  see  10 
Standaed  Peoc.  879. 

74.  Smith 's  Admr.  v.  Miller,  140  Ky. 
308,  131  S.  W.  5.  See  the  title 
"Venue." 

75.  See  the  title,  "Parties."  and  11 
Standaed  Peoc.  965. 

In  action  on  forthcoming  bond,  see 
10  Standard  Proc.  28. 

In  action  on  bond  of  assignee  for 
benefit  of  creditors,  see  3  Standard 
Peoc.'  SO. 

In  actions  on  bond  of  executor  or 
administrator,  see  8  Standard  Peoc. 
786. 

On  replevin  bond,  see  22  Standard 
Peoc.  947. 

On  bond  given  on  third  party  claJm, 
see  16  Standard  Peoc.  137. 

Intervention  in  action  on  bonds,  see 
14  Standard  Peoc.  298. 

76.  See  2  Standaed  Peoc.  94;  11 
Standard  Peoc.  965;  10  Standard 
Proc.  883  (guardian's  bond);  13  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  334,  injunction  bond. 

Action  in  name  of  state  named  as 
obligee,  see  2  Standard  Proc.  81,  note 
16. 

[a]  An  undertaking  for  the  release 
of  attached  property  made  payable  to 
the   plaintiff   in   the    attachment    suit. 
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interest,  though  in  some  states  the  real  party  in  interest  may  sue  in 
his  own  name.''^ 

e.  Pleadings  and  Proceedings  in  the  Action.  —  The  declaration  or 
complaint/*  answer/^  and  other  pleadings  and  proceedings  in  an  action 
on  a  bond  or  undertaking  must  follow  the  rules  elsewhere  discussed.*" 
Thus  the  general  rules  as  to  variance,*^  trials,*^  judgments,*^  and  their 
enforcement,**  and  costs,*^  apply  to  actions  upon  undertakings  and 
bonds. 


may  be  sued  on  by  the  obligee.  Dac- 
kich  V.  Barich,  37.  Mont.  490,  97  Pac. 
931. 

Obligee  as  trustee  of  express  trust, 
20  Standakd  Peoc.  909. 

77.  Crowell  v.  Ward,  16  Kan.  60. 
But  see  Carmichael  v.  Moore,  88  N.  C. 
29. 

As  to  real  party  in  interest,  see  the 
title   "Parties." 

78.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  When  no  demand  is  required  by 
the  terms  of  the  undertaking  sued  on, 
no  demand  need  be  alleged.  Johnson 
V.  Ackerson,  40  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)   222. 

[b]  The  name  by  which  the  bond 
or  undertaking  is  described  in  the 
complaint  is  immaterial  when  a  copy 
is  attached  to  the  pleading.  Daekich 
V.  Barich,  37  Mont.  490,  97  Pac.  931. 

Illustrations.  —  Allegations  in  action 
on  arbitration  bond,  see  2  Standard 
Pkoc.  648;  on  bond  of  assignee  for 
benefit  of  creditors,  see  3  Standard 
Pkoc.  81;  on  bond  given  on  arrest  in 
civil  eases,  see  2  Standard  Proc.  976; 
on  bond  of  guardian,  see  10  Standard 
Proc.  890;  on  bond  of  executor  or  ad- 
ministrator, see  8  Standard  Proc.  788; 
on  injunction  bond,  see  13  Standard 
Proc.  338;  on  replevin  bond,  see  22 
Standard  Proc.  948;  on  bond  of  ,ius- 
tiee  of  the  peace,  see  18  Standard 
Proc.  392;  on  bond  to  secure  customs 
duties,  see  6  Standard  Proc.  355;  on 
liquor  dealer's  bond,  see  14  Standard 
Proc.  484,  note  71,  et  seq. 

Filing  instrument  itself  in  justice 
court,  as  a  sufScient  pleading,  see  18 
Standard  Proc.  30,  note  56. 

79.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Consideration. — If  the  complaint 
does  not  disclose  that  an  undertaking 
in  excess  of  the  statute  is  under  seal, 
a  want  of  consideration  need  not  be 
alleged  in  the  answer,  for  the  reason 
that  an  undertaking  in  excess  of  the 
statute  is  without  consideration  and 
cannot  be  enforced  unless  a  considera- 
tion can  be  shown  to  exist  aliunde.   If 


a  seal  is  afl3.xed,  there  is  presumptive 
evidence  of  a  consideration,  but  if  none 
is  affixed,  the  burden  ia  on  the  plain- 
tiff to  show  a  consideration.  Gein  v. 
Little,  43  Misc.  421,  89  N.  Y.  Supp.  488. 
See  the  title  "Implied  and  Express 
Agreements." 

Affidavit  of  defense  in  actions  on 
bond  or  recognizance,  see  1  Standard 
Proc.  665. 

80.  See  2  Standard  Proc.  98;  4 
Standard  Proc.  496;  11  Standard 
Proc.  981,  et  aeq.;  and  titles  dealing 
with  particular  bonds,  pleadings  and 
aspects  of  pleading  and  practice. 

In  action  on  forthcoming  bonds,  see 
10  Standard  Proc.  28. 

81.  See  the  title  "Variance  and 
Failure  of  Proof;"  and  11  Standard 
Proc.  1036. 

[a]  The  Proof  Must  Conform  to  the 
Pleadings. —  Clark  •;;.  Mix,  15  Conn. 
152;  State  v.  McFarland  (Tenn.),  35 
S.  W.  1007. 

In  action  on  injunction  bond,  see  13 
Standard  Pboc.  349. 

82.  See  the  title  "Trial"  and  other 
titles  dealing  with  trial  practice.  See 
also  13  Standard  Prog.  349,  injunction 
bond. 

Jury.  —  See  8  Standard  Proc.  791; 
17  Standard  Proc.  431,  form  of  oath. 

Taking  bond  to  jury  room,  see  17 
Standard  Proc.  562,  note  35. 

83.  See  the  title  "Judgments"  and 
8  Standard  Pboc.  791,  on  executor's 
bond;  10  Standard  Proc.  898,  on  guard- 
ian's bond;  13  Standard  Proc.  359,  in- 
junction bond;  22  Standard  Proc.  948, 
replevin  bond;  16  Standard  Pboc.  138, 
bond  on  third  party  claim. 

Judgment  of  confession,  see  14 
Standard  Proc.  815,  851. 

84.  See  8  Standard  Proc.  792,  and 
the  title  "Judgments  and  Decrees,  En- 
forcement of." 

85.  See   the   title,   "Costs." 
Costs  in   actions   on  bonds    of    as- 
signees for  benefit  of  creditors,  see  3 
Standard  Pkoc.  82;     of  executors  and 
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2.  By  Summary  Proceedings.  —  "While  undertakings  or  bonds  can- 
not be  enforced  by  summary  proceedings  in  the  absence  of  statute  so 
providing,*^  statutes  sometimes  authorize  the  enforcement  of  statutory 
bonds  ahd  undertakings  in  such  manner,^^  provided,  the  bond  to  be  en- 
forced is  in  compliance  with  the  statute.^^  A  bond  good  only  as  a  com- 
mon law  obligation,  cannot  be  enforced  by  summary  proceedings.*^  The 
procedure  on  such  proceedings  is  elsewhere  discussed.^" 

K.  Keformation  op.  —  Courts  of  equity  have  jurisdiction  to  correct 
mistakes  in  and  reform  bonds  so  as  to  make  them  conform  to  the  in- 
tention of  the  parties.^^ 


administratora,  see  8  Standard  Pboc. 
792;  of  guardians,  see  10  Standard 
Proc.  899,  and  on  injunction  bonds, 
see  13  Standard  Eroc.  350. 

86.  State  v.  Hays,  2  Ore.  314.  See 
Churchill  v.  More,  7  Cal.  App.  767,  96 
Pac.  108. 

[a]  The  form  of  the  instnunent  is  a 
simple  promise,  and  the  promise  can 
only  he  enforced  by  action.  State  v. 
Hays,  2  Ore.  314,  317. 

87.  See    the   title    "Summary   Pro- 


Forthcoming  bonds,  see  10  Standard 
Pkoc.  24. 

Replevin  bond,  see  22  Standard 
Proc.  947,  note  56,  and  948,  note  74. 

Of  bond  given  on  third  party  claim, 
see  16  Standard  Proc.  137. 

[a]  Appeal  bonds  cannot  (1)  be  en- 
forced by  summary  proceedings  in  some 
states.  Ky.  —  Stephens  v.  Miller,  80 
Ky.  47.  Neb.  —  Selby  v.  McQuillan,  45 
Neb.  512,  63  N.  "W.  855.  Wash.  —  Davis 
V.  Virges,  39  "Wash.  256,  81  Pac._  688. 
(2)  Even  when  the  bond  contains  a 
stipulation  to  that  effect.  Churchill  v. 
More,  7  Cal.  App.  767,  96  Pac.  108; 
Davis  V.  Virges,  39  "Wash.  256,  81  Pac. 
688.  (3)  But  some  statutes  authorize 
summary  judgments  on  bonds  or  under- 
takinaa  on  appeal.  See  the  statutes 
and  U.'S.  — Beall  v.  New  Mexico,  16 
Wall.  535,  21  L.  ed.  292.  Colo.  —  Shan- 
non V.  Dodge,  18  Colo.  164,  32  Pac.  61. 
Cal.  —  See  Hawley  v.  Gray  Bros.  Arti- 
ficial Stone  Pav.  Co.,  127  Cal.  560,  60 
Pac.  437,  under  §942  of  the  code  of 
civil  procedure.  N.  C.  —  Clerk's  Of- 
fice V.  HufEsteller,  67  N.  C.  449,  452. 

Supersedeas  bonds,  see  the  title, 
"Supersedeas   and   Stay    of   Proceed- 


88.  Ala.  —  Flournoy  v.  Mims,  17 
Ala.  36;  Branch  Bank  v.  Darrington, 
14  Ala.  192.  Cal.  —  Central  Lumber  & 
M,  Co.  V.  Center,  107  Cal.  193,  40  Pac. 
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334.  Ky.  —  Drake  v.  Moore,  1  Bibb 
351.  Mo.  —  Waterman  v.  Prank,  21 
Mo.  108.  Tenn.  —  Carroll  v.  Fields,  6 
Yerg.  305.  Tex.  —  Jones  v.  Hays,  27 
Tex.  1;  Harris  v.  Shakleford,  Sampson 
&  Co.,  6  Tex.  133.  W.  Va.  — Adler  v. 
Green,  18  "W.  Va.  201 ;  "Wallace  v.  Me- 
Carty,  8  "W.  Va.   193. 

89.  Ala.  —  Branch  Bank  v.  Darring- 
ton, 14  Ala.  192.  Ky.  —  Drake  v. 
Moore,  1  Bibb  351.  Mo.  —  "Waterman 
V.  Prank,  21  Mo.  108.  Tenn.  —  Carroll 
V.  Fields,  6  Yerg.  305.  Tex.  —  Jones  v. 
Hays,  27  Tex.  1. 

90.  See  the  title  "Summary  Pro- 
ceedings." 

To  enforce  appeal  bonds,  see  2  Stand- 
dard  Proc.  83. 

To  enforce  forthcoming  bonds  given 
by  judgment  debtors,  see  10  Standard 
Proc.  24. 

To  enforce  replevin  bond,  see  18 
Standard  Proc.  558. 

91.  111.  —  Henkleman  v.  Peterson, 
154  111.  419,  40  N.  E.'  359.  Ky.  — Wiser 
v.  Blachly,  1  Johns.  Ch.  607.  Md.— State 
V.  Gaver,  115  Md.  250,  260,  80  Atl.  891^ 
Aetna  Indem.  Co.  v.  Baltimore,  etc., 
Ey.  Co.,  112  Md.  389,  76  Pac.  251.  N.  J. 
Smith  V.  Allen,  1  N.  J.  Eq.  43,  21  Am. 
Dec.  33.  Ohio.  —  Neininger  v.  State, 
50  Ohio  St.  394,  34  N.  E.  633,,  40  Am. 
St.  Eep.  674. 

As  to  suits  for  reformation  generally, 
see  the  title,  "Eeformation." 

As  to  name  of  obligee,  see  10  Stand- 
ard Proc.  10,  note  44,  forthcoming 
bond. 

[a]  In  principle  there  is  no  differ- 
ence in  the  reformation  of  an  instru- 
ment whether  a  surety  is  a  party  to  it 
or  not.  Henkleman  v.  Peterson,  154 
111.  419,  40  N.  E.  359. 

[b]  Adding  Seal.  —  Keith  v.  Henkle- 
man, 68  111.  App.  623,  affirmed,  173  111. 
137,  50  N.  E.  692. 
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II.  UNDERTAKING  OR  SECURITY  ON  APPEAL  OR  ERROR. 

A. ,  Definition  and  Distinctions.  — An  undertaking  or  bond  on  appeal 
or  writ  of  error  is  an  undertaking  or  bond  given  to  perfect  the  appeal 
or  writ  of  error,  as  the  ease  may  be,  and  to  secure  to  the  appellee  or 
defendant  in  error,  the  costs  on  appeal  or  error  and  such  damages  as 
may  be  awarded  thereon.°^  It  is  distinct  from  an  undertaking  or  bond 
to. stay  execution  on  a  judgment  and  does  not  operate  to  stay  the  en- 
forcement of  the  judgment  appealed  from,  except  in  those  cases  in 
which  statute  so  provides.^*  On  the  other  hand  a  supersedeas  bond  or 
undertaking  is  not  assential  to  the  perfection  of  an  appeal,'*  and  is  in- 
sufficient to  perfect  an  appeal  if  filed  for  the  sole  purpose  of  staying 
execution.'^ 

B.  Necessity  fob  and  Waivee.  —  1.  Generally.  —  No  appeal  bond, 
undertaking,  recognizance  or  other  security  is  essential  as  part  of  an  ap- 
peal or  writ  of  error,'"  except  where  required  by  statute,''  or  by  the 


92.  See  the  following  cases;  Cal. 
San  Francisco  L.  &  C.  Co.  v.  State,  141 
Cal.  354,  74  Pac.  1047.  N.  M.  — Mundy 
V.  Irwin,  19  N.  M'.  170,  141  Pac.  877. 
Tex.  — Dillard  v.  Wilson  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  137  S.  W.  152;  Davis  v.  Estes, 
4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  207,  23  S.  W.  411. 
Wash.  —  David  v.  Guich,  30  Wash. 
266,  70  Pac.  497.  Wis.  —  White  v.  Ap- 
pleton,  14  Wis.  190. 

[a]  An  appeal  lioud  "is  an  obliga- 
tion conditioned  for  the  prosecution  of 
the  appeal  with  effect,  and  if  the  ap- 
■  peal  is  prosecuted  with  effect,  and  the 
case  is  reversed  for  some  error  of  law, 
then  the  conditions  are  avoided,  and 
the  liability  thereon  ceases."  King  v. 
Mississippi  Eiver  Bridge  Co.,  57  Mo. 
496,  498. 

{b]  "An  undertaking  to  secure  an 
appeal  *  *  *  is  technically  a  bond  with- 
in +he  eonimonlaw  definition,  save  that 
it  is  not  under  seal. ' '  King  v.  Elling, 
24  Mont.  470,  480,  62  Pac.  783. 

[c]  Appeal  and  Cost  Bonds  Distin- 
guished.—  A  bond  conditioned  to  pro- 
secute an  appeal  with  effect  and  pay 
all  damages  and  costs  that  may  be 
awarded  is  not  a  security  for  costs 
within  a  statute  authorizing  summary 
proceedings  on  such  security.  Costs 
are  not  the  principal  thing  but  are 
merely  incidental.  Willard  v.  Eraliek, 
31  Mich.  431. 

"Perfectinsf"  appeal  generally,  see 
2  Standard  Pboc.  289. 

93.  See  the  title,  "Supersedeas  and 
Stay  of  Proceedings." 

94.  Larson  v.  Munson,  37  S.  D.  182, 


157  N.  W.  318;  Pullerton  Lumb.  Co.  v. 
■Tinker,  21  S.  D.  647,  115  N.  W.  91. 

95.  See  infra,  II,  P. 

96.  111.  — Peoria  v.  Harvey,  18  111 
364,  where  appeal  was  from  an  assess- 
ment of  damages  by  highway  commis 
sioners.  Ind.  —  Ruschaupt  v.  Carpen- 
ter, 63  Ind.  359.  Mo.  —  Gregory  v, 
Kansas  City,  244  Mo.  523,  149  S.  W. 
466;  New  York  Store  Mercantile  Co, 
V.  Thurmond,  186  Mo.  410,  428,  85  S.  W, 
333.  Va.  —  Braxton  r.  Morris,  1  Wash, 
(1  Va.)  380,  where  no  bond  was  re 
quired  of  defendant. 

In  justice's  court,  see  18  Standard 
Peoc.  232. 

97.  See  the  statutes  and  Ariz. 
Reilly  v.  Crowley,  3  Ariz.  286,  29  Pac. 
14.  bal.  —  Perkins  v.  Cooper,  87  Cal. 
241,  25  Pac.  411.  Idaho.  —  Davis  v. 
Elmore  County,  9  Idaho  764,  75  Pac. 
910.  111. —  Peoria  v.  Harvey,  18  111. 
364,  370.  la.  —  Minton  v.  Ozias,  115 
Iowa  348,  88  N.  W.  336.  Minn.  —  In  re 
Brown,  35  Minn.  307,  29  N.  W.  131. 

On  appeals  from  decisions  of  a  pro- 
bate court,  see  21  'Standard  Proc.  668. 

Undertaking  on  appeal  from  justices 
court,  see  18  Standard  Proc.  232,  and 
17  Standard  Proc.  860. 

In  bankruptcy  proceedings,  see  3 
Standard  Proc.  1007. 

In  proceedings  by  certiorari,  see  4 
Standard  Proc.  913;  18  Standard, 
Proc.  374. 

In  condemnation  proceedings,  see  8 
Standard  Proc.  336. 

In  election  contests,  see  8  Standard 
Pboc.  113. 

In  habeas  corpus  proceedings,  see  10 
Standard  Peoc.  959,  note  41. 
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rules,'^  or  by  order'*  of  court  where  it  has  power  to  require  security. 
Except  in  a  few  states,^  and  in  the  federal  courts,^  the  security  required 
is  regarded  as  essential  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  appellate  eourt,^  and  a 


In  proceedings  relating  to  highways, 

see  11  Standard  Peoc.  74,  132,  166. 

On  appeal  on  Ijehalf  of  an  infant,  see 
12  Standard  Proq.  796. 

Bond  of  intervener,  see  14  Standard 
Pboc.  341. 

In  insolvency  proceedings,  see  13 
Standard  Peoc    690. 

In  proceedings  for  violation  of  or- 
dinances, see  20  Standard  Proc.  227. 

On  appeal  from  judgments  of  county 
boards,  see  20  Standard  Peoc.  235. 

[a]  In  California,  (1)  no  undertak- 
ing is  required  when  an  appeal  is  taken 
under  the  "new  and  alternative" 
method.  Chung  Sing  v.  Southern  Pac. 
Co.  (Cal.),  172  Pac.  1103;  Theisen  v. 
Matthai,  165  Cal.  249,  131  Pac.  747; 
Bohn  V.  Bohn,  159  Cal.  366,  116  Pac. 
567;  Jaques  v.  Board  of  Suprvs.  of 
Yuba  County,  22  Cal.  App.  627,  135 
Pac.  686.  (2)  The  fact  that  a  bill  of 
exceptions  is  prepared  in  place  of  the 
reporter's  transcript  authorized  by 
statute  has  no  bearing  on  this  ques- 
tion, as  this  merely  relates  to  the  pre- 
paration of  the  record,  and  not  to  the 
taking  of  the  appeal.  Union  Collection 
Co.  V.  Oliver,  162  Cal.  755,  124  Pac. 
435. 

[b]  A  contention  that  the  court 
rendering  judgment  was  without  juris- 
diction does  not  obviate  the  necessity 
of  an  undertaking  on  an  appeal  from 
such  judgment.  If  it  should  appear 
that  the  trial  court  had  no  jurisdiction, 
the  case  would  be  dismissed  on  appeal 
and  no  harm  would  be  done  the  appel- 
lant by  his  having  filed  a  bond.  But  if 
it  should  be  decided  that  the  trial 
court  had  jurisdiction,  then  the  lack 
of  a  bond  would  be  fatal  to  the  appeal. 
Kualana  v.  Young,  9  Hawaii  225. 

98.  In  admirsUty,  see  1  Standaed 
Peoc.  559. 

99.  Pollock  D.  People,  1  Colo.  83; 
Peoria  v.  Harvey,  18  111.  364,  370. 

fal  The  trial  court  cannot  require 
security,  in  a  case  in  which  the  statute 
does  not  require  it.  Dennison  v.  Tal- 
mage,   29   Ohio   St.   433. 

1.  Mitchell  V.  Coach,  83  Ore.  45, 
153  Pac.  478,  162  Pac.  1058;  Dowell  «). 
Bolt,  45  Ore.  89,  75  Pac.  714. 

2.  Beardsley  v.  Arkansas  &  L.  By. 
Co.,  158  U.  S.  123,  15  Sup.  Ct.  786,  39 
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L.  ed.  919;  Dodge  v.  Knowles,  114  U. 
S.  430,  5  Sup.  Ct.  1197,  29  L.  ed.  296; 
Edmonson  v.  Bloomshire,  7  Wall.  306, 
19  L.  ed.  91;  Blaffier  v.  New  Orleans 
Water  Supply  Co.,  160  Fed.  389,  87 
C.  C.  A.  341. 

[a]  In  the  federal  courts,  (1)  to  get 
an  appeal  after  the  term  at  which  the 
decree  is  rendered,  the  party  must  ap- 
ply ts  the  proper  justice  or  judge  to 
sign  a  citation.  By  signing  it,  an  ap- 
peal is  in  legal  efiEect  allowed.  All  the 
appellant  has  to  do  thereafter  to  give 
the  appellate  court  jurisdiction,  is  to 
serve  the  citation  and  docket  it  there 
in  time.  The  statute  requiring  the 
justice  or  judge  signing  the  citation  to 
take  security  is  not  mandatory  on  the 
judge.  Martin  v.  Hunter's  Lessee,  1 
Wheat.  (U.  S.)  304,  4  L.  ed.  97.  (2) 
A  failure  to  take  security  is  an  irregu- 
larity which  does  not  necessarily  avoid 
the  citation.  The  security  is  required, 
however,  in  the  due  prosecution  of  the 
appeal,  and  if  the  case  is  docketed  in 
time,  the  appeal  will  not  be  dismissed 
because  of  the  neglect  of  the  justice  to 
require  security,  until  the  appellant 
has  been  afforded  a  reasonable  oppor- 
tunity of  curing  the  defect.  Brown  v. 
McConnell,  124  U.  S.  489,  8  Sup.  Ct. 
559,  31  L.  ed.  495. 

3.  Ariz. — Thomas  v.  Speese,  14  Ariz. 
556,  132  Pac.  1137;  Dean  v.  Terr.,  13 
Ariz.  152,  108  Pac.  476;  Eeilly  v.  Crow- 
ley, 3  Ariz.  286,  29  Pac.  14;  Hand  v. 
Ruff,  3  Ariz.  175,  24  Pac.  257.  Cal. 
Spreckels  v.  Spreckels,  114  Cal.  60,  45 
Pac.  1022.  Colo.  —  Brown  v.  Welling- 
ton Mines  Co.,  24  Colo.  App.  256,  133 
Pac.  427;  Fuller  v.  Estate  of  Fuller, 
7  Colo.  App.  555,  44  Pac.  72.  ni. 
Stafford  v.  Kimmel,  188  111.  App.  281. 
la.  —  Minton  v.  Ozias,  115  Iowa  148, 
88  N.  W.  336.  N".  M.  — Hernandez  v. 
Roberts,  24  N.  M.  253,  173  Pac.  1034. 
But  see  Abeytia  v.  Spiegelberg,  20  N. 
M.  614,  151  Pac.  696;  ,  Mundy  v.  Irwin, 
19  N.  M.  170,  141  Pac.  877,  decided 
prior  to  the  statute  of  1917.  S.  I>. 
Aldrich  v.  Public  Opinion  Pub.  Co.,  27 
S.  D.  589,  132  N.  W.  278.  Tex.  — El 
Paso  &  N.  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Whatley,  99 
Tex.  128,  87  S.  W.  819.  Wash.  —  Fisher 
V.  Fisher,  9  Wash.  694,  38  Pac.  133. 
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compliance  with  the  statute,  rule,  or  order  of  court  requiring  security,* 
.by  all  parties  seeking  an  appeaP  is  essential  to  perfect  an  appeal  and 
render  it  effectual  for  any  purpose,®  unless  the  omission  may  be  and  is 
waived,^  or  cured,^  or  unless  the  appeal  is  prosectited  by  a  party 
exempted  by  the  statute  from  giving  bonds  or  undertakings  on  appeal  or 
writ  of  error.^  Whether  in  a  given  ease,  the  law  requires  an  appeal 
bond  is  to  be  determined  by  the  appellate  court  when  the  case  is  be- 
fore it,^"  and  the  parties  must  at  their  peril  within  the  time  allowed  by 
law  decide  the  question  for  themselves,  as  they  must  for  themselves 
decide  other  questions  relating  to  jurisdiction  of  appellate  courts.*^ 

A  trial  court  has  no  power  to  dispense  with  security  on  appeal  when 
such  security  is  required  by  law.^^ 

2.  When  There  Are  Several  Appellants.  —  When  several  parties  to 
an  action  properly  join  in  an  appeal,  one  undertaking^^  on  behalf  of 


[a]  Compare,  Rhea  v.  Brown,  4  Neb. 
(TJnof.)  461,  464,  94  N.  W.  716,  in 
which  the  court  says  that  it  need  not 
consider  the  effect  of  a  failure  to  give 
a  bond  where  such  bond  is  jurisdiction- 
al. When  an  appeal  is  dismissed  on 
this  ground,  the  dismissal  is  for  failure 
to  give  the  bond,  not  for  want  of  juris- 
diction. The  question  whether  a  bond 
is  required  in  a  particular  appeal,  is  to 
be  decided  by  the  court  to  which  the 
appeal  is  taken.  If  that  court  holds 
that  none  is  necessary,  and  the  appeal 
proceeds  to  final  judgment,  which  re- 
mains unmodified  and  in  fjill  force,  such 
judgment  is  conclusive  upon  the  parties 
and  cannot  be  collaterally  attacked. 
.  [b]  "The  undertaking  is  jurisdic- 
tional only  because  it  is  made  so  by 
statute."  Spreckels  v.  Spreckels,  114 
Cal.  60,  45  Pac.  1022. 

4.  See  2  Standard  Peoc.  77. 
Dismissal  of  appeal  for  want  of  se- 
curity, see  infra,  II,   N. 

5.  Quinn  v.  Adair,  4  Ala.  315;  Ted- 
rick  V.  Wells,  152  111.  214,  38  N.  E.  625. 

Who  may  appeal,  see  2  Standard 
Pboc.  194,  et  seq. 

6.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Some  statutes  provide  (1)  that 
an  appeal  is  ineffectual  for  any  purpose 
unless  an  undertaking  be  "filed" 
within  a  specified  time  after  the  ser- 
vice of  notice  of  appeal.  See  the 
statutes  and  the  following:  Cal. — Estate 
of  Sutro,  152  Cal.  249,  252,  92  Pac.  486, 
1027;  Elliott  V.  Chapman,  15  Cal.  383. 
Idaho.  —  Weiser  Eiver  Fruit  Assn.  v. 
Feltham,  31  Idaho  633,  175  Pac.  583. 
N".  Y.  —  Kelsey  v.  Campbell,  38  Barb. 
238,  14  Abb.  Pr.  368.  Wash.  — Smith 
V.  Diamond  Ice  &  S.  Co.,  65  Wash.  576, 


118  Pac.  646,  38  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  994; 
Main  Inv.  Co.  v.  Olsen,  43  Wash.  480, 
86  Pac.  657.  (2)  Others  provide  that 
an  appeal  is  perfected  on  the  service  of 
the  undertaking  for  costs,  and  that  to 
render  an  appeal  effectual  for  any  pur- 
pose, an  undertaking  must  be  executed 
on  the  part  of  the  appellant.  See  for 
example  the  statutes  of  North  and 
South  Dakota  and  Bonnell  v.  Van  Cise, 
8  N.  D.  592,  67  N.  W.  685.    See  infra, 

II,  F,  I,  and  J. 

7.  See  infra,  II,  B,  8. 

8.  See  infra,  II,  O. 

9.  See  infra,  11,  B,  7. 

[a]  The  appeal  is  perfected,  in  such 
case,  by  the  giving  of  notice  of  appeal. 
See  Inspiration  Consol.  Copper  Co.  v. 
Mendez,  19  Ariz.  151.  166  Pac.  278, 
1183. 

10.  Ehea  v.  Brown,  4  Neb.  (Unof  ) 
461,  94  N.  W.  716;  Dennison  v.  Tal- 
mage,  29  Ohio  St.  438. 

11.  Dennison  v.  Talraage,  29  Ohio 
St.  433. 

12.  lU.  — Stafford   v.   Kimmel,     188 

III.  App.  281.  N.Y.  — Architectural 
Iron  Wks.  v.  Brooklyn,  85  N.  Y.  652. 
Ohio.  —  Dennison  v.  Talmage,  29  Ohio 
St.  433.  Okla.  —  Adair  v.  Montgomery, 
176  Pac.  911. 

Dispensing  with  security  as  to  exe- 
cutors, guardians,  etc.,  see  infra,  II, 
B,  7. 

13.  Estate  of  Sutro,  152  Cal.  249, 
92  Pac.  486,  1027. 

[a]  Reason  of  Rule.  —  Under  a 
statute  authorizing  "any  party  ag- 
grieved" to  appeal  and  requiring  an 
undertaking,  the  words  "any  party  ag- 
grieved" include  the  plural  in  accord- 
ance  with   the   general   rule   of   statu- 
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all  is  sufficient.  It  is  otherwise  if  the  appeal  is  joint  and  several."  A. 
person  joining  in  an  appeal  subsequent  to  the  original  notice  and  se- 
curity, must  execute  a  bond  in  addition  to  that  already  filed.^* 

3.  Where  There  Are  Several  Respondents.  —  When  two  or  more 
persons  have  a  common  interest  in  resisting  an  appeal,  a  joint  bond  to 
all  those  respondents  is  all  that  is  necessary.*^  But  when  there  are  sev- 
eral respondents  who  have  entirely  distinct  and  conflicting  interests  in 
relation  to  the  object  sought  for  by  the  appeal,  it  has  been  held  that 
separate  appeal  bonds  should  be  given.^^ 

4.  Where  Several  Appeals  Are  Taken.  —  When  several  appeals  are 
taken  in  one  action,  either  from  two  or  more  orders,  or  from  a  judg- 
ment and  an  order,  an  undertaking  is  required  for  each  appeal,^*  ex- 
cept where  there  is  in  the  same  notice  and  transcript,  an  appeal  from 
a  judgment  with  an  appeal  from  an. order  denying  a  new  trial,^^  or 
when  statute  specifically  provides  otherwise,^"  though  the  different 
undertakings  may  be  in  the  same  instrument,^^  if  the  penalty,  with  the 


tory  construction  that  the  singular 
number  includes  the  plural.  So  read, 
any  number  of  parties  claiming  to  be 
aggrieved  may  join  in  an  appeal  which 
may  be  supported  by  one  undertaking 
in  the  prescribed  sum  of  $300.  Estate 
of  Sutro,  152  Cal.  249,  255,  92  Pac.  486, 
1027. 

14.  Harrigan  v.  Gilchrist,  121  Wis. 
127,  210,  99  N.  W.  909. 

As  to  several  appeals,  see  infra,  II, 
B,  2. 

15.  Stans  v.  Bailey,  9  Wash.  115,  37 
Pae.  316. 

16.  Thompson  v.  Ellsworth,  1  Barb. 
Ch.  (N.  T.)  624.  See  infra,  II,  C,  2; 
II,  E,  2,  b. 

17.  Thompson  v.  Ellsworth,  1  Barb. 
Ch.   (N.   Y.)    624. 

18.  Cal.  —  Spreckels  v.  Spreckels, 
114  Cal.  60,  45  Pac.  1022;  Sharon  v. 
Sharon,  68  Cal.  326,  9  Pac.  187;  Biagi 
V.  Howes,  63  Cal.  384.  Mont.  —  In  re 
Kappler's  Estate,  38  Mont.  419,  100 
Pac.  228;  Pirrie  v.  Moule,  33  Mont.  1, 
81  Pac.  390.  N.  Y.  —  Skidmore  v. 
Davies,  10  Paige  316,  318.  Wis.  — See 
White  V.  Appleton,  14  Wis.  190. 

But  Compare,  Furlong  v.  New  York, 
N.  H.  &  H.  E.  Co.,  83  Conn.  568,  78 
Atl.  489,  21  Ann.  Gas.  937,  holding  that 
where  an  amended  appeal  is  properly 
joined,  a  new  undertaking  is  unneces- 
sary. 

In  justice  court,  see  18  Standard 
Proc.  234. 

[a]  Whether  the  notice  of  appeal 
is  given  by  separate  notices  or  in  one 
Instrument,  the  rule  of  the  text  applies. 
Centerville     &     Kingsburg     Irrigation 
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Ditch  Co.  V.  Bachtold,  109  Cal.  Ill,  41 
Pae.  813.  As  to  notice  of  appeal  gen- 
erally, see  2  Standard  Proc.  311,  et  seq. 
[b]  One  undertaking  ima  sum  equal 
to  the  aggregate  required  in  the  case 
of  separate  appeals  is  irregular.  Sweet 
V.  Mitchell,  17  Wis.  125. 

19.  Cal.  —  Granger  v.  Eobinson,  114 
Cal.  631,  46  Pae.  604;  Sharon  v. 
Sharon,  68  Cal.  326,  9  Pac.  187;  Chester 
V.  Bakersfield  Town  Hall  Assn.,  64 
Cal.  42,  27  Pac.  1104.  But  compare, 
Biagi  V.  Howes,  63  Cal.  384,  where 
there  was  an  appeal  from  a  judgment 
and  from  an  order  "dismissing"  a 
motion  for  new  trial.  Idaho.  —  Kelly 
V.  Leaehman,  5  Idaho  521,  51  Pac.  407. 
Mont.  —  Gassert  v.  Strong,  38  Mont. 
18,  98  Pac.  497;  In  re  Kappler's  Est., 
38  Mont.  419,  100  Pac.  228;  Baker  v. 
Butte  City  Water,  24  Mont.  31,  60  Pac. 
488  (statute  so  provides);  Watkins  v. 
Morris,  14  Mont.  354,  36  Pac.  462. 
N.  D. — Sucker  State  Drill  Co  v.  Brock, 
18  N.  D.  598,  120  N.  W.  757. 

[a]  This  is  allowed  because  of  the 
long-continued  and  well-established 
practice  of  giving  but  one  bond  in 
such  a  case.  Sharon  v.  Sharon,  68  Cal. 
326,  9  Pae.  187. 

20.  See   the   statutes. 

21.  Cal.  —  Spreckels  v.  Spreckels, 
114  Cal.  60,  45  Pac.  1022;  Sharon  v. 
Sharon,  68  Cal.  326,  9  Pac.  187.  Idaho. 
In  re  Blackington 's  Estate,  29  Idaho 
310,  158  Pac.  492.  Mont.  —  In  re  Kapp- 
ler's  Estate,  38  Mont.  419,  lOO  Pae. 
228. 

[a]  The  appellant  may  give  one 
bond  with  a  penalty  sujBlciantly  laxgo 
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exception  mentioned  above,  is  in  an  amount  sufficient  to  support  them 
all,^^  and  if  appropriate  reference  is  made  to  each  so  that  the  penalty 
may  be  properly  apportioned.'^* 

Supplemental  Appeal.— It  has  been  held  that  when  a  valid  appeal  with 
bond  is  taken,  ,a  supplemental  appeal  is  not  such  a  distinct  and  inde- 
pendent appeal  as  requires  an  additional  bond.^* 

5.  On  Cross-Appeal. — ^While  some  courts  require  security  on  behalf 
of  a  cross-appellant,^®  others  do  not.^° 

6.  On  Successive  Appeals.— As  the  dismissal  of  an  appeal  carries 
with  it  everything  in  connection  therewith,  a  new  undertaking  is 
necessary  upon  a  further  appeal.^''  So  also  a  new  security  must  be 
given  upon  each  successive  appeal  to  a  higher  appellate  court.^' 

7.  Paxties  Exempted  From  Givingf  Security. — Statutes  requiring 
security  on  appeal  or  writ  of  error,  generally  except^'  from  their  oper- 


to  cover  both  appeals,  and  with  a  con- 
dition broad  enough  to  embrace  the 
damages  and  costs  of  both.  iSkidmore 
V.  Davies,  10  Paige  (N.  Y.)   316. 

22.  In  re  Kappler's  Estate,  38  Mont. 
419,  100  Pae.  228. 

23.  In  re  Kappler  's  Estate,  38  Mont. 
419,  100  Pac.  228.     See  infra,  II,  E,  3. 

24.  Brown  v.  New  Haven  Taxicab 
Co.  (Conn.),  105  Atl.  706. 

25.  The  S.  S.  Osborne,  105  U-  S.  447, 
26  L.  ed.  1065;  Benton  v.  Taylor  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  208  S.  W.  704. 

[a]  Reason  of  Rule. — Cross-appeals 
must  be  prosecuted  like  other  appeals. 
Every  appellant,  to  entitle  himself  to 
be  heard  on  his  own  appeal,  must  ap- 
pear here  as  an  actor  in  his  own  be- 
half by  having  the  appearance  of  coun- 
sel entered  and  giving  the  security  re- 
quired by  the  rules.  Otherwise  if  he 
is  here  as  appellee  on  the  appeal  of  his 
adversary,  he  will  be  heard  only  in  sup- 
port of  the  decree  as  it  is  entered  be- 
low. The  S.  S.  Osborne,  105  U.  S.  447, 
26  L.  ed.  1065. 

[bl  A  next  friend  making  cross-as- 
signments of  error  for  the  purpose  of 
reviewing  a  judgment  against  him  as 
next  friend  must  file  a  proper  bond. 
Texas  &  New  Orleans  Ry.  Co.  v.  Skin- 
ner, 4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  661,  23  S.  W. 
1001. 

26.  Wilson  v.  Jourdan,  79  Miss.  133, 
29  So.  823. 

[a]  The  reason  of  the  rule  is  that  if 
the  appellant  loses,  he  or  his  sureties 
pay  all  the  costs,  and  if  he  wins,  the 
appellee,  that  is,  the  cross  appellant, 
pays  the  costs.  Wilson  v.  Jourdan,  79 
Miss.  133,  29  So.  823. 


27.  N.  C— Spence  ».  Tapscott,  93 
N.  C.  250.  S.  D.— Coburn  v.  Board  of 
Commissioners  of  Brown  County,  10 
S.  D.  552,  74  N.  W.  1026.  Tex.— iStoner 
V.  Spencer,  32  Tex.  653. 

[a]  TJpon  a  subseiiuent  appeal  taken 
after  the  cause  has  been  remanded  to 
the  trial  court  for  further  proceedings. 
Spence  v.  Tapscott,  93  N.  C.  250.  As 
to  proceedings  after  remand,  see  the 
ti  tie,  "  Mandate  and  Proceedings  There- 
after." 

Effect  of  dismissal  generally,  see  2 
Standabd  Pboc.  392. 

28.  Mclntyre  v.  Strong,  63  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  405.  See  also  Colo.— Shannon 
V.  Dodge,  18  Colo.  164,  32  Pae.  61. 
111. — Fidelity  Deposit  Co.  v.  Coouey,  127 
111.  App.  523.  Wis.— State  v.  Hoelz,  69 
Wis.  84,  33  N.  W.  579. 

[a]  The  court  has  no  power  to  order 
that  security  given  on  appeal  to  the 
general  term  shall  take  the  place  of 
the  security  required  on  appeal  to  the 
court  of  appeals.  Mclntyre  v.  Strong, 
63  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  405. 

29.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  "When  an  appeal  is  made  for 
the  purpose  of  protecting  the  interests 
of  the  county  and  of  the  people,"  no 
security  is  required  by  statute.  Davis 
V.  Elmore  County,  9  Idaho  764,  75  Pae. 
910;  Ravenscraft  v.  Board  of  Comrs.,  5 
Idaho  178,  47  Pac.  942. 

[b]  Married  Women.  —  Johnson's 
Admr.  v.  Ward,  82  Ala.  486,  2  So.  524. 

[c]  Assignee  in  Insolvency. — Mat- 
ter of  Sharp,  92  Cal.  577,  28  Pac.  783. 
Compare,  13  Standard  Peoc.  690. 

On  appeal  from  proceedings  in  viola- 
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ation  particular  appellants,  such  as  the  United  States,^"  the  state  or 
its  offieers,^^  municipal  corporations,^^  and  their  officers  and  boards.'^ 


tion  of  municipal  oidinances,    see    20 
Standard  Pkoc.  227. 

30.  Appeals  by  United  States,  see 
the  title,   "United  States." 

31.  Cal.  —  San  Francisco  L.  &  C. 
Co.  V.  State,  141  Cal.  354,  74  Pac.  1047; 
People  V.  Clingan,  5  Cal.  389.  Idaho. 
Coon  V.  Sommercamp,  26  Idaho  776,  146 
Pae.  728.  111.  —  Holmes  v.  Mattoon, 
111  111.  27,  53  Am.  Eep.  602.  Miss. 
State  V.  Coahoma  Co.,  64  Miss.  358, 
1  So.  501.  Ohio.  —  Humphreys  v.  State, 
70  Ohio  St.  67,  70  N.  E.  957,  101  Am. 
St.  Eep.  888,  65  L.  E.  A.  776. 

See  generally  the  title,  "States  and 
Territories." 

[a]  Statute  Construed.  —  Although 
the  statute  in  terms  exempts  the  state 
from  giving  undertakings  only  when 
it  is  a  party  plaintiff,  its  purpose  to 
dispense  with  an  undertaking  when- 
ever the  state  is  a  party  is  clear,  and 
it  will  be  construed  to  apply  to  cases 
in  which  the  state  is  a  party  defendant. 
San  Francisco  L.  &  C.  Co.  v.  State,  141 
Cal.  354,  74  Pae.  1047. 

[b]  A  board  of  examiners  is  within 
a  statute  exempting  state  officers  from 
giving  undertakings  on  appeal.  State 
ex  rel.  Scollard  v.  Board  of  Examiners, 
52  Mont.  91,  156  Pac.  124. 

[e]  State  Leree  Boards.  —  Board  of 
Comrs.  V.  Howard  Land  &  Timber  Co., 
132   La.  911,   61   So.  868. 

[d]  State  Industrial  Accident  Com- 
mission.—  Enneberg  t.  State  Industrial 
Ace.  Com.,  88  Ore.  436,  167  Pac.  310, 
171  Pac.  765;  Miller  v.  State  Industrial 
Ace.  Com.,  84  Ore.  507,  159  Pac.  1150, 
165  Pac.  576. 

[e]  County  tax  officer  representing 
the  state  in  a  mandamus  proceeding. 
McLendon  v.  Empire  Min.  Co.  (Ala.), 
74  So.  937;  Eeynolds  v.  Blue,  47  Ala. 
711. 

[f]  Action  by  Relator.  —  An  action 
to  enjoin  a  public  nuisance  brought  in 
the  name  of  the  state  by  a  private  re- 
lator is  not  an  action  by  the  state 
within  the  rule.  State  ex  rel.  Hartung 
V.  Milwaukee,  1'02  Wis,  509,  78  N.  W. 
756. 

32.  McCarthy  v.  Chicago,  197  HI. 
App.  564. 

[a]  Cities  and  Towns. — Cal. — Meyer 
V.  San  Diego,  130  Cal.  60,  62  Pac.  211. 
Oolo.  —  Hummel  V.  Ouray,  38  Colo.  322, 
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88  Pac.  582;  Town  of  Del  Norte  v. 
Weiss,  38  Colo.  269,  88  Pac.  581.  Mont. 
State  ex  rel.  Dwyer  v.  Duncan,  49  Mont. 
54,  140  Pac.  95.  S.  D.  — Dring  v.  St. 
Lawrence  Tp.,  23  S.  D.  624,  122  N.  W. 
664.  But  see,  Yuma  v.  Winn,  17  Ariz. 
92,  148  Pac.  286.  -Compare,  11  Stand- 
ard Pkoc.  166. 

[b]  A  town  is  within  the  scope  of  a 
statute  exempting  "incorporated  cit- 
ies" as  the  intent  of  the  legislature  ia 
to  include  all  municipal  corporations. 
Elma  V.  Carney,  4  Wash.  418,  30  Pac. 
732. 

[c]  A  village  need  not  give  an  un- 
dertaking on  appeal  under  a  statute 
exempting  cities.  Truemau  v.  Village 
of  St.  Maries,  21  Idaho  632,  123  Pae. 
508> 

[d]  Counties..  —  Ariz.  —  Maricopa 
V.  Osborn,  4  Ariz.  331,  40  Pae.  313. 
Cal.  —  People  ex  rel.  De  Fries  v.  Board 
of  Supervisors,  10  Cal.  344.  Wash. 
Kelley  v.  Kitsap,  5  Wash.  521,  32  Pac. 
554.  But  see  Midland  County  v.  Slaugh- 
ter (Tex.  Civ.  'App.),  118  S.  W.  762. 

[e]  A  drainange  district  is  a  muni- 
cipal corporation  within  the  statute. 
Havana  v.  Kelsey,  120  111.  482,  11  N.  E. 
256. 

33.  La.  —  Hayne  v.  Assessor,  143 
La.  697,  79  So.  280;  Martin  v.  Board 
of  Fire  Comrs.,  132  La.  188,  61  So.  197, 
44  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  68.  Mont.  — State 
ex  rel.  Dwyer  v.  Duncan,  49  Mont.  54, 
140  Pac.  95.  N.  J.  —  Board  of  Tene- 
ment House  Supervision  v.  Schlechter, 
83  N.  J.  L.  88,  83  Atl.  783. 

But  see.  State  ex  rel.  Jordan  v. 
Bechtner,  132  Wis.  632,  113  N.  W.  42. 

[a]  Board  of  Fire  Commissioners. 
Martin  v.  Board  of  Fire  Comrs.,  132 
La.  188,  61  So.  197,  44  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
68. 

[b]  Of&cers. —  (1)  Although  a  stat- 
ute specifically  dispensing  with  an 
undertaking  on  appeal  by  a  county, 
omits  all  reference  to  county  officers, 
no  undertaking  is  required  when  the 
county  is  the  real  party  in  interest  to 
an  action  in  which  a  county  officer  is  a 
party.  Lamberson  v.  Jefferds,  116  Oal. 
492,  48  Pac.  485.  Contra,  Von  Schmidt 
V.  Widber  (Cal.),  32  Pac.  532;  State 
ex  rel.  Douglas  v.  Kennedy,  121  La. 
757,  46  So.  796  (holding  an  exemption 
of  the  city  does  not  extend  to  its  minis- 
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Some  statutes  exempt  school  boards,^*  guardians,^*  trustees,^"  executors 
and  administrators,^^  paupers,^^  and,  in  some  states,  defendants  in 


terial  officers).  (2)  But  an  exemption  of 
a  municipal  corporation  does  not  ex- 
tend to  its  officers  where  the  municipal- 
ity is  not  the  real  party  in  interest. 
State  ex  rel.  Jordan  v.  Bechtner,  132 
Wis.  632,  113  N.  W.  42. 

On  proceediogs  for  Tlolatiou  of  or- 
dinances, see  20  Standard  Peoc.  227. 

34.  Luchini  v.  Police  Jury,  126  La. 
972,  53  So.  68,  21  Ann.  Cas.  59.  But 
see,  Mitchell  v.  Board  of  Education,  137 
Cal.  372,  70  Pac.  180.  See  the  title, 
"Schools  and  School  Districts." 

[a]  Boards  of  education  are  not 
exempt  from  giving  undertakings  on 
appeal,  when  the  statute  does  not  spe- 
cifically exempt  them.  Mitchell  v. 
Board  of  Education,  137  Cal.  372,  70 
Pac.  180. 

36.    See   10   Standard   Proc.   877. 

36.  Trustees  in  bankruptcy,  see  3 
Standard  PRoa  1008. 

[a]  But  when  the  statute  does  not 
except  trustees,  they  must  give  secur- 
ity. Architectural  Iron  Wks.  v.  Brook- 
lyn, 85  N.  Y.  652;  Wooldridge  v.  Boi- 
ler, 52  Tex.  447. 

37.  Cal.  —  Estate  of  McDermott, 
127  Cal.  450,  59  Pac.  783j  Estate  of 
Corwiu's  Est.,  61  Cal.  160.  Ind.— Euch 
V.  Biery,  110  Ind.  444,  11  N.  E.  312; 
Jones  V.  Jones,  91  Ind.  378;  Jeffries  v. 
Orndorf,  44  Ind.  App.  225,  88  N.  E. 
958.  Kan.  —  Coutlet  v.  Atchison,  etc.. 
By.  Co.,  59  Kan.  772,  52  Pac.  68.  Miss. 
Holiman  v.  Dibrell,  51  Miss.  96.  Neb. 
In  re  Langdon,  102  Neb.  432,  167  N.  W. 
571;  Thompson  i;.  Pope,  77  Neb.  338, 
109  N.  W.  498.  N.  D.  — Eansier  v. 
Hyndman,  18  N.  D.  197,  119  N.  W.  544. 
Tex.  —  Casey  v.  Texarkana,  etc.,  Ey. 
Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  151  S.  W.  856; 
Anglin  v.  Barlow  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  45 
'S.  W.  827,  temporary  administrator.  Va. 
Sadler's  Exr.  v.  Green,  1  Hen.  &  M. 
(11   Va.)   26. 

But  see.  Love  v.  Francis,  63  Mich. 
181,  29  N.  W.  843,  6  Am.  St.  Eep.  290. 

[a]  The  appellant  must  be  an  exe- 
cutor or  administrator  at  the  time  of 
his  appeal,  to  come  within  the  terms  of 
the  statute.  If  his  successor  has  been 
appointed,  he  must  file  a  bond,  although 
the  appointment  may  be  irregular. 
Estate  of  McDermott,  127  Cal.  450, 
69  Pac.  783. 


[b]  The  executor  must  have  given 
an  official  bond  with  security  in  the 
state  in  which  he  takes  the  appeal. 
Dennison  v.  Talmage,  29  Ohio  St.  433. 

[c]  Eepresentative  Capacity.  —  An 
executor  or  administrator  is  not  exempt 
from  giving  an  appeal  bond  or  under- 
taking unless  he  appeals  in  his  rep- 
resentative capacity.  He  must  be  act- 
ing in  another 's  right.  Cal.  —  In  the 
matter  of  Danielson,  88  Cal.  480,  26 
Pac.  505.  Colo.  —  Eedington  v.  Eed- 
dington,  180  Pac.  675;  Fuller  v.  Estate 
of  Fuller,  7  Colo.  App.  555,  44  Pac.  72. 
Miss.  —  Holiman  v.  Dibrell,  51  Miss. 
96.  Neb.  —  Thompson  v.  Pope,  77  Neb. 
338,  109  N.  W.  498.  Pa.  — Pugh  v.  Ot- 
tenkirk,  3  Watts  &  S.  170.  Tex. 
Lynch  -v.  Bernhardt  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
201  S.  W.  1051;  Casey  v.  Texarkana  & 
Ft.  S.  Ey.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  151 
S.  W.  856. 

[d]  The  interest  of  the  executor 
must  not  be  antagonistic  to  the  interest 
of  the  estate.  State  ex  rel.  Kniseley 
V.  Jones,  274  Mo.  374,  202  S.  W.  1117. 

[e]  On  appeal  from  an  order  revok- 
ing his  letters,  a  personal  representa- 
tive must  file  an  undertaking.  Ariz. 
Estate  of  Morales,  11  Ariz.  160,  89  Pac. 
540.  Cal. — In  re  Danielson,  88  Cal. 
480,  26  Pac.  505.  Kan. —  Coutlet  v. 
Atchison,  etc.,  Ey.  Co.,  69  Kan.  772,  52 
Pac.  68.  N.  D.  —  Eansier  v.  Hyndman, 
18   N.  D.   197,   119   N.   W.   544. 

[f]  Certiorari. — A  statute  providing 
that  an  executor  or  administrator  need 
not  give  an  appeal  bond  does  not  ap- 
ply to  a  proceeding  by  certiorari.  Reese 
V.  Hamilton,  20  Tex.  668.  See  general- 
ly, 4  Standard  Peoc.  913. 

Order  dispensing  with  security,  see 
infra,  this  section. 

38.  See  21  Standard  Peoc.  235;  2 
Standaed  Peoc.  78. 

In  probate  proceedings,  see  21  Stand- 
ard Proc.  235.  In  justices'  courts,  see 
18  Standard  Proc.  232,  237. 

In  admiralty,  see  1  Standard  Proc. 
560. 

In  criminal  cases,  see  the  title,  "Re- 
view." 

[a]  But  if  the  statute  makes  no 
exception  in  favor  of  a  pauper,  he  must 
give  a  bond  on  appeal.  Bokien  v.  State, 
14  Wash.  401,  44  Pac.  883. 
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criminal  actions,'"  and  perhaps  other  persons  acting  in  another's 
right." 

The  statutory  exemption  will  not  be  extended  by  implication.*^  The 
fact  that  one  of  several  appellants  is  not  required  to  give  an  undertak- 
ing does  not  relieve  the  others  from  giving  security.*^  But  a  dismissal 
of  their  appeals  does  not  require  a  dismissal  as  to  the  appellant  who  is 
exempt.*^ 

An  order  of  the  court  dispensing  with  security  is  not  necessary  to  author- 
ize an  appeal  without  security,**  unless  the  statute  should  require  it.*° 
It  seems,  however,  that  the  section  of  the  codes  authorizing  courts  to 
dispense  with  security  when  the  appellant  is  an  executor,  administrator, 
trustee  or  other  person  acting  in  another's  right,  is  limited  to  under- 
takings to  stay  execution  and  it  has  been  so  held,  although  in  some 
jurisdictions  the  question  has  not  been  finally  passed  upon,** 


39.  See  the  statutes  and  State  ex 
rel.  Geiger  v.  Geiger,  20  Wash.  181,  54 
Pae.  1129. 

[a]  A  proceeding  as  for  contempt 
for  failure  to  pay  alimony  is  not  a 
criminal  action  within  the  statute. 
State  ex  rel.  Geiger  v.  Geiger,  20  Wash. 
181,  54  Pao.  1129. 

[b]  A  habeas  corpus  proceeding  is 
not  a  criminal  proceeding  within  the 
statute.     State  ex  rel.  Eoberts  v.  Supe- 

'  rior  Court,  32  Wash.  143,  72  Pac.  1040. 
See  10  Standard  Proc.  911,  959. 

Criminal  prosecutions  defined,  see 
the  title,  "Suits  and  Actions." 

40.  See  the  statutes  and  see  infra, 
this  section,  catch-line,  "An  order  of 
the  court  dispensing  with  security." 

[a]  A  tax  collector,  suing  for  de- 
linquent taxes,  by  express  statute, 
acts  in  his  own  and  not  in  another's 
right,  and  the  court  cannot  dispense 
with  an  undertaking.  Crismar  v.  Bing- 
ham C.  &  C.  F.  E.  Co.  3  Utah  249,  2 
Pac.   208. 

41.  Mitchell  v.  Board  of  Education, 
137  Cal.  372,  70  Pac.  180;  In  re  Hug- 
gins,  31  Ky.  L.  Eep.  475,  102  S.  W. 
849.  Compare,  San  Francisco  L.  &  C. 
Co.  V.  State,  141  Cal.  354,  74  Pae.  1047. 

42.  Cal.  —  Meyer  v.  San  Diego,  130 
Cal.  60,  62  Pac.  211.  Tex.  —  Dawson 
V.  Hardy,  33  Tex.  198.  Va.  — Sadler's 
Exrs.  V.  Green,  1  Hen.  &  M.  (U  Va.) 
26.  Wash.  —  Kelley  v.  Kitsap,  5  Wash. 
521,  32  Pac.  554. 

43.  Meyer  v.  San  Diego,  130  Cal. 
60,  62  Pac.  211;  Euch  v.  Biery,  110 
Ind.  444,  11  N.  E.  312. 

[a]    As  one  joint  defendant  can  con- 
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summate  an  appeal  of  the  whole  case 
by  giving  the  requisite  bond,  so  by  the 
same  rule,  an  executor  can  perfect  an 
appeal  of  the  whole  cause  without  bond 
when  the  interest  is  joint.  Emerick  v. 
Armstrong,  1   Ohio   513. 

44.  Bx  parte  Orford,  102  Cal.  656, 
36  Pac.  928,  on  appeal  by  personal  rep- 
resentative in  probate  proceedings. 

45.  See  the  statutes.  ■ 

46.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  The  statutory  provision  as  to 
orders  dispensing  with  security  (1)  is 
embraced  in  a  statute  providing  that 
whenever  an  appeal  is  perfected  as 
provided  by  law  it  stays  all  further 
proceedings  in  the  court  below  upon 
the  judgment  or  order  appealed  from. 
In  New  York  it  was  distinctly  held 
that  the  statute  does  not  apply  to  un- 
dertakings to  perfect  an  appeal.  "Arch- 
itectural Iron  Wks.  v.  Brooklyn,  85  N. 
Y.  652.  In  cases  in  other  states  in 
which  the  point  was  raised,  the  facts 
were  such  that  it  was  unnecessary  to 
decide  the  question,  either  (2)  for  the 
reason  that  the  appellant  was  not 
within  the  scope  of  the  statute  (as  in 
Crismar  v.  Bingham  Canyon  &  Camp 
F.  E.  Co.,  3  Utah  249,  2  Pae.  208),  or 
(3)  because  it  did  not  relate  to  the 
character  of  action  in  which  the  ap- 
peal was  taken  (as  in  Ex  parte  Orford, 
102  Cal.  656,  36  Pac.  928),  or  (4)  be- 
cause the  order  was  not  made  in  time, 
as  in  In  re  Skerrett's  Est.,  80  Cal.  62, 
22  Pac.  85.  In  the  latter  case  how- 
ever the  court  concedes  without  decid- 
ing that  this  section  applies.  But  it 
remarks  that  Mr.  Haynes  thinks  the 
statute  inapplicable  and  cites  2  Haynes 
New  Trial  and  Appeal  |  220. 
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Waiver  of  Right.  —  The  right  to  appeal  without  bond  is  not  waived  by 
the  filing  of  a  defective  bond,  and  consequently  the  appeal  will  not  be 
dismissed  because  of  such  defects.*' 

Enforcement  of  Eight.  —  If  the  trial  court  wrongfully  refuses  to  allow 
an  appeal  without  security,  mandamus  or  mandatory  order  is  an  ap- 
propriate remedy.*^ 

8.  Waiver  of  Security.  —  Where  the  undertaking  or  bond  on  appeal 
is  jurisdictional,  it  cannot  be  waived,*^  unless  the  statute  authorizes 
such  waiver.'"  But  where  the  undertaking  is  not  regarded  as  jurisdic- 
tional, it  may  be  waived  by  the  appellee  as  it  is  for  his  benefit."^ 


[b]  To  What  Actions  Statute  Ap- 
pUes.  — §  946  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Proc. 
authorizing  the  court  to  (1)  dispense 
with  security  when  an  executor  or 
guardian  appeals,  applies  to  eases  in 
which  the  executor  is  party  plaintiff  or 
defendant  in  an  action  and  appeals  from 
a  judgment  or  order  in  such  action.  Ex 
parte  Orford,  102  Cal.  656,  36  Pac.  928. 
(2)  It  is  not  applicable  to  probate  pro- 
ceedings had  upon  the  estate  he  repre- 
sents, as  they  are  within  a  statute  spe- 
^cifieally  authorizing  him  to  appeal 
without  other  security  than  his  official 
bond  from  a  judgment  or  order  in  the 
proceedings  upon  the  estate  of  which 
he  is  executor,  administrator  or  guard- 
ian. In  such  case  an  order  dispensing 
with  security  ■  is  not  necessary.  Ex 
parte  Orford,"  102  Cal.  565,  36  Pac.  928. 
[e]  When  Made.  —  The  order  dis- 
pensing with  security  must  be  made 
within  the  time  allowed  for  filing  an 
undertaking  on  appeal.  The  order  can- 
not be  entered  nunc  pro  tunc,  and  after 
an  appeal  has  lapsed  it  cannot  be  re- 
stored by  an  order  subsequently  made. 
In  re  Skerrett's  Est.,  80  Cal.  62,  22 
Pac.  85. 

Where  supersedeas  or  stay  bond  is 
given,  see  "Supersedeas  and  Stay  of 
Proceedings." 

47.  Board  of  Comrs.  v.  Howard 
Land  &  Timber  Co.,  132  La.  911,  61 
So.  868;  Luehini  v.  Police  Jury,  126  La. 
972,  53  So.  68,  21  Ann.  Cas.  59. 

48.  Johnson's  Admr.  v.  Ward,  82 
Ala.  486,  2  So.  524. 

[a]  By  an  assignment  of  errors 
after  the  appeal  is  taken,  the  objec- 
tion cannot  be  raised.  Johnson 's  Admr. 
V.  Ward,  82  Ala.  486,  2  So.  524. 

49.  Adair  v.  Montgomery  (Okla.), 
176  Pac.  911;  Eudolph  v.  Herman,  2  S. 
D.  399,  50  N.'W.  833.    See  HofCman  v. 


Owens,  31  Nev.  481,  103  Pae.  414,  104 
Pac.  241,  Ann.  Cas.  1912A,  603  (where 
the  court  in  its  first  opinion  overlooked 
the  statute  permitting  a  waiver) ;  Her- 
nandez V.  Eoberts,  24  N.  M.  253,  173 
Pac.  1034,  decided  under  the  statute  of 
1917.  But  see  Abeytia  v.  Spiegelberg, 
20  N.  M.  614,  151  Pac.  696;  Canavan  v. 
Canavan,  18  N.  M.  468,  138  Pac.  200, 
decided  under  previous  statutes. 

[a]  By  a  mere  failure  to  object,  a 
bond  on  appeal  is  not  waived,  because 
the  objection  being  one  which  goes  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  may  be 
raised  at  any  time  and  in  any  manner. 
Dean  v.  Terr.,  13  Ariz.  152,  108  Pac. 
476;  Vowell  v.  Taylor,  8  Okla.  625,  58 
Pac.  944. 

50.  See  the  statutes  and  Cal. — Lit- 
tle V.  Jacks,  68  Cal.  343,  8  Pac.  856,  9 
Pac.  264,  11  Pac.  128;  Colburn  v.  Par- 
rett,  25  Cal.  App.  749,  145  Pac.  540. 
Nev.  —  Hoffman  v.  Owens,  31  Nev.  481, 
103  Pac.  414,  104  Pac.  241,  Ann.  Cas. 
3912A,  603.  N.  Y.  — Hill  v.  Burke,  62 
N.  Y.  111.  Wis.  — Harrigan  v.  Gil- 
christ, 121  Wis.  127,  99  N.  W.  909. 

51.  Ark.  —  Jester  v.  Hopper,  13 
Ark.  43.  Haw.  —  Terr.  v.  Cotton  Bros., 
17  Hawaii  374.  lU.  — Sherwood  v.  Illi- 
nois Trust  V.  Sav.  Bank,  195  111.  112, 
62  N.  E.  835,  88  Am.  St.  Eep.  183. 

See  18  Standard  Peoc.  260. 
As  to  waiver  of  defects  in  bond,  see 
infra,  II,  N. 

[a]  But  an  unaccepted  offer  of 
waiver  will  not  confer  jurisdiction  if 
the  undertaking  given  proves  insuffi- 
cient. Bonnell  v.  Van  Cise,  8  S.  D.  592, 
67  N.  W.  685. 

Waiver  of  bond  on  appeal  from  pro- 
bate couit,  see  21  Standard  Proc.  666, 
note  46  [e]. 

Waiver  by  guardian  ad  litem  or  next 
fWend,  see  12  Standard  Peoc.  796. 

Vol.  XXV 


180 


UNDERTAKINGS 


The  waiver  may  be  implied  from  an  omission  to  make  timely  objec- 
tion,"^ except  when  the  statute  requires  the  written  consent  of  the  re- 
spondent."' In  the  latter  case,  the  waiver  may  be  made  by  the  attorney 
of  the  respondent,"  but  it  must  be  made  before  the  expiration  of  the 
time  for  taking  an  appeal."" 

C.  Paeties.  —  i.  Obligors.  —  a.  In  General. — The  obligors  in  a  bond 
or  undertaking  on  appeal  or  writ  or  error  are  the  appellant  or  plaintiff 
in  error,""  and  his  sureties,"'  although  in  some  jurisdictions,  the  appel- 
lant or  plaintiff  in  error  need  not  unite  in  or  sign  the  bond  or  under- 
taking, given  in  his  behalf."*  A  bond  is  binding  on  the  obligors  not- 
withstanding the  fact  that  a  person  not  a  party  to  the  action  joins  in 
it,"^  or  the  fact  that  the  names  of  deceased  co-parties  are  stated  in  the 
bond.'"' 

Nominal  and  New  Parties.  —  If  in  an  action  in  the  name  of  one  person 
for  the  use  of  another,  the  nominal  party  appeals,  he  must  give  the 
bond,  in  some  states.'^ 

The  guardian  need  not  join  in  the  bond  of  an  infant  appellant.'^ 


52.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Lile, 
154  Ala.  556,  45  So.  699;  Sherwood  v. 
Illinois  Trust  &  Sav.  Bank,  195  111.  112, 
62  N.  E.  835,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  183. 

53.  See  the  statutes  and  Little  v. 
Jacks,  68  Cal.  343,  8  Pae.  856,  9  Pac. 
264,  11  Pac.  128;  Hoffman  v.  Owens, 
31  Nev.  481,  103  Pac.  414,  104  Pae.  241, 
Ann.  Cas.  1912A,  603.  But  compare 
Colburn  v.  Parrett,  25  Cal.  App.  749, 
145  Pac.  540,  as  to  waiver  by  failure  to 
object. 

[a]  A  stipulation  to  advance  an  ap- 
peal on  the  calendar  is  not  the  waiver 
contemplated.  Little  v.  Jacks,  68  Cal. 
343,  8  Pac.  856,  9  Pac.  264,  11  Pac.  128. 

[b]  A  stipulation  extending  time 
for  filing  briefs,  entered  into  after  ex- 
piration of  time  for  filing  an  under- 
taking, is  not  a  waiver  thereof.  Vil- 
lage of  Hailey  v.  Eiley,  13  Idaho  749, 
92  Pae.  756. 

Form  of  waiver  of  security,  see  9 
Standard  Proc.  76. 

54.  Hoffman  v.  Owens,  31  Nev.  481, 
103  Pac.  414,  104  Pae.  241,  Ann.  Cas. 
1912A,  603. 

See  generally  the  title  "Stipula- 
tions." 

55.  Niles  v.  Gonzalez,  162  Cal.  90, 
92  Pac.  74;  Perkins  v.  Cooper,  87  Cal. 
241,  25  Pac.  411;  Aldrieh  v.  Public 
Opinion  Pub.  Co.,  27  S.  D.  589,  132  N. 
W.   278. 

[a]  Where  the  statute  requires  the 
service  of  an  undertaking  with  the 
notice  of  appeal,  the  waiver  must  be 
entered  into  at  the  time  of  or  prior  to 
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the  service  of  the  notice  of  appeal. 
Aldrieh  v.  Public  Opinion  Pub.  Co.,  2f 
S.  D.  589,  599,  132  N.  W.  278. 

56.  See  infra,  this  section. 

As  to  recital  of  name  of  obligor  In 
body  of  bond,  see  infra,  II,  E,  2,  a. 

[a]  A  board  of  coimty  commissioa- 
ers  must  execute  an  appeal  bond  in  the 
name  of  the  board,  and  not  by  the 
members  individually.  Board  of  County 
Comrs.  V.  King,  9  Colo.  542,  13  Pac. 
539. 

[b]  A  bond  in  the  name  of  an  unin- 
corporated association  is  insufS^cient 
to  sustain  an  appeal  allowed  to  the  in- 
dividual defendants  composing  the  as- 
sociation. Merchants  Underwriters  v. 
Parkhurst-Bavis  Merc.  Co.,  131  111. 
App.  617. 

Necessity  of  separate  bonds  where 
there  are  several  appellants,  see  supra, 
II,  B,  2. 

57.  See  infra,  II,  C,  1,  b. 

Necessity  of  reciting  name  of  sure- 
ties in  body  of  instniment,  see  infra, 
II,  E,  2,  b. 

58.  See  infra,  II,  V,  and  see  supra, 
I,  E,  1. 

59.  Parshall  v.  Clark  (Tex.),  77  S. 
W.  437. 

60.  Farrias  v.  Delgado  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  210  S.  W.  610. 

61.  Tedrick  v.  Wells,  152  HI.  214, 
38  N.  E.  625.  Contra,  McBarnett  v. 
Breed,  6  Ala.  476. 

62.  Andruss  v.  Stewart,  10  N.  J,  L. 
160. 
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In  What  Capacity.  —  The  appellant  must  give  a  bond  in  the  capacity 
in  which  he  appeals."^  If  he  appeals  in  different  capacities,  he  must 
give  a  bond  in  each  aapacity.^* 

b.  Sureties  and  Security.  —  "When  the  statute  is  silent  on  the  sub- 
ject of  sureties,  a  bond  on  appeal  without  surety  is  sufficient."^  But 
when  the  statute  contemplates  sureties,  a  bond  without  sureties,""  or 
without  competent  sureties,"^  or  with  a  less  number  of  sureties  than  the 
statute  requires,"*  is  insufficient,  unless  the  defect  is  waived,"^  or 
cured.'"'    Personal  security  is  not  necessarily  required,  however.''^ 

Who  May  Be  Surety. —  The  appellant  himself, ^^  his  co-parties,''^  and 
necessary  parties  to  an  appeal  either  as  appellee  or  appellant,'*  are  not 
competent  sureties  on  a  bond  or  undertaking  on  appeal.  But  sureties 
on  other  bonds  or  undertakings  in  an  action  are  not,  as  a  rule,  thereby 
rendered  incompetent  to  aet,'^  unless  they  are  parties  to  the  judgment 
or  are  otherwise  rendered  incompetent.'*   By  virtue  of  statute,  bonding 


63.  Ansley  v.  Stuart,  123  La.  330, 
48  So.  953;  Thibodeaux  v.  Thibodeaux, 
45  La.  Ann.  1126,  13  So.  805. 

64.  Crawford  v.  Alexander,  14  La. 
Ann.  708;  Love  v.  Francis,  63  Mich. 
181,  29  N.  W.  843,  6  Am.  St.  Eep.  290. 

[a]  Where  an  appeal  is  granted  to 
a  party  sued  iadividually  and  in  a  repi- 
resentative  capacity,  the  execution  of 
an  appeal  bond  in  his  name  suflSces  to 
maintain  the  appeal  by  him  individual- 
ly. Ansley  v.  Stuart,  123  La.  330,  48 
So.  953. 

65.  111.  — Oswego  V.  Kellogg,  99  111. 
590.  la.  —  Minton  v.  Ozias,  115  Iowa 
148,  88  N.  W.  336.  Mass.  — Martin  v. 
Dennie,  16  Pick.  202. 

But  compare,  Ottawa  v.  Johnson,  73 
Kan.  165,  84  Pae.  749,  9  Ann.  Gas.  707, 
an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  convic- 
tion in  a  police  court. 

In  admiralty,  see  1  Standard  Proc. 
560. 

66.  Wenatehee  Orchard  &  Irr.  Co.  v. 
Thompson,  60  Wash.  643,  111  Pac.  874. 

67.  Objections  to  sureties,  see  infra, 
n,  N. 

Amendment  as  to,  see  infra,  II,  O, 
2,  b. 

68.  Me.  —  In  re  Bartlett,  82  Me.  210, 
19  Atl.  170.  Md.  —  Harris  v.  Eegester, 
70  Md.  109, 16  Atl.  386.  Mich.  —  Beebe 
V.  Young,  13  Mich.  221.  Minn.  —  State 
V.  Fiteh,  30  Minn.  532,  16  N.  W.  411. 
Bliss.  —  Pfiefer  v.  Hartman,  60  Miss. 
505.  N.  H.  — Gilman  v.  Bartlett,  20 
N.  H.  168.  N.  y.  — Nichols  v.  Mae 
Lean,  98  N.  T.  458,  7  Civ.  Proc.  132,  1 
How.  Pr.  (N.  8.)  370;  North  Ameri- 
can Coal  Co.  V.  Dyett,  4  Paige  273; 
Van  Wezel  v.  Van  Wezel,  3  Paige  38. 


Tex.  —  McGarrah  v.  Burney,  4  Tex. 
287. 

See   18   Standard  Proc.   242. 

■Where  statute  requires  a  bond  with 
"securities,"  a  bond  with  one  surety 
is  insufficient.  See  supra,  I,  C,  1,  c. 
Contra,  Dane  v.  Dane,  67  N.  H.  552,  39 
Atl.  433. 

69.  See  In  re  Bartlett,  82  Me.  210, 
19  Atl.  170. 

70.  See  infra,  II,  O,  2,  b. 

71.  Jarrard  v.  McCarthy,  95  Kan. 
719,  149  Pac.  696. 

[a]  Under  a  statute  requiriag  a 
bond  with  such  "security"  as  may  be 
fixed  and  approved  by  the  court,  per- 
sonal security  is  not  requisite.  The 
appellant  may  give  a  personal  bond 
and  make  a  personal  deposit  of  cash 
as  security  therefor.  Jarrard  v.  Mc- 
Carthy, 95  Kan.  719,  149  Pae.  696. 

72.  Ala.  —  See  Davis  v.  McCamp- 
fcell,  371  Ala.  609.  la.  —  Hudson  v. 
Smith,  111  Iowa  411,  82  N.  W.  943. 
N.  Y.  —  Nichols  v.  MacLean,  98  N.  Y. 
458,  7  Civ.  Proc.  132,  1  How.  Pr.  (N. 
S.)  370.  Wash.  — David  v.  Guich,  30 
Wash.  266,  70  Pac.  497. 

See  18  Standard  Proc.  243. 
7S.     Gordon,    v.    Eoberts,oa,    26'    Ga. 
410;     Hollis  v.  Border,  10  Tex.  277. 

74.  Pearee  v.  Haas,  122  La.  376,  47 
Pac.  687;  Barrow  v.  Clack,  45  La.  Ann. 
478,  12  So.  631;  Bauer  v.  Locht,  30 
La.  Ann.  685. 

75.  McCall  Co.  «.  Segal,  60  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  81,  126  8.  W.  913;  Carter  v.  Forbes 
Lithograph  Mfg.  Co.,  22  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
373,  54  S.  W.  926. 

76.  See  Davis  v.  MoCampbell,  37 
Ala.  609, 
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companies  are  authorized  to  act  as  surety.''  Attorneys  may  act  sM 
sureties,'*  unless  forbidden  by  statute  '^  and  rules  of  court.'" 

2.  Obligees.  —  Generally  it  is  not  necessary  in  an  undertaking  on 
appeal  to  state  the  name  of  the  payee,  as  the  statute  does  not  require 
it.*^  But  an  appeal  bond  must  distinctly  name  an  obligee,*^  or  do  so 
by  reasonable  intendment.** 

"When  naming  an  obligee,  a  bond  on  appeal  must  comply  with  the 
statute  designating  the  obligee.**  Usually  it  is  required  that  the  bond 
be  made  payable  to  the  "appellee,"*^  or  the  "adverse  party, "*^  though 


[a]  A  surety  on  a  supersedeas  bond 
who  is  a  party  to  a  judgment  dismis- 
sing the  supersedeas  is  not  competent 
to  act  as  surety  on  appeal  from  the 
judgment.  Davis  v.  McCampbell,  37 
Ala.  609. 

77.  See  supra,  I,  C,  2,  b. 

78.  See  supra,  I,  C,  2,  b. 

79.  See  the  statutes  and  Chase  v. 
Omaha  Loan  &  Trust  Co.,  56'  Neb.  358, 
76  N.  W.  896.  See  also  18  Standard 
Proc.  243. 

[a]  Attorneys  in  active  practice, 
even  though  they  may  not  be  profes- 
sionally engaged  or  interested,  are  for- 
bidden to  act  as  sureties  on  appeal 
bonds,  by  some  statutes.  la.  —  Hud- 
sou  V.  Smith,  111  Iowa  411,  82  N.  W. 
943.  S.  D.  —  Towle  v.  Bradley,  2  S.  C 
472,  50  N.  W.  105?.  Wis.  —  Gilbank  v. 
Stephenson,  30  Wis.  155. 

[b]  Effect  of  Violation  of  Statute. 
(1)  According  to  some  authorities  a 
bond  on  appeal  executed  by  an  at- 
torney as  surety  is  void,  and  the  appeal 
will  be  dismissed.  la.  —  Hudson  v. 
Smith,  111  Iowa  411,  82  N.  W.  943. 
Okla.  —  SohafEer  v.  Troutwein,  36  Okla. 
653,  129  Pac.  696,  statute  so  provides. 
S.  D.  — Towle  V.  Bradley,  2  S.  D.  472, 
50  N.  W.  1057.  (2)  Some  courts  hold 
otherwise.  Wallace  v.  Scoles,  6  Ohio 
428. 

80.  See  the  rules  of  court. 

[a]  The  rule  of  court  is  directory 
and  (1)  the  bond  is  valid  although 
signed  by  an  attorney.  Prusiecki  v. 
Eamzinski  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  81  S.  W. 
549.  (2)  A  rule  of  the  superior  court 
forbidding  an  attorney  to  be  surety 
for  his  client  does  not  require  a  dis- 
missal of  the  appeal  by  the  supreme 
court.  De  Jarnatt  v.  Marquez,  127  Cal. 
558,  60  Pac.  45,  78  Am.  St.  Eep.  90. 
(3)  Where  the  party  is  innocent  of 
any  improper  intention,  his  appeal  will 
not  be  dismissed,  but  a  new  bond  will 
be  required.  Nash  v.  Haycraf  t,  34  Fla. 
449,  16  So.  324.    See  infra,  II,  O,  2,  b. 
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81.  Downing  v.  Eademacher,  136  Cal. 
673,  69  Pac.  415;  Metzler-Hegsted 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Farmers',  etc.,  Mercan- 
tile Co.,  78  Ore.  551,  153  Pac.  56. 

[a]  But  an  undertaking  in  lieu  of 
tihe  bond  required  by  statute  must 
comply  with  the  statutory  require- 
ments as  to  bonds  and  must  therefore 
be  payable  to  the  person  designated  in 
the  statute.  Johnston  k.  Letson,  3 
Ariz.  344,  29  Pac.  893.  Compare,  present 
statute  of  Arizona. 

82.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  An  Appeal  Bond  Without  an 
Obligee  Is  Void.  —  U.  S.  —  Swan  v. 
Hill,  155  U.  S.  394,  15  Sup.  Ct.  178, 
39  L.  ed.  197,  under  Arizona  practice. 
Ariz.  —  EeUly  v.  Crowley,  3  Ariz.  286, 
29  Pae.  14.  E.  I.  —  Garrett  v.  Shove, 
15  E.  L  538,  9  Atl.  901.  Tex.  — Whit- 
ing V.  Pettus,  1  Tex.  191. 

In  justice's  courts,  see  18  Standard 
Proc.   242. 

83.  See  infra,  II,  E,  2,  b. 

84.  Piedmont  v.  Lee,  13  Ala.  App. 
567,  68  So.  574. 

As  to  cure  of  a  mistake  by  amend- 
ment, see  infra,  II,  O,  2,  b. 

85.  Ga.  —  Mattox  v.  Embry,  131  Ga. 
283,  62  S.  E.  202.  Mo.— Price  v.  Halsed, 
3  Mo.  461.  Tex.  —  Young  v.  Eussell,  60 
Tex.  684;  Hall  Music  Co.  v.  Hall,  55 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  610,  120  S.  W.  904; 
State  V.  Dayton  Lumber  Co.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  164  S.  W.  48;  Walter  Box  Co.  i;. 
Blackburn  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  157  S.  W. 
220. 

In  justices'  courts,  see  18  Standard 
Proc.  241. 

86.  N.  y.  —  Thompson  v.  Ellsworth, 
1  Barb.  Ch.  624.  Ohio.  — Job  v.  Har- 
lan, 13  Ohio  St.  485.  Wash.  — West- 
land  Pub.  Co.  V.  Royal,  36  Wash.  399, 
78  Pac.  1096;  Seattle  Trust  Co.  v. 
Pitner,  17  Wash.  365,  49  Pae.  505.  Wis. 
Thompson  v.  Thompson,  24  Wis.  515; 
State  ex  ret  Tallmadge  v.  Mint.  19 
Wis.  621. 
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sometimes  it  is  required  to  be  made  payable  to  the  state,*'  the  court,*' 
the  judge,*'  or  other  officer.'" 

Ad  ' '  appellee ' '  or  adverse  party,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute, 
is  a  party  to  the  record  against  whom  the  appeal  is  taken,  that  is  to 
say,  the  person  whose  interest  in  relation  to  the  subject  of  the  appeal  is 
in  conflict  with  the  reversal  of  the  judgment,  decree,  or  order  appealed 
from,  or  the  modification  sought  for  by  the  appeal,  whether  he  be 
plaintiff,  defendant  or  intervener  in  the  trial  court.'^ 


Bond  on  certiorari,  see  18  Standard 
Prdc.  375. 

87.  Barnett  v.  Blackstone  Coal  & 
Min.  Co.  (Okla.),  158  Pac.  588  (bond 
on  appeal  from  county  court  to  district 
court) ;  Thompson  v.  Grider  Imp.  Co., 
SB  Okla.  165,  128  Pac.  266;  Ihrig  v. 
Scott,  5  Wash.  584,  32  Pac.  466. 

88.  Blake  v.  Estate  of  Kimball,  22 
Vt.  632,  may  be  payable  to"  the  ad- 
verse party  or  the  probate  court. 

89.  Alexander  v.  Smith,  4  Smed.  & 
M.  (Miss.)  258;  Harper  t;.  Archer,  4 
Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)  99,  43  Am.  Dec. 
472  (to  the  judge  of  probate);  Gan- 
non V.  Phelan,  64  Neb.  220,  89  N.  W. 
1028,  to  the  judge  of  the  probate  court. 

90.  Murray  v.  Colburn,  9  Hawaii 
424,  to  the   clerk. 

91.  See    infra,    this    note. 

[a]  "By  'appellee'  is  meant  the 
party  against  whom  the  appeal  is  taken 
— that  is  to  say,  the  party  who  has  an 
interest  adverse  to  setting  aside  the 
judgment."  Stayton  &  Co.  v.  Horsey, 
97  Tex.  341,  78  S.  W.  919;  Hall  Music 
Co.  V.  Hall,  55  Tex.  Civ.  App.  610,  120' 
S.  W.  904,  905. 

[b]  "The  adverse  party,"  within 
the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  statute, 
means  the  party  whose  interest  in  re- 
lation to  the  subject  of  the  appeal  is 
in  conflict  with  the  reversal  of  the 
order  or  decree  appealed  from,  or  the 
modification  sought  for  by  the  appeal. 
Thompson  v.  Ellsworth,  1  Barb.  Ch. 
(N.  Y.)  624,  followed  in  Senter  v.  De 
Bernal,  38  Cal.  637;  Salvino  v.  Taylor 
Mill  Co.,  102  Wash.  507,  173  Pac.  433; 
Seattle  Trust  Co.  v.  Pitner,  17  Wash. 
365,  49  Pac.  >505.  See  also,  Bruhn  v. 
Steffins,  66  Wash.  144,  119  Pac.  29. 

"Adverse  parties"  as  used  in  stat- 
ute' relating  to  notice  of  appeal,  see  2 
Standard  Proc.  313. 

ifc]  Whether  a  party  to  a  suit  be 
plaiiitiif,  defendant  or  intervener  in 
the  trial  court,  he  must  be  made  an 
oblige?  if  his  interest  on  appeal  is  ad- 
verse   to   the   party   appealing,     Ko9- 


minsky    v.    Hamburger,    20    Tex.    Civ, 
App.  291,  48  S.  W.  1107. 

[d]  A  co-party  not  appealing  may 
be  named  when  the  judgment  of  re- 
versal as  to  the  appellant  will  operate 
as  a  reversal  as  to  the  co-party.  Staf- 
ford V.  Blum,  7  Tex.  Civ.  App.  283,  27 
S.  W.  12. 

[e]  A  hond  payable  to  a  person  not 
a  party  to  the  record  is  defective.  St. 
Louis  S.  W.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Neal  (Tex. 
Civ.  AppO,  65  S.  W.  49. 

[f ]  On  appeal  from  an  order  admit- 
ting a  will  to  prohate,  a  special  ad- 
ministrator appointed  before  probate 
is  the  "adverse  party"  within  the  rule, 
especially  when  he  is  also  the  propon- 
ent of  the  will  and  the  executor  named 
in  it.    Appeal  of  Mullins,  40  Wis.  154. 

[g]  On  appeal  by  the  ward  from  an 
order  appointing  a  guardian,  the  guard- 
ian is  the  "adverse  party"  to  whom 
tLe  bond  should  run.  State  ex  ret  Tall- 
madge  v.  Elint,  19  Wis.  621. 

[h]  On  appeal  from  a  judgment  for 
deliniinent  taxes  payable  to  a  city,  the 
bond  should  be  payable  to  the  city. 
Nashville  v.  Weiser,  54  111.  245. 

[i]  A  husband,  who  joins  the  wife 
in  a  suit  to  prevent  the  sale  of  her 
separate  property  under  execution 
against  him,  should  be  named  a«  ob- 
ligee in  the  bond  on  an  appeal  by  the 
defendant.  Hugo  v.  Seffel,  92  Tex.  414, 
49  S.  E.  369.  Necessity  of  husband 
joining  in  the  appeal,  see  11  Standard 
Proc.  814. 

fj]  A  garnishee  is  not  an  adverse 
party  to  an  appeal  from  a  judgment 
for  the  defendant  in  the  main  action. 
Seattle  Trust  Co.  v.  Pitner,  17  •  Wash. 
365,  49  Pac.  505.  See  10  Standard  Proc. 
488. 

[k]  Receiver.  —  In  a  proceeding  in- 
volving the  priority  of  creditors' 
claims,  a  receiver  is  in  the  position  of 
a  stakeholder  of  a  fund  to  be  paid  to 
whichever  claimant  is  entitled  to  prior- 
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If  there  are  several  persons  adversely  Interested,  the  bond  must,  as  a  gen- 
eral rule,  name  and  be  payable  to  all  of  them,°^  except,  of  course,  where 
the  bond  or  undertaking  is  required  to  be  made  payable  to  the  state, 
judge,  or  other  ofScer.^^  While  it  has  been  held  safe  to  make  the  bond 
payable  to  all  the  parties  to  the  action  who  do  not  appeal,'*  such  a 
course  is  not  absolutely  necessary,'^  as  it  is  required  that  the  bond  be 
payable  to  the  adverse  parties  or  appellee  only.'^  Persons  dismissed 
from  the  ease  need  not  be  named  as  obligees,^'  except  where  the  judg- 
ment of  dismissal  is  one  which  may  be  reviewed.'* 

Where  the  cause  of  action  is  assigned  before  the  appeal  is  taken,  the  as- 
signee is  not  an  "adverse  party"  within  the  statut^  until  he  is  sub- 
stituted as  a  party.'® 

When  Party  Is  Dead.  —  There  seems  to  be  some  conflict  upon  the 
question  of  obligees  when  the  appellee  is  dead.^ 


ity,  and  is  not  an  "adverse  party" 
within  the  rule.  Salvino  v.  Taylor  Mill 
Co.,  102   Wash.   507,  173   Pac.  433. 

92.  BlafEer  v.  New  Orleans  Water 
Supply  Co.,  160  Eed.  389,  87  C.  C.  A. 
341;  Hermann  v.  Likens,  90  Tex.  448, 
452,  39  S.  W.  282;  Meade  v.  Bartlett, 
77  Tex.  366,  367,  14  S.  W.  388;  Young 
V.  Eussell,  60  Tex.  684;  Chandler  v. 
Sappington,  36  Tex.  272;  Taylor  v. 
Davidson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  120  S.  W. 
1018.  See  Thompson  v.  Ellsworth,  1 
Barb.  Ch.   (N.  T.)   624. 

In  admiralty,  see  1  Standard  Peoc. 
560. 

[a]  On  an  appeal  by  au  intervener, 
both  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant 
should  be  made  obligees.  Greenwade 
V.  Smith,  57  Tex.  195. 

[b]  Unnecessary  Parties.  —  On  an 
appeal  from  a  judgment  awarding  the 
property  in  litigation  to  certain  de- 
fendants, other  defendants  in  whose 
favor  a  judgment  is  rendered  that  the 
plaintiff  take  nothing  need  not  be 
made  parties  to  the  bond,  when  the 
plaintiff  does  not  wish  to  appeal  from 
the  judgment  in  their  favor.  Wande- 
lohr  V.  Eainey,  lOO  Tex.  471,  100  S.  W. 
1155. 

[e]  Warrantors  cited  by  the  defend- 
ant in  a  trespass  to  try  title  suit 
should  be  named  as  obligees  when  the 
plaintiff  appeals  from  a  judgriient 
against  him.  Appel  v.  Childress,  53 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  607,  116  S.  W.  129. 

[d]  But  a  guardian  is  the  represen- 
tative of  all  the  persons  adversely 
interested  in.  an  appeal  taken  by  the 
ward  from  an  order- appointing  a  guard- 
ian, and  he  is  properly  named  »9  ob- 
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ligee  in  the  bond.     State  ex  rel.  Tall- 
madge  v.  Flint,  19  Wis.  621. 

93.  See  supra,  this  section. 

94.  Meade  v.  Bartlett,  77  Tex.  366, 
367,  14  S.  W.  388. 

95.  Seattle  Trust  Co.  v.  Pitner,  17 
Wash.  365,  49  Pac.  505. 

96.  Seattle  Trust  Co.  v.  Pitner,  17 
Wash.  365,  49  Pac.  505. 

97.  Atascosa  County  v.  Alderman, 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  91  S.  W.  846;  Woelf- 
len  V.  Lewiston-Clarkston  Co.,  49  Wash. 
405,   95   Pac.   493. 

98.  Stafford  v.  Blum,  7  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  283,  27  S.  W.   12. 

99.  Wright  v.  Seattle  Groc.  Co.,  101 
Wash.  266,  172  Pac.  345.  See  also 
Schroeder  v.  Pratt,  21  Utah  176,  60 
Pac.  512. 

As  to  effect  of  assignments  pending 
action,  see  20  Standard  Proc.  968  (as- 
signment before  judgment);  15  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  967,  assignment  of  judg- 
ment. 

1.     See  infra^  this  note. 

[a]  When  the  obligee  is  dead  at  the 
time  of  the  execution  of  the  bond,  (1) 
the  bond  is  a  nullity.  Simmang  v.  Cheney 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  155  S.  W.  1198.  (2) 
But  see  Spencer  v.  Aetna  Indemnity 
Co.,  231  111.  82,  83  N.  E.  102,  12  Ann. 
Cas.  3^3,  holding  that  although  the  ap- 
pellee has  died  after  judgment  ren- 
dered, the  bond  is  properly  made  pay- 
able to  him. 

[b]  If  the  representatives  of  the 
decedent  are  made  parties  to  the  pro- 
ceeding, they  should  be  made  obligees. 
Smith  V.  Parks,  55  Tex.  82. 

[c]  But  where  there  are  several  ad- 
verse parties,  one  of  whom  has  died 
pending  suit,  a  bond  payable  to  all  ig 
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Where  the  appellee  l9  an  Infant,  the  bond  should  be  made  payable  to 
him  instead  of  his  next  friend.^ 

D.  Amoxtnt.^  —  The  statutes  either  fix  the  amount  of  the  bond  or 
undertaking  on  appeal,*  or  prescribe  who  is  to  fix  the  amount  thereof." 


sufficient  to  sustain  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  appellate  court  (Futeh  v.  Palmer, 
11  Tex.  Civ.  App.  191,  32  S.  W.  566. 
See  also  Todhuntei  v.  Klemmer,  134 
Cal.  60,  66  Pac.  75,  an  action  on  the 
undertaking),  although  (2)  it  is  not 
sufficient  to  withstand  a  motion  to  dis- 
miss the  appeal.  Janes  v.  Langham,  29 
Tex.   414,  418. 

[d]  If  the  nominal  party  dies  after 
judgment  and  before  the  perfection  of 
the  appeal,  the  bond  should  run  to  the 
real  party  in  interest,  in  view  of  a 
statute  providing  that  on  the  death  of 
a  nominal  party  an  action  may  be  con- 
tinued by  the  real  party  in  his  own 
name.  Aetna  Indemnity  Co.  v.  Spen- 
cer, 135  111.  App.  54. 

2.  Cooper  V.  Maclin's  Heirs,  25  Ala. 
298. 

3.  In  admiralty,  see  ,1  Staitdabd 
Pkoc.  560. 

i.  See  the  statutes  and  Johnston  v. 
Letson,  3  Ariz.  344,  29  Pac.  893;  Eeilly 
V.  Crowley,  3  Ariz.  286,  29  Pac.  14; 
State  ex  rel.  Mahoney  v.  McKinmore, 
8  Ore.  207. 

[a]  Order  of  Court.  —  When  the 
statute  prescribes  the  sum,  an  order  of 
court  fixing  it  is  unnecessary  and  nuga- 
tory.    Putman  v.  Putman,  3  Ariz.  182, 

24  Pae.  320.  See  also  Roekford  Watch 
Co.  V.  Eumpf,  12  Wash.  647,  42  Pac. 
213. 

[b]  The  fact  that  an  undertaking 
in  the  statutory  amount  may  prove  in- 
adecLnate  in  a  particular  case  will  not 
defeat  the  appeal.  In  re  Estate  of 
Sutro,  152  Cal.  249,  92  Pac.  486,  1027. 

5.  See  the  statutes  and  the  follow- 
ing: lU.  — Ser  Vis  v.  Ser  Vis,  162  111. 
App.  378.  La.  —  S.  Blum  &  Co.  v.  Wyly, 
110  La.  211,  34  So.  416.  Mo.  — Krey- 
Hng  V.  O 'Eeilly,  95  Mo.  App.  561,  75 
S.  W.  694.    Nev.  —  Sweeney  v.  Karsky, 

25  Nev.  197,  58  Pac.  813.  Ohio.— Hub- 
Me  V.  Eenick,  1  Ohio  St.  171. 

Power  of,  judge  out  of  court  to  fix 
amount  of  bond,  see  16  Standard  Peoc. 
618. 

[a]  Order  of  Clerk. —  Under  a  stat- 
ute requiring  the  bond  on  appeal  to 
be  in  a  sum  at  least  double  the  prob- 


able amount  of  the  costs  to  be  fixed 
by  the  clerk,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  clerk 
to  fix  the  amount  of  the  bond,  but  no 
order  by  him  fixing  the  amount  is  re- 
quired. When  he  approves  the  bond, 
his  approval  covers  the  amount  thereof 
under  this  statute.  Thomas  v.  Terr.,  10 
Ariz.  180,  85  Pac.  1063. 

[b]  In  the  federal  courts,  the  bond 
must  be  in  an  amount  which  in  the 
opinion  of  the  judge  is  sufficient  to 
answer  all  such  costs  as  upon  affirm- 
ance may  be  adjudged  to  the  respond- 
ent in  error.  Jerome  v.  MeCarter,  21 
Wall.  (U.  S.)  17,  28,  22  L.  ed.  515. 

[e]  Couoi;  Cannot  Beciuire  Bond  in 
Excessiye  Amount.  —  Lewis  v.  Holmes, 
194  Fed.  842,  116  C.  C.  A.  408. 

[d]  A  mistake  of  the  clerk  in  estim- 
ating and  fixing  the  probable  amount 
of  the  costs  does  not  affect  the  right 
to  appeal.  Horstman  v.  Little,  98  Tex. 
342,  83  S.  W.  679.  To  similar  effect, 
Immanuel  Presbyterian  Church  V. 
Eiedy,  104  La.  314,  29  So.  149. 

[e]  Keview. —  (1)  The  appellate 
court  has  no  power  to  review  the  action 
of  the  clerk  in  fixing  the  amount  of 
the  bond,  and  require  a  larger  bond  if 
the  amount  fixed  is  insufficient,  when 
such  power  is  not  conferred  by  statute. 
Horstman  v.  Little,  98  Tex.  342,  83  S. 
W.  679.  To  the  same  effect,  see  Mid- 
land By.  Co.  V.  Wilcox,.  Ill  Ind.  561, 
12  N.  B.  513;  Kreyling  v.  O 'Eeilly,  95 
Mo.  App.  561,  75  S.  W.  694.  (2)  The 
determination  of  the  superior  court  as 
to  the  amount  of  the  bond  is  at  least 
prima  facie  conclusive.  Kirby  v.  Col- 
lins, 5  Wash.  682,  32  Pac.  769.  (3)  The 
trial  court  has  a  discretion  which  is 
not  subject  to  review,  if  not  arbitrari- 
ly exercised.  Fitzpatrick  v.  Letten,  123 
La.  748,  49  So.  494.  (4)  The  remedy 
when  the  judge  fixes  too  low  an  amount 
for  a  devolutive  appeal  is  to  have  the 
amount  increased  by  proper  proceed- 
ings in  the  lower  court.  Blanks  v. 
Laphiew,  132  La.  545,  61  So.  615;  Im- 
manuel Presbyterian  Church  v.  Eiedy, 
104  La.  314,  29  So.  149.  (5)  If  the  trial 
court  refuse  to  increase  the  amount, 
the  appellee  may  apply  to  the  appel- 
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The  amount  specified  in  the  undertaking,  or  bond  on  appeal,  must  not 
be  less  than  the  amount  designated  in  the  statute,^  or  fixed  by  the  of- 
ficer,' but  it  may  be  greater.? 

If  a  deposit  in  lieu  of  an  undertaking  is  made,  it  must  be  in  an 
amount  equal  to  the  penalty  or  amount  required  in  the  bond  or  under- 
taking.^ 

E.  Form  and  Eequisites  of.  '—  1.  In  General,  —  The  statutes  var- 
iously require  that  the  security  on  appeal  or  writ  of  error  be  in  form 
of  a  bond,  an  undertaking,  or  recognizance,^"  or  in  lieu  thereof  a  de- 
posit of  money  with  the  clerk. ^^  While  judges  approving  appeal  bonds 
and  undertakings  should  insist  on  as  close  a  conformity  to  the  exact 
statutory  language  as  the  nature  of  the  case  will  permit,^^  it  is  not 
essential  that  the  specific  form  expressed  in  the  statute  be  adhered  to,^* 
if  there  is  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  statutory  requirements.^* 
On  the  other  hand,  the  trial  court  has  no  authority  to  dispense  with 
any  of  the  requisites  expressly  required  by  statute.^^    And  any  sub- 


late  court  for  an  appropriate  writ. 
Blanks  v.  Laphiew,  132  La.  546,  61  So. 
615. 

6.  In  re  Kasson's  Estate,  135  Cal.  1, 
66  Pac.  871;  Corcoran  v.  Desmond,  71 
Cal.  lO'O,  11  Pac.  815;  Prusiecki  v. 
Eamzinski  (Tex.  Civ.  App.).  81  S.  W. 
549;  Stnbbs  v.  Landa  Cotton  Oil  Co., 
28  Tex.  Civ.  App.  56,  66  S.  W.  213. 

As  to  cure  of  defect  by  a  new  under- 
taking, see  infra,  II,  O,  2,  b. 

7.  Jacobs  V.  Morrow,  21  Neb.  233, 
31  N.  W.  739. 

[a]  Wbere  a  bond  has  been  duly  ap- 
proved by  the  officer  whose  duty  it  is 
to  fix  the  amount  and  to  approve  it,  it 
will  be  presumed  that  the  bond  eon- 
formed  to  the  requirements  of  the  of- 
ficer. Jacobs  V.  Morrow,  21  Neb,  233, 
31  N.  W.  739. 

8.  Cal.  — Zoller  v.  McDonald,  23 
Cal.  136.  Mont.  —  Stapleton,  «.  Pease, 
2  Mont.  508.  Nev.  —  State  v.  Califor- 
nia Min.  Co.,  13  Nev.  203,  212. 

9.  Cal.  —  Swem  v.  Monroe,  148  Cal. 
741,  83  Pac.  1074.  Haw.  —  Paona  v. 
Heanu,  3  Hawaii  591.  N.  Y.  —  Lane  v. 
Humbert,  16  Daly  186,  9  N.  T.  Supp. 
744,  18  Civ.  Proc.  377,  31  N.  Y.  St.  277, 

Amendment,  see  infra,  II,  O,  2,  b. 

10.  See  the  statutes. 

In  probate  proceedings,  see  21  Stand- 
ard Peoc.   6ff8,  note  47. 

Form  of  bond  and  undertaking  on 
appeal,  see  9  Standard  Proc.  75  and 
Dossett  V.  St.  Paul  &  Tacoma  Lumber 
Co.,  31  Wash.  489,  490,  72  Pac.  116, 
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11.  Cal.  — Mullen  v.  Hunt,  67  Cal. 
69,  7  Pac.  121.  Idaho.  —  Bbhannon 
Dredg.  Co.  v.  England,  30  Idaho  721, 
168  Pae.  12;     In  re  McVay's  Estate, 

14  Idaho  56,  93  Pac.  28.   La S.  Blum 

&  Co.  V.  Wyly,  110  La.  211,  34  So.  416. 
S.  D.  —  Bonnell  v.  Van  Cise,  8  S.  D. 
592,  67  N.  W.  685. 

See  2  Standard  Proc.  78. 

[a]  No  order  of  court  is  necessary 
to  authorize  the  making  of  a  deposit 
in  lieu  of  bond.  Thwing  v.  Minowa 
Co.,  134  Minn.  148,  156  N.  W.  780,  158 
N.  W.  820,  159  N.  W.  564,  Ann.  Cas. 
1918E,  420. 

Amount  of,  see  supra,  II,  D. 

[b]  Substitution  of  an  undertaking. 
If  a  deposit  is  made,  the  appellant 
cannot  move  the  appellate  court  for 
permission  to  withdraw  it  and  file  an 
undertaking  instead.  Wiebold  v.  Eauer, 
95  Cal.  418,  30  Pae.  558.  See  also  Mc- 
Intyre  v.  Strong,  63  How,  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 
405,  2  Civ.  Proe.  36. 

12.  American  Brew.  Co.  v.  Talbot, 
125  Mo.  388,  28  S.   W.  585. 

13.  National  Surety  Co.  v.  People, 
54  Colo.  365,  130  Pae.  843;  Case  v. 
Daniels,  1  Colo.  App.  116,  27  Pae.  886; 
Converse  v.  Trapp  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  29 
S.  W.  415. 

14.  Case  v.  Daniels,  1  Colo.  App. 
116,  27  Pac.  886;  C.  &  J.  Michel  Brew. 
Co.  V.  Wightman's  Est.,  97  "Wis.  657, 
73  N.  "W.  316. 

On  appeal  from  justice's  courts,  see 
18  Standard  Proc.   246. 

16.  In  re  Bartlett,  82  Me.  210,  19 
Atl.  170:  Eeid  v.  Fernandez,  52  Tex. 
379. 
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stantial  variation  from  the  conditions  required  to  be  expressed  has  been 
held  to  defeat  jurisdiction  of  the  appellate  court.^"  It  is  immaterial 
whether  an  undertaking  or  a  bond  be  filed,^^  if  the  essential  require- 
ments of  the  statute  are  observed.^^  And  the  sureties  cannot  avoid 
liability  because  a  recognizance  is  given  instead  of  a  bond.^®  Mere 
clerical  errors,^"  surplusage,^^  and  formal  or  technical  defects,^^  do  not 
vitiate  the  bond  or  undertaking.  But  ambiguity  or  lack  of  certainty 
does.^^ 

2.  Recitals  as  to  Parties.  —  a.  Oiligors.  —  The  names  of  all  the 
obligors  should  be  recited  in  the  body  of  the  bond  or  undertaking  on 
appeal,^*  but  the  omission  of  the  name  of  an  obligor  in  the  body  of  the 
bond,  is  no  substantial  objection  when  he  has  signed  it.^^  The  bond  or 
undertaking  need  not  show  which  is  the  principal  and  which  are  sure- 
ties.^°  And  it  need  not  state  the  residence,^^  occupation,^^  and  the  quali- 
fications ^^  of  sureties,  unless  statute  requires  it.*" 


16.  Terr.  v.  Doan,  7  Ariz.  89,  60  Pao. 
138. 

17.  Ariz,  —  Johnston  v.  Letaon,  3 
Ariz.  344,  2»  Pae.  893.  N.  Y.  — Wilson 
V.  Allen,  3  How.  Pr.  369,  371.  Waah. 
Wilson  V.  Morrell,  5  Wash.  654,  32  Pae. 
733. 

18.  Johnston  v.  Letson,  3  Ariz,  344, 
29  Pao.  893. 

19.  Granger  v.  Parker,  142  Mass. 
186,  7  N.  E.  785.  See  also  Crist  v. 
Smith,  66  Mo.  App.  398. 

20.  Neb.  —  Paul  v.  •  Cragnaz,  25 
Nev.  293,  59  Pae.  857,  60  Pae.  983,  47 
I/.  E.  A.  540;  Sweeney  v.  Karsky,  25 
Nev.  197,  58  Pae.  813.  N.D.  — Burger 
V.  Sinclair,  24  N.  D.  315,  140  N.  W.  231. 
Wash.  —  Dossett  v.  St.  Paul  &  T.  Lumb. 
Co.,  31  Wash.  489,  72  Pae.  116. 

21.  McSweeuey  v.  Blank,  107  La. 
292,  31  So.  636.     See  infra,  II,  E,  5. 

22.  Eupe  V.  Kemp,  99  Wash.  371, 
169  Pae.  855;  State  ex  rel.  Grass  v. 
White,  40  Wash.  560,  82  Pae.  907,  2 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  563. 

23.  Title  Ins.  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Cali- 
fornia Dev.  Co.,  168  Cal.  397,  143  Pae. 
723. 

24.  Adams  v.  Wilson,  10  Mo.  341. 

[a]  If  the  appellant  ii  a  partner- 
ship, the  names  of  the  individual  part- 
ners need  not  be  given,  as  they  appear 
in  the  record.  MeSweeney  v.  Blank, 
107  La.  292,  31  So.  636. 

[b]  Sureties.  —  Dore  v.  Covey,  13 
Cal.  502. 

Specifying  parties  to  the  judgment, 
see  infra,  II,  E,  4. 

25.  Hirams  v.  Coit,  Dallam  (Tex.) 
449. 

[a]   A  f  ailnve  to  recite  the  names  of 


the  sureties  in  the  body  of  the  bond 
does  not  (1)  affect  the  validity  of  the 
bond  or  undertaking,  if  signed  by  him 
(Cal.  —  Dore  v.  Covey,  13  Cal.  502. 
Ind.  —  Wilson  v.  Bennett,  132  Ind.  210, 
31  N.  E.  184;  Majeniea  Tel.  Co.  v. 
Sogers,  43  Ind.  App.  306,  87  N.  E.  165. 
Tex.  —  Cooke  v.  Crawford,  1  Tex.  9,  46 
Am.  Dec.  93,  or  (2)  release  from 
liability,  a  surety  who  signed  and  jus- 
tified as  surety.  Case  v.  Daniels,  1  Colo. 
App.  116,  27  Pae.  886. 

26.  Cullen  v.  Lee,  50  Ala.  494,  where 
all  the  obligors  signed  as  principal  ob- 
ligors.      ' 

27.  Dobbins  v.  DoUarhide,  15  Cal. 
374.  Compare,  Blood  v.  Wilder,  6  How. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  446;  Gorman  v.  Madden, 
26  S.  D.  459,  128  N.  W.  614;  Fullerton 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Tinker,  21  S.  D.  647,  115 
N.  W.  91. 

28.  Dobbins  v.  DoUarhide,  15  Cal. 
374. 

29.  Zavaglia  v.  Notarbartolo,  137 
La.  722,  69  So.  152,  Ann.  Cas.  1916B, 
924. 

[a]  When  a  surety  company  Is 
surety,  it  is  not  necessary  to  show  that 
it  has  complied  with  the  statutes  re- 
gulating its  power  to  act.  Roberts  v. 
Shelton,  S.  W.  E.  Co.,  21  Wash.  427, 
58  Pae.  576. 

30.  See   the   statutes. 

[a]  Some  statutes  require  the  resi- 
dence and  occupation  to  be  stated  only 
when  the  undertaking  is  to  operate  as 
a  stay.  Dobbins  v.  DoUarhide,  15  Cal. 
374;  State  «.  Alta  Silver  Min.  Co.,  24 
Nev.  230,  51  Pae.  982.  See  the  title, 
"Supersedeas  and  Stay  of  Proceed- 
ings." 
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b.  Obligee  and  Payee.  —  While  an  undertaking  on  appeal  need  not, 
as  a  rule,  recite  the  name  of  the  payee,  a  bond  on  appeal  must  do  so,^^ 
or  otherwise  identify  the  obligee.^^  It  has  been  held  proper  to  name 
one  appellee  and  include  the  rest  under  a  phrase  "and  others, "^^  al- 
though, for  certainty,  all  the  obligees  should  be  named.^*  If  the  ap- 
pellee is  a  party  in  a  representative  capacity,  the  bond  should  run  to 
him  in  that  capacity.^^ 

c.  Errors  and  Mistakes  as  to  Name,  —  A  variance  as  to  the  name 
of  a  party  between  the  obligatory  and  conditional  part  of  the  bond  is 
fatal,  it  has  been  held.^®  A  mistake  in  the  name  of  the  obligee  is  fatal 
if  the  name  as  given  and  the  true  name  of  the  party  are  not  idem 
sonans.^'^  But  a  clerical  error  in  the  Christian  name  of  an  obligee  is 
not  fatal  if  there  is  no  doubt  of  the  obligee.'*  That  the  name  of  a  cor- 
poration obligee  is  not  given  in  full  is  of  no  moment  if  it  is  unmistak- 
ably identified.'^ 

3.  Reference  to  Appeal.  —  An  undertaking  or  bond  on  appeal  must 
refer  with  definiteness  to  the  particular  appeal  to  which  it  relates.*" 
If  it  fails  to  do  so,  it  is  ambiguous  and  insufficient,*^  and  cannot  be  cor- 
rected by  a  new  bond  or  undertaking.*^ 

It  is  the  practice  to  name  the  court  to  which  the  appeal  is  taken.*' 


31.  See  supra,  11,  C,  2. 

32.  Hall  v.  Hall  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
198  S.  W.  636. 

[a]  A  bond  payable  to  the  defend- 
ant without  naming  him  is  sufficient. 
Masterson  v.  Young  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
48  S.  W.  1109. 

[b]  A  bond  to  an  administrator  in 
his  representative  capacity  is  undoubt- 
edly good  without  the  use  of  his  per- 
sonal name.  Appeal  of  Mullins,  40 
Wis.  154. 

33.  Smith  v.  Montreil,  26  Mo.  578, 
a  recognizance  on  appeal  from  a  jus- 
tice's court. 

[a]  Et  Alii.  —  Conery  v.  Webb,  Raw- 
lings  &  Co.,  12  La.  Ann.  282. 

34.  Swift  &  Co.  V.  Kortrecht,  110 
Ted.  328,  49  C.  C.  A.  68. 

In  admiralty,  see  1  Standard  Pboc. 
560. 

35.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  A  bond  running  to  "A.  E.  ad- 
ministrator" runs  in  favor  of  the  ob- 
ligee in  a  representative  eapacity,  as 
clearly  as  though  the  word  "as"  had 
been  inserted  between  the  name  and 
the  title.  The  rule  of  contracts  gen- 
erally regarding  the  words  "admini- 
strator," etc.,  as  mere  deseriptio  per- 
sonae  does  not  apply  to  bonds  required 
to  be  given  a  party  in  a  representative 
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capacity  in  a  judicial  proceeding.  Kas- 
son  V.  Estate  of  Brocker,  47  Wis.  79, 
86,  1  N.  W.  418. 

36.  Gillilan  v.   Gray,   13   111.   705. 

37.  Block  V.  Blum,  33  111.  App.  643; 
Houston  Ice  &  Brew.  Co.  v.  Edgewood 
Distilling  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  63  S.  W. 
1075,  where  party  was  described  as 
"Bdgeworth"   Distilling    Co. 

38.  International  &  G.  N.  E.  Co.  v. 
Vanden,  7  Tex.  Civ.  App.  258,  26  S.  W. 
767;    Appeal  of  Mullins,  40  Wis.  154. 

39.  Wandelohr  v.  Rainey,  100  Tex. 
471,  100  S.  W.  1155,  where  the  full 
name  was  "Grayson  County  National 
Bank  of  Sherman,"  and  the  name  as 
stated  omitted  the  words  "of  Sher- 
man." 

40.  Little  V.  Thatcher,  151  Cal.  558, 
91  Pac.  321;  Hibernia  Sav.  &  L.  Soc. 
V.  Freese,  127  Cal.  70,  59  Pac.  769. 

Where  several  appeals  are  taken,  see 
infra,  this  section. 

41.  Hibernia  Sav.  &  L.  Soc.  v. 
Treese,  127  Cal.  70,  59  Pac.  769;  Mc- 
Cormiek  v.  Belvin,  96  Cal.  182,  31  Pac. 
16. 

42.  Cure  of  error,  see  infra,  II,  O, 
2,  b. 

43.  McAulay  v.  Tahoe  lee  Co.,  3 
Cal.  App.  642,  86  Pae.  912,  whether  an 
omission  would  be  fatal,  querjr. 
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In  doing  so,  the  undertaking  must  correspond  with  the  notice  of  ap- 
peal,** and  should  correctly  designate  the  court.*^ 

The  bond  should  indicate  which  party  is  the  appellant.*^ 
"Where  several  appeals  are  taten  from  different  orders  or  judgments 
in  a  cause,  and  only  one  undertaking  or  instrument  is  filed  as  security 
for  all,  each  appeal  must  he  recited  or  referred  to.*'  If,  in  such  ease, 
the  undertaking  specifies  a  particular  appeal  without  referring  to  the 
others,  only  the  one  specified  can  be  considered  by  the  appellate  court, 
and  the  other  must  be  dismissed.*^  If  the  undertaking,  in  an  amount 
sufficient  for  one  appeal  only,  has  no  special  reference  to  either  matter 
appealed  from,  but  is  conditioned  generally  upon  "such  appeal,"  "the 
appeal,"  "said  appeal"*^  or  "said  appeals"^"  it  is  void  for  ambiguity 


a.  McAulay  v,  Tahoe  Ice  Co.,  3 
Cal.  App.  642,  86  Pac.  912. 

45.  Pacific  Pav.  Co.  v.  Verso,  11 
Cal.  App.  383,  105  Pac.  136;  McAulay 
V.  Tahoe  Ice  Co.,  3  Cal.  App.  642,  86 
Pac.  912;  Tucker  v.  State,  11  Md. 
322. 

46.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Name  Left  Blank.  —  Where  a 
bond  recites  the  rendition  of  a  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  A.  B.  against  C.  D. 
and   omits  the  name  of  the  appellant 

jn  the  clause,  "whereas  the  said • 

Intends  to  appeal,"  the  appellant  may 
be  identified  in  the  petition  in  an  action 
on  the  bond.  Wile  v,  Koch,  54  Ohio  St. 
608,  44  N.  E.  236. 

47.  Ariz.  —  Van  Dyke  v.  Cordova 
Copper  Co.,  14  Ariz.  499,  132  Pac.  94. 
Cal.  — Sharon  v.  Sharon,  68  Cal.  326, 
9  PSe.  187;  Bomheimer  v.  Baldwin,  38 
Cal.  671.  Idaho.  —  Nobach  v.  Scott, 
20  Idaho  558,  119  Pac.  295;  Sebree  v. 
Smith,  2  Idaho  357,  16  Pac.  477.  Mont. 
Pirrie  v.  Moule,  33  Mont.  1,  81  Pac. 
390;  Coleman  v.  Perry,  24  Mont.  237, 
61  Pac.  129. 

[a]  Even  when  there  are  appeals 
from  a  final  judgment  and  from  an  order 
refusing  a  new  trial,  and  when  one  un- 
dertaking in  an  amount  necessary  for 
a  single  appeal  is  given  (see  supra,  II, 
B,  4),  both  appeals  must  be  recited. 
Cal.  —  Granger  v.  Eobinson,  114  Cal. 
631,  46  Pac.  604;  Bornheimer  v.  Bald- 
win, 38  Cal.  671.  Idaho.  —  Stine  Lum- 
ber &  Shingle  Co.  v.  Hemenway,  179 
Pac.  505;  McCoy  v.  Oldham,  1  Idaho 
465.  Mont.  — Hurley  v.  O'Neill,  24 
Mont.  293,  61  Pac.  658.  N.  D. — Sucker 
State  Drill  Co.  v.  Broek,  18  N.  D.  598, 
120  N.  W.  757. 


48.  Ariz.  —  Steinf eld  v.  Nielsen,  15 
Ariz.  424,  139  Pac.  879;  Dean  v.  Terr., 
13  Ariz.  152,  108  Pac.  476.  Cal.— Paci- 
fic Pac.  Co.  V.  Bolton,  89  Cal.  154,  26 
Pac.  650;  Bornheimer  v.  Baldwin,  38 
Cal.  671;  Horn  v.  Volcano  Water  Co., 
18  Cal.  141;  Blair  v.  Brownstone  Oil 
&  Eef.  Co.,  21  Cal.  App.  676,  132  Pac. 
fi05.  Idaho.  —  Kelly  v.  Leachman,  5 
Idaho  521,  51  Pac.  407,  408.  Mont. 
Hurley  v.  O'Neill,  24  Mont.,  293,  61 
Pac.  658. 

49.  Ariz.  —  Dean  v.  Terr.,  13  Ariz. 
152,  108  Pac.  476.  Cal.  — Estate  of 
Sutro,  152  Cal.  249,  92  Pac.  486,  1027; 
Carter  v.  Butte  Creek  Gold  M.  &  P. 
Co.,  131  Cal.  350,  63  Pac.  667;  Estate 
of  Heydenfeldt,  119  Cal.  346,  51  Pac. 
543;  Home  &  Loan  Associates  v.  Wil- 
kins,  71  Cal.  626,  12  Pac.  799.  Idaho. 
Wallace  v.  McKinlay,  6  Idaho  95,  53 
Pac.  104;  Kelly  v.  Leachman,  5  Idaho 
521,  51  Pac.  407.  Mont.  —  Eichter  v. 
Eagle  L.  Assn.,  24  Mont.  346,  61  Pac' 
878;  Creek  v.  Bozeman  Waterworks 
Co.,   22   Mont.   327,   56   Pac.   362. 

[a]  Illustrations.  —  Where  several 
appeals  are  taken  and  the  undertaking 
is  to  pay  damages  and  costs  which  may 
be  awarded  against  the  appellant  "on 
said  appeal"  or  "on  such  appeal,"  it 
is  void  for  ambiguity.  Carter  v.  Butte 
Creek  Gold  Min.  &  P.  Co.,  LSI  Cal.  350, 
63  Pac.  667;  Estate  of  Heidenfeldt, 
119  Cal.  346,  51  Pac.  543;  Centerville 
&  K.  Irr.  Ditch  Co.  «.  Bachtold,  109 
Cal.  Ill,  41  Pac.  813. 

50.  McCormick  v.  Belvin,  96  Cal. 
182,  31  Pac.  16. 

[a]  But  if  the  undertaking  states 
"on  said  appeals  or  either  of  them"  it 
is  sufScient.  Kelly  v.  Leachman,  5 
Idaho  521,  51  Pae.  407.  See  infra,  II, 
B,  5. 
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and  all  appeals  will  be  dismissed,^^  except,  according  to  some  author- 
ities, when  an  appeal  is  taken  from  a  judgment  and  from  an  order 
denying  a  new  trial.^^  This  is  true,  even  though  only  one  of  the  orders 
named  in  the  notice  of  appeal  is  appealable.^^ 

4.  Description  of  Judgment  or  Order  Appealed  Prom.  —  The  bond 
or  undertaking  on  appeal  must  recite,  allude  to,  or  describe  the  order 
or  judgment  appealed  from  with  sufficient  definiteness  to  identify  it.^* 
It  should  state  the  style  ^^  and  number  "  of  the  cause,  and  the  names 
of  all  the  parties  to  the  judgment.^'    It  should  show  who  recovered  the 


51.  Centerville  &  K.  Irr.  Ditch  Co. 
V.  Bachtold,  109  Cal.  Ill,  41  Pac.  813. 

52.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  When  an  appeal  is  taken  from  a 
judgment  and  from  an  order  denying 
a  new  trial,  an  undertaking  for  $300, 
which  recites  both  appeals  and  states 
it  is  executed  "in  consideration  of  the 
premises  and  of  such  appeal,"  is  suf- 
ficient. Ariz.  —  Blaisdell  v.  Steiufeld, 
15  Ariz.  155,  137  Pac.  555.  Oal.— Gran- 
ger V.  Eobinson,  114  Cal.  631,  46  Pac. 
604;  Mont.  —  Kaufman  v.  Cooper,  38 
Mont.  6,  98  Pac.  504,  1135;  Nolan  v. 
Montana  Cent.  Ey.  Co.,  24  Mont.  327, 
61  Pac.  880;  Eainsey  v.  Burns,  24  Mont. 
234,  61  Pac.  129,  "but  if  the  question 
were  before  us  for  the  first  time  we 
should  hold  the  undertaking  is  void  for 
ambiguity."  Contra,  Kelly  v.  Leach- 
man,  5  Idaho  521,  51  Pac.  407;  Mathi- 
son  V.  Lelandj   1  Idaho  712. 

53.  Centerville  &  K.  Irr.  Ditch  Co. 
V.  Bachtold,  109  Cal.  Ill,  41  Pac.  813; 
Pirtie  v.  Moule,  33  Mont.  1,  81  Pac. 
390;  Creek  v.  Bozeman  Waterworks 
Co.,   22   Mont.   327,  56   Pac.   362. 

[a]  The  reason  of  this  rule  is  that 
upon  a  motion  to  dismiss  an  appeal  on 
the  ground  that  the,  order  appealed 
from  is  not  appealable,  the  question 
can  only  be  determined  by  a  judicial 
comparison  of  the  record  containing 
the  order  with  the  statutes  whereas  on 
a  motion  to  dismiss  on  the  ground  that 
the  appeal  has  not  been  perfected,  the 
court  is  limited  to  a  consideration  of 
the  steps  taken  for  perfecting  an  ap- 
peal. The  two  motions  proceed  upon 
different  records,  the  former  upon  the 
record  of  the  action  of  the  court  be- 
low culminating  in  and  including  the 
ordfer  appealed  from,  the  latter  upon  a, 
record  of  proceedings  taken  by  the  ap- 
pellant subsequent  to  and  independent 
of  the  order  appealed  from.  Center- 
ville &  K.  Irr.  Ditch  Co.  v.  Bachtold, 
109  Cal.  Ill,  114,  41  Pac.  813. 
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54.  Ariz.  —  Putman  v.  Putman,  3 
Ariz.  182,  24  Pac.  320.  Cal.  —  Duncan 
V.  Times-Mirror  Co.,  109  Cal.  602,  42 
Pac.  147.  Haw. —  In  re  Hubash,  9 
Hawaii  45.  Mass.  —  Putnam  v.  Boyer, 
140  Mass.  235,  5  N.  E.  493.  N.  Y. 
McElroy  v.  Mumford,  128  N.  Y.  303, 
28  N.  E.  502.  Tex.  —  Burch  u.  Bastrop, 
38  Tex.  80;  Shapard  v.  Bailleul,  3  Tex. 
26;  I'irst  Nat.  Bank  v.  Campbell  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  133  S.  W.  311;  Wil- 
kes V.  "W.  O.  Brown  &  Co.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  80  S.  W.  844. 

[a]  The  only  object  of  describing 
the  judgment  is  to  enable  it  to  be 
identified  as  the  subject  of  the  under- 
taking. McElroy  v.  Mumford,  128  N. 
Y.  303,  30'8,  28  N.  E.  502. 

[b]  That  the  judgment  is  a  final 
judgment  need  not  be  stated.  Chris- 
tian V.  Crawford,  60  Tex.  45. 

Cure  of  mistake  by  amendment,  see 
infra,  II,  O,  2,  b. 

55.  Haw.  —  In  the  matter  of  Hub- 
ash,  9  Hawaii  45.  La.  —  Thibodeaux  v. 
Thibodeaux,  45  La.  Ann.  1126,  13  So. 
805.  Tex.  —  Whiting  v.  Pettus,  1  Tex. 
191. 

56.  In  the  Matter  of  O'Hara,  60 
Tex.  179. 

57.  Ariz.  —  Putman  v.  Putman,  3 
Ariz.  182,  24  Pac.  320.  Mass. —  Put- 
nam, V.  Boyer,  140  Mass.  235,  5  N.  E. 
493.  Tex.  —  Jenkins  v.  McNeese,  34 
Tex.  189. 

[a]  That  the  initials  of  a  party  in- 
stead of  his  Christian  name  is  given  is 
immaterial.  Niblo  v.  Dyer  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  56  8.  W.  216. 

[b]  The  names  must  correspond  to 
the  names  as  described  in  the  judg- 
ment as  it  appears  in  the  record,  even 
though  there  is  a  clerical  error  in  the 
name  as  it  is  stated  in  the  judgment. 
Prusiecki  v.  Ramzinski  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  81   S.  "W.   549. 

[c]  Cure  of  omission.  —  Where  the 
caption  of  the  bond  is  not  quoted  in 
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judgment,  and  against  whom  it  was  rendered,"*  the  court  which  ren- 
dered the  judgment, ^^  the  amount  of  the  judgmentj^"  or  nature  of  the 
reeovery,^^  and  the  date  of  rendition.'^  A  full  description  of  the  judg- 
ment in  every  particular  is  not  required,^^  and  the  omission  of  any 
particular  means  of  identification  above  enumerated  is  not  fatal  if  the 
judgment  is  otherwise  sufficiently  identified.** 

A  misdescription  of  the  judgment  or  order  in  a  material  matter  has 
been  held  to  be  a  fatal  defect  as  against  a  timely  motion  to  dismiss  the 
appeal."^  But  a  mistake  as  to  the  date,*"  or  the  amount  "  of  the  order 
or  judgment  is  not  fatal  if  there  is  but  one  order  or  judgment  and  one 
appeal,  and  the  order  or  judgment  is  otherwise  correctly  described. 


the  transcript  on  appeal,  there  being 
merely  a  recital  "title  of  court  and 
cause,"  and  where  the  bond  refers  to 
the  parties  to  the  judgment  as  inter- 
veners and  plaintiffs,  the  omission  of 
the  names  of  the  parties  cannot  be  sup- 
plied by  presumption.  Putman  v.  Put- 
man,  3  Ariz.  182,  24  Pac.  320. 

58.  In  the  matter  of  O'Hara,  60 
Tex.  179;  Howard  v.  Malsch,  52  Tex. 
60. 

59.  In  the  matter  of  Hubash,  9 
Hawaii  45;  In  the  matter  of  O'Hara. 
60  Tex.  179;  Kusmierz  v.  Mahula  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  77  S.  W.  966. 

60.  Dye  v.  Dye,  12  Colo.  App.  206, 
55  Pac.  205;  Putnam  v.  Boyer,  140 
Mass.  235,  5  N.  E.  493.  But  see  Chris- 
tian  V.    Crawford,   60    Tex.   45. 

61.  In  the  matter  of  O'Hara,  60 
Tex.  179;  Hollis  v.  Border,  10  Tex. 
277. 

62.  Putnam  v.  Boyer,  140  Mass. 
235,  5  N.  E.  493;  In  the  matter  of 
O'Hara,  60  Tex.  179. 

[a]  The  term  at  which  the  judgment 
was  rendered  should  be  stated,  but  an 
omission  in  this  respect  is  not  fatal. 
Davis  V.  Wakelee,  156  U.  S.  680,  15  Sup. 
Ct.  555,  39  L.  ed.  578;  New  Orleans 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Albro  Co.,  112  U.  S.  506,  607, 
5  Sup.  Ct.  289,  28  L.  ed.  809. 

[b]  An  omission  of  the  day  of  the 
month  of  the  rendition  of  the  judg- 
ment is  not  fatal  if  the  judgment  is 
otherwise  sufficiently  described.  John- 
ston V.  King,  83  "Wis.  8,  63  N.  W.  28. 

63.  Warren  v.  Marberry,  85  Tex. 
193,  19  S.  W.  994;'  Herndon  v.  Bre- 
mond,  17  Tex.  432. 

64.  Davis  V.  Watelee,  156  U.  S.  680, 
15  Sup.  Ct.  555,  39  L.  ed.  578;  New 
Orleans  Ins.  Co.  v.  Albro  Co.,  112  IT.  S. 
506,  507,  5  Sup.  Ct.  289,  28  L.  ed.  809; 
Glentworth  v.  Hutchison,  11  N.  J.  L. 
90. 


[a]  The  omission  of  the  style  of 
the  action,  is  not  fatal  if  the  case  and 
the  judgment  are  otherwise  sufliciently 
identified.  Glentworth  v.  Hutchison, 
11  N.  J.  L.  90. 

Omission  of  date,  see  swprck,  this  sec- 
tion, note  63. 

65.  International  &  G.  N.  E.  Co.  v. 
Smith,  58  Tex.  74;  Hollis  v.  Border, 
10  Tex.  277. 

[a]  A  description  of  a  judgment  as 
in.  favor  of  two  or  more  parties,  when 
in  fact  it  is  in  favor  of  one  only,  is  a 
fatal  defect.  Willenberg  v.  Murphy, 
40  111.  46;  International  &  G.  N.  E. 
Co.  V.  Smith,  68  Tex.  74.  The  converse 
is  equally  true.  Dumas  v.  Hunter,  28 
Ala.  688. 

[b]  Where  a  bond  misdescribes  the 
character  of  the  judgment  rendered,  it 
is  insufficient.  Thus  where  a  judgment 
that  the  plaintiff  take  nothing  is  de- 
scribed as  a  judgment  that  the  defend- 
ant recover  the  land  in  dispute,  the 
appeal  will  be  dismissed.  tSmith  v. 
Cheatham,  12  Tex.  37. 

[c]  But  when  the  name  of  a  party 
is  misspelled,  the  variance  is  immater- 
ial if  the  names  are  idem  sonans.  Niblo 
V.  Dyer  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  56  S.  W.  216. 

Clerical  errors,  see  supra,  II,  E,  1. 

66.  Ala.  — Wilder  v.  Bush,  75  So. 
143;  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Lile, 
154  Ala.  556,  45  So.  699.  Cal.  — Dyer 
V.  Bradley,  88  Cal.  590,  26  Pac.  511; 
Swasey  v.  Adair,  83  Cal.  136,  23  Pac. 
284.  Nev.  —  Paul  v.  Cragnaz,  25  Nev. 
293,  310,  59  Pac.  857,  60  Pac.  983,  47 
L.  E.  A.  540.  Tex.  — Murphy  v.  Wil- 
liams, 103  Tex.  165,  124  S.  W.  900; 
Southern  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  Stanley,  76 
Tex.  418,  13  S.  W.  480. 

But  see  Lemon  v.  Stephenson,  40  111. 
45,  holding  a  mistake  as  to  the  date  of 
the  judgment  is  fatal. 

67.  Dye  v.  Dye,  12  Colo.  App.  206, 
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5.  Condition.  —  An  undertaking  or  a  bond  on  appeal  should  be 
conditioned  as  required  by  statute.'^  A  bond  on  appeal  is  usually  con- 
ditioned that  the  appellant  shall  prosecute  his  appeal  with  effect,"' 
while  an  undertaking  of  the  sureties  is  to  the  effect  that  they  undertake 
and  promise,  on  +he  part  of  the  appellant,  that  the  appellant  will  pay 
all  damages  and  costs  which  may  be  awarded  against  him  on  the  ap- 
peal, or  on  a  dismissal  thereof,  not  exceeding  a  specified  amount.'"' 
"When  one  undertaking  is  given  on  several  appeals  from  different  judg- 
ments or  orders,  it  should  contain  alternative  conditions  referring  to 
each  separately.''^  If  several  parties  appeal  jointly,  the  undertaking 
should  be  executed  on  behalf  of  all,'^  though  all  need  not  sign  it,'^  ex- 
cept in  some  jurisdictions  when  an  order  allowing  a  joint  appeal  is 
made.^*    If  executed  on  behalf  of  the  "appellant"  without  designating 


55  Pac.  205;  Warren  v.  Marberry,  85 
Tex.  193,  19  S.  W.  994;  San  Antonio 
&  A.  P.  E.  Co.  V.  Sale  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
31  S.  W.  825. 

68.  U.  S.  — Swan  v.  Hill,  155  U.  S. 
394,  15  Sup.  Ct.  178,  39  L.  ed.  197. 
Ala.  —  Piedmont  v.  Lee,  13  Ala.  App. 
567,  68  So.  574.  Ariz.  —  Jolinston  v. 
Letson,  3  Ariz.  344,  29  Pae.  893;  Reilly 
V.  Crowley,  3  Ariz.  286,  29  Pac.  14.  Cal. 
Thomas  v.  Hawkina,  12  Cal.  App.  327, 
107  Pac.  578.  Ga.  — Plynn  v.  East 
Point,  18  Ga.  App.  729,  90  S.  E.  372; 
Hubert  v.  Thomasville,  18  Ga.  App.  756, 
90  S.  E.  720.  Ky.  —  Galloway  v.  Brad- 
burn,  119  Ky.  49,  82  S.  W.  1013.  Mass. 
Pray  v.  Wasdell,  146  Mass.  324,  16 
N.  E.  266.  N.  D.  —  Burger  v.  Sinclair, 
24  N.  D.  326,  140  N.  W.  235.  Ore. 
Steed  v.  Cavanaugh,  80  Ore.  62,  151 
Pac.  968.  Tex.  —  Pridgen  v.  Walker, 
37  Tex.  410;  Doss  v.  Griawold,  1  Tex. 
99;  Slaughter  v.  Texas  L.  Ins.  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  211  S.  W.  350. 

On  appeal  from  justice's  court,  see 
18  Standard  Peoc.   249. 

On  appeal  from  proceedings  for  vio- 
lation of  municipal  ordinances,  see  20 
Standard  Proc.  227. 

69.  Johnston  v.  Letson,  3  Ariz.  344, 
29  Pae.  893;  Eeilly  v.  Crowley,  3 
Ariz.  286,  29  Pae.  14;  Ring  v.  Missis- 
sippi Eiver  Bridge  Co.,  57  Mo.  496, 
498. 

70.  Cal.  —  Jarman  v.  Rea,  129  Cal. 
157,  61  Pac.  790;  Duncan  v.  Times- 
Mirror  Co.,  109  Cal.  602,  42  Pac.  147. 
Idaho.  —  Havlick  v.  Davidson,  15  Idaho 
787,  lO'O  Pac.  91.  Mont.  —  Hill  v.  Cas- 
sidy,  24  Mont.  108,  60  Pac.  811. 

Amendment,  see  infra,  II,  0,  2,  b. 
[a]     An  omission  of  the  alternative 
condition  providing  for  the  dismissal 
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of  the  appeal,  is  fatal  (Cal.  —  Jarman 
V.  Rea,  129  Cal.  157,  61  Pae.  790. 
Idaho.  —  Jackson  v.  Barrett,  12  Idaho 
465,  86  Pac.  270.  Mont.  — Hill  v.  Cas- 
sidy,  24  Mont.  108,  60  Pac.  811;  Wood- 
man 17.  Calkins,  12  Mont.  456,  31  Pac. 
63),  unless  the  omission  is  cured  by  a 
new  undertaking.  See  infra,  II,  O, 
2,  b. 

[b]  A  bond  of  an  administrator  must 
be  conditioned  to  pay  such  judgment 
as  may  be  awarded- against  himself,  not 
against  his  intestate.  People  ex  rel. 
Spencer  v.  Judges,  1  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  29. 

71.  Kelly  v.  Leachman,  5  Idaho  521, 
51  Pac.  407;  Baker  v.  Butte  City 
Water  Co.,  24  Mont.  31,  113,  60  Pae. 
488. 

[a]  Illustration:  —  When  two  ap- 
peals are  taken  in  an  action  and  one 
undertaking  is  given  when  permitted, 
the  words  "or  either  of  them"  should 
be  inserted  after  the  words  "or  on 
dismissal  thereof,"  for  otherwise  the 
sureties  assume  no  liability  unless  both 
appeals  should  be  decided  adversely  to 
the  appellant  or  both  should  be  dis- 
missed. Baker  v.  Butte  City  Water 
Co.,  24  Mont.  31,  60  Pac.  488. 

72.  Ala.  —  Crump  «.  Wallace,  27 
Ala.  277.  Cal.— -Estate  of  Sutro,  152 
Cal.  249,  92  Pac.  486,  1027,  {distinguish- 
ing Sangamon  v.  Brown,  13  111.  207) ; 
Downing  v.  Rademacher,  136  Cal.  673, 
69  Pac.  415.  Mont.  —  Hayes  v.  Union 
Mercantile  Co.,  27  Mont.  264,  70  Pac. 
975. 

Joinder  of  appellants,  see  2  Standard 
Pkoc.  217. 

Necessity  for  signature  of  all,  see 
infra,  II,  E. 

73.  See  infra,  11,  F. 

74,  See  infra,  II,  F. 
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which,  it  is  ambiguous.'^  If  executed  on  behalf  of  a  designated  appel- 
lant, the  appeal  as  to  the  appellant  named  will  stand,'"  but  the  appeals 
of  the  remaining  co-appellants  will  be  dismissed.'''  On  the  other  hand, 
when  only  one  of  several  co-parties  appeals,  an  undertaking  purporting 
to  be  security  for  the  appeal  of  all  will  not  support  the  appeal,'^  or  an 
action  thereon.'^  It  has  been  held,  however,  that  when  one  joint  party 
appeals,  the  bond  should  be  for  the  prosecution  of  the  appeal  generally, 
and  not  for  the  prosecution  of  a  separate  appeal  by  one.^° 

The  exact  words  of  the  statute  need  not  be  used,  if  the  bond  is  in 
substantial  conformance  with  the  statute,*^  and  embraces  all  the  con- 


75.  Title  Ins.  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Cali- 
fornia Dev.  Co.,  168  Cal.  397,  143  Pae, 
723. 

[a]  An  omission  of  the  name  of  a 
party  in  the  promise  to  pay  all  damages 
that  may  be  awarded  against  a  party, 
is  a  fatal  uncertainty  where  the  appeal 
is  joint  and  the  undertaking  is  exe- 
cuted on  behalf  of  "the  appellant" 
without  designating  which  appellant. 
Title  Ins.  &  Trust  Co.  v.  California  Dev. 
Co.,  168  Cal.  397,  405,  143  Pae.  723,  a 
new  undertaking  was  not  tendered  in 
this  case. 

76.  Zane  v.  De  Onativia,  135  Cal. 
440,  67  Pae.  685;  Noble  v.  Whitten,  81 
Wash.  507,  76  Pae.  95;-  Hopkins  v. 
Satsop  Ey.  Co.,  18  Wash.  679,  52  Pae. 
349;  See  also  Kelley  v.  Kitsap,  5 
Wash.  521,  32  Pae.  554. 

[a]  The  inclusion  of  the  name  of 
an  unnecessary  party  in  the  notice  of 
appeal  is  of  no  effect  and  does  not  re- 
quire a  dismissal  of  the  appeal  because 
he  failed  to  join  in  the  execution  of  the 
bond.  Noble  v.  Whitten,  34  Wash.  507, 
76  Pae.  95. 

77.  Zane  v.  De  Onativia,  135  Cal. 
440,  67  Pae.  685. 

78.  Zane  v.  De  Onativia,  135  Cal. 
440,  67  Pae.  685. 

[a]  For  the  reason  that  there  never 
was  a  joint  appeal,  and  the  sureties 
have  agreed  to  stand  responsible  only 
for  such  damages  as  might  be  awarded 
against  all.  Zane  v.  De  Onativia,  135 
Cal.  440,  67  Pae.  685. 

79.  Fry  v.  Astorg,  29  Cal.  App.  740, 
156  Pae.  873. 

Different  rules  governing  sufficiency 
of  bond  when  attacked  on  motion  to 
dismiss  the  appeal,  and  in  an  action 
on  the   bond,   see  infra,  II,  N. 

80.  Moore  V.  McGuire,  26  Ala.  461. 

[a]  Recitals  in  Bond.  —  But  to  ren- 
der the  appeal  effectual  it  is  not  neces- 
sary that  the  bond  shall  in  so   many 


words  recite  that  one  party  to  the  joint 
judgment  sues  out  the  appeal  in  the 
names  of  all.  It  is  sufB.cient,  if  upon 
a  fair  construction  of  its  language  this 
is  made  to  appear.  Deslonde  v.  Carter, 
28  Ala.  541. 

Necessity  of  joinder  in  appeal  of 
parties  to  joint  judgment,  see  2  Stand- 
AED  Peoc.  217. 

81.  XJ.  S.  —  Kountze  v.  Omaha  Hotel 
Co.,,  107  U.  S.  378,  2  Sup.  Ct.  911,  27 
1».  ed.  609,  Ark.  —  Ballard  v.  Noaks, 
1  Ark.  133.  HI.  —  Schill  v.  Eeisdorf, 
88  111.  411.  Ind.  —  Carmichael  v.  Hol- 
loway,  9  Ind.  519.  Minn.  —  Eiley  v. 
Mitchell,  38  Minn.  9,  35  N.  W.  472. 
N.  D.  —  Seckerson  v.  Sinclair,  24  N.  D. 
326,  625,  140  N.  W.  239.  Wis.  — Eas- 
son  V.  Estate  of  Brocker,  47  Wis.  79,  1 
N.  W.  418. 

[a]  The  use  of  the  words  "to  final 
judgment"  Instead  of  "to  effect"  in 
the  condition  of  the  bond  is  immaterial. 
Carmichael  v.  HoUoway,  9  Ind.  519. 
See  also  Kasson  v.  Estate  of  Brocker, 
47  Wis.  79,  86,  1  N.  W.  418. 

[b]  The  words  '  'with  effect' '  do  not 
mean  to  a  successful  issue  in  favor  of 
the  appellant,  but  merely  that  he  will 
prosecute  the  appeal  with  due  diligence 
to  a,  final  determination,  and  a  bond  so 
conditioned  is  sufficient.  Eiley  v.  Mit- 
chell, 38  Minn.  9,  35  N.  W.  472.  Contra, 
Com.  v.  Garey,  65  Psi,  Super.  360,'  hold- 
ing the  condition  means  that  the  ap- 
peal ia  to  be  prosecuted  with  success. 

[c]  ,  Use  of  Conjunctive  and  Dis- 
junctive.—  (1)  Where  it  is  required 
that  the  bond  be  conditioned  to  pay 
all  costs  which  have  accrued  in  the 
court  below  "and"  which  may  accrue 
in  the  appellate  court,  a  bond  using  the 
disjunctive  "or"  instead  of  the  con- 
junctive "and"  is  sufficient.  Giddings 
V.  Fischer,  97  Tex.  184,  77  S.  W.  209. 
Contra,  Deaton  v.  Feazle  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  85  a  W.  1167.    (2)  So  also  where 
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ditions  prescribed  by  it.'^  Clerical  errors  and  omissions  in  the  condi- 
tion may  be  cured  by  the  filing  of  a  new  bond  or  undertaking,^^  though 
some  omissions  are  Immaterial.^*  If  conditions  in  addition  to  those  re- 
quired by  statute  be  superadded,  the  bond  or  undertaking  is  not  there- 
fore invalid  so  far  as  it  is  supported  by  the  statute,  but  only  as  to  the 
added  conditions.*^ 

6.  Recital  of  Amount  or  Penalty.  —  The  bond  or  undertaking  must 
state  the  amount  of  the  penalty  or  the  amount  promised  to  be  paid,*® 
or  other  measure  of  liability  fixed  by  the  statute,*'  or  it  has  been  held 
it  is  fatally  defective.**  If  the  blank  is  filled  before  the  return  day 
and  before  the  appeal  is  brought  up,  it  is  filled  in  time,  according  to 
some  authorities.** 

7.  Consideration.  —  A  consideration  need  not  be  expressed  in  a 
statutory  undertaking  on  appeal.^" 

8.  Date.  —  The  bond  or  undertaking  on  appeal  should  be  dated,^^ 
though  it  has  been  held  the  omission  of  the  date  is  not  a  fatal  defect.*^ 


the  condition  of  the  bond  reads  "shall 
prosecute  its  appeal  to  effect  or  pay" 
instead  of  "and  pay"  the  bond  is  not 
void.  Southern  Pac.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Stan- 
ley, 76  Tex.  418,  13   S.   W.  480. 

82.  Eiley  v.  Mitchell,  38  Minn.  9, 
35  N.  W.  472;  Eeid  v.  Fernandez,  52 
Tex.  379. 

83.  See  infra,  II,  O,  2,  b. 

84.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  The  word  "damages"  as  used 
in  the  statute  is  synonymous  with 
"costs"  because  the  only  damages 
awardable  on  appeal  are  costs.  Con- 
sequently the  omission  of  the  word 
"damages"  is  immaterial.  Eiley  v. 
Mitchell,  38  Minn., 9,  35  N.  W.  472. 

[b]  The  omission  of  the  words  "to 
effect"  is  not  fatal.  C.  &  J.  Michel 
Brew.  Co.  v.  Wightman's  Est.,  97  Wis. 
657,  73  N.  W.  316. 

85.  Kountze  v.  Omaha  Hotel  Co., 
107  U.  S.  378,  2  Sup.  Ct.  911,  27  L.  ed. 
609;  Janes  v.  Langham,  29  Tex.  413; 
Coman  v.  Lincoln,  25  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
276,  61  S.  W.  443.  Contra,  Jordan  v. 
McKenney,  45  Me.  306,  recognizance 
on  appeal  from  a  justice's  court. 

[a]  Binding  the  sureties  to  pay  in 
gold  coin  does  not  invalidate  the  un- 
dertaking. State  V.  California  Min. 
Co.,  13  Nev.  203. 

86.  Whiting  v.  Pettus,  1  Tex.  191. 
As  to  what  amount,  see  supra,,  II,  D. 

87.  See  infra,   this  note. 

[a]  Under  a  statute  reciuiring  a 
bond  in  unlawful  detainer  to  be  condi- 
tioned to  satisfy  the  final  judgment 
and  costs,  and,  if  the  defendant  ap- 
peals, to  pay  a  reasonable  rental,  the 
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bond  need  not  fix  any  specific  sum  as 
a  penalty.  Morrison  v.  Boggs,  44  Neb. 
248,  62  N.  W.  473. 

88.  Barnett  «.  Gilmore,  33  Tnd.  199. 
[a]      Where  Iiimit  of  IiiabiUty  Not 

Stated.  —  But  an  obligation  of  a  surety, 
that  the  appellant  will  satisfy  any 
judgment  rendered  against  him  on  ap- 
peal and  costs,  is  not  defeated  by  a 
failure  to  insert  a  sum  which  his  liabil- 
ity should  not  exceed.  Wile  Vj  Koch, 
54  Ohio  St.  608,  44  N.  B.  236. 

89.  Klotz  V.  Macready,  35  La.  Ann. 
696. 

90.  Cal.  —  Dore  v.  Covey,  13  Cal. 
502.  Neb.  —  Maloney  ■;;.  Johnson-Mc- 
Lean Co.,  72  Neb.  340,  100  N.  W.  423. 
N.  Y.  —  Post  V.  Doremus,  60  N.  Y.  371; 
Thompson  v.  Blanehard,  3  N.  Y.  335; 
Gein  v.  Little,  43  Misc.  421,  89  N.  Y. 
Supp.  488;  Seacord  v.  Morgan,  17  How. 
Pr.  394;  Gibbons  v.  Berhard,  3  Bosw. 
635. 

91.  See  18  Standard  Proc.  247. 

[a]  That  the  bond  is  dated  anterior 
to  the  notice  of  appeal  does  not  inval- 
idate the  appeal  if  it  is  not  approved 
and  filed  until  after  hotice  of  appeal  is 
given.  Dahl  v.  Tibbals,  5  Wash.  259, 
31  Pac.  868.  As  to  time  of  execution 
of  bond,  see  infra,  II,  F. 

[b]  That  the  day  of  the  month  is 
not  stated  does  not  .afieet  the  validity 
of  the  bond.  It  ia  a  voluntary  bond 
nevertheless.  Bills  v.  Stanton,  69  111. 
51. 

92.  Sloss-Sheffield  Steel  &  Iron  Co. 
V.  Terry,  191  Ala.  476,  67  So.  678; 
Byers  v.  Gilmore,  10  Colo.  App.  79,  50 
Pac.  370. 
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If  an  error  in  date  is  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  instrument,  it  creates 
no  ambiguity  and  is  not  misleading.^^ 

F.'  Execution.  ■ —  A  bond  or  undertaking  on  appeal  should  be  exe- 
cuted "*  in  accordance  with  the  general  rules  regulating  the  execution 
of  bonds  and  undertakings.®^  When  the  statute  requires  the  appellant 
to  give  °^  or  deposit  ^'  a  bond  or  undertaking  on  appeal,  or  requires 
the  execution  of  a  bond  or  undertaking  in  his  behalf,**  it  is  ^not  neces- 
sary that  the  bond  or  undertaking  be  signed  by  the  appellant  himself. 
Where  several  persons  join  in  an  appeal,  and  one  undertaking  on  be- 
half of  all  is  given,  all  need  not  sign  it,*°  except,  in  some  states,  when 
the  court  allows  a  joint  appeal  on  condition  of  their  entering  into  a 
bond.^    So  also  it  is  not  necessary  that  all  the  sureties  named  in  the 


93.  Pray  v.  Wasdell,  146  Mass.  324, 
16  N.  E.  266,  an  action  on  the  bond. 

94.  Elliott  V.  Bellevue  Gas  &  Oil 
Co.,  82  Kan.  78,  107  Pac.  794. 

95.  As  to  execution  generally,  see 
supra,  I,  E. 

Necessity  for  seal,  see  snupra,  I,  E,  5. 

[a]  Execution  in  Blank.  —  Where  the 
appel'iant  and  his  surety  signed  the 
minutes  over  which  the  clerk  was  to 
write  the  bond,  his  failure  to  do  so 
does  not  defeat  the  appeal  since  the 
omission  may  be  corrected.  Hooks  v. 
Stamper,  18  Ga.  471. 

96.'  Clark  v.  Strong,  14  Neb.  229,  15 
N.  W.  236;  Maotellar  v.  Peck,  39  Tex. 
381.  But  see  Blood  v.  Harvey,  81  111. 
App.  187,  holding  the  statute  plainly 
requires  that  the  bond  be  that  of  the 
appellant  himself  and  that  some  other 
person 'should  join  with  him  in  its  exe- 
cution, as  sureties.  The  evidence  of  an 
attempt  to  perfect  an  appeal  is  the 
signature  of  the  appealing  party  by 
himself  or  some  other  person  acting  for 
hiqi. 

97.  Wright  v.  Brown,  11  Hawaii  401. 

98.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Bond  on  Writ  of  Error.  —  Flori- 
da Orange  Hedge  Pence  Co.  v.  Bran- 
ham  &  Co.,  27  Fla.  526,  8  So.  841. 

[b]  Bond  on  Appeal.  —  Spokane  & 
Idaho  Lumber  Co.  v.  Loy,  21  Wash. 
501,  58  Pac.  672,  60  Pac.  1119;  Cook 
V.  Tibbals,  ,12  Wash.  207,  40  Pac.  935; 
Bahl  V.  Tibbals,  5  Wash.  259,  31  Pac. 
868. 

[c]  Undertaking  on  Appeal.  —  Cal. 
Sacramento  v.  Dunlap,  14  Cal.  421; 
Curtis  V.  Eichards,  9  Cal.  33.  Colo. 
Cody  i;.  Filley,  4  Colo.  342.  Neb.— Chase 
«.  Omaha  Loan  &  T.  Co.,  56  Neb.  358, 
76  N.  W.  896;  Ayres  i;.  Duggan,  57 
Neb.  750,  78  N.  W.  296. 


99.  U.  S. — Scruggs  V.  Memphis  & 
C.  E.  Co.,  131  U.  S.  cciv,  26  L.  ed.  741; 
Brockett  v.  Brockett,  2  How.  238,  11 
L.  ed.  251.  D.  O.  —  White  v.  Connecti- 
cut Gen.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  34  App.  Gas. 
460.  Ind.  —  Hinkle  v.  Holmes,  85  Ind. 
405.  Ky.  —  Keller  v.  Ferguson,  24  Ky. 
L.  Bep.  2012.  73  S.  W.  785.  Miss. 
Avent  V.  Markette,  109  Miss.  835,  69 
So.  705;  Hudson  v.  Gray,  58  Miss.  589. 
Ore.  —  Elliott  v.  Bozorth.  52  Ore.  391, 
97  Pac.  632.  Wash.  —  Gerlaoh  v.  Spo- 
kane, 68  Wash.  589,  124  Pac.  121;  Eam- 
say  V.  Taooma  Land  Co.,  31  Wash.  351, 
71  Pac.  1024;  Spokane  &  I.  Lumb.  Co. 
V.  Loy,  21  Wash.  501,  58  Pac.  672,  60 
Pac.  1119. 

[a]  "When  the  bond  is  for  costs 
only,  and  the  appeal  does  not  operate 
as  a  supersedeas,  it  need  not  be  signed 
by  all  the  appellants."  White  v.  Con- 
necticut Gen.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  34  App.  Cas. 
(B.  C.)  460. 

[b]  The  bond  may  be  executed  on 
behalf  of  all,  by  their  attorney.  Eam- 
say  V.  Taeoma  Land  Co.,  31  Wash.  351, 
71  Pae.  1024. 

1.  Tanquary  v.  Howard,  35  Colo.  125, 
83  Pac.  647;  First  Congregational 
Church  V.  Page,  255  111.  267,  99  N.  E. 
453;  Hileman  v.  Beale,  115  111.  355,  5 
N.  B.  108. 

[a]  Where  a  joint  appeal  is  allowed 
on  condition  of  the  appellants  entering 
into  a  bond,  the  order  is  not  complied 
wHh  if  all  do  not  enter  into  the  bond 
and  the  appeal  will  be  dismissed.  The 
parties  should  sever  in  their  prayer  for 
an  appeal  or  obtain  an  order  that  they 
or  either  of  them  be  allowed  to  appeal 
upon  their  or  either  of  them  executing 
a  bond.  Hileman  v.  Bealo,  115  111.  355, 
5  N.  E.  108. 
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bond,  sign  it,  if  those  who  sign,  constituting  a  sufficient  number,  con- 
sent to  its  delivery  without  the  signatures  of  the  others,* 

Time  of.  —  The  undertaking  must  not,  it  has  been  held,  be  executed 
before  the  judgment  or  order  appealed  from.*  But  it  may  be  executed 
thereafter  and  either  before  *  or  after  ^  the  appeal  is  taken,  if  it  is  not 
filed  prematurely.* 

G.  Affidavit  of  Justification.  —  Statutes  sometimes  require  bonda 
or  undertakings  on  appeal  to  be  accompanied  by  an  affidavit  of  justifi- 
cation by  the  sureties,^  unless  the  surety  is  a  surety  company.^  The 
omission  of  this  affidavit  does  not  nullify  the  bond,^  except  when  the 
statute  specifically  so  provides.^"  And  mere  defects  in  the  affidavit  do 
not  invalidate  the  bond,^*  unless  such  as  to  render  it  clearly  insuffi- 
cient.^^ 


2.  Davis  V.  O 'Bryant,  23  lad.  App. 
376,  55  N.  E.  261. 

3.  Staokpole  v.  Heimaun,  126  Oal. 
465,  58  Pae.  935;  Clarke  v.  Mohr,  125 
Cal.  540,  58  Pac.  176.  Contra,  James  v. 
Woods,  65  Miss.  528,  5  So.  106. 

[a]  There  is  no  consideration  for  an 
undertaking  executed  before  the  mak- 
ing of  an  order  denying  a  new  trial. 
Stackpole  v.  Hermann,  126  Cal.  465,  58 
Pae.  935. 

[b]  The  interlineation  of  the  date 
of  the  order  on  motion  for  new  trial 
after  the  execution  of  an  undertaking 
is  such  an  alteration  of  the  contract  as 
to  discharge  the  sureties  as  to  such  ap- 
peal. But  this  does  not  necessarily 
require  a  dismissal  of  the  appeal  from 
the  judgment,  as  the  validity  of  the 
undertaking  as  to  such  appeal  must  be 
determined  with  reference  to  that  ap- 
peal. Clarke  v.  Mohr,  125  Cal.  540,  68 
Pae.  176. 

4.  Clarke  v.  Mohr,  125  Cal.  640,  58 
Pac.  176;  Zienke  v.  Northern  Pae.  By. 
Co.,  7  Idaho  746,  65  Pac.  431. 

[a]  May  he  executed  before  the 
notice  of  appeal  is  filed.  Paul  v.  Crag- 
naz,  25  Nev.  293,  311,  59  Pac.  857,  60 
Pac.  983,  47  L.  E.  A.  540;  Dahl  v.  Tib- 
bals,  5  Wash.  259,  31  Pae.  868.  But  it 
cannot  be  filed  before  the  notice  of  ap- 
peal is  filed  or  served.  See  infra,  II, 
J,  3. 

5.  Clarke  v.  Mohr,  125  Cal.  540,  58 
Pac.  176. 

6.  See  infra,  II,  J,  3. 

7.  See  the  statutes  and  supra,  I,  F. 
See  also  IS  Standard  Proc.  398. 

[a]    Afadavlt    of    one    surety   eufS.- 1 
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cient  under  statute.  Harshaw's  Ezra. 
V.  McDowell,  89  N.  C.  181. 

[b]  The  omission  of  the  word 
"all"  in  the  affidavit  justifying  in  a 
sum  "over  and  above  all  his  debts" 
does  not  change  its  meaning.  Weist  t>. 
Pafmers'  State  Bank,  30  N.  D.  648, 
153  N.  W.  283. 

Form  of  affidavit  of  justification, 
see  9  Standard  Peoc.  76. 

8.  See  the  statutes  and  De  Boberts 
V.  Stiles,  24  Wash.  611,  64  Pac.  795. 

9.  Smith  V.  Nescatunga  Town  Co., 
36  Kan.  758,  14  Pae.  246,  appeal  from 
judgment  of  justice  of  the  peace. 

10.  See  the  statutes  and  the  follow- 
ing: Ariz.  —  McDonald  v.  Ellis,  4  Ariz, 
189,  36  Pac.  37.  N.  p.  — State  v.  Wag- 
ner, 91  N.  C.  521.  Wash.  —  Northern 
Counties  Inv.  Trust  v.  Hender,  12 
Wash.  559,  41  Pac.  913. 

[a]  Statute  Is  Mandatory.  —  Mc- 
Donald i;.  Ellis,  4  Ariz,  189,  36  Pae. 
37. 

[b]  Effect  on  Liability  of  Surety, 

While  the  appeal  may  be  dismissed  for 
irregularity,  the  sureties  are  not  re- 
lieved from  liability.  Hill  v.  Burke.  62 
N.  Y.  111. 

11.  Porter  v.  Western  Union  Tel, 
Co.,  133  Iowa  747,  111  N,  W.  322,  13 
Ann.  Cas.  585;  Northern  Counties  Inv, 
Trust  V.  Hender,  12  Wash.  559,  41  Pac. 
913. 

[a]  Where  sureties  justify  in  an 
amount  exceeding  the  statutory 
amount.    Hill  v.  Burke,  62  N.  Y.  111. 

12.  Tolerton  &  S.  Co.  v.  Casperson. 
7  S.  D.  206,  63  N.  W.  908,  where  the 
clause  "in  property  within  this  terri- 
tory  not  by  law  exempt  from  execu- 
tion" was  omitted. 


UNDERTAKINGS 


197 


H.  Indorsement.  —  The  title  of  the  cause  is  frequently  endorsed  on 
the  bond  or  undertaking.^^ 

1.  Approval.  — A  bond  or  undertaking  on  appeal  must  be  approved 
in  accordance  with  the  general  rules,  when  the  law  requires  it/*  or  the 
appeal  will  be  dismissed.^^  The  determination  of  the  trial  court  of  the 
solvency  and  ability  of  the  sureties  must  be  respected  by  the  court  of 
appeals.^^ 

J.  Filing  and  Deposit.  —  1.  In  General.  —  Except  where  filing 
may  be  and  is  waived, ^^  the  bond,  undertaking,  or  other  security  on 
appeal  has  no  effect  until  it  is  filed.^^ 

2.  Manner  of.  —  The  manner  of  filing  a  bond  or  undertaking  is 
governed  by  the  rules  governing  the  filing  of  papers  generally.^^ 


13.  See  Herrlieh  v.  McDonald,  72 
Cal.-  579,  U  Pae.  357. 

[a]    But    a    mistaken    indorsement 
will  not   render   ineffective   an   under- . 
taking       otherwise       unobjectionable.  I 
Herrlieh  v.  McDonald,  72  Cal.  579,  14 
Pao.  367. 

14.  See  the  statutes  and  rules  of 
court  and  People  ex  rel.  Hamilton  v. 
Harris,  9  Cal.  571;  Minton  v.  Ozias, 
115  Iowa  148,  88  N".  W.  336.  But  see 
State  ex  rel.  Benham  v.  Armstrong,  5 
Wash.  123,  31  Pac.  427. 

Approval  generally,  see  supra,  I,  G. 

Approval  of  bond  on  appeal  from 
action  of  county  board,  see  20  Stand- 
ard Prog.  235. 

Of  bonds  on  appeal  from  proceedings 
for  violation  of  municipal  ordinances, 
see  20  Standard  Pkoc.  227. 

[a]  Time  of.  —  The  bond  must  lie 
approved  before  it  is  filed.  McNamara 
V.  Kent  Probate  Judge,  154  Mich.  201, 
117  N.  W.  554. 

fb]  The  remedy,  where  the  trial 
court  fails  to  approve  the  bond  for  any 
reason  not  the  fault  of  the  appellant, 
is  (1)  to  show  the  facts  by  a  bill  of 
exceptions.  Dobson  v.  Hughes,  168  111, 
148,  48  N.  B.  74.  Mandamus  will  lie  in 
a  proper  case.  See  19  Standard  Peoc. 
213.  (2)  And  in  some  jurisdictions  it 
is  held  that  the  appellate  court  may 
itself  fix  the  penalty  and  approve  the 
Ibond,  so  that  the  right  of  appeal  shall 
not  be  lost.  State  ex  rel.  Tallmadge  v. 
Flint,  19  "Wis.  621. 

[c]  Vacation  of.  —  If  a  trial  court 
has  power  to  vacate  a  judgment  or  de- 
cree during  the  term,  it  has  jurisdic- 
tion to  vacate  a  judgment  approving 
an  appeal  bond.  Briggs  v.  Dunne,  163 
111,  36,  46  N.  E.  628;  Finkelstein  v. 
Lj'on,   159   111.   App.   13.     Vacation   of 


judgments  generally,  see  14  Standard 
Peoc.  151. 

Form  of  approval  of  undertaking  on 
appeal,  see  9  Standard  Peoc.  76. 

15.  Dobson  v.  Hughes,  168  111.  148, 
48  N.  E.  74. 

[a]  If  the  bond  is  not  approved 
when  necessary,  the  appeal  will  be 
dismissed,  notwithstanding  a  cross- 
motion  for  leave  to  file  a  sufficient 
bond,  if  there  was  no  attempt  to  ob- 
tain the  court's  approval.  Dobson  v. 
Hughes,  168  111.  148,  48  N.  E.  74. 

16.  Midland  Ey.  Co.  v.  ■Wilcox,  111 
Ind.  561,  12  N.  E.  513. 

Where  sureties  become  insolvent 
pending  appeal,  see  infr<i,  II,  0,  2,  e. 

17.  Nichols  &  Shepard  Co.  v.  Hors- 
tad,  27  S.  D.  262,  130  N.  W.  776. 

[a]  Where  the  statute  provides 
that  an  appeal  is  "perfected  by  the 
service  of  the  undertaking,"  the  filing 
of  the  undertaking  is  not  necessary  to 
the  perfection  of  the  appeal  or  to  the 
validity  of  the  instrument.  A  further 
code  section  requiring  the  original  un- 
dertaking to  be  filed  with  the  notice 
of  appeal  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  ap- 
pellee. If  he  does  not  see  fit  to  take 
advantage  of  a  failure  to  file  the  un- 
dertaking, the  bond  ia  valid  against 
its  makers,  and  the  omission  cannot  be 
successfully  urged  as  a  defense  to  an 
action  thereon.  Nichols  &  Shepard  Co. 
V.  Horstad,  27  S.  D.  262,  130  N.  W.  776. 

18.  Hoyt  V.  Stark,  134  Cal.  178,  66 
Pac.  223,  86  Am.  St.  Eep.  246;  Clarke 
V.  Mohr,  125  Cal.  540,  58  Pac.  176; 
Byers  v.  Cook,  13  Ore.  297,  10  Pac.  417. 

19.  See  the  title,  "Filing." 

[a]  Requisites  of  Filing.  —  The  ap- 
pellant must  present  the  undertaking 
to  the  clerk  for  filing  at  his  ofiS.ce  with- 
in the  proper  time.  If  he  does  so  he 
will  not   suffer   for   the   remissness   of 
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3.  Time  of.  —  a.  In  General.  —  The  statutes  usually  prescribe  the 
time  within  which  a  bond  or  undertaking  or  other  security  must  be 
iiled  in  order  to  perfect  an  appeal,^"  or  require  the  court  to  fix  the  time 
within  which  the  bond  or  undertaking  must  be  filed.^^  In  the  federal 
courts,  the  bond  must  be  filed  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  taking 
of  the  appeal.^^   The  bond  or  security  must  be  neither  prematurely,^^ 


the  clerk  in  the  performance  of  his 
duty.  iShould  he  deliver  the  under- 
taking to  the  clerk  outside  of  his  of- 
fice, he  must  see  to  it  that  within  the 
time  contemplated  by  law,  it  is  depos- 
ited in  the  of&ce.  Failing  to  do  so,  the 
undertaking  is  not  deemed  filed  within, 
the  statutory  period,  if  the  clerk  neg- 
lects to  enter  it  within  such  time. 
Hoyt  V.  Stark,  134  Cal.  178,  66  Pae. 
223,  86  Am.  St.  Eep.  246.  See  also 
Main  Inv.  Co.  v.  Olsen,  43  "Wash.  480, 
86  Pac.  667,  and  the  title,  "Filing." 

20.  Ala.  —  Mays  v.  King,  28  Ala. 
690.  Ariz.  —  McBroom  v.  Young,  14 
Ariz.  521,  132  Pac.  300;  Hand  v.  RufC, 
3  Ariz.  175,  24  Pac.  257,  within  twenty 
days  after  the  term.  Compare  present 
statute.  Cal.  —  Hoyt  v.  Stark,  134  Cal. 
178,  66  Pac.  223,  86  Am.  St.  Eep.  246; 
Hewes  v.  Carville  Mfg.  Co.,  62  Cal. 
516;  Aram  v.  Shallenberger,  42  Cal. 
275;  Elliott  v.  Chapman,  15  Cal.  383. 
Mont.  —  Johnson  County  Sav.  Bank  «. 
Joe  Klaffki  Co.,  26  Mont.  384,  68  Pac. 
410.  Tex.  — El  PaSo  &  N.  E.  E.  Co.  v. 
Whatley,  99  Tex.  128,  87  S.  W.  819; 
St.  Louis  S.  W.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Henderson 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  128  S.  W.  720. 

In  proceedings  relating  to  liigliways, 
see  11  Standard  Peoc.  75. 

[a]  Under  statute  requiring  (1)  the 
filing  of  an  undertaking  on  appeal 
within  five  days  after  "service"  of 
notice,  it  is  sufficient  if  filed  within 
such  time  although  more  than  five  days 
from  the  "filing"  of  such  notice. 
Hewes  v.  Carville  Mfg.  Co.,  62  Cal. 
516;  Johnson  County  Sav.  Bank  v.  Joe 
Klaffki  Co.,  26  Mont.  384,  68  Pac.  410. 
(2)  When  service  of  the  notice  of  ap- 
peal is  by  mail,  the  undertaking  must 
be  filed  within  the  statutory  period 
after  deposit  in  the  postoflfioe.  Brown 
V.  Greene,  65  Cal.  221,  3  Pac.  811.  (3) 
A .  statute  providing  for  an  extension 
of 'time  in  such  case,  when  the  person 
served  is  an  adverse  party  and  is  at  a 
distance,  has  no  application.  Johnson 
County  Sav.  Bank  v.  Joe  Klaffki  Co., 
26  Mont.  384,  68  Pac.  410. 
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[b]  Statutes  relating  to  service  of 
papers  in  a  cause  by  mail  do  not  apply 
to  the  filing  of  undertakings  on  ap- 
peal. It  is  not  sufficient  if  the  under- 
taking is  mailed  to  the  proper  clerk 
within  the  statutory  time.  It  must  be 
placed  within  his  hands  within  that 
time.  Broussard  v.  Brandenberg,  8  6a. 
App.  795,  70  S.  E.  159;  Cole  v.  Fox,  13 
Idaho  123,  88  Pac.  561. 

21.  Pennington  v.  McNally,  11  Colo. 
557,  19  Pac.  603;  Gruner  «.  Moore,  6 
Colo.  526;  Cody  v.  Filley,  4  Colo.  342; 
Price  V.  Pittsburgh,  Ft.  Wayne  &  C. 
Ey.  Co.,  40.111.  44. 

In  admiralty,  see  1  Standard  Prog. 
560. 

[a]  Order  in  Vacation.  —  Where 
the  time  is  to  be  "fixed  by  the  court," 
the  order  cannot  be  made  in  vacation. 
Clelland  v.  Tanner,  8  Colo.  252,  7  Pac. 
9.  Power  in  vacation  see  16  Standard 
Pkoc.  608,  618. 

[b]  By  "Court"  or  "Judge." 
Where  statute  requires  a  bond  to  be 
given  within  a  reasonable  time  to  be 
fixed  by  the  "court,"  the  word 
"court"  is  not  synonymous.  Gruner  v. 
Moore,  6  Colo.  526. 

[c]  If  no  time  is  fixed  by  the  order 
fixing  the  amount  of  the'  bond,  the 
bond  must  be  filed  instanter.  Blore  v. 
Hockaday,  4  Colo.  418. 

22.  Corcoran  v.  Kostrometinoff,  164 
Eed.  685,  91  C.  C.  A.  619,  21  L,.  R,  A. 
(N,  S.)  399. 

23.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  An  undertaking  filed  before  the 
"filing"  (1)  of  a  notice  of  appeal  is 
ineffectual,  under  some  statutes.  Al- 
vord  V.  McGauhy,  4  Colo.  97;  Paul  v. 
Cragnaz,  25  Nev.  293,  311,  59  Pae.  857, 
60  Pac.  983,  47  L.  E.  A.  540.  (2)  But 
under  a  statute  providing  that  the  or- 
der of  service  of  notice  of  appeal, 
whether  before  or  after  filing  thereof, 
is  immaterial,  the  undertaking  may  be 
filed  before  the  notice  of  appeal  is 
"filed"  with  the  clerk.  Hewes  «.  Car- 
ville Mfg.  Co.,  62  Cal.  516.  See  also 
Inspiration  -  Consol.  Copper  Co,  v.  Men- 
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nor  tardily^*  filed.  If  the  bond  or  other  security  is  not  filed  within  the 
prescribed  time,  the  appeal  will  be  dismissed  on  motion  of  the  ap- 
pellee,^^  or  on  the  court's  own  motion,  it  has  been  held/®  except  where 
the  objection  may  be  and  is  waived,^'  or  cured.^* 

A  deposit  of  money  in  lieu  of  an  undertaking  must  be  made  within  the 
time  prescribed  for  the  filing  of  an  undertaking.^^ 

b.  Computation  of  Time.  —  In  determining  whether  the  security  on 
appeal  is  filed  in  time,  the  general  rules  as  to  computation  of  time 
govern." 


dez,  19  Ariz.  151,  166  Pae.  278,  1183; 
Johnson  County  Sav.  Bank  v.  Joe 
Klaffki,  26  Mont.  384,  68  Pac.  410. 
But  compare  Dooling  v.  Moore,  19  Cal. 
81;  Buckholder  v.  Byers,  10  Cal.  481, 
under  earlier  statutes.  (3)  Some  stat- 
utes permit  the  filing  of  the  bond  with 
or  before  the  filing  of  a  notice  of  ap- 
peal and  place  no  limit  on  the  ante- 
cedent period  of  time  provided  the 
bond  is  not  filed  prior  to  the  entry  of 
judgment.  Singer  v.  Metz  Co.,  101 
"Wash.  67,  171  Pac.  1032. 

[b]  An  undertaking  filed  before 
"service"  of  notice,  of  appeal  is  in- 
effectual when  statute  requires  it  to  be 
filed  after  "service"  of  notice.  Cal 
Little  V.  Jacks,  68  Cal.  343,  8  Pac.  856, 
9  Pac.  264,  11  Pac.  128.  Idaho.  — Wil- 
son V.  Bartlett,  7  Idaho,  269,  62  Pac. 
416;  People  v.  Hunt,  1  Idaho  371.  Ore. 
Hawthorne  v.  East  Portland,  13  Ore. 
210,  6  Pac.  685. 

[c]  May  Be  Filed  on  I>ay  Notice  of 
Appeal  Is  Filed.  —  Poppleton  v.  Nel- 
son, 10  Ore.  437. 

24.  See  eases  in  next  two  notes  fol- 
lowing. 

25.  Ariz.  —  Jackson  v.  Lebanon  R. 
&  Ditch  Co.,  19  Ariz,  443,  171  Pac.  997; 
McBroom  v.  Young,  14  Ariz.  521,  132 
Pac.  300.  Idaho.  — West  v.  Dygert,  13 
Idaho  641,  92  ,  Pae.  753;  Shissler  v. 
Crooks,  1  Idaho  369.  lU.  —  Pardridge 
V.  Morgenthau,  157  111.  395,  42  N.  E. 
74;  Price  «.  Pittsburgh,  Ft.  Wayne  & 
C.  Ey.  Co.,  40  111.  44.  Neb.  — Ehea  v. 
Brown,  4  Neb.  (Unof.)  461,  94  N.  W. 
716.  Okla.  —  Adair  v.  Montgomery, 
176  Pac.  911.  Ore.  —  Cross  v.  Chiches- 
ter, 4  Ore.  114.  Tex.  — El  Paso  &  N. 
E.  R.  Co.  V.  Whatley,  99  Tex.  128,  87 
e.  W.  819;  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Hurst  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  135  S.  W. 
599.  Wash.  —  Savage  v.  Graham,  14 
Wash.  323,  44  Pae.  540;  Hunt  v.  .Se- 
attle Consol.  St.  Ey.  Co.,  3  Wash.  787, 
29  Pac.  763. 

[a]    The  Statutory  Requirement  aa 


to  Time  Is  Mandatory.  —  Shaw  v.  Ran- 
dall, 15  Cal.  384. 

[bj  Notwithstanding  an  agreement 
that  the  case  might  be  heard  on  the 
merits.  Savage  v.  Graham,  14  Wash. 
323,  44  Pac.  540. 

26.  Converse  v.  Trapp  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  29  S.  W.  415. 

As  to  dismissal  by  the  court  of  its 
own  motion  generally,  see  2  Standard 
Pkoc.  388. 

27.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  An  appearance  is  a  waiver  of 
an  objection  that  the  bond  is  not  filed 
within  the  time  prescribed  iby  the 
court,  and  a  motion  to  dismiss  there- 
after comes  too  late.  Price  v.  Pitts- 
burgh, Pt.  Wayne  &  C.  Ey.  Co.,  40  111. 
44. 

28.  See  infra,  II,  O,  2,  b. 

29.  Stratton  v.  Graham,  68  Cal.  168, 
8  Pac.  710. 

30.  See  the  title  "Time." 

[a]  The  usual  rule  of  computation 
of  time,  applies,  that  is  to  say,  when 
time  is  computed  from  or  after  a  cer- 
tain day  from  an  act  done,  the  day  on 
which  the  act  is  done  is  excluded. 
Burr  V.  Lewis,  6  Tex.  76. 

[b]  If  the  last  day  falls  on  a  Sun- 
day or  holiday,  the  bond  must  be  filed 
(1)  on  the  preceding  day,  according  to 
some  authorities.  Nickles  v.  Kendriok, 
76  Miss.  334,  24  So.  534;  Burr  v.  Lewis, 
6  Tex.  76.  See  18  Standaed  Pkoc.  240, 
also  Jenness  v.  Bowen,  77  Cal.  310,  19 
Pac.  522.  (2)  Under  a  statute  provid- 
ing that  when  any  number  of  days  is 
prescribed,  one  day  shall  be  excluded 
and  the  other  included,  and  when  the 
last  day  falls  on  Sunday,  it  shall  be 
excluded,  it  is  a  matter  of  indifference 
which  day  is  included  except  when  the 
last  day  falls  on  Sunday.  In  such 
case,  the  last  day  must  be  excluded, 
and  of  necessity,  the  first  must  be  in- 
cluded; so  that  the  bond  must  be  filed 
on  the  day  preceding  Sunday,  or  it  will 
be   too  late.    Nickles  v.  Kendriek^   76 
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c.  Extension  of  Time.  —  When  the  time  is  fixed  by  statute,  it  can- 
not be  extended  by  the  court  '^  unless  statute  authorizes  it.'^  But  it 
is  otherwise  if  the  time  is  fixed  by  the  court.^'  It  has  been  held  that  the 
time  for  filing  an  appeal  bond  may  be  extended  by  stipulation.^* 

4.  Evidence  of  Filing.  —  The  filing  of  the  bond  or  undertaking  on 
appeal  is  usually  evidenced  by  the  indorsement  of  the  officer.'* 

5.  Notice  of  Piling  and  of  Deposit.  —  Notice  of  the  filing  of  the 
-undertaking  need  not  be  given  the  respondent'^  unless  required  by  stat- 
ute.^' Some  statutes  require  the  giving  of  notice  of  a  deposit  of  money 
in  lieu  of  an  undertaking.^* 


Miss.  334,  24  So.  534.    See  the  titles 
"Sunday  and  Holidays;"  "Time." 

31.  Hill  V.  Chicago,  218  111.  178,  75 
N.  B.  786;  Strieker  v.  Umdenstock,  198 
111.  App.  48;  Bennett  v.  Karasik,  164 
111.  App.  362. 

32.  See  the  statutes  and  iSchloesser 
V.  Owen,  134  Cal.  546,  66  Pac.  726; 
Wadsworth  v.  Wadsworth,  74  Cal.  104, 
15  Pac.  447;  General  Hospital  Soc.  v. 
New  Haven.  Eendering  Co.,  79  Conn. 
581,  65  Atl.  1065,  118  Am.  St.  Rep.  173. 

[a]  What  Court.— (1)  The  time 
for,  filing  an  undertaking  on  appeal 
may  be  extended  by  the  trial  court. 
"Wadsworth  v.  "Wadsworth,  74  Cal.  104, 
15  Pac.  447.  (2)  But  the  appellate 
court  cannot  extend  the  time,  as  the 
act  of  filing  is  to  be  done  in  the  trial 
court.  McCraeken  v.  Superior  Court, 
86  Cal.  74,  24  Pac.  845;  Aram  v.  Shall- 
enberger,  42  Cal.  275;  "West  17.  Dygert, 
13  Idaho  641,  92  Pac.  753;  Brown  v. 
Hanley,  3  Idaho  219,  28  Pac.  425. 

[b]  "When  Order  Made  and  Filed. 
No  order  extending  the  time  for  filing 
the  undertaking  is  availing  unless  pre- 
sented for  filing  before  the  expiration 
of  the  time  for  filing  the  undertaking. 
This  follows  from  the  duty  of  the  re- 
spondent to  watch  the  clerk's  office 
for  a  specified  time,  should  he  wish  to 
object  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  sureties. 
Bauer's  Law  &  Collection  Co.  v.  Stand- 
ley,  3  Cal.  App.  44,  84  Pac.  214.  See 
also  "Woodmansee  &  "Webster  Co.  v. 
Woodmansee,  31  Idaho  747,  176  Pac. 
148. 

33.  Pennington  v.  McNally,  11  Colo. 
557,  19  Pac.  503;  Hill  v.  Chicago,  218 
111.  178,  75  N.  B.  766;  Strieker  v.  Umb- 
denstock,  198  111.  App.  48. 

In  admiralty,  see  1  Standard  Pkoo. 
560. 

[a]  The  power  must  be  exercised 
before  (1)  the  expiration  of  the  time 
fixed  by  the  order  as  made  or  extended. 
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If  not  exercised  within  such  time,  jur- 
isdiction is  lost.  Hill  V.  Chicago,  218  111. 
178,  75  N.  E.  766;  Pardridge  v.  Mor- 
genthau,  157  111.  395,  42  N.  B.  74.  See 
also  Newport  v.  McPherson,  198  111. 
App.  262.  But  compare  Pennington  v. 
McNally,  11  Colo.  557,  19  Pac.  503, 
holding  this  power  may  be  exercised 
at  any  time  duriag  the  term.  (2)  "When 
the  time  for  filing  an  appeal  bond  has 
expired  without  any  extension  of  time 
during  the  term  or  within  the  time 
originally  allowed,  the  trial  court  loses 
jurisdiction  to  extend  the  time.  Booth 
V.  Hartw-ig,  199  111.  App.  6o9. 

Power  of  judge  out  of  court,  see  16 
Standard  Peoc.  618. 

34.  Goodwin  v.  Fox,  120  TJ.  S.  775, 
7  Sup.  Ct.  779,  30  L.  ed.  815. 

35.  Starkweather  v.  Bell,  12  S.  I>. 
146,  80  N.  W.  183. 

[a]  Permission  to  correct  errors  of 
mistakes  in  the  indorsement  may  be 
granted  by  the  court  hearing  a  motion 
to  dismiss  the  appeal.  Starkweather  v. 
Bell,  12  S.  D.  146,  80  N.  "W.  183. 

[b]  Permission  to  supply  an  omit- 
ted indorsement  of  "filed"  may  be 
granted  on  the  hearing  of  a  motion  to 
dismiss  the  appeal.  Starkweather  v. 
Bell,  12  S.  D.  146,  80  N.  "W.  183 

36.  Hoyt  V.  Stark,  134  Cal.  178,  66 
Pac.  223,  86  Am.  St.  Rep.  246;  Colum- 
ibet  V.  Paeheco,  46  Cal.  650.  But  see 
present   statute    of    California. 

[a]  Notice   of    appeal   operates   as 
notice  of  filing.    Columbet  v.  Paeheco," 
46  Cal.  650. 

[b]  It  is  the  duty  of  the  respond- 
ent to  watch  the  clerk's  office,  and 
learn  from  an  inspection  of  the  proper 
records,  whether  an  undertaking  has 
been  filed.  Hoyt  v.  Stark,  134  Cal.  178, 
66  Pac.  223,  86  Am.  St.  Rep.  246. 

37.  See  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Proe.  i§  94S, 
as  amended  in  1905. 

38.  See  the  statutes  and  Aldrich  v. 
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K.  Service."  —  The  bond  or  undertaking  on  appeal  or  a  copy  there- 
of need  not  be  served,*"  unless  statute  requires  it.*^ 

L.  Justification  op  Sureties.  —  If  the  sureties  are  excepted  to  they 
must  justify  in  accordance  with  the  general  rules.*^  Although  some 
statutes  provide  otherwise,*'  the-Only  consequence  of  a  failure  of  sure- 
ties to  justify,  under  some  statutes,  is  that  the  execution  is  no  longer 
stayed.** 

M.  Record  on  Appeal.  —  A  copy  of  the  appeal  bond  may  be  re- 
quired as  a  part  of  the  ajjpellate  record,*'  and  in  some  states  the  record 


Public  Opinion  Pub.  Co.,  27  S.  I>.  589, 
599,  132.  N.  W.  278. 

39.  Sie  generally  the  title  "Serrice 
of  Process  and  Papers." 

40.  Scossa  V.  Church  (Nev.),  182 
Pae.  925;  De  Boberts  v.  Stiiles,  24 
Wash.  611,  64  Pae.  795. 

41.  N.  T.  —  Baymond  v.  Eichmond, 
76  isn  Y.  106,  19  Alb.  Law  J.  240.  Ore. 
Small  V.  Lutz,  41  Ore.  570,  67  Pae.  421, 
69  Pae.  825.  S.  D.  — Aldrich  v.  Public 
Opinion  Pub.  Co.,  27  S.  D.  589,  132  N. 
W.  278;  Nichols  &  Shepard  Co.  v.  Hor- 
stad,  27  S.  B.  262,  130  N.  W.  776. 
Wash.  —  Rogers  v.  Trumbull,  32  Wash. 
211,  73  Pae.  381;  in  tax  foreclosure 
cases.  Wis.  —  Haessly  v.  Secor,  135 
Wis.  548,  116  N.  W.  175;  Tyson  v.  Ty- 
son, 94  Wis.  225,  68  N.  W.  1015. 

[a]  Service  is  jurisdictional,  when 
(1)  the  statute  requires  the  "execu- 
tion" of  an  undertaking  to  render  the 
appeal  effectual  for  any  purpose.  Lough 
V.  White,  14  N.  D.  353,  104  N.  W.  518; 
Aldrich  v.  Public  Opinion  Pub.  Co.,  27 
S.  D.  589,  600,  132  N.  W.  278.  (2)  The 
word  "executed"  includes  the  per- 
formance of  all  acts  necessary  to  make 
it  complete  as  an  instrument  import- 
ing the  intended  obligation,  and  in- 
cludes both  the  signing  and  delivery, 
or  under  the  statutory  substitute  for 
delirery,  service  upon  the  respondent, 
N.  y. — 'Cushman  v.  Martine,  13  How. 
Pr.  402.  N.  D.  — Beddow  v.  Flage,  20 
N.  D.  66,  126  N.  W.  97.  S.  D.  —  Aid- 
rich  V.  Public  Opinion  Pub.  Co.,  27  S. 
D.  589,  598,  132  N.  W.  278,  overruling 
Mather  v.  Darst,  11  S,  D.  480,  78  N.  W. 
964. 

WalTor  of  service,  see  infra,  II,  N. 

[b]  Time  of  Service.  —  Under  a 
statute  requiring  service  of  the  under- 
taking with  notice  of  appeal,  service 
at  the  time  prescribed  is  necessary  te 
give  the  appellate  court  jurisdiction. 
Aldrich  v.  Public  Opinion  Pub.  Co.,  27 
S.  D.  589,  599,  132  N.  W.  278.  To  same 


effect  see  Cushtnan  «.  Martine,  13  How. 
Pr.  (N.  T.)  402;  Beddow  v.  Plage,  20 
N.  D>.  66,  126  N.  W.  97. 

[c]  Manner  of.  —  Service  by  leav- 
ing a  copy  at  the  supposed  residence 
of  the  attorney  is  insufficient,  if  he 
does  not  live  there.  McElissick  I).  Mc- 
Kissick  (Ore.),  174  Pae.  721.  As  to 
manner  of  service  of  papers  generally, 
see  the  title,  "Service  of  Process!  and 
Papers." 

42.  See  the  title  "JustiAcation  of 
Sureties." 

Form  of  notice  of  exception  to  sure, 
ties,  see  9  Standaed  Pkoc.  76. 

43.  McBroom  v.  Young,  14  Ariz.  521, 
132  Pae.  300;  Eeed  v.  Todd,  36  S.  B. 
215,  154  N.  W.  447;  Hazeltine  v. 
Browne,  9  S.  T>.  351,  69  N.  W.  679.  See 
18  Standard  Pkoc.  406. 

[a]  But  an  exception  on  the  ground 
that  the  undertaking  does  not  show  the 
residence  of  the  sureties  is  not  an  ex- 
ception to  their  sufficiency  within  the 
rule.  Fullerton  Lumber  Co.  v.  Tinker, 
21  S.  D.  647,  115  N.  W.  91. 

44.  Duncan  v.  Times-Mirror  Co.,  109 
Cal.  602,  42  Pae.  147;  Hill  v.  Finnigan, 
54  Cal.  311;  Schacht  v.  Odell,  52  CalJ 
447;  Threlkeld  v.  O'Neal.  26  Mont.  209, 
66  Pae.  940;  State  v.  Silxth  Jud.  Dist. 
Ct.,  22  Mont.  449,  456,  57  Pae.  89,  145, 
74  Am.  St.  Eep.  618.  See  18  Standaed 
Peoo.  406. 

[a]  The  appea,!  Is  effectual  (1)  al- 
though the  sureties  may  be  found 
worthless.  (De  Jarnatt  v.  Marquez, 
127  Cal.  558,  60  Pae.  45,  78  Am.  St. 
Eep.  90;  Tompkins  v.  Montgomery,  116 
Cal.  120,  47  Pae.  1006;  Duncan  v. 
Times-Mirror  Co.,  109  Cal.  602,  42  Pae. 
147;  Threlkeld  v.  O'Neal,  26  Mont.  209, 
66  Pae.  940),  or  (2)  the  sureties  fail 
to  justify.  Tompkins  v.  Montgomery, 
116  Cal.  120,  47  Pae.  1006;  Schacht  p, 
Odell,  52  Cal.  447. 

46.    See  2  Standard  Peoc.  363. 
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is  required  to  contain  a  certificate  of  the  clerk  or  attorneys  *'  that  an 
undertaking  on  appeal  in  due  form  has  been  filed,*^  or  a  stipulation 
waiving  it.*' 

N.  Objections  and  'Waivee,  —  Objections  to  the  failure  to  file  *"  or 
serve""  a  bond,  undertaking  or  other  security  on  appeal,  or  to  the  time 
of  the  filing,"^  or  service,"^  or  to  the  form  and  sufficiency  of  the  bond  or 
undertaking  filed,  or  the  deposit  made,*^  may  be  raised  by  a  motion** 
either  to  dismiss  the  appeal""  or  to  strike  the  cause  entirely  from  the 


46.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Tlie  certificate  Is  not  conclusive 
on  the  appellate  court.  Duncan  v. 
Times-Mirror  Co.,  109  Cal.  602,  42  Pac. 
147.  But  see  In  re  Sullivan's  Estate, 
25  Wash.  430,  65  Pac.  793,  where  the 
appellant  deposited  a  bank  check  in 
lieu  of  a  bond  and  the  clerk  certified 
that  he  deposited  gold  coin,  and  where 
the  certificate  was  held  conclusive  as 
against  motion  to  dismiss. 

[b]  An  affidavit  of  the  parties  or 
pf  the  attorneys  cannot  be  substituted 
for  the  certificate  of  the  clerk  or  at- 
torneys. Winder  v.  Hendrick,  54  Cal. 
275;  Hailey  v.  Eiley,  13  Idaho  749,  92 
Pac.  749. 

[c]  In  the  absence  of  the  certifi- 
cate the  appellate  court  will  assume 
that  no  undertaking  in  due  form  has 
been  filed.  Winder  v.  Hendrick,  54  Cal, 
275;  HaUey  v.  Eiley,  13  Idaho  749,  92 
Pac.  756. 

[d]  An  omission  of  the  certificate 
may  be  supplied  pending  motion  to 
dismiss  an  appeal.  Nolan  v.  Montana 
Cent.  By,  Co.,  24  MonL  327,  61  Pac, 
880, 

Form  of  certificate  of  clerk,  see  9 
Standard  Proc.  76. 

47.  Hailey  v.  Eiley,  13  Idaho  749, 
92  Pac.  756.  See  2  Standard  Pboc.  363, 
note  88. 

48.  Hailey  v.  Biley,  13  Idaho  749, 
92  Pae.  756;  More  v.  Elmore  County 
Irr.  Co.,  3  Idaho  729,  35  Pac.  171. 

49.  In  the  matter  of  Estate  of 
"Wells,  148  Cal.  659,  84  Pac.  37;  Estate 
of  McDermott,  127  Cal.  450,  59  Pae, 
783. 

[a]  ITotice  of  motion  is  unneces- 
sary as  the  statute  relates  only  to 
cases  in  which  there  is  an  undertaking 
on  appeal  or  in  the  justification  of  the 
sureties.  Jones  v.  Asheville,  114  N.  C, 
620,  19  8.  E.  631. 

50.  Maxwell  v.  "Wessells,  7  Wis.  103. 

51.  See  supra,  II,  J,  3. 

[a]    Premature  Filing.  —  Hawthorne 
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V.  East  Portland,  12  Ore.  210,  6  Pac. 
685.   See  supra,  II,  J,  3. 

52.  Aldrich  v.  Public  Opinion  Pub. 
Co.,  27  S.  D.  589,  132  N.  W.  278;  White 
V.  PoUeys,  20  Wis.  503,  91  Am.  Dec, 
432. 

53.  Eggleston  v.  Eoyal  Trust  Co., 
192  HI.  101,  61  N.  E.  423;  Elwert  v. 
Norton,  34  Ore.  567,  51  Pac.  1097,  59 
Pae.  1118.  See  2  Standabd  Peoc.  80, 
389,  note  29. 

Where  bond  on  behalf  of  one  joint 
appellant  only  Is  executed,  see  supra, 

II,  B,  2. 

[a]  Objection  to  Execution  of 
Bond.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  defects 
relating  to  the  execution  of  the  bond 
or  undertaking  on  appeal  must  be  ob- 
jected to  in  the  trial  court.  Jenkins  v. 
Jenkins  University,  17  Wash.  160,  49 
Pac.  247,  50  Pac.  785;  Cook  v.  Tibbals, 
12  Wash.  207,  40  Pae.  935.  But  see 
Dahl  V.  Tibbals,  5  Wash,  259,  31  Pac, 
868. 

54.  Tutch  V.  Palmer,  11  Tex.  Civ, 
App.  191,  32  S.  W.  566. 

[a]  The  particular  defects  In  the 
undertaking  must  be  pointed  out  in 
the  motion.  Jackson  v.  Barrett,  13 
Idaho  465,  86  Pac.  270. 

Sufficiency  of  motion,  see  2  Standabd 
Pkoc.  391. 

55.  As  to  dismissal  of  appeals  gen- 
erally, see  2  Standard  Prog.  391. 

[a]  Some  courts  have  held  that 
the  proper  practice  is  (1)  not  to  dis- 
miss, but  to  decline  to  hear  the  appel- 
lant. Biagi  V.  Howes,  63  Cal.  384.  (2) 
The  present  practice  in  California  is 
otherwise,  however.  See  Centerville  & 
K.  Irr.  Ditch  Co.  v.  Baehtold,  109  Cal. 

III,  41  Pao.  813,  and  swpra,  this  sec- 
tion. (3)  Referring  to  this  case,  the 
court  in  Aldrich  v.  Public  Opinion  Pub. 
Co.,  27  S.  D.  589,  604,  132  N.  W.  278, 
says  that  to  follow  this  holding  would 
necessarily  result  in  no  steps  whatever 
being  taken  by  respondents  to  clear 
appeal    records    of    apparent    appeals, 
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reeords,^^  made  in  the  appellate  court^'  in  apt  time^^  by  the  appellee  or 
respondent,^'  even  though  the  defect  may  not  be  so  vital  as  to  defeat 
an  action  upon  the  bond  or  undertaking.^"  If  the  defect  is  such  as  to 
defeat  the  jurisdiction  of  the  appellate  court,  the  objection  may  be 
raised  at  any  time,'^  and  in  any  manner."^ 

While  some  courts  hold  that  the  appellate  court  cannot  dismiss  the 
appeal  on  its  own  motion  because  of  mere  defects  in  the  security  filed,'* 
it  may  decline  to  consider  the  case  if  the  defects  in  the  security  filed 
are  such  that  objection  may  be  made  on  rehearing.'* 

Except  when  patent  on  the  face  of  the  record,'^  objections  to  the  suf- 
ficiency or  competency  of  the  sureties  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of 
the  bond  or  undertaking,'"  and,  it  has  been  held,  to  the  form  of  their 
justification,''  must  be  made  in  the  trial  court,  or  the  objection  is 
deemed  waived. 

Waiver  of  Defects  and  Objections.  —  It  is  a  general  rule  that  nonjuris- 


thus  necessitating  respondents  having 
hanging  over  them  a  pretended,  though 
ineffective  appeal.  A  motion  to  purge 
the  records  should  be  encouraged. 

Appeal  not  dismissed  for  amendable 
defects  if  cured,  2  Standard  Proc.  390, 
note  37. 

56.  Aldrich  v.  Public  Opinion  Pub. 
Co.,  27  S.  D.  589,  604,  132  N.  W.  278. 

[a]  A  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal 
will  be  treated  as  a  motion  to  strike 
the  cause  from  the  record.  A  motion 
to  dismiss  the  appeal  is  improper,  be- 
cause there  is  no  appeal  if  the  under- 
taking is  not  given.  Aldrich  v.  Pub- 
lic Opinion  Pub.  Co.,  27  S.  D.  589,  604, 
132  N.  W.  278. 

57.  Parks  v.  Murray,  109'  N.  T.  «46, 
16  N.  E.  485. 

58.  Mitchell  v.  Coach,  83  Ore.  45, 
153  Pac.  478,  162  Pac.  1068. 

[a]  A  motion  is  too  late  If  made 
after  the  cause  is  reached  on  the  cal- 
endar and  submitted  by  the  appellant 
in  the  absence  of  counsel,  on  the 
ground  the  undertaking  was  not  served 
with  the  notice  of  appeal.  White  v. 
Polleys,  20  Wis.  503,  91  Am.  Dec.  432. 

59.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  The  appellant  cannot  be  heard 
to  urge  objections  to  the  defects  in  the 
security  as  a  reason  for  defeating  his 
own  appeal.  Jester  v.  Hopper,  13  Ark. 
43. 

60.  Mass.  —  Putnam  v.  Boyer,  140 
Mass.  235,  5  N.  E.  493.  N.  Y.  — Hill 
V.  Burke,  62  N.  T.  111.  B.  I.  — Vaill 
V.  New  Shoreham,  18  B.  I.  405,  28  Atl. 
344. 

61.  Ariz.  —  Dean  v.  Terr.,  13  Ariz. 
152,  108  Pac.  476.    Okla,  — Vowell  v, 


Taylor,  8  Okla.  625,  58  Pac.  944.  Tex. 
Futch  V.  Palmer,  11  Tex.  Civ.  App.  191, 
32  S.  W.  566. 

[a]  May  be  Raised  on ,  Rehearing. 
Dean  v.  Terr.,  13  Ariz.  152,  108  Pac. 
476. 

Waiver  of  defects,  see  infra,  this 
section. 

62.  Vowell  V.  Taylor,  8  Okla.  625^ 
58  Pac.  944. 

[a]  As  by  Way  of  Defense  in  an 
Action  on  the  Bond.  —  Mass.  —  Put- 
nam V.  Bover,  140  Mass.  235,  5  N.  E. 
•493.  N.  y.  — Hill  V.  Burke,  62  N.  Y. 
111.  R.  I.  — Vaill  V.  New  Shoreham,  18 
B.  I.  405,  28  Atl.  344. 

63.  Eggleston  v.  Eoyal  Trust  Co., 
192  111.  101,  61  N.  E.  423;  Hugo  v. 
Seffel,  92  Tex.  414,  49  S.  W.  369. 

64.  Dean  v.  Terr.,  13  Ariz.  152,  108 
Pac.  476;  Smith  v.  Parks,  55  Tex.  82. 

65.  Zavaglia  v.  Notarbartolo,  137 
La.  722,  69  So.  152,  Ann.  Gas.  1916B, 
924;  iSuceession  of  Maloney,  124  La. 
672,  50  So.  647;  Pearce  v.  Haas,  122 
La.  376,  47  So.  687. 

66.  Zavaglia  v.  Notarbartolo,  137 
La.  722,  69  So.  152,  Ann.  Gas.  1916B, 
924;  Davies  v.  Monroe  Waterworks  & 
Light  Co.,  107  La.  145,  31  So.  694; 
Noble  V.  Whitten,  34  Wash.  507,  76  Pac. 
95. 

Conclusiveness  of  approval,  sea 
supra,  I,  G,  6;  II,  I. 

Where  sureties  become  insolvent 
pending  appeal,  see  infra,  II,  O,  2,  e. 

67.  Frew  v.  Clark,  34  Wash.  561,  76 
Pac.  85.  But  compar'e  Schacht  v, 
Odell,  15  Cal.  447. 
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dictional  defects  in  a  bond  or  undertaking  on  appeal  may  be  waived.^' 
But  since  consent  cannot  confer  jurisdiction,^^  defects  in  the  undertak- 
ing or  bond  which  are  fatal  to  jurisdiction  cannot  be  waived.'"'  In 
some  jurisdictions  the  failure  to  file  '^  or  to  serve  "  the  undertaking  in 
apt  time,  and  the  failure  to  serve  the  undertaking  at  all,''  may  be 
waived. 

A;  waiver  of  defects  or  objections  may  take  place  as  a  result  of  a 
failure  to  make  proper  objection  in  apt  time.'* 

A  special  appearance  need  not  be  entered  to  move  for  a  dismissal  on 
the  ground  that  the  bond  or  undertaking  on  appeal  is  insufiSeient.'^ 

0.  Nevt  and  Amended  Undertakings  and  Secuhity.  —  1.  In  Trial 
Court.  —  Unless  authorized  by  statute,'^  a  trial  court  cannot  permit  or 
require  the  filing  of  a  new  bond  or  undertaking  on  appeal,  after  it  has 
lost  jurisdiction  of  the  cause  by  the  taking  or  perfecting  of  an  appeal." 
Statutes,  however,  sometimes  provide  in  substance,  that  when  an  ap- 


66.  Cal,  —  Gardner  v.  California 
Guar.  Inv.  Co.,  129  Cal.  528,  62  Pae. 
110;  Pomi  t;.  Yoell,  95  Cal.  442,  30 
Pac.  578.  Idaho.  —  Clear  Lake  Power 
&  Imp.  Co.  V.  Chriswell,  31  Idaho  339, 
173  Pae.  326;  Martin  v.  "Wilson,  24 
Idaho  353,  134  Pac.  532;  King  v.  See- 
beck,  20  Idaho  223,  IIS  Pae.  292,  un- 
der express  statute.  Tex.  —  Saylor  v. 
Man,  56  Tex.  90.  Va.  — Virginia  P. 
&  M.  Ins.  Co.  V.  New  York  Carousal 
Mfg.  Co.,  95  Va.  515,  28  S.  B.  888,  40 
I/.  E.  A.  237. 

Waiver  of  defects  in  "bond  on  cerr 
tlorail,  Bee  4  Standard  Pkoc.  915. 

Waiver  of  filing  of  bond,  see  supra, 
II,  B,  8. 

[a]  Where  undertaking  on  two  dis- 
tinct appeals  is  ambiguous  as  to  which 
appeal  it  relates.  Gardner  v.  California 
Guar.  Inv.  Co.,  129  Cal.  528,  €2  Pae. 
110. 

69.  iSee  17  Standaed  Peoc.  691,  698. 

70.  Zapp  V.  Michaelis,  56  Tex.  395, 
Saylor  v.  Marx,  66  Tex.  90;  Smith  v. 
Parks,  55  Tex.  82;  Wena tehee  Orchard 
&  Irr.  Co.  V.  Thompson,  60  Wash.  643, 
111  Pac.  874. 

71.  Mitchell  v.  Coaoh,  83  Ore.  45, 
153  Pae.  478,  162  Pac.  1058. 

72.  La  Penotiere  v.  Kell'ar,  28  S.  D. 
469,  134  N.  W.  48. 

73.  See  sv/pra,  11,  B,  8. 

74.  Mitchell  v.  Coach,  83  Ore.  45, 
153  Pae.  478,  162  Pac.  1058;  First 
State  Bank  &  Trust  Co.  v.  O.  D.  Mann 
&  Sons  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  209  8.  W.  683; 
Tutch  V.  Palmer,  11  Tex.  Civ.  App.  191, 
32  S.  W.  566.  See  supra,  this  section, 
also  18  Standakd  Peoc.  261,  and  the 
title  "Waiver." 
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[a]  Where  the  motion  to  dismiss 
fails  to  point  out  the  precise  defects 
iu  the  undertaking  objected  to.  Jack- 
son V.  Barrett,  12  Idaho  465,  89  Pac. 
270. 

[b]  Tardy  Objection.  —  Where  the 
respondent  or  defendant  in  error,  hav- 
ing ample  opportunity  in  which  to  ob- 
ject, fails  to  do  so  until  it  is  to  late 
to  file  a  new  bond,  or  award  a  new 
writ  of  error,  defects  in  the  bond  will 
be  deemed  waived.  Virginia  F.  &  M. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  New  York  Carousal  Mfg. 
Co.,  95  Va.  515,  28  S.  E.  888,  40  L.  B. 
A.  237. 

75.  Schwede  v.  Town  of  Burnstown, 
35  Minn.  468,  29  N.  W.  72;  Eaein  v.  St. 
Paul  &  M.  By.  Co.,  30  Minn.  451,  16 
N.  W.  265. 

76.  See  the  statutes  and  infra,  this 
section. 

77.  La.  —  Barrow  v.  Clack,  45  La. 
Ann.  478,  12  So.  631.  N.  Y.  — Parks 
V.  Murray,  109  N.  Y.  646,  16  N.  E.  485. 
N.  C.  —  McEae  v.  Board  of  Commrs., 
74  N.  C.  415.  Vt.  —  Blake  v.  Estate  of 
Kimball,  22  Vt.  632. ' 

[a]  After  the  'Perfecting  of  the 
Appeal.  —  McEae  v.  Board  of  Comra, 
74  N.  C.  415. 

[b]  After  Expiration  of  Time  for 
Return  of  Appeal.  —  Dugas  v.  Truxillo, 
14  La.  Ann.  201. 

As  to  transfer  of  juTisdictiou,  see  2 
Standard  Peoc.  324. 

[e]  When  the  bond  becomes  insuf- 
ficient pending  appeal,  the  probate 
court,  having  lost  jurisdiction,  cannot 
order  a  new  bond.  Blake  v.  Estate  of 
Kimball,  22  Vt.  632.  Power  of  appel- 
late court,  see  infra,  II,  O,  2,  a. 
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pellant  omits  tErough  accident  or  mistake  to  do  any  act  necessary  to 
perfect  an  appeal,  other  than  the  giving  of  notice  of  appeal,  the  court 
from  which  the  appeal  is  taken  or  a  judge  thereof  may  permit  an 
amendment  or  the  performance  of  such  act  on  such  terms  as  may  be 
just.''* 

2.  In  the  Appellate  Court.  —  a.  In  General.  —  While  some  courts 
of  appeal  hold  that  they  have  no  power,  in  the  absence  of  statute  con- 
ferring it,  to  permit  the  filing  of  a  new  or  amended  bond  or  undertak- 
ing when  the  original  is  defective,^*  others  hold  to  the  contrary,*"  or 
allow  the  filing  of  a  new  or  amended  bond  or  undertaking  under  sta- 
tutes relating  to  the  amendment  of  proceedings  in  an  action  generally.*^ 
The  matter  is  generally  covered  by  specific  statutes,  however.*^  One 
typical  statute  provides  that  no  appeal  shall  be  dismissed  on  account 
of  a  defect  or  informality  in  the  undertaking  or  insufficiency  thereof, 


78.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  The  appellant  only  can  Inroke 
the  relief  which  this  statute  affords. 
The  authority  of  the  trial  court  is  un- 
doubtedly based  upon  a  voluntary  con- 
fession of  error  by  the  party  commit- 
ting it;  for  if  the  rule  were  otherwise 
and  if  the  adverse  party  could  chal- 
lenge, in  the  lower  court,  any  act  nec- 
essary to  confe*  jurisdiction  upon  the 
appellate  court,  it  would  follow  that 
the  trial  court  possesses  the  power  of 
deteripining  when  the  appellate  court 
shall  obtain  jurisdiction  of  an  appeal. 
Blwert  V.  Norton,  34  Ore.  567,  51  Pao. 
1097,  59  Pac.  1118. 

[b]  This  power  is  not  restricted  to 
the  time  that  the  record  remains  in  the 
court  below.  It  may  be  exercised  after 
a  return  made  to  the  appellate  court. 
Falk  V.  Goldberg,  45  Wis.  94. 

[c]  The  "other  act"  referred  to 
which  is  necessary  to  perfect  the  ap- 
peal is  the  filing  of  an  undertaking  on 
appeal.-  Hanley  v.  Stewart,  54  Ore.  38, 
102  Pac.  2. 

[d]  Senrlce  of  a  copy  of  the  under- 
taking may  be  permitted,  under  this 
statute.    Falk  v.  Goldberg,  45  Wis.  94. 

[ej  On  failure  or  tefusal  of  the 
sureties  to  justify  after  exception  by 
the  respondent,  the  trial  court  may, 
with  or  without  a  hearing  from  either 
side  permit  the  substitution  of  a  new 
undertaking,  provided  no  bad  faith  or 
misconduct  can  be  charged  against  the 
appellant.  Chambers  v.  JIverding,  71 
Ore.  521,  186  Pac.  885,  143  Pac.  616. 

79.  Dunlap,  Moncure  &  Co.  v.  Price, 
10  La.  Ann.  155;  Green  v.  Castello,  35 
Mo.  App.  127,  134,  where  no  statute 
covered  appeals  from  probate  courts. 


80.  Ala.  —  Commissioner's  Court  v. 
Wilborn,  155  Ala.  192,  46  So.  585.  Cal. 
Coulter  V.  Stark,  7  Cal.  244.  Miim. 
Eiley  v.  Mitchell,  38  Minn.  9,  35  N.  W. 
472,  where  there  was  no  statute  ?ip- 
plieable  to  appeals  from  the  probate 
court.  N.  H.  —  Dane  v.  Dane,  67  N.  H. 
552,  39  Atl.  433.  S.  D.  — Aldrich  v. 
Public  Opinion  Pub.  Co.,  27  S.  I>.  589, 
132  N.  W.  278>  holding  the  amendment 
of  the  statute  made  no  change  in  the 
law,  and  conferred  no  power  which  the 
court  did  not  already  have. 

[a]  The  Matter  Is  in  the  Court's 
Discretion.  —  Griffin  v.  Belleville,  50 
m.  422. 

81.  Ky.  —  Galloway  v.  Bradburn, 
119  Ky.  49,  82'  S.  W.  1013.  N".  Y. 
Wilson  V.  Allen,  3  How.  Pr.  369'.  R.  I. 
Vain  17.  New  Shoreham,  18  B.  I.  405, 
28  Atl.  344. 

Contra,  Langley  v.  Warner,  1  N.  T. 
606,  1  Code  Rep.  Ill,  3  How.  Pr.  363. 

[a]  Statute  Construed. — Under  a 
statute  providing  that  whenever  "any 
proceeding"  taken  by  a  party  fails  to 
conform  to  the  provisions  of  law,  the 
court  may  permit  the  same  to  be 
amended,  the  filing  of  an  appeal  bond 
is  a  "proceeding."  O'Dea  v.  Wash- 
ington, 3  Neb.  118,  followed  in  Bazzo  v. 
Wallace,  36  Neb.  293,  20  N.  W.  314; 
Irwin  V.  Bank  of  Bellefontaine,  6  Ohio 
St.  81. 

Proceedina:  d»fned,  see  the  title, 
"Suits  and  Actions." 

82.  See  the  statutes  and  Haw. 
Phillips  V.  Lun  Chong  Co.,  14  Hawaiian 
295.  Wright  v.  Brown,  11  Hawaiian 
401.  Kan.  —  Parker  v.  Gibson,  78  Kan. 
90,  96  Pac.  35,  as  to  appeals  from  jus- 
tice 's  court.   IVUss.  —  State  v.  Coahomaj 
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if  the  appellant  shall  file  a  good  and  sufficient  undertaking*'  within 
the  time  limited  thereby.'*  Another  provides  in  effect  that  when  a 
party  shall  in  good  faith  give  a  notice  of  appeal,  and  shall  omit,  through 
mistake  or  accident,  to  do  any  act  necessary  to  perfect  the  appeal  in- 
cluding the  giving  of  a  proper  bond  or  undertaking,  the  court  of  ap- 
peals may  permit  an  amendment  or  the  performance  of  such  act  in- 
cluding the  giving  of  a  new  undertaking,  on  such  terms  as  may  be 
just.*^ 

Discretion  of  Court.  —  Under  some  statutes,  the  appellate  court  has  a 
discretion  as  to  whether  it  shall  permit  the  filing  of  a  new  bond  or 
undertaking.*^  When  such  is  the  case,  leave  to  file  a  new  undertaking 
will  not  be  granted  if  the  appellant  has  been  guilty  of  bad  faith,'^  or 
of  laches  in  remedying  the  defect  after  its  discovery,**  or  when  the 
igranting  of  relief  would  amount  to  an  extension  of  the  time  for  taking 
appeals  beyond  the  time  limited  by  the  statute.**  Terms  may  be  im- 
posed in  such  eases.*" 


64  Miss.  358,  1  So.  501.  Wash.  —  West- 
land  Pub.  Co.  V.  Eoyal,  36  Wash.  399, 
408,  78  Pae.  1096. 

In  iMTobate  proceedings,  see  21  Stant- 
AED  Peqo;  668,  note  46  [f]. 

83.  Cal.  — Jarman  v.  Eea,  129  Cal. 
157,  61  Pae.  790;  Spreckels  v.  Spreck- 
els,  114  Cal.  60,  45  Pae.  1022.  Colo. 
Pershing  v.  Wolfe,  S  Colo.  App.  82,  44 
Pae.  754;  Fuller  v.  Estate  of  Fuller,  7 
Colo.  App.  555,  44  Pae.  72.  lU.  — Bg- 
gleston  V.  Eoyal  Tr.  Co.,  192  111.  101, 
61  N.  E.  423.  Mo.  —  Green  v.  Castello, 
35  Mo.  App.  127,  133,  statute  relates  to 
appeals  from  circuit  courts.  Mont. 
Faust  V.  Bustler  Min.  &  MUl.  Co.,  34 
Mont.  368,  86  Pae.  421;  Coleman  v. 
Perry,  24  Mont. '237,  61  Pae.  129. 

84.  See  infra,  this  section. 

85.  Minn.  —  Watier  v.  Buth,  87 
Minn.  205,  91  N.  W.  756,  92  N.  W.  331. 
N.  Y.  —  Architectural  Iron  Wks.  v. 
Brooklyn,  86  N.  Y.  652.  N.  D.  — En- 
derlien  v.  Kulaas,  25  N.  D.  385,  141  N. 
W.  511;  Beddow  v.  Flage,  20  N.  D.  66, 
126  N.  W.  97;  Sucker  State  Drill  Co. 
V.  Brock,  18  N.  D.  8,  118  N.  W.  348. 
S.  D.  —  Thomson  v.  Meridian  L.  Ins. 
Co.,  36  S.  D.  175,  153  N.  W.  993;  Aid- 
rich  V.  Public  Opinion  Pub.  Co.,  27  S. 
D.  589,  132  N.  W.  278;  Fullerton  Lum- 
ber Co.  V.  Tinker,  21  S.  D.  647,  115  N. 
W.  91.  Wis.  —  Grant  v.  Connecticut 
Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  28  Wis.  387.  The 
statute  of  Wisconsin  omits  the  phrases 
"including  the  giving  of  a  proper  un- 
dertaking" and  "the  giving  of  a  new 
undertaking"  otherwise  it  is  substan- 
tially as  the  text. 
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[a]  This  statute  authorizes  the 
court  of  appeals  in  its  discretion  to 
permit  a  defective  appeal  bond  to  be 
corrected,  or  a  new  one  substituted. 
Watier  v.  Buth,  87  Minn.  205,  91  N.  W. 
756,  92  N.  W.  331. 

86.  Watier  v.  Buth,  87  Minn.  205, 
91  N.  W.  756,  92  N.  W.  331,  under  stat- 
ute. 

[a]  Considerable  latitude  is  given 
in  the  filing  of  new  undertakings  when 
the  original  is  defective.  Newberg 
Orchard  Assn.  v.  Osbom,  39  Ore.  370, 
65  Pae.  81. 

87.  Watier  v.  Buth,  87  Mimn.  20S, 
91  N.  W.  766,  92  N.  W.  331. 

88.  Newberg  Orchard  Assm.  *.  Os- 
bom, 39  Ore.  370,  65  Pae.  81. 

89.  Eeed  v.  Todd,  36  S.  D.  215,  154 
N.  W.  447;  Aldrich  v.  Public  Opinion 
Pub.  Co.,  27  S.  D.  589,  132  N.  W.  278. 

[a]  Thus,  where  after  the  expira- 
tion of  the  time  for  taking  an  appeal, 
the  sureties  fail  to  justify,  the  appeal 
stands  as  if  no  undertaking  had  been 
given  (see  supra,  II,  L).  Therefore 
permission  to  file  a  new  undertaking 
under  the  original  notice  of  appeal 
would  be  in  effect  an  extension  of  the 
time  for  taking  an  appeal,  and  will  be 
denied.  Eeed  v.  Todd,  36  S.  D.  215, 
154  N.  W.  447. 

90.  Watier  i;.  Buth,  87  Minn.  205, 
91  N.  W.  756,  92  N.  W.  331. 

[a]  Where  there  is  no  claun  that 
the  appellant  acted  in  bad  faith,  termi 
will  not  be  imposed.  Watier  v.  Buth, 
87  Minn.  205,  91  N.  W.  756,  92  N.  W. 
331. 
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An  amendment  is  unnecessary,  however,  if  the  bond  or  undertaking  is 
in  substantial  compliance  with  the  statute.'^ 

Time  and  Maimer.  —  The  procedure  with  reference  to  the  filing  of  a 
new  or  amended  undertaking  on  appeal  in  lieu  of  one  that  is  defective 
depends  upon  the  local  practices  and  the  statutes.*^  If  the  statute 
prescribes  the  time  within  which  the  new  or  amended  bond  or  under- 
taking must  be  filed,  the  statute  must  be  complied  with.°^  While  it  is 
necessary  under  some  statutes  to  file  an  undertaking  approved  by  a 
justice  of  the  court  of  appeals  before  the  hearing  of  a  motion  to  dis- 
miss the  appeal,®*  under  other  statutes,  the  appellate  court,  on  the  hear- 
ing of  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal,  may  grant  leave  to  file  a  sufficient 
undertaking,^^  upon  a  timely  cross-motion  therefor,^"  or  in  some  juris- 
dictions without  any  cross-motion  therefor,®'  at  least  in  those  cases 
where  there  is  some  doubt  as  to  whether  the  statute  has  been  complied 
with.®*    In  the  absence  of  a  statute  prescribing  the  time,  a  cross-motion 


91.  Anderson  v.  Meeker,  46  Minn, 
237,  48  N.  W.  1022;  Eiley  v.  Mitchell, 
38  Minn.  9,  35  N.  W.  472;  C.  &  J. 
Michel  Brew.  Co.  v.  Wightman's  Est.. 
97  Wis.  657,  73  N.  W.  316. 

92.  See  the  statutes. 

Power  of  judge  out  of  court  to  re- 
quire a  new  bond,  see  16  Standaed 
Proc.  618. 

93.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  Must  be  filed  within  a  reason- 
able time  to  be  fixed  by  the  court, 
under  some  statutes.  Schofield  v.  Felt, 
10  Colo.  146,  14  Pac.  128;  Farrell  f. 
West  Chicago  Park  Comrs.,  182  111. 
250,  55  N.  E.  325. 

94.  Duncan  v.  Times-Mirror  Co.,  109 
Cal.  602,  42  Pac.  147;  Hill  v.  Cassidy, 
24  Mont.  108,  60  Pae.  811. 

[a]  Cannot  be  filed  afterwards,  as 
the  party  cannot  contest  the  motion, 
and  then  claim  the  privilege  if  the  mo- 
tion is  decided  against  him.  Duncan 
V.  Times-Mirror  Co.,  109  Cal.  602,  42 
Pac.  147;  Wood  v.  Pendola,  77  Cal.  82, 
19  Pac.  183;  Hill  v.  Oassidy,  24  Mont. 
108,  60. Pac.  811. 

95.  Elwert  v,.  Norton,  34  Ore.  567, 
51   Pac.   1097,  59  Pac.  1118. 

[a]  Form  of  Order.  —  On  the  hear- 
ing of  a  'motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal, 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  appellate  court  to 
enter  a  rule  or  order  that  unless  a  suf- 
ficient undertaking  or  bond  be  filed 
within  a  designated  time,  the  appeal 
will  be  dismissed.  Schofield  v.  Felt,  10 
Colo.  146,  14  Pae.  128. 

[b]  Leave  of  court  must  be  ob- 
tained to  file  a  new  undertaking.  Graf 
V.  Pearcy,  76  Ore.  488,  149  Pac,  532. ' 


See  also  Parker  v.  Gibson,  78  Kan.  90, 
96  Pac.  35. 

96.  Mertz  v.  Mehlhop,  117  111.  App. 
77. 

97.  Elwert  v.  Norton,  34  Ore.  567, 
51  Pac.  1097,  59  Pae.  1118, 

[a]  In  Oregon  it  is  the  practice 
when  a  challenge  to  the  sufliciency  of 
an  undertaking  has  been  sustained,  to 
allow  the  appellant  to  file  a  new  one, 
without  any  cross^motion  therefor.  The 
former  rule  requiring  a  cross-motion 
before  the  hearing  of  the  motion  to 
dismiss  no  longer  prevails.  If  the  ap- 
pellant believes  he  has  strictly  com- 
plied with  the  statute  he  should  not 
be  punished  for  his  belief  and  for  in- 
sisting upon  it.  Elwert  v.  Norton,  34 
Ore.  567,  571,  51  Pae.  1097,  69  Pae. 
1118,  followed  in  Ferrari  v.  Beaver  Hill 
Coal  Co.,  54  Ore.  210,  94  Pae.  181,  95 
Pac.  498,  102  Pac.  175,  1016. 

98.  See  Mendenhall  v.  Elwert,  36  Ore. 
375,  52  Pac.  22,  59  Pac.  805;  Elwert  «, 
Norton,  34  Ore.  567,  571,  51  Pac.  1097, 
69  Pac.  1118. 

[a]  Showing. —  (1)  On  a  cross- 
motion  for  leave  to  file  an  vindertak- 
ing  there  must  be  a  proper  showing 
of  mistake  excusing  the  omission  in 
reference  to  the  original  undertaking. 
De  Lashmutt  v.  Sellwood,  10  Ore.  51. 
(2)  This  rule  applies  only  to  some 
patent  omission  in  the  execution  of 
the  instrument,  such  as  a  failure  to 
indorse  thereon  the  affidavit  of  the 
sureties,  or  to  file  the  instrument,  etc., 
and  can  have  no  application  to  a  dif- 
ference of  opinion  as  to  what  consti- 
tutes a  performance  of  the  statutory 
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or  application  made  on  the  hearing  of  a  motion  to  dismiss  is  in  time.** 
It  has  been  held  that  a  proper  practice  would  be  to  meet  the  motion  to 
dismiss  by  tendering  a  perfect  bond.^  But  a  motion  for  leave  to  file  a 
proper  bond  made  after  decision  sustaining  a  motion  to  dismiss  cornea 
too  late.^ 

Approval  of  New  Bond. —  "When  the  appellate  court  finds  a  bond  to  be 
defective,  and  requires  a  new  bond,  the  bond  must  be  approved  by  the 
appellate  court  or  a  justice  thereof.* 

b.  What  Defects  or  Irregularities  May  Be  Cured.  —  It  is  a  general 
rule,  with  respect  to  the  giving  of  amended  or  new  undertakings  or 
bonds  on  appeal,  that  the  power  of  amendment  extends  to  matters  of 
substance  as  well  as  of  form.*  If  the  bond  or  undertaking  is  defective 
in  the  form  in  which  it  is  framed,  and  yet  suffiKjiently  indicative  of  an 
intent  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  statute  as  to  be  binding  upon 
the  sureties,  there  is  a  mere  insufficiency  which  may  be  Cured  by  the 
filing  of  a  new  or  amended  bond  or  undertaking,^  if  the  appellant  has 
taken  the  other  steps  essential  to  the  perfection  of  an  appeal.*  But  if 
the  bond  or  undertaking  is  so  defective  as  to  be  void,  it  is  the  same  as 
no  seciu-ity  at  all,  and  therefore  a  new  or  amended  bond  or  undertaking 
cannot  be  filed  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  limited  for  the  filing  of 
such  security,  in  those  states  where  the  filing  of  a  bond  or  undertaking 
is  a  jurisdictional  essential  to  the  perfection  of  an  appeal.^ 


requirements.     Mendenhall    v.    Blwert, 
36  Ore.  375,  52  Pao.  22,  59  Pac.  805. 

99.  Elwert  v.  Norton,  34  Ore.  567, 
571,  51  Pae.  1097,  59  Pac.  1118,  over- 
ruling earlier  cases. 

1.  Cowperthwaite  v.  Fulton  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  27  S.  W.  588,  whether  or 
not  this  is  indispensable  is  not  de- 
cided.      , 

2.  Cowperthwaite  v.  Fulton  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  27  S.  W.  588. 

3.  Ca,l.  —  Schacht  v.  Odell,  52  Cal. 
447.  Nev.  —  Shute  v.  Big  Meadow  Inv. 
Co.,  41  Nev.  361,  170  Pac.  1049.  Tex. 
Black  V.  Claiborne,  32  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
581,  75  S.  "W.  40. 

4.  Pershing  v.  Wolfe,  8  Colo.  App. 
82,  44  Pac.  754;  Dillard  v.  WUson  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  137  S.  W.  152. 

5.  Jarman  v.  Rea,  129  Cal.  157,  61 
Pac.  790;  Parker  v.  Gibson,  78  Kan. 
90,  96  Pac.  35.  See  also  Williams  v. 
Wiley,  96  Tex.  148,  71  S.  "W.  12. 

[a]  If  an  undertaking  on  appeal, 
not  in  the  statutory  form,  is  good  as  a 
common-law  bond  the  appellate  court 
may  allow  the  filing  of  a  new  under- 
taking upon  reasonable  application. 
Skinner  v.  Holt,  9  S.  D.  427,  69  N.  W. 
595,  62  Am.  St.  Eep.  878.  To  the  same 
efEect,  see  Parker  v.  Gibson,  78  Kan. 
90,  96  Pac.  35. 
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6.  Aldrich  v.  Public  Opinion  Pub. 
Co.,  27  S.  D.  589,  601,  132  N.  W.  278 
(service  and  filing  of  proper  notice  of 
appeal);  Estes  v.  Estes,  54  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  561,  118  S.  W.  174. 

7.  Cal.  —  Spreekels  v.  Spreckels,  114 
Cal.  60,  45  Pac.  1022;  Centerville  & 
K.  Irr.  Ditch  Co.  v.  Bachtold,  109  Cal. 
Ill,  41  Pac.  813;  Home  and  Loan  Asso- 
ciates V.  Wilkins,  71  Cal.  626,  12  Pae. 
799.  Idalio.  —  Kelly  v.  Leachman,  6 
Idaho  521,  51  Pae.  407.  la..  — Minton 
V.  Ozias,  115  Iowa  148,  88  N.  "W.  336, 
bond  without  surety.  Kan.  —  Parker 
V.  Gibson,  78  Kan.  90,  96  Pac.  35;  Lev- 
itt V.  Wellington  &  W.  E.  Co.,  26  Kan. 
297.  Mont.  —  Faust  v.  Bustler  Min.  & 
Mill.  Co.,  34  Mont.  368,  86  Pac.  421; 
Marshall  v.  Trerise,  33  Mont.  28,  81 
Pae.  400.  But  see  Pierse  v.  Miles,  5 
Mont.  549,  6  Pac.  347.  Okla.  — Schaf- 
fer  V.  Trautwein,  36  Okla,  653,  129  Pac. 
696.  R.  I.  — Vaill  v.  New  Shoreham, 
18  E.  I.  405,  28  Atl.  344.  Tex.  — St. 
Louis  S.  W.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Neal  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  65  S.  W.  49.  See  Phoenix  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Shearman,  17  Tex.  Civ.  App.  456, 
43  S.  W.  930. 

In  probate  proceedings,  see  21  Stand- 
ard PBGC.  668,  note  [f]. 

Eond  as  a  jurisdictional  prerequisite, 
see  supra,  II,  B,  1. 


UNDERTAKINGS 


209 


In  accordance  with  these  rules,  it  is  permissible  to  file  a  new  or 
amended  undertaking  or  other  security  when  the  original  is  defective 
with  respect  to  the  parties,^  or  the  sureties,^  or  with  respect  to  the  con- 


[a]  If  an  undertaking  is  so  defective 
as  to  impose  no  liability  on  the  sure- 
ties, or  where  it  is  not  made  to  or  for 
a  party  to  the  action,  it  is  void  and 
the  defects  cannot  be  cured  by  a  new 
undertaking.  Parker  v.  Gibson,  78  Kan. 
90,  96  Pac.  35. 

Wbeie  uo  security  has  lieea  filed,  see 
infra,  11,  0,  2,  c.         , 

8.    See   infra,   this   note. 

[a]  Where  an  improper  person  is 
designated  as  obligee,  (1)  some  courts 
hold  the  defect  may  be  cured.  Ga. 
(Smith  V.  Powell,  134  Ga.  356,  67  S.  E. 
936.  Ind.  —  Corey  v.  Lugar,  62  Irid. 
€0.  Neb.  —  Gannon  v.  Phelan,  64  Neb. 
220,  89  N.  W.  1028.  (2)  Whereas  others 
hold  that  the  defect  is  such  as  to  ren- 
der the  bond  or  undertaking  void,  so 
that  it  cannot  be  cured  by  amendment. 
Haw.  —  Murray  v.  Colburn,  9  Hawaii 
424.  la.  —  Sutton  v.  Bower,  124  Iowa 
58,  99  N.  W.  104,  appeal  from  justice 's 
court.  Kan.  —  Lovitt  v.  Wellington  & 
W.  E.  Co.,  26  Kan.  297.  Miss.  — Alex- 
ander V.  Smith,  4  Smed.  &  M.  258; 
Harper  v.  Archer,  4  Smed.  &  M.  99,  43 
Am.  Dec.  472.  Mo.  —  Price  v.  Halsed. 
3  Mo.  461.  U.  I.  — Yaill  v.  New  Shore- 
ham,  18  R.  I.  405,  28  Atl.  344.  Tex. 
Nones  v.  McGregor  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  35 
6.  W.  1083.  Wash.  —  Salvino  v.  Taylor 
Mill  Co.,  102  Wash.  507,  173  Pac.  433. 
Compare,  Westland  Pub.  Co.  v.  Eoyal, 
36  Wash.  399,  78  Pac.  1096.  (3)  Where 
the  obligee  is  only  a  nominal  party,  as 
where  the  bond  is  payable  to  the 
judge,  the  fact  that  the  bond  is  not 
payable  to  the  person  designated  in 
the  statute  is  an  irregularity  curable 
by  amendment.  Gannon  v.  Phelan,  64 
Neb.  220,  89  N.  W.  1028.  (4)  When 
payable  to  the  "state,"  the  recogni- 
zance or  security  is  substantially  de- 
fective, when  the  statute  requires  it  to 
be  payable  to  the  appellee.  Price  v. 
Halsed,  3  Mo.  461;  Dorsey  v.  Ealeigh, 
etc.,  E.  Co.,  91  N.  C.  201.  (5)  A  bond 
given  to  a  person  not  a  party  to  the 
judgment  appealed  from  is  insufficient. 
Davenport  v.  Fletcher,  16  How.  (IT.  S.) 
142,  14  L.  ed.  879.  (6)  A  bond  payable 
to  the  appellees  "or  their  certain  at- 
torneys" is  fatally  defective,  when  the 
statute  requires  it  to  be  payable  to  the 

14 


appellee.  Nones  v.  McGregor  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  35  S.  W.  r083. 

[b]  A  Failure  To  Make  the  Bond 
Payable  to  All  of  the  Adverse  Parties. 
BlafEer  v.  New  Orleans  Water  Supply 
Co.,  160  Fed.  389,  87  C.  C.  A.  341; 
Appel  V.  Childress,  53  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
607,  116  S.  W.  129. 

[c]  When  a  Part  of  the  Obligeea 
Are  Included  in  the  Words  "et  al." 
Swift  &  Co.  V.  Kortrecht,  110  Fed. 
328,  49  C.  C.  A.  68. 

[d]  An  omission  to  state  the  resi- 
dence of  the  sureties,  if  required.  Gor- 
man V.  Madden,  26  S.  D.  459,  128  N.  W. 
614;  FuUerton  Lumber  Co.  v.  Tinker, 
21  S.  D.  647,  115  N.  W.  91. 

[e]  The  inclusion  of  an  additional 
obligee  improperly  made  appellee,  may 
be  cured.  Standley  v.  Heudrie  &  B. 
Mfg.  Co.,  25  Colo.  376,  55  Pac.  723. 

Aa  to  obligees  generally,  see  supra, 
II,  C,  2;  II,  E,  2,  b. 
9.    See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  When  there  is  only  one  surety 
where   statute   requires  more.        Riley 
V.  Mitchell,  38  Minn.  9,  35  N.  W.  472; 
Dane  v.  Dane,  67  N.  H.  562,  39  Atl., 
433. 

[b]  When  a  surety  named  is  in- 
eligible, the  defect  may  be  cured.  Nash 
V.  Haycraft,  34  Fla.  449,  16  So.  324; 
Chase  V.  Omaha  L.  &  T.  Co.,  56  Neb. 
358,  76  N.  W.  896.  Contra,  Schaffer  v. 
Troutwein,  36  Okla.  653,  129  Pac.  696, 
under  statute  expressly  declaring  the 
bond  to  be  void. 

[c]  Where  it  does  not  appear  that 
a  national  bank  is  competent  to  be- 
come a  surety,  the  filing  of  a  new  bond 
may  be  allowed.  Gibbs  v.  Security  Trust 
&  Sav.  Bank  (Colo.),  176  Pac.  827. 

[d]  But  when  there  is  no  attempt 
to  comply  with  the  statute  and  procure 
competent  surety,  the  filing  of  an 
amended  bond  will  not  be  allowed. 
Gordon  v.  Robertson,  26  Ga.  410,  where 
coparties  were  named   as   sureties. 

[e]  But  where  the  bond  or  under- 
taking is  without  surety,  when  the  stat- 
ute contemplates  surety,  it  is  void 
within  the  rule,  Wenatchee  Orchard 
&  Irr.  Co.  V.  Thompson,  60  Wash.  643, 
111  Pac.  874. 

[f]  Where  the  only  surety  is  the 
appellant,  the  bond  is  void  within  the 
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dition,^"  amount  or  penalty,^^  recital  of  the  judgment  or  order  ap- 
pealed from^''  or  the  appeal,"  the  signatures  of  the  parties/*  or  the 


rule.     David  v.  Guieh,  30  Wash.  266, 
70  Pac.  497. 

As  to  sureties  generally,  see  supra, 
II,  C,  1,  b;  II,  E,  2,  a. 

10.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  When  Ifot  Conditioned  as  Be- 
CLUired  Tsy  Statute.  —  Burger  v.  Sin- 
clair, 24  N.  D.  315,  140  N.  W.  231.  But 
see  Aldrieh  v.  Public  Opinion  Pub.  Co., 
27  S.  D.  589,  600,  132  N.  W.  278. 

As  to  condition,  see  supra,  II,  E,  5. 

[b]  An  omission,  when  one  under- 
taking embraces  two  appeals,  to  contain 
alternative  conditions  embracing  each 
separately. '  Coleman  v.  Perry,  24  Mont. 
237,  61  Pac.  129. 

[e]  An  Omission  To  Provide  For 
Indemnity  in  Case  of  Dismissal  of  the 
Appeal.  —  Cal.  —  Jarman  v.  Eea,  129 
Cal.  157,  61  Pac.  790.  Idaho.  — Jack- 
son V.  Barrett,  12  Idaho  465,  86  Pac. 
270.  Hont.  —  Woodman  v.  Calkins,  12 
Mont.  456,  31  Pac.  63. 

[d]  Substitution  of  Word  "Plain- 
tiff'* for  "Defendant."  —  Where  on 
an  appeal  by  the  defendant,  the  bond 
■was  conditioned  to  pay  costs  and  dam- 
ages that  may  be  awarded  against  said 
"plaintiff"  on  said  appeal,  the  use  of 
the  word  "plaintiff"  instead  of  "de- 
fendant" is  a  clerical  error  curable  by 
a  new  bond.  Dossett  v.  St.  Paul  &  T. 
Lumb.  Co.,  31  Wash.  489,  72  Pac.  116. 
To  same  effect  see  Schill  v.  Eeisdorf, 
88  111.  411;  Burger  v.  Sinclair,  24  N. 
D.  315,  140  N.  W.  231. 

11.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  An  Omission  of  the  Penalty. 
Williams  v.  Wiley,  96  Tex.  148,  71  S. 
W.  12. 

[b]  InsufELcieucy  of  Penalty. — Thor- 
sen  v.  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.,  112  Miss. 
139,  72  So.  879;  Denton  v.  Denton,  77 
Miss.  375,  27  So.  383;  Scranton  v. 
Bell,  35  Tex.  413;  Bounds  v.  Coleman 
(Tex.  Giv.  App.).  185  S.  W.  640; 
Waters-Pierce  Oil  Co.  v.  State  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  106  S.  W.  326. 

[e]  When  the  deposit  in  lieu  of 
bond  is  insufficient  in  amount,  the  ir- 
regularity may  be  cured.  Lane  v.  Hum- 
bert, 9  N.  T.  Supp.  744,  18  Civ.  Proc. 
377,  16  Daly  186,  31  N.  T.  St.  277. 

[d]  Where  a  bond  purporting  to  be 
both  an  appeal  and  supersedeas  bond 
is  insufficient  in  amount  for  both  pur- 
poses,  a  new  bond  cannot  be  filed  in 
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Washington.     Gallosray  v.  Tjossem,  22 
Wash.  103,  60  Pac.  129. 

As  to  amount,  see  supra,  II,  D;  II, 
E,  6. 

12.  Davis  i>.  Wakelee,  156  U.  S.  680, 
685,  15  Sup.  Ct.  555,  39  L.  ed.  578 
(omission  to  specify  the  term  when 
rendered) ;  New  Orleans  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Albro  Co.,  112  U.  S.  506,  507,  5  Sup. 
Ct.  289,  28  L.  ed.  809;  Thompson  v. 
Campbell,  52  Ala.  583. 

[a]  Description  of  a  Judgment 
Against  One  as  a  Joint  Judgment. 
Willenborg  v.   Murphy,   40   111.   46. 

[b]  Describing  an  "order"  on 
motion  for  new  trial  as  a  "  motion ' '  for 
a  new  trial  is  a  defect  curable  by  a 
new  undertaking.  Buehner  d.  Malloy, 
152  Cal.  484,  92  Pac.  1029. 

As  to  recital  of  judgment  or  order, 
see  supra,  II,  E,  4. 

13.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  A  mistake  in  designating  to 
which,  court  the  appeal  is  taken,  may 
be  cured  by  a  new  bond  or  undertak- 
ing. Pacific  Pav.  Co.  v.  Verso,  11  Cal. 
App.  383,  105  Pac.  136;  Nations  f. 
Lovejoy,  80  Miss.  401,  31  So.  811.  •Com- 
pare, McAulay  v.  Tahoe  Ice  Co.,  3  Cal. 
App.  642,  86  Pac.  912. 

[b]  But  a  failure  to  identify  the  ap- 
peal with  definiteness  renders  the 
undertaking  void,  so  that  it  cannot  be 
cured  by  a  new  undertaking.  Little  v. 
Thatcher,  151  Cal.  558,  91  Pac.  321; 
Pacific  Pav.  Co.  v.  Verso,  11  Cal.  App. 
383,   105  Pac.   136. 

As  to  reference  to  appeal,  see  supra, 
II,  E,  3. 

14.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  An  omission  of  the  principal  in 
the  bond  to  sign  the  undertaking  may 
be  cured,  if  it  is  insufficient  for  this 
reason.  Colo.  —  Wheeler  v.  Kuhns,  9 
Colo.  196,  11  Pac.  97.  Haw.  — Wright 
V.  Brown,  11  Hawaii  401.  N.  D. 
Sucker  State  Drill  Co.  v.  Brock,  18  N. 
D.  8,  118  N.  W.  348.  Wash.  — Bloom- 
ingdale  v.  Weil,  29  Wash.  611,  70  Pac. 
94;  Dahl  v.  Tibbals,  5  Wash.  259,  31 
Pac.  868.  Necessity  of  signature,  see 
supra,  II,  F. 

[b]  Omission  of  one  joint  appellant 
to  sign  the  bond.  Engel  v.  Atkinson. 
18  Colo.  App.  267,  71  Pac.  683.  But 
see  First  Congregational  Church  v. 
Page,  255  HI.  267,  99  N.  E.  453,  over- 


VNDEUTAKINQ8 


211 


affidavit  of  justification,^^  provided  the  defects  are  not  such,  as  to  render 
the  bond  or  undertaking  void.  So  also  it  has  been  held  that  a  new 
undertaking  may  be  filed  if  there  were  defects  in  the  service  of  the 
original,^°  or  if  through  an  excusable  mistake  the  original  was  filed 
prematurely,^'  but  not  if  it  was  executed  before  the  order  appealed 
from.^*  "Wiere  the  bond  is  approved  by  an  officer  not  duly  authorized 
it  has  been  held  the  defect  cannot  be  cured.^^ 

c.  When  No  Security  Has  Been  Filed.  —  Some  courts  hold  that  a 
dismissal  of  an  appeal  cannot  be  prevented  by  the  filing  of  a  bond  or 
undertaking,  when  no  security  has  been  filed  in  the  court  below  within 
the  time  limited  by  statute  or  order  of  court,*"  while  others^^  hold  to 


ruling  Hammond  i;.  People,  164  111.  455, 
46  N.  E.  796. 

[c]  When  Only  One  Surety  Signed. 
WUls  V.  Howie  Bros.,  109  Miss.  568,  68 
So.   780. 

[d]  Wben  %  Surety  Failed  To  Sign 
at  the  Customary  Place.  —  Bay  (aty 
Building  &  L.  Assn.  v.  Broad,  128  Cal. 
670,  61  Pac.  368. 

[e]  Where  the  signature  of  a  surety 
company  was  affixed  by  an  unauthor- 
ized attorney  in.  fact.  Thomson  v. 
Meridian  L.  Ins.  Co.,  36  S.  D.  175,  153 
N.  W.  893, 

[f]  Where  authority  of  agent  to 
sign  the  name  of  the  principal  does  not 
appear.  Gibbs  v.  Security  Trust  & 
Sav.  Bank    (Colo.),   176   Pac.   827. 

15.  Schacht  v.  Odell,  52  Cal.  447; 
Burger  v.  Sinclair,  24  N.  D.  326,  140 
N.  W.  235.  See  also  Kuehn  v.  Nero, 
145  Wis.  256,  130  N.   W.  56. 

As  to  affidavit  of  justification,  see 
suprr,  II,  G-. 

[a]  Where  the  sureties  fail  to  jus- 
tify in  double  the  amount  specified  in 
the  bond.  Watier  v.  Buth,  87  Minn. 
205,  91  N.  W.  756,  92  N.  W.  331. 

[b]  An  Omission  of  the  Affidavit  of 
Justification.  —  See  18  Standard  Proc. 
399.  Under  some  statutes,  the  omis- 
sion of  the  affidavit  renders  the  bond 
void.  Northern  Counties  Inv.  Trust  v. 
Bender,  12  Wash.  559,  41  Pac.  fll3. 
See  supra,  II.  H. 

16.  McKissick  v.  McKissick  (Ore.), 
174  Pac.  721. 

Service  of,  see  supra,  II,  K. 

[a]  Where  the  undertaking  was  not 
served  with,  but  -was  served  after,  the 
notice  of  appeal.  Beddow  v.  Kage,  20 
N.  D.  66,  126  N.  W.  97. 

17.  Hawthorne  v.  East  Portland,  13 
Ore.   210,   6  Pac.   685. 

Time  of  filing,  see  supra,  II,  J,  3. 


18.  Stackpole  v.  Hermann,  12@<  Cal. 
465,  68  Pae.  935. 

Time  of  execution,  see  supra,  U,  F. 

19.  Koutnik  v.  Koutnik,  196  HI. 
162,  63  N.  E.  655.  But  see  Nemier  v. 
Bramlett,  103  Ark.  209,  146  S.  W.  486. 

Approval  of  bonds,  see  supra,  I,  G,  2; 

-Li-j  J* 

W:  Ariz.  —  MeBroom  ■;;.  Young,  14 
Ariz.  521,  132  Pac.  300;  "  Young  Con- 
struction Co.  V.  Euth  Gold  Mines  Co., 
14  Ariz.  518,  131  Pac.  1045.  Cal. 
Sehurtz  v.  Bomer,  81  Cal.  244,  22  Pac. 
657.  Colo.  —  IVller  v.  Estate  of  Fuller, 
7  Colo.  App.  555,  557,  44  Pac.  72.  Idaho. 
Hailey  v.  Eiley,  13  Idaho  749,  92  Pac. 
756.  111.  — Stafford  v.  Kimmel,  188 
111.  App.  281;  Bennett  v.  Karasik,  164 
lU.  App.  362.  Ind.— Barnett  v.  GU- 
more,  33  Ind.  199.  Mont.  —  Hahu  v. 
James,  26  Mont.  60,  66  Pac.  463.  N.  M. 
See  Hernandez  v.  Eoberts,  24  N.  M.  253, 
173  Pac.  1034.  But  see  Mundy  v.  Ir- 
win, 19  N.  M.  170, 141  Pae.  877,  decided 
before  the  statute  of  1917.  Tex. 
Kolp  V.  Shrader  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  168| 
S.  W.  464. 

[a]  Keason  of  Rule.  —  (1)  The  giv- 
ing of  a  new  bond  is  in  the  nature  of 
an  amendment  to  a.  defective  proceed- 
ing. If,  therefore,  no  bond  has  been 
filed,  there  is  nothing  to  amend. 
Sehurtz  V.  Eomer,  81  Cal.  244,  246,  22 
Pae.  657.  (2)  Furthermore  to  allow 
a  bond  to  be  filed  when  none  was  filed 
in  the  trial  court  would  be  in  effect  to 
permit  a  new  appeal  to  be  perfected 
after  the  time  fixed  by  law.  Home  & 
Loan  Associates  v.  Wilkins,  71  Cal. 
626,  12  Pac.  799. 

Bond  as  a  jurisdictional  prerequisite, 
see  supra,  II,  B,  1. 

21.  V.  S.  —  Beardsley  v.  Arkansas 
&  U  R.  Co.,  158  U.  S.  123,  15  Sup.  Ct. 
786,  39  If.  ed.  919;  Edmonson  v.  Bloom- 
ahire,  7  Wall.  306,  19  L.  ed.  91;     Cor- 
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the  contrary,  and  allow  the  fUing  of  security,  if  a  reasonable  excuse  for 
the  omission  is  shown.^^ 

d.  Where  Bond  or  Undertaking  Is  Lost.  —  If  the  bond  or  under- 
taking on  appeal  is  lost,  the  appellate  court  should,  on  proper  affidavit, 
make  an  order  to  supply  it,  instead  of  dismissing  the  appeal.^^ 

e.  Where  Sureties  Become  Insolvent.  —  If  the  surety  become  insuf- 
ficient pending  appeal,  the  appellate  court  may  require  new  security,,^* 


eoran  -v.  KostrometinofE,  164  Fed.  685, 
91  C.  C.  A.  619,  21  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
399.  Miss.  —  Cleveland  State  Bank  v. 
Cotton  Exchange  Bank,  118  Miss.  768, 
79  ^o.  810.  N. '  Y.  —  Architectuial 
Iron  Wks.  V.  Brooklyn,  85  N.  Y.  652. 
N.  C.  —  Jones  v.  Asheville,  114  N.  C. 
620,  19  S.  E.  631.  Ore.  — Hanley  v. 
Sllewart,  54  Ore.  38,  102  Pae.  2.  S.  D. 
Aldrich  V.  Public  Opinion  Pub.  Co.,  27 
6.  D.  589,  602,  132  N.  W.  278,  under 
statute.  lenn.  —  LafoUette  v.  Eoad 
Comrs.,  105  Tenn.  536,  58  S.  W.  1065, 
if  undertaking  is  filed  when  motion  to 
dismiss.  Wis.  —  Oconto  Land  Co.  v. 
Mosling,  122  Wis.  440,  100  N.  W.  824, 
undertaking  filed  before  motion,  to  dis- 
miss. 

.  See  also  12  Standard  Peoc.  796,  note 
69  [e]. 

[a]  Keasou  of  Bule. —  (1)  A  cost 
bond  is  required  only  for  the  protec- 
tion of  the  appellee,  not  to  confer 
jurisdiction  on  the  appellate  court. 
Therefore  a  failure  to  give  a  bond  may 
be  Qured  by  tendering  and  filing  a 
bond  before  objection  is  made  by  the 
adversary.  Mundy  v.  Irwin,  19  N.  M. 
170,  141  Pac.  877.  (2)  Even  where  the 
bond  or  undertaking  is  deemed  juris- 
dictional, the  filing  of  security  may  be 
allowed  even  though  there  has  been  no 
attempt  to  comply  wifi  the  statute,  if 
the  omission  was  properly  excusable. 
The  statute  authorizing  an  appellate 
court  to  allow  the  filing  of  an  under- 
taking does  not  give  the  appellate 
court  any  jurisdiction  upon  the  appeal, 
but  simply  confers  power  or  jurisdic- 
tion to  allow  a  party  to  do  an  act 
necessary  to  perfect  the  appeal  and 
render  the  same  effectual;  to  allow  him 
to  do  that  which  he  has  lost  a  right  to 
do  through  mistake  or  accident.  To 
illustrate  the  distinction.  The  legis- 
lature may  give  the  appellate  court  the 
right  to  relieve  a  party  desiring  to  ap- 
peal from  his  default  in  giving  notice 
to  appeal  within  the  statutory  period 
of  limitation.  Such  a  power  would  not 
come  from   any  appeal  but  would  be 
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derived  solely  from  the  statute.  Aid- 
rich  V.  Public  Opinion  Pub.  Co.,  27 
S.  D.  589,  601,  132  N.  W.  278. 

[b]  In  federal  courts,  the  omission 
to  give  a  bond  at  the  time  of  taking 
an  appeal  is  not  ground  for  dismissal 
if  a  bond  be  filed  within  a  reasonable 
time  thereafter,  especially  if  the  ap- 
pellee is  not  prejudiced  by  the  delay. 
Corcoran  v.  Kostrometinoff,  164  Fed. 
685,  91  C.  C.  A.  619,  21  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
399. 

22.  U.  a — Seymoui*  v.  Freer,  5 
Wall.  822,  18  L.  ed.  564.  N.  Y.— Archi- 
tectural Iron  Wks.  v.  Brooklyn,  85  N. 
Y.  652.  N.  C  — Jones  v.  Asheville, 
114  N.  C.  620,  19  S.  E.  631. 

[a]  Illustration.  —  Where  the  fail- 
ure to  file  an  undertaking  is  due  to 
reliance  upon  an  unauthorized  order  of 
the  trial  court  dispensing  with  secur- 
ity, the  neglect  should  be  deemed  ex- 
cusable and  the  omission  may  be  sup- 
plied in  the  appellate  court.  Architec- 
tural Iron  Wks.  v.  Brooklyn,  85  N.  Y. 
652. 

23.  Giimberts  v.  Adams  Express  Co., 
28  Ind.  181;  Gilbough  v.  Stahl  Bldg. 
Co.,  91  Tex,  621,  45  S.   W.  385. 

24.  Colo.  —  Williams  v.  Williams,  19 
Colo.  19,  34  Pae.  285.  Ind.  — Midltod 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Wilcox,  111  Ind.  561,  12  N. 
E.  513.  Vt  —  Blake  v.  Estate  of  Kim- 
ball, 22  Vt.  632,  query. 

See  Mexican  Nat.  Const,  Co.  v.  Eeus- 
ens,  118  U.  S.  49,  6  Sup.  Ct.  946,  30 
L.  ed.  77. 

[a]  The  statutory  provision  that  the 
supreme  court  may  aUow  defective 
bonds  to  be  amended,  is  not  intended 
to  limit  the  power  of  the  appellate 
court  to  mere  defects  of  form.  It  may 
require  the  giving  of  new  security, 
when  it  is  made  to  appear  that  the 
surety  has  become  insuf6cient,-  and  in 
default  of  compliance  with  such  order, 
it  may  dismiss  the  appeal.  Williams  v. 
Williams,  19  Colo.  19,  34  Pac.  285. 

Power  of  trial  court  to  recLUlre  new 
security  in  such  case,  see  supra,  II, 
0,1. 
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and  statutes  sometimes  so  provide.^" 

f .  Third  and  Additional  Bonds  or  Undertakings.  —  If  the  new 
bond  or  undertaking  given  under  the  statute  shall  in  turn  prove  de- 
fective, it  is  within  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court  whether  further 
time  in  which  to  file  still  another  bond  shall  be  allowed,^^  except  where 
statute  forbids  the  giving  of  additional  bonds.^' 

P.  As'  Affected  by  and  Aided  by  Supersedeas. —  While  statutes 
permit  an  appellant  to  include  undertakings  or  bonds  on  appeal  and 
undertakings  or  bonds  to  stay  execution  on  a  judgment  in  one  instru- 
ment at  his  option,^^  the  two  are  distinct,  and  omissions  in  the  bond  or 
undertaking  on  appeal  cannot  be  supplied  by  statements  in  the  other.^* 
If  an  instrument  is  executed  for  both  purposes  it  may  be  sufficient  to 
perfect  the  appeal,  according  to  the  weight  of  authority,^"  although  it 
fails  to  accomplish  a  stay  or  supersedeas,^^  because  insufficient  in 


25.  See  the  statutes  and  Beeman  v. 
Banta,  113  N.  Y.  615,  20  N.  E.  568; 
Parks  V.  Murray,  109  N.  Y.  64«,  16  N. 
E.  485;  Malion  v.  Noon,  99  N.  Y.  625, 
1  N.  E.  305;  Bering  v.  Metcale,  72, N. 
Y.  613.  ' 

26.  Board  of  County  Comrs.  v. 
King,  9  Colo.  542,  13  Pae.  539.  See 
Wilkes  V.  W.  O.  Brown  &  Co.  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  80  S.  W.  844,  dismissing 
appeal  because  second  bond  proved  in- 
sufficient. 

27.  State  ex  rel.  Brewer  v.  Chap- 
man, 17   Wash.  109,  49  Pac.  224. 

28.  See  the  title,  "Supersedeas  and 
Stay  of  Proceedings,"  and  the  follow- 
ing eases:     Cal.  —  ZoUer  v.  McDonald, 

23  Cal.  136.     Mont.  —  Hill  v.  Cassidy, 

24  Mont.  108,  60  Pae.  811.  S.  D.— Sut- 
bon  V.  Consolidated  Apex  Min.  Co., 
12  S.  D.  576,  82  N.  W.  188. 

Form  of  undertakings  to  stay  execu- 
tion, see  the  title,  "Supersedeas  and 
Stay  of  Proceedings." 

[a]  The  formal  parts  of  one  of  the 
obligations  will  answer  for  all,  under 
the  statute.  Sullivan  v,  Fried,  42  Mont. 
335,  112  Pac.  535. 

29.  Duncan  v.  Times  Mirror  Co.,  109 
Cal.  602,  42  Pac.  147;  Hill  v.  Cassidy, 
24  Mont.  108,  60  Pac.  811.  See  ««pro, 
n,  A. 

[a]  A  failure  to  make  provision  for 
the  dismissal  of  the  appeal  cannot  be 
supplied  by  a  condition  to  that  effect 
in  the  same  instrument,  but  in  the  part 
providing  for  the  stay  of  execution. 
Duncan  v.  Times-Mirror  Co.,  109  Cal. 
602,  42  Pae.  147;  Hill  v.  Cassidy,  24 
Mont.  108,  60  Pac.  811. 

30.  Cahn  v.  Baeeich,  144  La.  1023, 
81  So.  696. 


31.  Zoller  i-.  McDonald,  23  Cal.  136, 
holding  it  is  not  necessary  to  determine 
whether  an  undertaking  is  sufficient  to 
stay  execution.  If  it  is  sufficient  to 
sustain  the  appeal,  the  appeal  will  not 
be   dismissed. 

[a]  An  undertaking  executed  both 
to  perfect  an  appeal  and  to  stay  execu- 
tion, in  an  amount  sufficient  for  both 
purposes,  is  sufficient  to  perfect  the 
appeal,  whether  a  stay  is  accomplished 
or  not.  State  v.  California  Min.  Co., 
13  Nev.  203. 

A  failure  of  sureties  to  justify  de- 
feats the  stay,  but  does  not  defeat  the 
appeal,  see  infra,  II,  L. 

[b]  But  in  Washington,  (1)  a  bond 
containing  conditions  applicable  to 
bonds  to  perfect  appeals  and  to  bonds 
to  stay  execution  and  intended  for 
both  purposes  must  be  in  a  penalty 
double  the  amount  of  the  money  judg- 
meiit  entered  plus  $200.  If  the  amount 
is  less,  the  bond  is  insufficient  to  per- 
fect the  appeal  (Smith  v.  Porter,  66 
Wash.  349,  119  Pae.  824;  Hawthorn  v. 
Washington  &  G.  W.  Ey.  Co.,  33  Wash. 
707,  74  Pac.  1135;  Winchester  v.  Mor- 
ris, 33  Wash.  706,  74  Pac.  361;  Eit- 
chey  V.  Cedar  Mill  Co.,  22  Wash.  511, 
61  Pac.  160;  Sumner  v.  Eogers,  21 
Wash.  361^  58  Pac.  214),  or  (2)'  for 
any  purpose.  Tibbitts  v.  Henry,  46, 
Wash.  306,  89  Pac.  880.  (3)  This  is 
true  even  though  the  judgment  is  void 
as  the  statute  makes  no  distinction  be- 
tween illegal  and  void  judgments.  Eit- 
chey  t;..  Cedar  Mill  Co.,  22  Wash.  511, 
61  Pac.  160.  (4)  On  the  other  hand,  a 
bond  filed  solely  as  an  appeal  bond  is 
not  vitiated  by  language  making  it  in 
form  an  appeal  and  supersedeas  bond, 
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amount  for  both  purposes,^^  or  for  other  reason.'^  But  when  an  under- 
taking is  filed  for  the  sole  purpose  of  staying  execution  and  is  in  an 
amount  sufficient  for  this  purpose  only,  it  is  insufficient  to  perfect  an 
appeal  and  to  confer  jurisdiction  on  an  appellate  court,^*  even  though 
it  contains  in  it,  with  others,  the  same  terms  and  conditions  required 
in  an  undertaking  on  appeal.'^  On  the  other  hand,  a  bond  filed  solely 
as  an  appeal  bond  is  not  vitiated  by  language  peculiar  to  supersedeasi 
bonds,  as  such  language  may  be  rejected  as  surplusage.^® 

Q.  Enforcement  op. — The  bond  or  undertaking  on  appeal  must  be 
enforced  in  accordance  with  rules  elsewhere  discussed. ^^  No  specific 
procedure  is  provided  by  the  statute  by  which  the  party  entitled  to  the 
money  deposited  in  lieu  of  bond  may,  after  the  final  disposition  of  the 
appeal,  demand  and  receive  the  same.  Consequently  the  procedure 
appropriate  in  analogous  cases  must  be  applied.^* 


when  the  judgment  appealed  from  is 
one  which  cannot  be  superseded  (State 
ex  rel.  Grrass  v.  White,  40  Wash.  560, 
82  Pac.  907,  2  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  563), 
or  (5)  when  no  attempt  is  made  to 
stay  the  judgment.  Bridge  v.  Calhoun, 
57  Wash.  272,  106  Pae.  762;  Douglas  v. 
Badger  State  Mine,  41  Wash.  266,  83 
Pac.  178,  4  L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.)  196. 

32.  Zoller  v.  McDonald,  23  Cal.  136. 
Contra,  Smith  v.  Porter,  66  Wash.  349, 
119  Pac.  824.    See  next  preceding  note. 

33.  See  supra,  this  section. 

34.  Cal.  —  Duffy  v.  Greenebaum,  72 
Cal.  157,  12  Pac.  74,  13  Pae.  323.  Idaho. 
Libby  v.  Spokane  Valley  1».  &  W.  Co., 
15  Idaho  467,  98  Pac.  715;  Wilson  v. 
Doyle,  12  Idaho  295,  85  Pac.  928;  But 
compare  Edijiiuston  v.  Steele,  12  Idaho 
613,  87  Pae.  677.  N.  Y.  — Langley  v. 
Warner,  85  N.  Y.  606,  1  Code  Eep.  Ill, 
3  How.  Pr.  363,  the  security  to  stay 
execution  does  not  provide  for  payment 
of  costs.  S.  D.  —  Eudolph  «?.  Herman, 
2  S.  D.  399,  50  N.  W.  833.  Tex.— Dil- 
lard  V.  First  Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  143  S.  W.  682. 

But  see  Zapp  v.  Michaelis,  56  Tex. 
395,  holding  a  supersedeas  bond  insuf- 
ficient as  such  will  sustain  the  juris- 
diction of  the  appellate  court  if  suf- 

Vol.  XXV 


ficient  as  an  appeal  bond,  under  sta- 
tute. 

[a]  Keason  of  Bule.  —  A  bond  must 
be  either  valid  as  a  supersedeas  bond 
if  it  purports  to  be  such,  or  invalid  for 
any  purpose,  as  the  court  of  appeals 
has  BO  power  to  reform  the  instrument. 
Dillard  v.  First  Nat.  Bank  (Tes.  Civ. 
App.),   143   S.  W.  682. 

35.  Duffy  V.  Greenebaum,  72  Cal. 
157,  12  Pac.  74,  13  Pae.  323. 

36.  Bridge  v.  Calhoun,  57  Wash.  272, 
106  Pac.  762;  Douglas  v.  Badger  State 
Mine,  41  Wash.  266,  83  Pac.  178,  4  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  196;  State  ex  rel.  Grasa 
V.  White,  40  Wash.  560,  82  Pae.  907,  2 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  563. 

37.  See  supra,  I,  J. 

38.  Spear  v.  Johnson,  111  Minn.  74, 
126  N.  W.  402,  137  Am.  St.  Eep.  535. 

[a]  The  successful  party  may  ob- 
tain the  money  by  applying,  on  notice, 
to  the  court  for  an  order  to  the  clerk 
directing  its  payment.  The  sheriff 
cannot  levy  upon  the  fund  in  the  cus- 
tody of  the  clerk  as  personal  property, 
as  it  is  in  the  custody  of  the  law. 
Spear  v.  Johnson,  111  Minn.  74,  126  N. 
W.  402,  137  Am.  St.  Eep.  535. 

Distribution  of  a  deposit  in  eouiti 
see  7  Standabd  Proo.  170. 


UNDUE  INFLUENCE 


By  the  Editorial  Staff. 


I.  PLEADING,  215 


CBOSS-BEFEBENCES: 


Fraud  and  Deceit ;  Rescission  and  Cancellation ; 

Wills. 


As  to  matters  of  evidence,  see  13  Enct.  op  Ev.  173,  et  seq. 
For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work. 

I.  PLEADING.  —  Undue  influence,  like  fraud,^  should  be  pleaded  by 
setting  forth  the  ultimate  facts  from  which  it  can  be  seen  whether  the 
undue  influence  exists^  for  a  mere  allegation  of  undue  influence, 
whether  appearing  in  the  statement  of  the  cause  of  action  or  defense, 
is  a  conclusion  of  law,  and  insufficient.'  It  is  unnecessary  and  improper 
to  aver  mere  evidentiary  facts  relative  to  the  alleged  undue  influence.* 


1.  See  10  Standard  Peoc.  52. 

2.  Ala.  —  JacTcson  v.  Eowell,  87 
Ala.  685,  6  So.  95,  4  L.  R.  A.  637.  Cal. 
In  re  Stoddart's  Estate,  174  Cal.  606, 
163  Pac.  1010;  Estate  of  Sheppard, 
149  Cal.  219,  85  Pac.  312;  Hick  v. 
Thomas,  90  Cal.  289,  27  Pac.  208,  376; 
Estate  of  Gharky,  57  Cal.  274.  Conn. 
Spencer  v.  Merwin,  80  Conn.  330,  68 
Atl.  370.  Ga.— Field  v.  Brantley,  139 
Ga.  437,  77  S.  E.  559.  Ind.  —  Tount  v. 
Yount,  144  Ind.  133,  43  N.  E.  136.  Ky. 
Hounshell  v.  Sams,  10  Ky.  L.  Eep.  485, 
9  S.  W.  410.  Md.  — Eeck'B  Exr.  v. 
Reck,  110  Md.  497,  73  Atl.  144;  Mc- 
Cambridge  v.  Walraven,  88  Md.  378,  41 
Atl.  928.  Mo.  —  Turnmire  V.  Clay- 
brook,  204  S.  W.  178.  Mont.— Murphy 
V.  Nett,  47  Mont.  38,  130  Pac.  451. 
N.  J.  —  Probaseo  v.  Probasco,  30  N.  J. 
Eq.  63.  N.  y.  — MuUin  c.  Mullin,  119 
App.  Div.  521,  104  N.  T.  Supp.  323. 
Tex.  — Brown  v.  Mitchell,  75  Tex.  9, 
12  S.  W.  606. 

A^  t»  caacellatiou  of  deeds,  see  18 


Standaed  Prog.  700. 

[a]  Sufficient  allegation  of  undue 
influence,  see  Scott  v.  Townsend  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  159  S.  W.  342. 

[b]  Fiduciary  Belatiouship.  —  In  a 
suit  in  equity  to  set  aside  a  deed,  an 
allegation  that  the  deed  was  obtained 
by  the  use  x)f  undue  influence,  followed 
by  a  statement  of  facts  sufficient  to 
make  a  ease  of  fiduciary  relationship, 
is  sufficient.  Turnmire  v.  Claybrook 
(Mo.),    204   S.   W.   178. 

3.  See  cases  cited  supra,  and  5 
Standard  Peoc.  215,  n,  40. 

4.  Oal.  —  In  re  Stoddart's  Estate, 
174  Cal.  606,  163  Pac.  1010;  Estate  of 
Gharky,  57  Cal.  274.  Conn.  —  Spencer 
V.  Merwin,  80  Conn.  330,  68  Atl.  370. 
Ind.  —  Ashmead  v.  Reynolds,  134  Ind. 
139,  33  N.  E.  763,  39  Am.  St.  Rep. 
238.  Md.  — Reek's  Exr.  v.  Reck,  110 
Md.  497,  73  Atl.  144. 

[a]  Acts  of  undue  influence  in  de- 
tail need  not  be  alleged.  So  in  a  con- 
tested will  case  it  is  sufficient  to  al- 
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lege  that  the  undue  influence  was  exer- 
cised by  the  exertion  of  superior  will- 
power over  a  weaker  mentality.  "To 
require  the  contestant  to  state  in  the 
plea  the  means  by  which  the  influence 
was  acquired,  and  the  manner  in  which 
it  was  exercised,  would  be  to  require 
that  which,  in  the  great  majority  of 
cases,  is  impossible,  since  the  knowl- 
edge of  these  facts  rests  entirely  in 
those  who  are  most  interested  in  with- 


holding it."  Coghill  V.  Kennedy,  11& 
Ala.  641,  24  So.  459.  Quoted  in  Alex- 
ander V.  Gibson,  176  Ala.  258,  57  So. 
760,  citing  with  approval  McLeod  v. 
McLeod,  137  Ala.  267,  34  So.  228;  and 
Letohatchie  B.  Church  v.  Bullock,  133 
Ala.  548,  32  So.  58,  and  overruling 
Moore  V.  Heineke,  119  Ala.  627,  24  So. 
374;  Barksdale  v.  Davis,  114  Ala.  623. 
22  So.  17. 


UNFAIR  TRADE.— See  Trade-Marks  and  Trade  Names. 


UNINCORPORATED  ASSOCIATIONS.— See  Associations;  Religious 

Societies. 


UNION. — See  Labor  Unions. 
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By  the  Editorial  Staff. 


I.  CIVIL  REMEDIES,  219 

A.  Actions  by,  219 

B.  Actions  Against,  219 

C.  Status  of  Government  as  a  Litigant,  223 

D.  Conditions  Precedent,  224 

E.  Jurisdiction  and  Venue,  224 

F.  Parties,  225 

G.  Process,  226 
H.  Pleadings,  226 

I.    Trial  and  Judgment,  227 
J.   Appeal  and  Review,  228 
K.  Costs,  228 

II.  CEIMINAL  PROSECUTIONSi  229 

A.  Jurisdiction,  229 

B.  Indictment,  229 

C.  Variance,  230 

D.  Review,  231 

III.  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA,  23l 

IV.  CLAIMS  AGAINST  UNITED  STATES,  233 

A.  Jurisdiction  of  and  Proceedings  in  Court  of  Claims,  233 
1.  Jurisdiction  of  Court  of  Claims,  233 
&.  In  General,  233 
^  b.  Claims  Referred  hy  Executive  Departments,  238 
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c.  Claims  Bef erred  hy  Congress,  238 

d.  Territorial  Jurisdiction,  239 

2.  Actions  Pending  in  Other  Courts,  239 

3.  Proceedings  in  Court  of  Claims  and  Review,  240 

a.  In  General,  240 

b.  Parties,  240 

c.  Pleadings  and  Motions,  241 
(I.)  Petition,  241 

(II.)  Motions  arid.  Pleddiugs  of  Defendant,  242 
(III.)  Amendt^ents,  243 
a.  Trial,  243 

e.  Judgment,  244 

f .  iVew  TmJ,  246 

g.  Appeal,  246 
h.  Cosfs,  248 

B.  Jurisdiction  of  and  Proceedings  in  District  Court,  248 

CBOSS-KEFEBENCES: 

Aliens ;  Naturalization ; 

Bankruptcy  Proceedings;  Navy  and  Army; 

Customs  Duties;  Post  Office; 

Immigration;  t>.  uv    t      j 

r  J-  Iniblic  Lands; 

Indians;  ' 

Internal  Revenue-  Sheriffs,  Constables  and  Marshals; 

Interstate  Commerce;  States  and  Territories; 

Ministers,  Ambassadors  and  United  States  Courts; 

Consuls ;  War. 

As  to  United  States  commissioners,  see  16  Standard  Proc.  706. 

For  procedure  in  court  of  claims  see  the  title,  "United  States  Courts." 

Proceedings  growing  out  of  exercise  of  war  powers,  see  the  title 
"War." 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 
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I.  CIVIL  REMEDIES.  —  A.  Actions  by.  —  The  United  States  may, 
without  authorization  by  act  of  congress/  maintain  actions  in  its  sover- 
eign capacity,^  arid  also  in  its  capacity  as  a  body  politic  or  corporate 
to  enforce  its  contracts  or  protect  its  property.^  And  for  the  protection 
of  its  property,  the  government  of  the  United  States  is  entitled  to  all 
the  civil  remedies  which  individuals  possess,  for  the  prevention  as  well 
as  the  redress  of  injuries.*  In  addition  thereto,  the  United  States  may 
maiijtain  actions  to  recover  internal  revenue  taxes,^  to  recover  money 
paid  through  errors  of  its  disbursing  officers,^  and  to  recover  money 
paid  on  false  claims  for  pensions.'' 

B.  Actions  Against.  —  The  United  States  cannot  be  sued  in  the 
courts  of  this  country,*  and  its  property  cannot  be  taken  from  its  pos- 
session under  judicial  process^  without  its  consent  evidenced  by  an  act 


1.  Dugan.  V.  United  States,  3  Wheat. 
(U.  S.)  181,  4  L.  ed.  362;  United  State3 
V.  Holmes,  105  Fed.  41;  United  States 
V.  Barker,  1  Paine  156,  24  Fed.  Gas. 
No.  14,517;  Jones  v.  United  .States,  48 
Wis.  385,  410,  4  N.   W.  519. 

[a]  The  right  to  sue  conferred.  \}y 
statute  is  cumulative,  where  the  right 
existed  at  common  law.  Pooler  v. 
United  States,  127  Fed.  519,  62  C.  C. 
A.  317. 

2.  In  re  Debs,  158  U.  S.  564,  15 
Sup.  Ct.  900,  39  L.  ed.  1092;  United 
States  V.  Choctaw  O.  &  G-.  R.  Co., 
3  Okla.  404,  41  Pae.  729. 

Action  to  protect  Indians,  as  their 
guardian,  see  12  Standard  Peoc.  46. 

3.  Cotton  V.  United  States,  11  How. 
(U.  S.)  229,  13  L.  ed.  675;  United 
States  V.  Burrill,  107  Me.  382,  78  Atl. 
568,  Ann.   Gas.  1912D,  512. 

4.  United  States  v.  Lee,  106  U.  S. 
196,  1  Sup.  Ct.  240,  27  L.  ed.  171;  Cot- 
ton V.  United  States,  11  How.  (U.  S.) 
229,  13  L.  ed.  675;  United  States  v. 
Holmes,  105  Fed.  41;  United  States  v. 
Tygh  Valley  Land  &  Live-Stock  Co., 
76  Fed.  693;  United  States  v.  Burrill, 
107  Me.  382,  78  Atl.  568,  Ann.  Gas. 
1912D,  512. 

Action  to  enjoin  Injuries  to  its  prop- 
erty, see  13   Standard   Peoc.  22. 

[a]  Forcible  entry  and  detainer  may 
be  brought.  United  States  v.  Burrill, 
107  Me.  382,  78  Atl.  568,  Ann.  Gas. 
1912D,  512. 

[b]  Trespass  quare  clausum  fregit 
may  be  brought.  Cotton  v.  United 
States,  11  How.  (U.  S.)  229,  13  L.  ed. 
675.  ^  J     ,    > 

Need  not  establish  title  before  re- 
straining improper  use  of  public  do- 
main, see  13  Standard  Psog.  146. 


Balancing  injuries  in  case  of  inter- 
ference with  authority  of  federal  gov- 
ernment, see  13  Standaed  Peoc.  135. 

5.  See  14  Standaed  Peoc.  129. 

6.  United  States  v.  Kerr,  196  Fed. 
503,  whether  the  error  is  one  of  fact 
or  of  law. 

7.  Pooler  v.  United  States,  127  Fed. 
519,  62  C.  G.  A.  317. 

8.  U.  S.  —  Louisiana  v.  McAdoo,  234 
U.  S.  627,  34  Sup.  Ct.  938,  58  L.  ed. 
1506;  Minnesota  v.  Hitchcock,  185  U. 
S.  373,  387,  22  Sup.  Ct.  650,  46  L.  ed. 
954.  D.  C.  —  Johnson  v.  McAdoo,  45 
App.  Gas.  440.  Me.  —  United  States  v. 
Burrill,  107  Me.  382,  78  Atl.  568,  Ann. 
Gas.  1912D,  512.  Ore.  —  Goldsmith  v. 
The  Revenue  Cutter,  6  Ore.  250.  P.  R. 
Monagas  v.  Lieberth,  1  P.  R.  Fed.  315. 

[a]  Even  in  courts  of  admiralty, 
the  government  cannot  be  sued  with- 
out its  consent.  Reid  Wrecking  Go.  v. 
United  States,  202  Fed.  314. 

[b]  Even  When  a  State  Is  the  Plain- 
tiff.—  Louisiana  v.  McAdoo,  234  U.  S. 
627,  34  Sup.  Ct.  938,  58  L.  ed.  1506; 
Kansas  v.  United  States,  204  U.  S.  331, 
342,  27  Sup.  Gt.  388,  51  L.  ed.  510; 
United  States  v.  New  York  &  O.  S.  S. 
Co.,  216  Fed.  61,  132  C.  C.  A.  305. 

Cannot  be  enjoined  without  its  con- 
sent, see  13  Standard  Peoc.  37. 

[c]  Objection.  —  The  exemption  of 
the  United  States  from,  suit  is  not  a 
personal  privilege  which  must  be 
pleaded  in  abatement  and  which  is 
waived  by  a  plea  to  the  merits.  Gold- 
smith V.  Revenue  Cutter,  6  Ore.  250. 

9.  Belknap  v.  Schild,  161  U.  S.  10, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  443,  40  L.  ed.  599;  The 
Siren,  7  Wall.  (U.  S.)  152,  19  L.  ed. 
129;  Goldsmith  v.  The  Revenue  Cut- 
ter, 6  Ore.  250. 
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of  congress,^"  excepting  when  it  acquires  property  in  the  exercise  of 
the  rights  and  functions  of  a  civil  corporation.^^  But  it  has  fceen  held 
that  when  the  United  Statesi  acquires  of  a  litigant  an  ititerest  in  or 
possession  of  property  in  litigation,  it  takes  its  interest  or  possession 
subject  to  the  result  of  the  litigation  as  an  individual  purchaser  in  like 
case.^^ 

Congress  has  consented  that,  with  certain  exceptions,  the  United 
States  may  be  sued  in  the  district  courts  of  the  United  States  upon 
claims  not  exceeding  ten  thousand  dollars,  founded  upon  the  constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States,  or  any  law  of  congress,  or  upon  any  regular 
tion  of  an  executive  department,  or  upon  any  contract  express  or  im- 
plied witb-  the  government  of  the  United  States,  or  for  damages 
liquidated  or  unliquidated,  in  cases  not  sounding  in  tort,  in  respect  to 
which  claims,  the  party  would  be  entitled  to  redress  against  the  United 
States,  either  in  a  court  of  law,  equity,  or  admiralty,  if  the  United 
States  were  suable.*^  Whoever  sues  the  United  States  must  bring  him- 


Garnishment  of,  see  10  3tandasd 
Pboc.  398. 

[a]  Itemedy.  —  Where  property  of 
the  United  States  has  been  seized  or 
impleaded  in  litigation  between  indi- 
viduals, the  government,  through  the 
district  attorney,  may  procure  its  re- 
lease by  suggestion  to  the  court  with- 
out making  the  United  States  a  party. 
Muir  V.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  247  Fed. 
888. 

10.  Louisiana  v.  McAdoo,  234  U.  S. 
627,  34  Sup.  Ct.  938,  58  L.  ed.  1506; 
Stanley  v.  Schwalby,  162  U.  S.  255, 
270,  16  Sup.  Ct.  754,  40  L.  ed.  960; 
United  States  v.  New.  York  &  O.  S.  S. 
Co.,  216  Ted.  61,  132  C.  C.  A.  305;  Jones 
V.  United  States,  48  "Wis.  385,  410,  4 
N".  W.  519. 

fa]  The  proceeding  by  petition  of 
right,  as  in  England,  is  unknown  in  the 
United  States.  Elliot  v.  Van  Voorst, 
3  Wall.  Jr.  299,  8  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,390. 

[b]  Courts  Cannot  Go  Beyond  Let- 
ter of  Consent.  —  Schillinger  v.  United 
States,  155  U.  S.  163,  15  Sup.  Ct.  85, 
39  L.  ed.  108;  Reid  Wrecking  Co.  v. 
United   States,   202   Fed.   314. 

11.  Elliot  V.  Van  Voorst,  3  Wall.  Jr. 
299,  8  led.  Cas.  No.  4,390,  where  it 
purchases  laud  to  secure  a  debt,  a 
mortgagee  may  foreclose  a  mortgage 
thereon. 

12.  Ward  v.  Congress  Const.  Co.,  99 
TeA.  598,  39  C.  C.  A.  669. 

13.  St.,  March  3,  1887,  e.  359,  §  1,  24 
St.  at  L.  505;  U.  S.  Comp.  St.,  1916, 
I  991  (20).  Mill  Creek  &  Miuehill  Nav. 
&  E.  Co.  V.  United  States,  246  Fed. 
1013;      New  York   &  0.  S.  8.   Co.  v. 
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United  States,  202  Fed.  311.  Swigett 
v.  United  States,  78  Fed.  456,  affirmed, 
83  Fed.  97,  27  C.  C.  A.  465. 

AS  to  similar  statute  relating  to 
court  of  claims,  see  infra,  IV,  A,  1. 

[a]  The  district  court  (1)  has  con- 
current jurisdiction  with  the  court  of 
claims  against  the  United  States  when 
the  amount  thereof  does  not  exceed  ten 
thousand  dollars. ,  United  States  v  New 
York  &  O.  S.  S.  Co.,  216  Fed.  61,  132 
C.  C.  A.  305.  (2)  If  the  claim  is  in  ex- 
cess of  that  amount,  the  court  of  claims 
has  exclusive  jurisdiction  (Westbrook 
V.  Director  General,  263  Fed.  211.  See 
infra,  IV,  A),  unless  (3)  the  plaintiff 
waives  the  excess.  Hill  v.  United  States, 
40  Fed.  441.  (4).  But  actions  under  the 
statute  relating  to  federal  control  of 
railroads  are  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  district  court  regardless  of  amount. 
This  follows  from  the  difference  in  pro- 
cedure provided  for,  there  being  nd 
right  to  a  jury  trial  in  actions  against, 
the  government  generally,  whereas, 
under  the  federal  control  act,  cases  at 
law  and  suits  in  equity  may  be  brought 
as  now  provided  by  law.  Westbrook  v. 
Director  General,  263  Fed.  211. 

fb]  An  action  for  value  of  use  and 
occupation  of  land  may  be  brought 
(Chappell  V.  United  States,  '  34  Fed. 
673),  provided  the  government  does  not 
claim  ownership  of  the  land.  See  infra^ 
note  17. 

fc]  Actions  to  recover  back  internal 
revenu®  taxes  illegally  collected  may 
be  brought  because  founded  on  a  law 
of  congress.  United  States  v.  Finch, 
201   Fed.   95,   119  0.   Q.  A.   433,  Ann. 


UNITED  STATES 


221 


self  within  this  statute  authorizing  suit.^*  Suits  against  the  government 
must  rest  on  contract,  express  or  implied,^"  but  the  government  has  not 
consented  to  be  sued  for  torts,  even  though  committed  by  its  officers  in 
the  discharge  of  their  official  duties."  However,  when  the  government 


Gas.  1916A,  319;  United  States  v. 
Hyams,  146  Fed.  15.  76  C.  0.  A.  523; 
Christie  Street  Com.  Co.  v.  United 
States,  136  Fed.  826,  69  C.  C.  A.  464; 
Emery,  Bird,  Thayer  Eealty  Co.  v. 
United  States,  198  Fed.  242.  See  14 
Standard  Proc.  143. 

[d]  Action  to  recover  'back  duties  il- 
legally exacted  upon  merchandise  not 
imported  from  a  foreign  country  may 
be  maintained.  Dooley  v.  United  States, 
182  U.  S.  222,  21  Sup.  Ct.  762,  45  L.  ed.. 
1074. 

[e]  An  action  for  a  salvage  award 
may  be  maintained  where  the  govern- 
ment is  directly  benefited  by  the  sal- 
vage service,  as  there  is  an  implied 
contract  to  pay  for  such  service.  United 
States  V.  Cornell  Steamboat  Co.,  137 
Fed.  455,  69  C.  C.  A.  603;  United 
States  V.  Morgan,  99  Fed.  570,  39  C. 
C.  A.  653;  Hartford  &  N.  Y.  Transp. 
Co.  1?.  United  States,  138  Fed.  618; 
Cornell  Steamboat  Co.  v.  United  States, 
130  Fed.  480. 

[f]  A  libel  based  upon  a  maritime 
contract  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  district  court.  Eeid  Wrecking  Co. 
V.  United  States,  202  Fed.   314. 

[g]  Action  To  Recover  the  Pur- 
chase Price  Paid  Upon  Void  Entries  on 
Public  Land.  —  Emmons  v.  United 
States,   42  Fed.   26. 

fh]  But  suits  to  recover  fees  or 
salary  (1)  for  official  services  of 
United  States  officers  are  excluded 
from  jurisdiction  of  district  court. 
United  States  v.  McCrory,  91  Fed.  295, 
33  C.  C.  A.  515,  119  Fed.  861,  56  C. 
C.  A.  373;  Archbald  V.  United  States, 
217  Fed.  165,  218  Fed.  270;  Amsden 
V.  United  States,  111  Fed.  1;  Strong  «. 
United  States,  93  Fed.  257;  (2)  But 
a  suit  for  an  expense  allowance  is  not 
within  this  exception.  Archbald  v. 
United  States,  217  Fed.  165,  218  Fed. 
270.  (3)  the  term  "official  services" 
includes  only  such  services  which  are 
peculiar  to  the  ofiSce  of  an  "officer  of 
the  United  States,"  and  which  such 
officers  are  by  law  authorized  or  re- 
quired to  perform.  Scully  v.  United 
States,  193  Fed.  185. 

[i]  "No  one  can  be  deemed  an  'of- 
ficer of  the  United  States'  unless  ap- 


pointed by  the  President  by  and  with 
the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate, 
or  appointed  by  the  President  alone, 
or  a  court  of  law,  or  the  head  of  a 
department;  and,  if  the  latter.  Con- 
gress must  have  vested  that  power  in 
the  person  making  it,  by  some  statute, 
and  Congress  must  also  have  created 
the  offlU:e,  unless  it  is  one  created  by 
the  Constitution  itself."  Scully  v. 
United  States,-  193  Fed.  185,  quoted 
from  United  States  v.  ScElierholz,  137 
Fed.  616. 

[j]  The  following  persons  have 
been  held  not  to  be  officers  within 
the  meaning  of  the  exception:  (1) 
A  deputy  United  States  surveyor, 
(Scully  V.  United  States,  193  Fed.  185. 
See  also  United  States  v.  Kelly,  97 
Fed.  460,  38  C.  C.  A.  275;  United 
States  V.  Jacobus,  96  Fed.  260,  37  C. 
C.  A.  466;  United  States  v.  Marsh,  92 
Fed.  689,  34  C.  C.  A.  619;  Fairchild 
V.  United  States,  91  Fed.  297),  and  (2) 
court  bailiffs.  United  States  v.  Swift, 
139  Fed.  225,  71  C.  C.  A.  351.  (3)  But 
letter  carriers  are  officers.  United 
States  V.  McCrory,  91  Fed.  295,  33  C. 
C.  A.  515,  119  Fed.  861,  56  C.  C.  A.  373. 

Jurisdiction  over  set-offs  interposed 
by  government,  see  infra,  note  57. 

14.  Belknap  *.  Schild,  161  U.  8  10, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  443,  40  L.  ed.  599;  The 
Siren,  7  Wall.  (U.  S.)  152,  19  L.  ed. 
129.  United  States  v.  Clarke,  »  Pet. 
(U.  iS.)  436,  8  L.  ed.  1001. 

15.  Temple  v.  United  States,  248 
U.  S.  121,  39  Sup.  Ct.  56,  63  L.  ed.  162; 
Peabody  v.  United  States,  231  U.  S. 
530,  34  Sup.  Ct.  159,  58  L.  ed.  351; 
Bigby  V.  United  States,  188  U.  S.  400, 
23  Sup.  Ct.  468,  47  L.  ed.  519. 

[a]  By  electing  to  sue  upon  con- 
tract and  framing  his  pleading  as  upon 
contract,  a  party  cannot  evade  this  pro- 
hibition against  bringing  actions  sound- 
ing in  tort.  Hijo  v.  United  States,  194 
U.  S.  315,  24  Sup.  Ct.  727,  48  L.  ed. 
994.    See  infra,  note  17. 

16:.  Peabody  v.  United  States,  231 
U.  S.  530,  34  Sup.  Ct.  159,  58  L.  ed. 
351;  Belknap  v.  Schild,  161  U.  S.  10, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  443,  40  L.  ed.  599;  Oc- 
cidental Const.  Co.  V.  United  States, 
245  Fed.  817,  158  C.  C.  A.  157. 
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appropriates  property  which  it  does  not  claim  as  its  own,  a  promise  to 
pay  is  implied  upon  which  an  action  may  be  brought  against  the  gov- 
ernment." It  is  provided  that  aliens  who  are  citizens  or  subjects  of  any 
government  which  accords  to  citizens  of  the  United  States  the  right  to 
prosecute  claims  against  it  in  its  courts,  may  prosecute  claims  against 
the  United  States  in  the  court  of  claims,"  or  district  courts."  And  in  a 
late  statute,  it  is  provided  in  effect  that  no  vessel  or  cargo  owned  by 
the  United  States  shall  be  subject  to  seizure  by  judicial  process,  but 
that  a  libel  in  personam  may  be  brought  in  the  district  court  against 
the  United  States,  in  cases  where  if  such  vessel  or  cargo  were  privately 
owned  or  operated  or  possessed,  a  proceeding  in  admiralty  could  be 
maintained  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action  provided 
for.=» 

Government  officials  cannot  waive  the  government's  privilege  or  immu- 
nity from  suit." 

To  constitute  an  action  against  the  TJnited  States,  it  is  not  necessary  that 
it  be  named  on  the  record  as  a  party.^^  The  question  is  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  effect  of  the  judgment  or  decree  which  can  be  entered,^' 
as  in  the  case  of  actions  against  states.^*  Actions  against  officers  of  the 
United  States  in  which  the  government  is  the  real  party  in  interest  are 
in  effect  actions  against  the  United  States.^"  And  actions  against  fed- 


[a]  Exception  under  statute  relat- 
ing to  federal  control  of  railroads. 
Westbrook  v.  Director  General,  263 
Fed.  211.    See  the  title,  "War." 

[b]  An  action  for  personal  injuries 
sustained  by  negligence  of  o£a.oers  in 
charge  of  government  property,  for 
example  as  a  resull  of  a  defective  ele- 
vator in  a  federal  building  cannot  be 
maintained.  Bigby  v.  United  States, 
188  U.  S.  400,  23  Sup.  Ct.  468,  47  L.  ed. 
519. 

17.  Temple  v.  United  States,  248 
U.  S.  121,  39  Sup.  Ct.  56,  63  L.  ed. 
162;  United  States  v.  Lynah,  188  U. 
S.  445,  464,  23  Sup.  Ct.  349,  47  L.  ed. 
539;  "United  States  v.  Great  Falls  Mfg. 
Co.,  112  U.  S.  645,  656,  5  Sup.  Ct.  306, 
311,  28  L.  ed.  846,  20  Ct.  CI.  522;  United 
States  V.  Buffalo  Pitts  Co.,  193  Fed. 
905,  114  C.  C.  A.  119. 

18.  Jud.  Code,  §  155;  Carlisle  v. 
United  States,  16  Wall.  (U.  S.)  147, 
21  L.  ed.  426,  8  Ct.  CI.  153;  United 
States  V.  New  York  &  O.  S.  S.  Co.,  216 
Fed.  61,  132  C.  C.  A.  305;  Eeid  Wreck- 
ing Co.  V.  United  States,  202  Fed.  314. 

19.  See  infra,  I,  E. 

[a]  Jurisdiction  of  a  suit  by  an 
alien  on  a  claim  for  transporting  mer- 
chandise is  within  the  district  court. 
New  York  &  O.  S.  S.  Co.  v.  United 
States,  202  Fed.  311. 
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20'.  Act  March  9,  1920,  c.  95,  §§1, 
2;    U.  S.  Comp.  Sts.  §  1251 J^  a. 

21.  Stanley  v.  Schwalby,  162  U.  S. 
255,  270,  16  Sup.  Ct.  754,  40  L.  ed. 
960;  United  States  v.  New  York  & 
O.  S.  S.  Co.,  216  Fed.  61,  132  C.  C.  A, 
305. 

22.  Louisiana  v.  McAdoo,  234  U.  S. 
627,  34  Sup.  Ct.  938,  58  L.  ed.  1506; 
Minnesota  v.  Hitchcock,  185  U.  S.  373, 

386,  22  Sup.  Ct.  650,  46  L.  ed.  954. 

23.  Kansas   v.   United   States,     204 
U.  S.  331,  27  Sup.   Ct.  388,  61  L.  ed.  ' 
510. 

24.  Minnesota  v.  Hitchcock,  185  U. 
S.  373,  387,  22  Sup.  Ct.  650,  46  L.  ed. 
954;  Tindal  v.  Wesley,  167  U.  S.  204, 
17  Sup.  Ct.  770,  42  L.  ed.  137.  And 
see  the  title  "States  and  Territories." 

25.  Kansas  v.  United  States,  204  U. 
S.  331,  27  Sup.  Ct.  388,  51  L.  ed.  510; 
Minnesota  v.  Hitchcock,  185  U.  S.  373, 

387,  22  Sup.  Ct.  650,  46  L.  ed.  954; 
Johnaon  v.  McAdoo,  45  App.  Cas.  (D. 
C.)  440. 

[a]  Wlien  the  United  States  is  an 
indispensable  party  to  the  granting  of 
relief,  so  as,  for  instance,  to  divest  it 
of  title,  or  reach  its  property  for  its 
creditors,  the  courts  will  not  take 
jurisdiction.  Gouge  v.  Hart,  250  Fed. 
802;  Monagas  v.  Lieberth,  1  P.  E.  Fed. 
316. 
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eral  officials  to  compel  them  to  perform  contracts  of  the  government,^' 
and  suits  to  review  official  action  of  executive  officials  involving  the  exer- 
cise of  judgment  and  discretion^''  are  actions  against  the  government. 
But  actions  to  compel  federal  officers  to  perform  ministerial  duties  im- 
posed upon  them  by  law,^^  or  to  enjoin  them  from  acting  in  excess  of 
their  authority  or  under  an  authority  not  validly  conferred,^^  or  to  ob- 
tain damages  therefor,^"  are  not  actions  against  the  government.  And 
it  is  held  that  actions  against  individuals  to  recover  possession  of  prop- 
erty held  by  them  as  officers  or  agents  of  the  United  States  are  not 
against  the  United  States.'^ 

C.  Status  of  Government  as  a  Ijitigant.  —  When  the  United 
States  sues  or  is  sued,  even  in  its  own  courts,  it  becomes  a  litigant  and 
is  to  be  treated  like  any  other  litigant,  except  when  it  has  provided 
otherwise  by  law.^^  It  is  controlled  by  the  same  principles  of  law  and 


[b]  An  action  against  a  railroad, 
possession  of  wliose  propeity  has  been 
taken  over  by  the  government  in  a 
war  emergency,  is  not  an  action  against 
the  government,  and  does  not  consti- 
tute a  seizure  of  the  property  of  the 
United  States.  Muir  v.  Louisville  & 
N.  E.  Co.,  247  Fed.  888.  But  see  Weat- 
brook  V.  Director  General,  263  Fed. 
211,  holding  that  for  purposes  of  juris- 
diction, the  suit  will  be  treated  as  a 
suit  against  the  United  States,  and 
therefore  within  the  jurisdiction  of  a 
United  States  court. 

26.  Plain  t.  Home,  196  Fed.  582. 

27.  Louisiana  v.  McAdoo,  234  U.  8. 
627,  34  Sup.  Ct.  938,  58  L.  ed.  1506; 
Goldberg  v.  Daniels.  231  U.  S.  2TF,  34 
Sup.  Ct.  84,  58  L.  ed.  191. 

28.  Minnesota  v.  Hitchcock,  185  U. 
S.  373,  386,  22  Sup.  Ct.  650,  46  L.  ed. 
954;  Smith  v.  Jackson,  241  Fed.  747, 
154  C.  0.  A.  449. 

29.  Philadelphia  Co.  v.  Stimson,  223 
U.  S.  605,  619,  32  Sup.  Ot.  340,  56  L. 
ed.  570;  Magruder  v.  Belle  Fourche 
Val.  W.  U.  Assn.,  219  Fed.  72,  133  C. 
0.  A.  524;  Baker  v.  Swigart,  196  Fed. 
569. 

[a]  Ent  an  Injunction  will  not  be 
granted  against  ofS.cers  to  restrain  or 
control  the  use  of  property  already  in 
the  possession  of  the  tJnited  States,  or 
money  in  its  treasury,  or  to  compel  a 
performance  of  its  obligations.  Bel- 
knap V.  Schild,  161  U.  S.  10,  16  Sup. 
Ct.  443,  40  L.  ed.  599,  followed  in 
International  Postal  Sup.  Co.  v.  Bruce, 
194  U.  S.  601,  24  Sup.  Ct.  820.  48  L.  ed. 
1134. 

30.  Philadelphia  Co.  v.  Stimson,  223 
U.  S.  605,  619,  32  Sup.  Ct.  340,  56  L,  ed, 


570;  Belknap  v.  Schild,  161  U.  S.  10, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  443,  40  L.  ed.  599. 

31,  United  States  v.  Lee,  106  U.  S. 
196,  216,  1  Sup.  Ct.  240,  27  L.  ed.  171, 
holding  contrary  remarks  in  Carr  v. 
United  States,  98  U.  S.  433,  25  L,  «d. 
209,  to  be  dictum,  followed  in  Tindal 
V.  Wesley,  167  U.  S.  204,  17  Sup.  Ct. 
770,  42  L.  ed.  137;  Compania  de  los 
Ferrocarriles  v.  Bohrer,  3  P.  E.  Fed. 
123, 

[a]  Notwithstanding  the  filing  of  a 

suggestion  that  the  defendant  ia  an 
officer  of  the  federal  government,  and 
that  he  holds  possession  solely  aa 
such,  and  an  admission  that  such  is  the 
fact,  the  court  has  jurisdiction.  Saw- 
yer V.  Osterhaus,  195  Fed.  655. 

[b]  A  mere  suggestion  of  title  in  a 
state  to  property  in  possession  of  an 
individual  does  not  arrest  the  proceed- 
ings and  prevent  the  court  from  look- 
ing into  the  suggestion  and  examining, 
the  validity  of  the  title.  United  States 
V.  Peters,  5  Cranch  (U.  S.)  115,  139,  S 
L.  ed.  53. 

[c]  The  judgment  does  not  conclude 
the  state  as  it  is  not  a  party  Tindal 
V.  "Wesley,  167  U.  S.  204,  17"Sup.  Ct. 
770,  42  L.  ed.  137;  United  States  v. 
Lee,  106  U.  S.  196,  1  Sup.  Ct.  240,  27, 
L.  ed.  171. 

32.  Mountain  Copper  Co.  v  United 
States,  142  Fed.  625,  73  C.  C.  A.  621;, 
Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Treat,  192  Fed. 
942;  United  States  v.  Flint,  4  Sawy. 
42,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,121. 

[a]  When  the  United  States  brings 
an  action  in  which  it  has  no  pecuniary 
interest,  in  behalf  of  a  private  party, 
it  stands  in  the  shoes  of  that  party 
and    has   no    higher    or   better    right. 
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rules  of  practice  that  govern  individuals  in  like  circumstances.^^  And, 
like  individuals,  it  is  subject  to  equitable  proceedings  of  a  summary 
nature  with  reference  to  the  suit.^*  In  a  late  statute  authorizing  suits 
in  admiralty  against  the  United  States,  it  is  provided  that  such  suits 
shall  proceed  and  be  heard  and  determined  according  to  the  principles 
of  law  and  to  the  rules  of  practice  obtaining  in  like  eases  between  pri- 
vate parties.'^ 

D.  Conditions  Precedent. — Conditions  precedent  to  actions  against 
the  United  States  must  be  complied  with.^*  But  state  statutes  prescrib- 
ing certain  conditions  precedent  do  not  affect  the  right  of  the  United 
States  to  sue  with  respect  to  a  governmental  matter.^^ 

E.  Jurisdiction  and  Venue.'' —  The  constitution  provides  that  the 
judicial  power  of  the  United  States  shall  extend  to  controversies  to 
which  the  United  States  shall  be  a  party.''   Congress  has  authorized 


United  States  v.  Beebe,  127  U.  S.  338, 
8  Sup.  Ct.  1083,  32  L.  ed.  121;  Chase 
V.  United  States,  222  Fed.  593,  138  0. 
C.  A.  117;  United  States  v.  Atlantic 
Coast  Line  E.  Co.,  206  Fed.  190. 

33.  TJ.  S.  —  Sweet  v.  United  States, 
228  Fed.  421,  143  C.  C.  A.  3;  Chesa- 
peake &  Del.  Canal  Co.  v.  United  States, 
223  Fed.  926,  139  C.  C.  A.  406,  L.  R.  A. 
1916B,  734;  Hemmer  v.  United  States, 
204  Fed.  898,  123  0.  C.  A.  194.  Okla. 
Lynch  v.  United  States,  13  Okla.  142, 
73  Pae.  1095.  Pa.  —  United  States  v. 
Barber,  17  Serg.  &  B.  348. 

[a]  Statutes  laying  down  general 
rules  of  procedure  in  civil  actions,  ap- 
ply to  suits  iu  which  the  United  States 
is  a  party,  even  though  it  is  not  ex- 
pressly named  therein.  Green  i;.  United 
States,  9  Wall.  (U.  S.)  655,  19  L.  ed. 
806. 

[b] '  The  government  Is  subjected  to 
the  same  rules  respecting  burden  of 
proof,  quantity  and  character  of  evi- 
dence, presumptions  of  law  and  fact, 
that  attend  the  prosecution  of  like 
actions  by  individuals.  United  States 
V.  Stinson,  197  U.  S.  200,  25  Sup.  Ct. 
426,  49  L.  ed.  724. 

[e]_  Interest.  —  (1)  Like  a  private 
individual,  the  government  must  show 
an  interest  in  the  relief  sought  which 
enables  it  to  move  in  the  matter.  United 
States  V.  San  Jacinto  Tin  Co.,  125  U. 
S.  273,  8  Sup.  Ct.  850,  31  L.  ed.  747. 
(2)  It  must  show  that  it  has  been,  or 
is  about  to  be,  prejudiced  by  some 
action  of  the  defendant.  It  must  show 
that  it  has  some  pecuniary  interest  at 
stake.  Or  if  the  suit  is  broueht  for 
the  protection  of  some  public  interest; 
or  at  the  relation  of  some  private  par- 
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ties  for  the  protection  of  some  private 
interest,  it  must  appear  that  there  is 
some  obligation  subsisting  under  which 
it  is  incumbent  upon  the  United  States 
to  litigate  in  behalf  of  the  public  or 
those  offering  the  proposed  litigation. 
United  States  v.  Choctaw  O.  &  G-.  B. 
Co.,  3  Okla.  404,  41  Pac.  729.  See 
also  United  States  v.  American  Bell 
T.  Co.,  128  U.  S.  315,  9  Sup.  Ct.  90,  33 
L.  ed.  450;.  United  States  v.  Missouri 
K.  &  T.  R.  Co.,  141  U.  S.  358,  12  Sup, 
Ct.  13,  35  L.  ed.  766. 

34.  United  States  v.  American  Sur, 
Co.,  110  Fed.  913,  counter  suits  by  the 
United  States  may  be  stayed,  or  its 
judgment  therein  may  be  adjusted  ac- 
cording to  the  fundamental  rights  of 
all  interested,  or  an  action  may  be 
staved  until  the  government  subjects 
itself  to  equity  jurisdiction  in  another 
case. 

35.  Act  Mar.  9,  1920,  c.  95,  §  2-  U 
S.  Comp.  St.  §  1251%  b. 

36.  United  States  -v.  American 
Bonding  Co.,  42  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  268 

[a]  Actions  for  fees  for  services  of 
federal  officers  cannot  be  brought  until 
an  account  therefor  has  been  finally 
acted  on  by  proper  accounting  ofiScers. 
Arehbald  v.  United  States,  217  Fed. 
165. 

37.  M 'Knight  v.  United  States,  130 
Fed.  659,  65  C.  C.  A.  37. 

38.  See  general! v  the  titles  "Juris- 
diction;"  "Venue." 

Jurisdiction  of  state  courts  over 
public  lands,  see  the  title,  "Public 
Lands." 

39.  Const.  Art.  Ill,  §  2;  Minnesota 
V.   Hitchcock,   185   U.   S.   373,   382.   22 

Sup.  Ct.  650,  46  L.  ed.  954, 
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with  certain  limitations  suits  against  the  government  in  the  district 
courts  of  the  United  States,*"  but  it  has  not  given  consent  to  be  sued  in 
a  state  court  in  any  case.*^ 

For  the  protection  of  its  property,  the  United  States  may  sue  in  the 
same  tribunals  individual  property  owners  may.*'' 

Venue. —  Unless  otherwise  provided  by  special  statute,*'  actions  by 
the  government  must  be  brought  in  the  district  or  county  of  which  the 
defendant  is  an  inhabitant  under  the  general  statute  relating  to  venue.** 
It  is  provided  that  suits  against  the  government  in  the  district  court 
shall  be  brought  in  the  district  where  the  plaintiff  resides,*^  but  this 
privilege  of  the  government  may  be  waived  by  its  legal  officers.*" 

F.  Parties.  —  The  general  rules  respecting  parties  apply  to  actions 
by  and  against  the  United  States.*'  Actions  by  the  United  States  should 


[a]  Wlietlier  the  United  States  is  a 
plaintiff  or  defendant  is  immaterial. 
Minnesota  v.  Hitchcock,  ik85  U.  S.  373, 
384,  22  Sup.  Ct.  650,  «8  t.  ed.  954. 

[b]  To  a  Suit  by  tiie  United  States 
Against  a  State.  —  United  States  v. 
Texas,  143  U.  S.  621,  12  Sup.  Ct.  488, 
36  L.  ed.  285. 

[c]  Where  the  United  States  Is 
Sued  With  Its  Consent.  —  Minnesota  v. 
Hitchcock,  185  U.  S.  373,  386,  22  Sup. 
Ct.  650,  46  L.  ed.  954. 

[d]  It  extends  to  a  suit  hy  a  state 
against  a  federal  officer  where  the 
United  States,  though  not  named  as  a 
defendant,  is  the  real  party  in  interest. 
Minnesota  v.  Hitchcock,  185  U.  S.  373, 
386,  22  Sup.  Ct.  650,  46  L.  ed.  954. 

[e]'  The  district  court  has  jurisdis- 
tion  regardless  of  the  amount  in  dis- 
pute, when  the  United  States  is  plain- 
tiff. United  States  v.  Sayward,  160 
U.  S.  493,  16  Sup.  Ct.  371,  40  L.  ed. 
508.  See  United  States  Fid.  &  Guar. 
Co.  V.  United  States,  204  U.  S.  349,  27 
Sup.   Ct.  381,  51  1,.  ed.  516. 

[f]  The  district  court  of  one  state 
has  jurisdiction  over  a  transitory  action 
by  the  government,  the  cause  of  action 
in  which  arose  in  another  state.  Stone 
V.  United  States,  167  U.  S.  178,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  778,  42  L.  ed.  127. 

40.  United  States  v.  New  York  & 
O.  S.  S.  Co.,  216  Fed.  61,  132  C,  C.  A. 
305. 

As  to  jurisdiction,  see  supra,  note  13. 

41.  Stanley  v.  Schwalby,  162  U.  S. 
255.  270,  16  Sup.  Ct.  754,  40  L.  ed.  960; 
United  States  v.  New  York  &  O.  S.  S 
Co.,  216  Fed.  61,  132  C.  C.  A.  305. 

42.  United  States  v.  Burrill,  107  Me. 
382,  78  Atl.  568,  Ann.  Cas.  1912D,  512. 

[a]    Either    in    State    or    Federal 

IS 


Courts.  —  U.  S.  —  Cotton  v.  United 
States,  11  How.  229,  13  L.  ed.  675. 
N.  Y.— United  States  v.  Graff,  67  Barb. 
304,  4  Hun  634.  Wis.  —  Jones  v. 
United  states,  48  Wis.  385,  409,  4  N. 
W.  519. 

Before  justice  of  the  peace,  see  17 
Standard  Peoc.   973. 

43.  See  the  statutes. 

44.  United  States  v.  Northern  Pac. 
E.  Co.,  134  Fed.  715,  67  C.  C.  A.  269; 
United  States  v.  Noyes,  4  Conn.  340. 

[a]  The  statute  respecting  citizens 
of  different  states  does  not  apply. 
United  States  v.  Northern  Pac.  E.  Co., 
134  Fed.  715,  67  C.  C.  A.  269. 

45.  24  St.  at  L.  505,  U.  S.  Comp.  St. 
1916,  §  1575;  Eeid  Wrecking  Co.  v. 
United  States,  202  Fed.  314. 

fal  Statute  Is  Mandatory.  —  Eeid 
Wrecking  Co.  v.  United  States,  202 
Fed.  314. 

[b]  To  suit  in  admiralty,  the  rule 
applies.  Eeid  Wrecking  Co.  v.  United 
States,  202  Fed.  314. 

40.  United  States  v.  New  York  & 
O.  S.  S.  Co.,  216  Fed.  61,  132  C.  C.  A. 
305  (consequently  non-resident  aliens 
may  sue  in  the  district  court  when  no 
objection  is  made  to  improper  venue). 
See  Hijo  v.  United  States,  194  U.  S. 
315,  24  Sup.  Ct.  727,  48  L.  ed.  994, 
query  whether  suit  can  be  brought  by 
nonresident  under  this  statute. 

[a]  By  General  Appearance United 

States  ^;  New  York  &  0.  S.  S.  Co.,  216 
Fed.  61,  132  C.  C.  A.  305. 

47.     See  the  title,  "Parties." 

[a]  In  an  action  by  the  assignee  of 
a  contract  with  the  government  to  en- 
join its  collection,  the  government  is 
not  a  necessary  party.  Dulaney  v, 
Scudder,  94  Fed.  6,  36  C.  C.  A.  52. 
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be  brought  in  its  name,*'  although  an  information  in  the  name  oi  the 
district  attorney  on  behalf  of  the  government  has  been  maintained.** 

G.  Process.  —  The  manner  of  serving  process  in  actions  against  the 
government  is  regulated  by  statute.^" 

H.  Pleadings. —  Petition.  —  The  contents  of  the  petition  in  the  dis- 
trict court  in  actions  against  the  government  are  prescribed  by  statute.^^ 

Answer,  Plea  or  Demurrer.  —  It  is  the  duty  of  the  district  attorney  to 
file  a  pleading  and  notice  of  any  set-off  or  counterclaim  within  a  pre- 
scribed time  after  service  of  the  petition.®^  The  plea  of  the  statute  of 
limitations  cannot  be  set  up  in  bar  of  an  action  by  the  United  States.^* 
But  a  presumption  of  payment  from  lapse  of  time  is  available  against 
the  government,  it  has  been  held.^*  And  the  United  States  may  plead 
the  bar  of  the  statute  in  actions  against  it.^' 

Set-off,  Counterclaim  and  Recoupment.  —  In  actions  by  the  United  States, 
the  defendant  ma,y  present  set-offs,  legal  and  equitable,  to  the  extent  of 
the  demand  made  or  property  claimed,  precisely  as  in  actions  between 


[b]  In  suits  in  the  court  of  private 
laud  claims  to  confirm  claims,  the  gov- 
ernment is  a  proper  and  necessary 
party.  United  States  v.  Conway,  175 
U.  S.  60,  69,  20  Sup.  Ct.  13,  44  L.  ed. 
72. 

In  action  to  restrain  federal  officer, 
the  United  States  is  not  a  necessary 
party.     See  13  Standard  Proc.  38. 

In  action  by  Indian,  see  12  Standard 
Pkoc.  48. 

Intervention  by  United  States^  see 
14  Standard  Proc.  322. 

48.  Dugan  v.  United  States,  3 
Wheat.  (U.  S.)  172,  4  L.  ed.  362. 

[a]  Actions  on  contracts  entered 
into  by  a  federal  officer  acting  solely 
on  behalf  of  the  government  within 
the  scope  of  his  authority  must  be 
brought  in  the  name  of  the  govern- 
ment. Bainbridge  v.  Downie,  6  Mass. 
258;  Balcombe  v.  Northrup,  9  Minn. 
172,  dismissing  action  brought  by  agent. 

[b]  On  a  bill  endorsed  to  an  officer, 
the  government  may  sue  in  its  own 
name  when  it  alone  is  interested  in  the 
subject  matter.  Dugan  v.  United 
States,  3  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  172,  4  L.  ed. 
362. 

49.  Benton  v.  Woolsey,  12  Pet.  (U. 
S.)  27,  9  L.  ed.  987. 

50.  24  St.  at  L.  506;  U.  S.  Comp.  St., 
1916  8  1576. 

[a]  The  manner  of  serving  process 
is  by  causing  a  copy  of  the  petition 
filed  to  be  served  on  the  district  at- 
torney of  the  district  where  suit  is 
brought,  and  by  mailing  a  copy  to  the 
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attorney  general,  and  by  filing  an  affi- 
davit of  proof  of  service.  Eeid  Wreck- 
ing Co.  V.  United  States,  202  Fed.  314. 
[b]  Section  24  (20)  of  the  judicial 
code  does  not  prescribe  any  system  of 
process  to  be  followed  but  the  statute 
implies  that  the  district  court  may  fol- 
low their  established  process  or  adopt 
that  prescribed  by  the  code  for  the 
guidance  of  the  court  of  claims.  Mill 
Creek  v.  M.  Nav.  &  E.  Co.  v.  United 
States,  246  Ped.  1013. 

51.  24  St.  at  L.  506. 

[a]  A  succinct  statement  of  fact* 
upon  which  the  claim  is  based  must  be 
included.  United  States  v.  Stratton, 
88  Fed.  54,  31  C.  C.  A.  384.  See  Stuart 
V.  United  States,  18  Wall.  (U.  S.)  84, 
21  li.  ed.  816,  9  Ct.  CI.  60. 

52.  24  St.  at  L.  506;  U.  S.  Comp. 
St.,  1916  §  1576;  Charles  Warner  Co. 
•i;.  United  States,  IQl  Fed.  884. 

[a]  Omission  to  file  in  time  is  an 
irregularity  which  may  be  waived. 
Charles  Warner  Co.  v.  United  States, 
101  Fed.  884. 

[b]  That  notice  is  not  on  a  sepa- 
rate paper  from  the  answer  is  a  ques- 
tion of  form  at  most.  Charles  Warner 
Co.  V.  United  Sta^tes,  101  Fed.  884,  896. 

53.  See  18  Standard  Proc.  1030. 

54.  Chesapeake  &  Delaware  Canal 
Co.  V.  United  States^  223  Fed  926,  139 
C.  C.  A.  406,  L.  E.  'A.  1916B,  734.  But 
see  contrary  dictum  in  United  States 
r.  Thompson,  98  U.  S.  486,  25  L.  ed. 
194. 

55.  See  18  Standaed  Peoc.  1025, 
and  1039. 
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individuals,"'  except  that  affir]:p.ative  relief  beyond  the  demand  or  prop- 
erty in  controversy  cannot  be  had.'^  But  it  is  a  condition  precedent 
that  the  claim  shall  have  been  presented  to  the  proper  accounting  officer 
and  have  been  disallowed,  except  in  certain  cases  when  the  defendant 
was  unable  to  do  so.*^  The  government  may  plead  a  set-off  in  an  action 
against  it."^ 

I.  Trial  and  Judgment.  —  In  suits  by  the  United  States,  courts  of 
chancery  may  grant  relief  on  such  conditions  as  are  just  and  reason- 
able, to  the  same  extent  it  may  impose  conditions  in  like  suits  by  indi- 
viduals.*" It  is  the  duty  of  the  court,  not  the  jury,  to  determine  whether 
a  claim  had  been  so  presented  and  disallowed  that  it  may  be  admitted  on 
the  trial  as  a  set-off.*^  An  execution  on  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  gov- 
ernment cannot  be  enjoined  by  a  suit  in  equity  against  the  government 
eo  nomine.*^  But  the  federal  court,  as  a  court  of  law  may  stay  execu- 
tion pending  the  investigation  of  credits  to  be  given  on  the  judgment.** 
A  judgment  debtor  may  claim  exemption  from  execution  on  a  judgment 
in  favor  of  the  United  States.** 

In  actions  against  the  government,  it  is  provided  that  the  course  of  pro- 
cedure shall  be  in  accordance  with  the  established  rules  of  the  respective 
courts,  and  such  additions  and  modifications  thereof  as  the  court  may 
adopt.*^  The  right  to  a  jury  trial  does  not  extend  to  such  suits  as  they 
are  not  suits  at  common  law.**  Statute  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  court 


56.  Sehaumburg  v.  United  States, 
103  U.  S.  667,  26  L.  ed.  599;  Carlisle 
V.  Cooper,  64  Fed.  472,  12  C.  C.  A.  235; 
United  States  v.  American  Sur.  Co.. 
110  Fed.  913. 

See  the  title  "Set-Ofif,  Counterclaim 
and  Recoupment." 

[a]  Claims  for  unliquidated  dam- 
ages cannot  be  pleaded  by  way  of  set- 
off against  the  government.  United 
States  V.  Eobeson,  9  Pet.  (U.  S.)  319, 
325,  9  L.  ed.  142. 

[b]  Assignee  of  claim  against  gov- 
ernment cannot  plead  it  by  way  of 
set-off.  United  States  v.  Eobeson,  9 
Pet.  (U.  S.)  319,  9  L.  ed.  142;  United 
States  V.  Buchanan,  8  How.  (U.  S.)  83, 
12  L.  ed.  997. 

57.  United  States  v.  Thompson,  98 
U.  S.  486,  25  L.  ed.  194;  United  States 
V.  Nipissing  Mines  Co.,  206  Fed.  431, 
124  C.  C.  A.  313;  Carlisle  v.  Cooper,  64 
Fed.  472,  12  C.  C.  A.  235. 

58.  Eev.  St.,  §  951;  U.  S.  Comp.  St. 
1916,  §  1588;  United  States  v.  Pierson, 
145  Fed.  814,  76  C.  C.  A.  390;  United 
States  V.  Kerr,  196  Fed.  503. 

59.  Barry  v.  United  States,  229  U. 
S.  47,  33  Sup.  Ct.  681,  57  L.  ed.  1060; 
Baxter  v.  United  States,  32  C,t.  CI.  75. 

60.  United  States  v.  Debell,  227 
Fed.  775,  142  0.  C.  A.  299,  this  may 


be  done  even  though  the  conditions 
may  not  be  enforceable  in  any  other 
way. 

61.  United  States  v.  Patrick,  73  Fed. 
800,  20  C.  C.  A.  11. 

62.  United  States  v.  Thompson,  98 
U.  S.  486,  25  L.  ed.  194;  United  States 
V.  McLemore,  4  How.  (U.  S.)  286,  11 
L.  ed.  977;  Buckley  v.  United  States, 
196  Fed.  429;  Managas  v.  Lieberth,  1 
P.  E.  Fed.  315. 

[a]  But  an  injunction  against  the 
ofiS.cer  may  be  granted  when  the  judg- 
ment is  obtained  by  mistake  or  fraud 
and  there  is  no  jurisdiction  in  the 
court  rendering  it.  Managas  v.  Lie- 
berth,  1  P.  E.  Fed.  315.  But  compare 
Buckley  v.  United  States,  196  Fed.  429. 

63.  United  States  v.  McLemore,  4 
How.    (U.  S.)    286,  11  L.   ed.  977. 

64.  See  16  Standard  Peoc.  122. 

65.  24  St.  at  L.  506;  U.  S.  Comp.  St. 
1916,  §  1575.  See  Mill  Creek  &  M.  N. 
&  E.  Co.  V.  United  States,  246  Fed. 
1013,  the  district  court  may  follow 
their  established  procedure  or  follow 
that  of  the  court  of  claims. 

66.  See  ,  16  Standard  Proc.  876, 
note  36.  The  statute  so  provides.  See 
U.  S.  Comp.  Sts.  1916,  §  991,  (20). 
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to  cause  a  written  opinion  to  be  filed  in  the  cause  setting  forth  the  spe- 
cific findings  of  facts  therein  and  the  conclusions  of  law  and  to  gender 
judgment  thereon."  But  execution  cannot  issue.^* 

J.  Appeal  and  Review.  —  In  civil  cases  the  United  States  may  ap- 
peaP^  or  prosecute  writ  of  error.'"'  So  also  judgments  in  favor  of  the 
United  States  may  be  reviewed  on  appeal  or  error.^^ 

K.  CoSTS.'^^ — Costs  cannot  be  awarded  against  the  United  States'* 


67.  United  States  v.  Stratton,  88 
Fed.  54,  31  C.  C.  A.  384;  Hyams  v. 
United  States,  139  Fed.  997. 

[a]  The  opinion  is  not  to  be  re- 
garded as  the  usual  opinion  of  the  trial 
judge,  but  must  be  accepted  as  part 
of  the  record.  United  States  v.  Swift, 
139  Fed.  225,  71  C.  C.  A.  351;  Hyams 
V.  United  States,  139  Fed.  997. 

68.  United  States  V.  Barber,  17 
Serg.  &  E.   (Pa.)   348. 

Execution  against  states,  see  the 
title   "Statc?s  and  Territories." 

69.  United  States  v.  Ady,  76  Fed. 
339,  22  C.  C.  A.  223.  See  2  Standard 
Peoc.  195. 

[a]  From  all  judgments  of  the 
court  of  claims  adverse  to  it,  the  Unit- 
ed States  may  appeal  to  the  supreme 
court  of  the  United  States.  United 
States  V.  Davis,  131  U.  S.  36,  9  Sup.  Ct. 
657,  33  L.  ed.  93. 

[b]  From  judgments  of  the  district 
court  rendered  under  the  statute  giv- 
ing it  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  th« 
court  of  claims,  (1)  the  United  States 
may  appeal  to  the  supreme  court  with- 
out regard  to  amount  (United  States 
V.  Davis,  131  U.  S.  36,  9  Sup.  Ct.  657, 
33  L.  ed.  93;  United  States  v.  Yuker», 
60  Fed.  641,  9  C.  C.  A.  171),  or  (2)  it 
may  appeal  to  the  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals. United  States  v.  Ady,  76  Fed. 
359,  22  C.  C.  A.  223. 

[c]  From  a  judgment  of  the  court 
of  private  land  claims,  the  government 

)  may  appeal  to  the  supreme  court.  Unit- 
ed States  V.  Conway,  175  U.  S.  60,  69, 
20  Sup.  Ct.  13,  44  L.  ed.  72. 

[d]  Within  six  months,  the  govern- 
ment must  appeal.  Butt  v.  United 
States,  126  Fed.  794.  See  United 
States  V.  Foreman,  5  Okla.  237,  48  Pac. 
92. 

[e]  Without  the  affidavit  or  secur- 
ity (1)  required  in  other  cases,  and 
without  the  payment  of  costs,  the  gov- 
ernment may  appeal.  United  States  v. 
Barber,  17  Serg.  &  R.  (Pa.)  348.  But 
see  State  v.  United  States,  8  Blackf. 
(Ind.)   252;   United  States  v.  Choctaw 
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0.  &  G.  E.  Co.,  3  Okla.  404,  41  Pae.  729. 
(2)  The  federal  statute  specifically 
provides  that  no  bond  shall  be  re- 
quired of  the  United  States  (Edmon- 
son V.  Bloomshire,  7  Wall.  (U.  S.)  306, 
19  L.  ed.  91;  Providence  Washington 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Wager,  37  Fed.  59;  Garfield 
V.  United  States  ex  rel.  Stevens,  32 
App.  Cas.  [D.  C]  109),  or  (3)  from 
any  party  acting  by  the  direction  of 
any  department  of  the  government. 
Leonard  v.  Eodda,  5  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.) 
256,  265.  (4)  This  statute  applies  only 
to  the  federal  courts.  ,  United  States 
V.  Choctaw  O.  &  G.  R.  Co.,  8  Okla.  404, 
41  Pac.  729. 

[f]  Without  exceptions,  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  findings  support  the 
conclusions  of  law  may  be  reviewed 
on  seasonable  assignments  of  error. 
United  States  v.  Ady,  76  Fed.  359,  22 
C.  C.  A.  223. 

Review  in  criminal  cases,  see  the 
title   "Review"  and  infra,  11. 

70.  United  States  v.  Ady,  76  Fed. 
359,  22  C.  C.  A.  223. 

71.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  The  supreme  court  has  exclusive 
jurisdiction.  Fritch  v.  United  States, 
248  U.  S.  458,  39  Sup.  Ct.  158,  63  L.  ed. 
359;  Strong  v.  United  States,  40  Fed. 
183. 

[h]  Service  of  writ  of  error  by 
leaving  a  copy  with  the  wife  of  the 
district  attorney  is  insufficient.  Con- 
way V.  United  States,  2  Wash.  Ter. 
336,  24  Pac.  678. 

[e]  Must  Be  Taken  Within  Six 
Months.  — Butt  v.  United  States,  126 
Fed.  794. 

72.  See  generally  the  title  "Costs." 
Costs     In     majidamus     proceedings 

against  officers,  see  the  title,  "Offi- 
cers." 

73.  XT.  S.  — Stanley  v.  Schwalby, 
162  U.  S.  265,  272,  16  Sup.  Ct.  754,  40 
L.  ed.  960;  Carlisle  v.  Cooper,  64  Fed. 
472,  12  C.  C.  A.  235;  United  States  v. 
Minneapolis  St.  P.  &  S.  S.  M.  R.  Co., 
235  Fed.  951.  Okla.  — United  States 
V.  Warren,  12  Okla.  350,  71  Pac.  685. 
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unless  authorized  by  statute.''*  But  in  actions  by  the  United  States, 
the  defendant  may  be  taxed  with  eosts.'°  Under  the  rules  of  the  su- 
preme court,  no  costs  are  allowed  for  or  against  the  United  States/" 

In  determining  what  items  of  costs  may  be  taxed,  the  general  prin- 
ciples governing  other  similar  eases  are  applied,  and  the  state  practice 
is  followed,  when  practicable,  except  where  federal  statute  provides 
otherwise/^ 

II.  CRIMINAL  PROSECUTIONS.  — A.  Jurisdiction."  —  A  state 
court  has  no  jurisdiction  of  a  criminal  prosecution  against  an  officer  of 
the  United  States  for  acts  in  excess  of  his  proper  duties.'^ 

B.  Indictment.  —  Indictments  for  making  false  returns  of  census,^" 
for  refusing  to  furnish  information  to  a  census  enumerator,^^  or  for 
making  false  claims  against  the  government,*^  or  for  making  or  using 


Pa.  —  United    States    v.    Barber,     17 
Serg.  &  E.  348. 

[a]  In  a  suit  to  whicli.  the  United 
States  is  a  party,  on  behalf  of  either 
any  suitor  or  any  ofScer  of  the  gov- 
ernment, no  court  can  make  a  direct 
judgment  for  coats  against  the  United 
States.  The  Antelope,  12  Wheat.  (U. 
S.)   546,  6  L.  ed.  .723. 

74.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  In  suits  in  the  district  court 
brought  under  §  24  of  the  judicial 
code,  giving  it  concurrent  jurisdiction 
over  certain  claims,  costs  may  be 
awarded  against  the  United  States  un- 
der i  152,  although  this  section  is  in 
the  chapter  relating  to  the  court  of 
claims.  United  States  v.  Cress,  243  U. 
S.  316,  330,  37  Sup.  Ct.  380,  61  L.  ed. 
746.  See  also  United  States  v.  Har- 
mon, 147  U.  S.  268,  13  Sup.  Ct.  327,  37 
L.  ed.  164. 

75.  Pine  Eiver  Logging  &  Imp.  Co. 
V.  United  States,  186  U.  S.  279,  22  Sup. 
Ct.  920,  46  L.  ed.  1164;  United  States 
r.  Minneapolis  St.  P.  &  S.  S.  M.  Ey. 
Co.,  235  Fed.  951. 

[a]  Bight  rests  on  usage  rather 
than  statutory  enactment.  United 
States  V.  Minneapolis  St.  P.  &  S.  S. 
M.  Ey.  Co.,  235  Fed.  951. 

76.  Oregon  &  Cal.  E.  Co.  v.  United 
States,  243  U.  S.  549,  562,  37  Sup.  Ct. 
443,  61  L.  ed.  890,  rule  24. 

77.  United  States  v.  Minneapolis 
St.  P.  &  S.  S.  M.  Ey.  Co.,  235  Fed.  951. 
See  the  titles  "Costs;"  "United 
States  Courts." 

78.  See  the  titles  "Jurisdiction;" 
"United  States  Courts." 

79.  State  of  Ohio  v.  Thomas,  173 
U.  S.  276,  19  Sup.  Ct.  453,  43  L.  ed. 


699;    In  re  Lewis,  83  Fed.  159;    In  re 
Waite,  81  Fed.  359. 

[a]  Limitation  of  Rule.  —  But  a 
person  is  not  excepted  from  the  juris- 
diction of  the  state  simply  because  he 
is  a  federal  officer.  Nor  will  the  mere 
fact  that  he  claims  the  acts  were  with- 
in the  line  of  his  official  duty  afiord 
him  protection,  if  the  acts  are  such  as 
to  show  the  claimed  immunity  is  a 
mere  subterfuge,  and  that  under  no 
fair  consideration  of  his  official  duties, 
could  he  have  assumed  to  have  been 
acting  in  his  official  capacity  when 
the  acts  complained  of  were  done.  In 
re  Waite,  81  Fed.  359.  See  State  v. 
Waite,  101  Iowa  377,  70  N.  W.  596. 

80.  See  infra,    this  note. 

[a]  An  indictment  may  charge  the 
making  of  a  false  and  fictitious  return 
under  a  statute  punishihg  the  making 
of  a  false  certificate  and  fictitious  re- 
turn. United  States  v.  Moriarity,  106 
Fed.  886. 

[b]  That  the  return  was  made  to 
the  supervisor  need  not  be  alleged  as 
he  is  the  only  official  to  whom  it  can 
be  made.  United  States  v.  Moriarity, 
106  Fed.  886. 

[c]  That  the  form  upon  which  the 
return  was  made  was  prescribed  and 
adopted  by  the  director  of  the  census 
need  not  be  alleged.  United  States  v. 
Moriarity,  106  Fed.   886. 

81.  United  States  v.  Sarle,  45  Fed. 
191,  form  of  indictment. 

82.  Bridgeman  v.  United  States,  140 
Fed.  577,  72  C.  C.  A.  145;  United  States 
V.  Corbin,  11  Fed.  238. 

[a]  The  making  and  presenting  of 
a  claim  may  be  charged  in  the  same 
count  without  rendering  it  duplicitous. 
Bridgeman  v.  United  States,  140  Fed. 
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or  causing  to  be  made  or  used,  a  false  bill,  receipt,  voucher,  etc.,  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  payment  or  approval  of  a  claim,^^  or  for  falsely- 
making,  forging,  or  counterfeiting,  deeds,  certificates,  or  other  writings 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  money  from  the  United  States,'*  or  for 
other  offenses  against  the  laws  of  the  United  States,*^  must  charge  the 
offense  in  accordance  with  the  general  rules  elsewhere  discussed.** 

O.  Vaeiance.  —  The  usual  rules  as  to  proof  and  variance  apply  to 
prosecutions  for  violations-of  the  laws  of  the  United  States.*^ 


577,  587,  72  C.  C.  A.  145,  (following 
Crain  v.  United  States,  162  U.  S.  625, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  952,  40  L.  ed.  1097) ;  Unit- 
ed States  V.  Franklin,  174  Fed.  161. 

[b]  That  Mbe  claim  was  presented 
to  an  officer  authorized  (1)  to  approve 
or  pay  it  must  be  alleged.  United 
States  V.  Wallace,  40  Fed.  144.  See 
United  States  v.  Franklin,  174  Fed. 
161;  United  States  v.  Strobach,  48  Fed. 
902.  (2)  Alleging  the  presentation  of 
the  claim  to  the  "First  Auditor  of  the 
Treasury"  without  stating  the  name 
of  the  person  holding  the  oflice  is  suf- 
ficient. United  States  v.  Ambrose,  2 
Fed.  764.  (3)  That  the  officer  is  "an 
officer  in  the  civil,  military  or  naval 
service  of  the  United  States"  need 
not  be  specifically  alleged.  United 
States  V.  Ingraham,  49  Fed.  155. 

[c]  An  intent  to  defraud  the  gov- 
ernment need  not  be  specifically  al- 
leged where  there  is  alleged  a  willful 
attempt  to  obtain  money  on  a  false 
claim,  the  falsity  of  which  is  known 
to  the  defendant.  Bridgeman  v.  United 
States,  140  Fed.  577,  586,  72  C.  C.  A. 
145. 

[d]  Falsity  of  claim  must  be 
shown.  United  States  v.  Franklin,  174 
Fed.  161. 

[e]  The  details  of  the  claim  (1) 
must  be  alleged  when  charging  a  pre- 
sentation of  a  false  etc.,  claim.  But  it 
is  otherwise  when  charging  the  mak- 
ing of  a  false  bill,  voucher,  etc.  Unit- 
ed States  V.  Wallace,  40  Fed.  144.  (2) 
It  is  enough  to  allege  the  substance 
of  the  claim  and  voucher  or  paper, 
without  setting  them  out  in  haec  verba. 
Bridgeman  v.  United  States,  140  Fed. 
577,  72  C.  C.  A.  145. 

[f]  The  different  items  of  an  ac- 
count may  all  be  included  in  one 
count.  Separate  counts  for  each  false 
item  are  not  required.  United  States 
V.  Ambrose,  2  Fed.  764. 

[g]  That  the  claim  was  made  for 
payment  or  approval  must  be  alleged. 
United  States  v.  Ambrose,  2  Fed.  764. 

Vol,  XXV 


83.  Bridgeman  v.  United  States, 
140  Fed.  577,  72  C.  C.  A.  145;  United 
States  ».  Strobach,  48  Fed.  902. 

[aj  To  whom  the  voucher  was  pre- 
sented need  not  be  alleged.  Bridgeman 
V.  United  States,  140  Fed.  577,  589,  72 
C.  C.  A.  145.  Contra,  United  States  v. 
Wallace,  40  Fed.  144. 

[b]  The  manner  of  the  use  of  the 
vouchers  need  not  be  alleged.  Bridge- 
man  V.  United  States,  140  Fed.  577, 
589,  72  C.  C.  A.  145. 

[c]  The  affidavit  must  be  described 
so  the  defendant  is  able  to  identify  it. 
That  the  officer  before  whom  it  was 
taken  was  authorized  to  administer 
oaths  need  not  be  alleged.  United 
States  V.  Ingraham,  49  Fed.  155. 

84.  Staton  v.  United  States,  88  Fed. 
253,  31  C.  C.  A.  521  (construing  indict- 
ment to  be  under  Eev.  St.  §§  6418 
and  5479,  rather  than  §5421) ;  Howgate 
V.  United  States,.  7  App.  Cas.  (D  C.) 
217. 

[a]  An  allegation  of  sending  a 
"writing  and  affidavit"  is  not  double 
where  the  instrument  is  set  out  and 
It  is  shown  to  be  one  instrument. 
United   States  v.  Corbin,  11  Fed.   238. 

[b]  Whether  the  affidavit  is  false 
in  the  sense  of  being  forged  or  wheth- 
er it  is  false  in  its  statements  must  be 
alleged.  If  the  latter,  falsity  in  ma- 
terial statements  must  be  shown. 
United  States  v.  Corbin,  11  Fed.  238, 
distinguishing  United  States  v.  Staats, 
8  How.  (U.  S.)  41,  12  li.  ed.  979. 

[c]  "Felonious"  intent  need  not 
be  charged.  United  States  v.  Staats, 
8  How.  (U.  S.)  41,  12  L.  ed.  979. 

85.  See  specific  titles  such  as 
"Counterfeiting;"  "Elections;" 
"Forgery;"  Mines  and  Minerals;" 
"Navy  and  Army;"  "Patents;" 
"Pensions  and  Bounties;"  "Post 
Office;"  "Public  Lands;"  "Treason;" 
"War." 

86.  See  the  title,  "Indictment  and 
Information." 

87.  Howgate    v.    United    States,    7 
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D.  Eeview.  —  Review  in  criminal  cases  in  which  the  United  States 
is  a  party  follow  the  rules  elsewhere  discussed.'*  The  government  has 
no  right  to  appeal  or  prosecute  a  writ  of  error,**  except  in  so  far  as  it  is 
authorized  by  statute.*" 

III.  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA.  — The  District  of  Columbia  is  a 
municipal  corporation  Avith  the  right  to  sue  and  be  sued.'^ 


App.  Cas.   (D.  C.)   217.    See  the  title 
"Variance  and  Failure  of  Proof." 

[a]  The  date  when  the  claims  were 
made  and  presented  need  not  be  proved 
as  laid.  Bridgeman  v.  United  States, 
140  Fed.  577,  591,  72  C.  C.  A.  145. 

[b]  Variance  as  to  name  of  de- 
ceased claimant  held  immaterial.  iSee 
United  States  v.  Bowen,  3  MacArthur 
(D.  0.)  64. 

88.  See  the  titles  "Review;" 
"United  States  Courts."  See  also  the 
titles  "Appeals;"  "Writ  of  Error;" 
and  other  titles  dealing  with  particu- 
lar phases  of  appellate  procedure. 

89.  United  States  v.  Sanges,  ,144 
U.  S.  310,  12  Sup.  Ct.  609,  36  L.  ed.  445; 
United  States  v.  More,  3  Cranch  (U. 
S.)  159,  2  L.  ed.  397;  United  States  v. 
Baltimore  &  O.  S.  W.  R.  Co.,  159  Fed. 
33,  86  C.  C.  A.  223.  See  generally  the 
title  "Eeview." 

90.  U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1918,  §  1704. 
34  St.  at  L.  1246;  Act  Mar.  2,  1907, 
c.  2564;  United  States  «.  Bitty,  208 
U.  S.  393,  28  Sup.  Ct.  396,  52  L.  ed. 
543. 

[a]  From  What  Judgments.  —  (1) 
The  act  of  1907  is  directed  to  judg- 
ments rendered  before  the  moment  of 
jeopardy  is  reached.  Taylor  v.  CJnited 
States,  207  U.  S.  120,  28  Sup.  Ct.  53, 
52  L.  ed.  130.  (2)  It  authorizes  a  writ 
of  error  to  be  taken  from  a  judgment, 
quashing,  setting  aside,  or  sustaining  a 
demurrer  to  an  indictment  where  the 
decision  is  based  on  the  invalidity  or 
the  construction  of  the  statute  on 
which  the  indictment  ia  founded 
(United  States  v.  Stevenson,  215  U.  S. 
190,  30  Sup.  Ct.  35,  54  L.  ed.  153; 
United  States  v.  Keitel,  211  U.  S.  370, 
29  Sup.  Ct.  123,  63  L.  ed.  230;  Taylor 
V.  United  States,  207  U.  S.  120,  28 
Sup.  Ct.  53,  52  L.  ed.  130),  and  (3) 
from  a  decision  arresting  a  judgment 
of  conviction  for  insuflSciency  of  the 
indictment,  where  the  decision  is  based 
on  the  invalidity  or  construction  of 
the  statute  on  which  the  indictment  is 
founded  (see  the  statute),  and  (4)  I 
from   a   decision   sustaining  g,   special ) 


plea  in  bar  when  the  defendant  has 
not  been  put  in  jeopardy.  United 
States  V.  Barber,  219  U.  S.  72,  31  Sup. 
Ct.  209,  55  L.  ed.  99;  United  States 
f.  Celestine,  215  U.  S.  278,  30  Sup.  Ct. 
93,  54  L.  ed.  195.  (5)  In  the  two  cases 
first  named,  the  supreme  court  must 
accept  the  district  court's  interpreta- 
tion of  the  indictment  and  confine  it- 
self to  the  construction  of  the  statute 
involved  in  its  decision.  United  States 
V.  Patten,  226  U.  S.  525,  33  Sup.  Ct. 
141,  57  L.  ed.  333,  44  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
325;  United  States  v.  Miller,  223  U.  S. 
599,  32  Sup.  Ct.  323,  66  L.  ed.  568; 
United  States  v.  Keitel,  211  U.  S.  370, 
398,  29  Sup.  Ct.  123,  53  L.  ed.  230. 

[h]  From  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
the  defendant,  the  statutes  do  not 
authorize  the  taking  of  an  appeal  or 
writ  of  error  by  the  government.  Unit- 
ed States  V.  Sanges,  144  U.  S.  310,  12 
Sup.  Ct.  609,  36  L.  ed.  445. 

[c]  Under  §  935  of  the  code  of  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  that  in  all  criminal 
prosecutions  the  United  States  shall 
have  the  same  right  of  appeal  as  the 
defendant,  provided  that  a  verdict  in 
favor  of  the  defendant  shall  not  be 
set  aside,  it  may  be  assumed  that  a 
writ  of  error  will  lie  to  review  a  judg- 
ment arresting  a  judgment  of  convic- 
tion for  the  insufficiency  of  the  in- 
dictment, or  one  sustaining  a  special 
plea  in  bar  when  the  defendant  has 
not  been  put  in  jeopardy,  but  a  writ  of 
error  does  not  lie  upon  a  judgment 
based  upon  a  verdict  of  not  guilty,  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  an  opinion 
upon  exceptions  taken  at  the  trial  that 
may  serve  as  a  rule  of  observance  in 
future  cases.  United  States  v.  Evans, 
213  U.  S.  297,  29  Sup.' Ct.  507,  53  L. 
ed.  803;  United  States  v.  Evans,  28 
App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  264,  30  App.  Cas.  58. 

91.  Metropolitan  R.  Co.  v.  District 
of  Columbia,  132  U.  S.  1,  10  Sup.  Ct. 
19,  33  L.  ed.  231;  United  States  v. 
Cella,  37  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  423;  Mc- 
Bride  v.  Ross,  13  App.  Oas.  (D.  C.) 
576.  See  the  title  "Municipal  Corpor- 
ations." 
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Crimes  committed  in  the  district,  except  mere  violations  of  police  and 
municipal  regulations,^^  are  crimes  against  the  United  States,  and  must 
be  prosecuted  in  the  name  of  the  United  States,''  and  tried  in  the  su- 
preme court  of  the  district  holding  a  special  term  as  a  criminal  court."* 

The  Judicial  power  of  the  District  of  Columbia  is  vested  in :  first,  in- 
ferior courts,  namely  the  justices  of  the  peace  and  the  police  court,** 
and  second,  superior  courts,  namely  the  supreme  court  of  the  district,'* 
the  court  of  appeals  of  the  district,''  and  the  supreme  court  of  the 


[a]  District  is  suljject  to  ordinary 
rules  of  procedure  governing  private 
persons.  Metropolitan  E.  Co.  v.  District 
of  Columbia,  132  U.  S.  1,  10  Sup.  Ct. 
19,  33  L.  ed.  231. 

[b]  Ordinary  actions  to  be  in  the 
name  of  the  district  and  not  in  the 
name  of  the  commissioners.  McBride 
V.  Ross,  13  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  576. 

[c]  District  Is  Liable  for  Costs. 
Brown  v.  MacFarland,  22  App.  Cas.  (D. 
C.)   412. 

[d]  District  Need  Not  Gire  Appeal 
Bond.  —  District  of  Columbia  v.  Both, 
18  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  547. 

92.  United  States  v.  Cella,  37  App. 
Cas.  (D.  C.)  423. 

93.  United  States  v.  Cella,  37  App. 
Cas.  (D.C.)  423. 

9i.  Hyde  v.  Shine,  199  U.  S.  62,  77, 
25  Sup.  Ct.  760,  50  L.  ed.  90.  See  Unit- 
ed States  V.  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.,  26 
App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  581. 

95.  Callan  v.  Wilson,  127  U  S.  540, 
8  Sup.  Ct.  1301,  32  L.  ed.  223;  Groff  i: 
Miller,  20  App.  Oas.  (D.  C.)  353. 

[a]  Police  court  is  not  a  United 
States  court.  United  States  v  Mills, 
11  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  500. 

96.  In  re  MacFarland,  30  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)  365;  Moss  v.  United  States,  23 
App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  475,  deemed  a  "court 
of  the  United  States."  See  Brown  v. 
Slater,  23  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  51  (as  to 
certiorari  to  remove  cause  from  jus- 
tice of  thfe  peace  to  supreme  court) ; 
Bradford  v.  Brown,  22  App.  Cas.  (D. 
C.)  455. 

[a]  The  supreme  court  has  general 
jurisdiction  (1)  in  law  and  equity 
(Metropolitan  R.  Co.  v.  Moore,  121  U. 
S.  558,  7  Sup.  Ct.  1334,  30  L.  ed.  1022) 
and  (2)  has  jurisdiction  of  appeals 
from  the  police  court  (Callan  v.  Wil- 
son, 127  U.  S.  540,  551,  8  Sup  Ct.  1301, 
32  L.  ed.  223),  and  (3)  from  the  jus- 
tice of  the  peace.  Groff  v.  Miller,  20 
App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  353. 
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[b]  The  supreme  court  shall  hold 
general  and  special  terms,  (1)  the  lat- 
ter to  be  known  as  the  circuit  court, 
the  equity  court,  the  criminal  court, 
the  probate  court  and  the  district 
court  of  the  United  States.  United 
States  V.  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.,  26 
App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  581.  (2)  Common- 
law  actions  are  to  be  tried  in  the  spe- 
cial term  known  as  the  circuit  court 
which  affords  the  parties  a  jury  trial. 
United  States  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co., 
26  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  581,  590.  (3) 
Sitting  as  a  district  court,  of  the 
United  States,  it  has  jurisdiction  of  a 
libel  to  condemn  prizes  of  war.  United 
States  V.  Sampson,  19  App.  Cas.  (D, 
C.)   419. 

97.    See  infra  this  note. 

[a]  The  court  of  appeals  has  no 
supervisory  power  over  the  inferior 
courts  of  the  district.  In  re  MacFar- 
land, 30  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  365,  390. 

[b]  Appeals  from  the  supremo 
court  when  sitting  as  a  district  court 
of  the  United  States  cannot  be  taken 
to  the  court  of  appeals  but  must  be 
taken  to  the  appropriate  federal  court. 
United  States  v.  Sampson,  19  App. 
Cas.    (D.   C.)    419,  432. 

[c]  Judgments  of  court  of  claims 
are  not  reviewable  by  the  court  of  ap- 
peals of  the  district.  Butler  v.  Indian 
Pro.  Assn.,  34  App.  Cas.   (D.  C.)   284. 

[d]  When  appeal  from  judgment  on 
appeal  from  justice  will  lie  to  the 
court  of  appeals,  see  Groff  v.  Miller, 
20  App.  Cas.   (D.  C.)   353. 

[e]  Certiorari  to  police  court  will 
not  lie  from  court  of  appeals.  Sulli- 
van V.  District  of  Columbia,  19  App. 
Cas.   (D;  C.)   210./ 

[fl  Appeals  from  decisions  of  the 
commissioner  of  patents  to  the  court 
of  appeals,  see  United  States  v.  Duell, 
172  U.  S.  576,  19  Sup.  Ct.  286,  43  L. 
ed.  559;  Smith  v.  Muller,  75  Fed.  612, 
See  the  title  "Patents," 
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United  States."  A  house  of  congress  has  no  jurisdiction  to  refer  claims 
against  the  District  of  Columbia  to  the  court  of  claims.*' 

IV.  CLAIMS  AGAINST  UNITED  STATES.  — A.  Jurisdiction  of 
AND  Proceedings  in  Court  of  Claims.  —  1.  Jurisdiction  of  Court  of 
Claims.  —  a.  In  General.  —  The  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  claims  is 
limited  to  that  prescribed  by  the  various  acts  of  congress  on  the  sub- 
ject.^ The  jurisdiction  of  the  court  generally  is  prescribed  in  the  judi- 
cial eode,^  but  jurisdiction  of  particular  claims  and  suits  is  sometimes 
conferred  by  congress  by  special  acts.' 

The  judicial  code  provides  that  the  court  of  claims  shall  have  juris- 
diction to  hear  and  determine*  all  claims,"  except  for  pensions,"  founded 
upon  the  constitution  of  the  United  States  or  any  law  of  congress,'  upon 


98.  See  Act  March  3,  1911,  e.  231. 
§§250-251,  36  St.  at  L.  1159;  Comp. 
Sta.,  1916,  §§  1227,  1228,  and  the  title, 
"tJnlted  States  Courts." 

99.  Strachan  v.  District  of  Colum- 
bia, 20  Ct.  CI.  484. 

1.  ScMllinger  v.  United  States,  155 
U.  S.  163,  15  Sup.  Ct.  85,  39  L.  ed. 
r08,  30  Ct.  CI.  480.  See  United  States 
V.  Babeoct,  250  U.  S.  328,  39  Sup.  Ct. 
464,  63  L.  ed.  1011,  holding  there  is  no 
jurisdiction  of  claims  under  Comp.  St. 
I  6403. 

[a]  Beason  for  Limitation  of 
Power.  —  "The  United  States  cannot 
be  sued  in  their  courts  ■without  their 
consent,  and  in  granting  such  consent. 
Congress  has  an  absolute  discretion  to 
specify  the  cases  and  contingencies  in 
■which  the  liability  of  the  go'vernment 
is  submitted  to  the  courts  for  judicial 
determination.  Beyond  the  letter  of 
such  consent,  the  courts  may  not  go, 
no  matter  how  beneficial  they  may 
deem  or  in  fact  might  be  their  pos- 
session of  a  larger  jurisdiction  over 
the  liabilities  of  the  government." 
SchUlinger  v.  United  States,  155  U.  S. 
163,  166,  15  Sup.  Ct.  85,  39  L.  ed.  108. 

[b]  nie  action  of  the  interstate 
commerce  commission  cannot  be  re- 
viewed either  directly  or  indirectly. 
Denver  &  E.  G.  E.  E.  Co.  v.  United 
States,  50  Ct.  CI.  382. 

2.  See  infra,  this  section. 

3.  See  the  various  special  acts  and 
also  Turner  v.  United  States,  51  Ct. 
CI.  125  (under  35  St.  at  L.  444); 
Thierman  v.  United  States,  51  Ct.  CI. 
35,  -where  jurisdiction  over  a  certain 
claim  for  damages  sounding  in  tort 
■was  conferred. 

4.  Jud.  Code,  §145  (1). 

[a]     The  words  "hear  and  deter- 


mine' '  imply  an  adjudication  conclu- 
sive as  between  the  parties,  in  the 
nature  of  a  judgment  or  award.  Har- 
mon V.  United  States,  43  Fed.  560. 

5.  Jud.  Code,  §145,  (1);  United 
States  V.  New  York  &  O.  S.  S.  Co.,  216 
Fed.  61,  132  C.  C.  A.  305. 

[a]  The  words  "all  claims"  are 
limited  by  the  pro-vision  ' '  in  respect  of 
which  claims  the  party  would  be  en- 
titled to  redress  against  the  United 
States,  either  in  a  court  of  law,  equity, 
or  admiralty,  if  the  United  States  were 
suable."  The  effect  of  the  act  is  to 
provide  that  if  a  party  has  a  claim  of 
the  classes  named  in  the  act  which  he 
would  otherwise  have  a  right  to  pros- 
ecute in  a  court  of  law,  equity,  or 
admiralty,  he  is  not  debarred  from 
suing  on  it  by  reason  of  the  fact  that 
the  United  States  is  the  adversary 
party.  But  if,  aside  from  the  fact  that 
the  adversary  party  is  the  United 
States,  there  exists  any  reason  or  rule 
of  law  why  the  court  has  not  juris- 
diction of  the  claim,  then  the  act  does 
not  confer  it.  Sioux  City  &  St.  P.  E. 
Co.  V.  United  States,  36  Fed.  610,  611. 

[b]  The  words  "all  claims"  in- 
cludes claims  of  aliens  as  well  as  claims 
of  citizens.  United  States  v.  New  York 
&  O.  S.  S.  Co.,  216  Fed.  61,  132  C.  C. 
A.  305.    See  also  Jud.  Code,  §  155. 

6.  Jud.  Code,  §145,  (1);  Cole  •». 
United  States,  29  Ct.  CI.  47;  Gordon 
v.  United  States,  26  Ct.  CI.  307. 

7.  Jud.  Code,  §145,  (1);  United 
States  V.  Laughlin,  249  U.  S.  440,  39 
Sup.  Ct.  340,  63  h.  ed.  696  (claims 
under  Act  March  26,  1908,  §2,  Comp. 
Sts.  §4492);  Hija  v.  United  States, 
194  U.  S.  315,  320,  24  Sup.  Ct.  727,  48 
L.  ed.  994  (Spanish  war  claims) ;  Doo- 
ley  V,  United  States,  182  U.  S.  222,  21 
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any  regulation  of  an  executive  department,*  upon  any  contract,  express 
or  implied,  witli  the  government  of  the  United  States,'  or  for  damages. 


Sup.  Ct.  762,  45  L.  ed.  1074;  New- 
eomber  v.  United  States,  51  Ct.  CI. 
408;  Nephews  v.  United  States,  43  Ct. 
CI.  430  (-Spanish  war  claims);  Stovall 
V.  United  States,   26  Ct.   CI.  226. 

[a]  Revenue  Laws.  —  A  cause  of 
action  for  the  recovery  of  customs  du- 
ties illegally  exacted  upon  merchan- 
dise alleged  not  to  have  been  imported 
from  a  foreign  country  is  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  claims. 
Doolev  V.  United  States,  182  U.  S.  222, 
21  Sup.  Ct.  762,  45  L.  ed.  1074.  See 
comment  on  this  case  in  Christie  Street 
Com.  Co.  V.  United  States,  126  Fed. 
991. 

[h]  A  suit  to  recover  back  internal 
revenue  taxes  unlawfully  collected ,  is 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of 
claims.  United  States  v.  Savings  Bank, 
14  Otto  (U.  S.)  728,  26  L.  ed.  908; 
Christie  Street  Com.  Co.  v.  United 
States,  126  Fed.  991. 

[c]  An  action  based  on  a,u  act  for 
relief  of  the  widow  of  an  army  officer 
which  directs  the  proper  accounting 
officers  to  "settle  and  adjust"  her 
claim  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  of  claims,  the  duties  of  said  of- 
ficers under  said  act  being  ministerial 
and  not  judicial.  McLean  v.  United 
States,  226  U.  S.  374,  33  Sup.  Ct.  122, 
57  L.  ed.  260,  affirming  45  Ct.  CI.  95. 

[d]  The  court  has  jurisdiction  of  an 
action  to  recover  excess  payments  for 
puiblic  lands,  under  a  statute  directing 
the  secretary  of  the  interior  to  cause 
such  repayment  to  be  made,  where  no 
qyiestions  of  fact  are  involved.  Med- 
bury  V.  United  States,  173  U.  S.  492, 
19  Sup.  Ct.  503,  43  L.  ed.  779,  34  Ct. 
CI.  545. 

[e]  Direct-tax  Claims.  —  Sams  v. 
United  States,  35  Ct.  CI.  151. 

[f]  Claims  for  bounty  for  the  des- 
truction of  the  enemy's  vessels  in  time 
of  war.  Sampson  v.  United  States,  35 
Ct.  CI.  578.  See  Crozier  v.  Krupp,  224 
U.  S.  290,  302,  32  Sup.  Ct.  488,  56  L. 
ed.  771. 

[g]  A  claim  by  a  state  arising  under 
an  act  of  congress  is  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court  of  claims.  United 
States  V.  Louisiana,  123  U.  S.  32,  8  Sup. 
Ct.  17,  31  L.  ed.  69,  23  Ct.  CI.  484,  fol- 
lowed in   United   States  v,   Alrtb^ma, 
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123  U,  S.  39,  8  Sup.  Ct.  21,  31  L.  ed. 
73. 

[h]  Witness  Fees.  —  There  being  no 
statute  assuring  compensation  to  wit- 
nesses before  congress,  the  court  of 
claims  has  no  jurisdiction  over  an 
action  for  such  fees.  Lilley  v.  United 
States,  14  Ct.  CI.  539. 

8.  Judicial  Code,  §145,  (1);  Neph- 
ews V.  United  States,  43  Ct.  CI.  430. 

9.-  Jud.  Code,  §145,  (1);  Eastern 
Extension,  A.  &  C.  Tel.  Co.  v.  United 
States,  231  U.  S.  326,  34  Sup.  Ct.  57, 
58  L.  ed.  250;  Bigby  v.  United  States, 
188  U.  S.  400,  23  Sup.  Ct.  468,  47  L.,  ed. 
519;  Russell  v.  United  States,  182  U.  S. 
516,  21  Sup.  Ct.  899,  45  L.  ed.  1210,  36 
Ct.  CI.  581;  Landford  v.  United  States, 
101  U.  S.  341,  25  L.  ed.  1010,  15  Ct.  CI. 
632. 

,  [a]  Contract  and  Tort  Distinguished. 
When  the  government,  by  such  formal 
proceedings  as  are  necessary  to  bind  it, 
takes  for  public  use,  as  for  an  arsenal, 
custom-house,  or'  fort,  land  to  which  it 
asserts  no  claim  of  title,  but  admits 
the  ownership  to  be  private  or  individ- 
ual, there  arises  an  implied  contract 
to  pay  the  owner  its  just  value,  and  a 
court  of  claims  has  jurisdiction  of  such 
a  claim.  But  when  the  government 
claims  that  it  is  dealing  with  its  own, 
and  recognizes  no  title  superior  to  its 
own,  the  government,  or  the  officers 
who  seize  such  property,  are  guilty  of  a 
tort,  if  the  property  be  in  fact  private. 
No  implied  contract  to  pay  can  arise 
in  such  ease  any  more  than  in  the  ease 
of  such  a  transaction  between  individ- 
uals. No  contract  for'  use  and  oc- 
cupation would,  in  the  latter  ease,  be 
implied,  and  the  court  of  claims  has 
no  jurisdiction.  Langford  v.  United 
States,  101  U.  S.  341,  25  L.  ed.  1010, 
15  Ct.  CI.  632,  followed  in  Bigby  v. 
United  States,  188  U.  S.  400,  407,  23 
Sup.  Ct.  468,  47  L.  ed.  519;  Hill  v. 
United  States,  149  U.  S.  593,  13  Sup, 
Ct.  1011,  37  L.  ed.  862. 

fb]  An  action  for  the  use  of  patented 
articles  is  (1)  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court  of  claims,  if  it  is  founded 
on  a  contract  express  or  implied,  but 
not  otherwise.  A  mere  infringement, 
which  is  only  a  tort,  creates  no  cause 
of  action  cognizable  in  such  court. 
(United  States  v.  Berdau  Firearms  Mfg. 
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liquidated  or  unliquidated,"  in  cases  not  sounding  in  tort,^^  in  respect 


Co.,  156  IT.  S.  552,  15  Sup.  Ct.  420,  39 
L.  ed.  530,  30  Ct.  CI.  491;  Sehillinger 
f.  United  States,  155  U.  S.  163,  168,  15 
Sup.  Ct.  85,  39  L.  ed.  108,  30  Ct.  CI. 
480.  See  Farnham  v.  United  States, 
240  U.  S.  537,  36  Sup.  Ct.  427,  60  L.  ed. 
786;  Hartman  v.  United  States,  35  Ct. 
CI.  106;  Forehand  v.  United  States,  23 
Ct.  CI.  477),  except  (2)  in  so  far  as 
jurisdiction  is  conferred  by  tlie  act  of 
June  25,  1910,  36  St.  at  L.  851.  E.  W. 
Bliss  Co.  V.  United  States,  53  Ct.  CI. 
47.  (3)  But  it  is  not  necessary  that  it 
appear  by  the  express  declaration  of 
the  parties  that  the  use  of  a  patented 
article  was  Tyith  the  patentee's  assent, 
and  that  there  was  an  agreement  or 
meeting  of  the  minds  as  to  the  compen- 
sation for  the  use.  This  may  be  shown 
by  the  conduct  of  the  parties.  United 
States  V.  Anciens  Etablissements,  224 
U.  S.  309,  32  Sup.  Ct.  479,  56  L.  ed. 
778.  (4)  Under  the  act  of  1910,  the 
owner  can  sue  for  infringement,  but  a 
licensee  cannot.  E.  W.  Bliss  Co.  v. 
United  States,  53  Ct.  CI.  47. 

[c]  But  a  cause  of  action  upon  a 
contract  for  secret  services  made  be- 
tween the  president  and  a  claimant  is 
not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
of  claims.  Totten  v.  United  States,  92 
U.  S.  105,  23  L.  ed.  605,  11  Ct.  CI.  182; 
DeArnaud  v.  United  States,  26  Ct.  CI. 
370. 

10.  Jud.  Coae.  S  145,  (1);  Myerle  v. 
United  States,  33  Ct.  Ca,  1. 

[a]  A  petition  to  canpel  a  judgment 
lien  illegally  filed  on  the  property  of 
a  judgment  debtor  of  the  United  States 
is  not  a  claim  "for  damages  liquidated 
or  unliquidated."  Holmes  v.  United 
States,  78  Fed.  513. 

11.  Jud.  Code,  §145,  (1);  Herrera 
V.  United  States,  222  U.  S.  558,  563,  32 
Sup.  Ct.  179,  56  L.  ed.  316;  Wm. 
Cramp  &  Sons  S.  &  B.  Bldg.  Co.  v. 
United  States,  216  U.  S.  494,  30  Sup. 
Ct.  392,  54  L.  ed.  587;  Bibgy  v.  United 
States,  188  U.  S.  400,  23  Sup.  Ct.  468, 
47  L.  ed,  519;  Sehillinger  v.  United 
States,  155  U.  S.  163,  15  Sup.  Ct.  85,  39 
L.  ed.  108,  30  Ct.  CI.  480;  Hill  v. 
United  States,  149  U.  S.  593,  13  Sup. 
Ct.  1011,  37  L.  ed.  862;  lyangford  v. 
United  States,  101  U.  S.  341,  25  L.  ed. 
1010,  15  Ct.  CI.  632;  Gibbons  v.  United 
States,  8  Wall.  (U.  S.)  269,  19  L.  ed. 


453,  7  Ct.  CI.  105;  Thierman  v  United 
States,  51  Ct.  CI.  35. 

[a]  The  words  "not  sounding  in 
tort"  are  referable  only  to  the  fourth 
class  of  cases  enumerated  in  the  stat- 
ute, and  modify  the  words,  "actions 
for  damages,  liquidated  or  unliqui- 
dated." Dooley  v.  United  States,  182 
U.  S.  222,  224,  21  Sup.  Ct.  762,  45  L.  ed. 
1074. 

[b]  There  is  no  jurisdiction  of  de- 
mands founded  on  torts,  but  "the  de- 
mand sued  on  must  be  founded  on  a 
convention  between  the  parties ^ — 'a 
coming  together  of  minds.'  "  Eussell 
V.  United  States,  182  U.  S.  5Z6,  530,  21 
Sup.  Ct.  899,  45  L.  ed.  1210. 

[c]  By  framing  his  claim  as  upon 
an  implied  contract,  a  claimant  cannot 
evade  the  prohibition  against  enter- 
taining claims  for  damages  sounding  in 
tort.  Harley  v.  United  States,  198 
U.  S.  229,  234.  25  Sup.  Ct.  634,  49  L.  ed. 
1029,  40  Ct.  CI.  525;  Bigby  v.  United 
States,  188  U.  S.  400,  23  Sup.  Ct.  468, 

47  L.  ed.  519;  Hill  v.  United  States, 
149  U.  S.  593,  598,  599,  13  Sup.  Ct.  1011, 
37  L.  ed.  862;  E.  W.  Bliss  Co.  v.  United 
States,  53  Ct.  CI.  47;  Castelo  v.  United 
States,  61  Ct.  CI.  221. 

[d]  An  action  for' damages  for  the 
seizure  and  detention  of  a  vessel  by  the 
United  States  in  time  of  war  is  one 
sounding  in  tort,  of  which  the  court 
has  no  jurisdiction.  Herrera  v.  United 
States,  222  U.  S.  558,  563,  32  Sup.  Ct. 
179,  56  L.  ed.  316;  Hijo  v.  United 
States,  194  U.  S.  315,  24  Sup.  Ct.  727, 

48  L.  ed.  994. 

[e]  Claims  for  damages  growing  out 
of  the  wrongful  act  of  officers  of  the 
government  are  not  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court  of-  claims.  Lang- 
ford  V.  United  States,  101  U.  S.  341, 
25  L.  ed.  1010,  15  Ot.  CI.  632. 

[f ]  A  suit  for  the  recovery  for  the 
use  and  occupation  of  lands  and  build- 
ings seized  by  government  agents  un- 
der a  claim  of  title  in  the  government 
IS  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  of  claims.  Langford  v.  United 
States,  101  U.  S.  341,  25  L.  ed.  1010, 
15  Ct.  CI.  632. 

fg]  An  action  for  personal  injuries 
sustained  by  negligence  of  ofScers  in 
control  of  government  property  is  an 
action  ex  delicto  within  the  rule.  Big- 
by V.  United  states,  188  U.  S.  400,  23 
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of  which  claims  the  party  would  be  entitled  to  redress  against  the  United 
States  either  in  a  court  of  law,^^  equity,^^  or  admiralty,^*  if  the  United 
States  were  suable.^^  The  court  also  has  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  deter- 
mine all  set-offs,  counterclaims,  claims  for  damages,  whether  liquidated 
or  unliquidated,  or  other  demands  whatsoever  on  the  part  of  the  gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States  against  any  claimant  against  the  govern- 
ment in  said  court.^^  It  also  has  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine  the 
claim  of  any  paymaster,  quartermaster,  commissary  of  subsistence  or 
other  disbursing  officer  of  the  United  States,  or  of  his  administrators 
or  executors,  for  relief  from  responsibility  on  account  of  loss  by  cap- 
ture or  otherwise,  while  in  the  line  of  his  duty,  of  government  funds, 
vouchers,  records,  or  papers  in  his  charge,  and  for  which  such  officer 


Sup.  Ct.  468,  47  L.  ed.  519.  Bee  also 
Swope  V.  United  States,  33  Ct.  CI.  223. 
[h]  But  by  special  acts,  congress 
has  sometimes  conferred  jurisdiction  to 
adjudicate  claims  sounding  in  tort. 
Thierman  i7.  United  States,  51  Ct.  CI. 
35. 

12.  Jud.  Code,  §145,  (1). 

13.  Jud.  Code,  §  145,  (1). 

[a]  The  eqiuity  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  of  claims  is  not  general.  It  may 
not  have  the  right  to  grant  injunctions 
or  decree  the  performance  of  contracts, 
tut  where  a  suit  will  result  simply  in  a 
decree  for  the  payment  of  money  it  has 
jurisdiction  under  the  judicial  code,  as 
fully  as  other  courts  of  equity.  Mil- 
liken  Imprinting  Co,  v.  United  States, 
40  Ct.  Ct.  81,  99. 

[b]  A  suit  to  reform  a  contract  and 
recover  money  is  within  the  equity 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  claims. 
Cramp  &  Sons  S.  &  E.  Bldg.  Co.  v. 
United  States,  239  U.  S.  221,  36  Sup. 
Ct.  70,  60  L.  ed.  238;  MUliken  Im- 
printing Co.  V.  United  States,  202  U.  S. 
168,  26  Sup.  Ct.  572,  50  L.  ed.  980,  40 
Ct.  CI.  81;  Aetna  Const.  Co.  v.  United 
States,  46  Ct.  CI.  113;  South  Boston 
Iron  Wks.  v.  United  States,  34  Ct.  CI. 
174,  200.  See  Harvey  v.  United  States, 
105  U.  S.  671,  26  L.  ed.  1206,  8  Ct.  CI. 
501,  under  a  special  act  of  congress. 

14.  Jud.  Code,  §145,  (1). 

[a]  A  suit  for  salvage  (1)  for  sav- 
ing government  property  is  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  claims,  as 
there  is  an  implied  contract  to  pay  for 
salvage  services.  McGowan  v.  United 
States,  20  Ct.  CI.  147;  Bryan  v.  United 
States,  6  Ct.  CI.  128.  See  Crozier  v. 
Krupp,  224  U.  S.  290,  302,  32  Sup.  Ct. 
488,  56  L.  ed.  771.  (2)  Though  juris- 
diction over  cases  of  salvage  is  vested 

Vol.  XXV 


in  the  district  court,  the  judicial  code 
gives  jurisdiction  to  the  court  of  claims 
of  cases  in  which  the  party  would  be 
entitled  to  redress  in  admiralty  as  well 
as  in  a  court  of  equity  or  law.  The 
court  of  claims  has  uniformly  enter- 
tained jurisdiction  in  cases  of  salvage. 
United  States  v.  Morgan,  99  Fed.  570, 
39  C.  C.  A.  653.  Compare,  U.  S.  Comp. 
St.,  §  1251%,  Act  March  9,  1920,  e  95, 
authorizing  suits  against  the  govern- 
ment in  district  courts  in  admiralty  and 
repealing  all  acts  inconsistent  there- 
with. 

[b]  Causes  of  action  arising  out  of 
maritime  collisions  caused  by  govern- 
ment vessels  are  not  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court  of  claims,  unless 
such  jurisdiction  ia  conferred  by  a 
special  act,  as  such  causes  of  action, 
are  founded  on  tort.  St.  Louis  &  M. 
V.  T.  Co.  17.  United  States,  33  Ct.  CI. 
251. 

15.  As  to  liability  of  government  to 
suit,  see  supra,  II,  and  see  generally 
the  title,  "States  and  Territories." 

16.  Jud.  Code,  §  145,  sub.  2;  Allen 
V.  United  States,  17  Wall.  (U.  S.)  207, 
210,  21  L.  ed.  553,  8  Ct.  CI.  90;  Huske 
V.  United  States,  46  Ct.  CI.  35;  Atlan- 
tic Contracting  Co.  v.  United  States, 
35  Ct.  CI.  30;  Roman  v.  United  States. 
11  Ct.  CI.  761.  ' 

[a]  In  an  action  by  a  state,  the 
government  may  interpose  a  set-off. 
Louisiana  v.  United  States,  22  Ct.  CI. 
284. 

[b]  The  United  States  cannot  at 
the  same  time  prosecute  an  action 
against  the  claimant  in  the  district 
court  and  plead  the  claim  on  which  it 
is  based  as  a  set-ofE  or  counterclaim  in 
the_  action  against  it  in  the  court  of 
claima.      The   attorney   general    must 
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was  and  is  held  responsible.^'  The  court  of  claims  has  jurisdiction  of 
claims  under  the  abandoned  and  captured  property  act,"  and  of  suits' 
by  debtors  of  the  United  States  to  have  the  amount  of  their  debts  ascer- 
tained.^® And  by  an  act  of  1891,  jurisdiction  of  all  claims  against  Indian 
tribes  and  the  federal  government  arising  out  of  Indian  depredations 
upon  property,  is  conferred.^"  The  statutes  specifically  except  certain 
claims  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  claims,  for  example,  claims 
for  pensions,^^  claims  growing  out  of  the  civil  war,  and  commonly 
known  as  "war  claims, "^^  claims  which,  prior  to  March  third,  eighteen 
hundred  and  eighty-seven,  had  been  rejected  or  reported  on  adversely 
by  any  court,  department,  or  commission  authorized  to  hear  and  deter- 
mine the  same,^^  and  claims  not  pending  therein  on  December  first, 
eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-two,  growing  out  of  or  dependent  on  any 
treaty  stipulation  entered  into  with  foreign  nations  or  with  the  Indian 
tribes.^* 


elect  which  course  he  will  pursue. 
Boehm  v.  United  States,  20  Ct.  CI.  142. 

[c]  Money  paid  on  a  fraudulent 
voucher  may  be  recovered  back  on  a 
plea  of  counterclaim.  Charles  v.  United 
States,  19  Ct.  CI.  316. 

fd]  Payments  made  Toy  a  board  of 
audit  a±ter  the  expiration  of  its  period 
of  jurisdiction  may  be  recovered  back. 
Brainard  1).  District  of  Columbia,  19  Ct. 
CI.  128. 

17.  Jud.  Code,  §145,  sub.  3,  §147 
(judgment  in  such  action) ;  Boggs  v. 
United  States,  44  Ct.  CI.  367. 

[a]  This  Act  Is  Not  IJmited  to 
Times  of  War.  —  Penrose  v.  United 
States,  42  Ct.  CI.  29. 

[b]  The  term  "other  disbursing  of- 
ficer" is  (1)  confined  to  the  class  of 
disbursing  officers  previously  described. 
Henderson  v.  United  States,  42  Ct.  CI. 
449.  (2)  But  it  is  not  limited  to  the 
officers  of  the  army  and  navy.  It  ex- 
tends to  disbursing  officers  of  the  exe- 
cutive departments  as  well.  Hobbs  v. 
United  States,  17  Ct.  CI.  189,  approved 
in  Henderson  v.  United  States,  42  Ct. 
CI.  449,  452. 

[c]  A  postmaster  or  a  superintendent 
of  the  money-order  division  is  not  a 
"disbursing  officer"  within  the  sta- 
tute. Henderson  v.  United  States,  42 
Ct.  CI.  449. 

[d]  The  court  has  jurisdiction  of 
every  loss  which  was  without  fault  or 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  officer, 
including  a  loss  caused  by  the  embezz- 
lement of  a  clerk.  Penrose  v.  United 
'States,  42  Ct.  CI.  29.  But  see  Hall  v. 
United  States,  9  Ct.  CI.  270. 


[e]  Jurisdiction  of  the  court  under 
this  provision  is  acquired  by  the  filing 
of  a  petition,  not  by  a  reference  by  the 
secretary  of  the  treasury  under  Eev. 
St.  §1063  (Jud.  Code,  §148).  Bogga 
V.  United  States,  44  Ct.  CI.  367. 

18.  Jud.  Code,  §  162;  Basch  v. 
United  States,  52  Ct.  CI.  134;  Houston 
■V.  United  States,  49  Ct.  CI.  318;  Hud- 
nal  17.  United  States,  3  Ct.  CI.  '291. 

[a]  The  existence  of  the  proceeds 
of  the  abandoned  property  in  the  treas- 
ury, actually  or  constructively,  is  a 
jurisdictional  fact.  Cones  v.  United 
States,  8  Ct.  CI.  329. 

19.  Jud.  Code,  §180;  Gerding  v. 
United  States,  26' Ct.  CI.  319. 

[a]  A  judgment  against  che  gov- 
ernment cannot  be  rendered  in  a  suit 
under  this  act.  The  utmost  the  court 
can  do  is  to  determine  in  favor  of  the 
claimant  that  he  owes  nothing.  Ger- 
ding  V.  United  States,  28  Ct.  CI.  531. 

20.  See  12  Standaed  Peoc.  39. 

21.  See  supra,  this  section. 

22.  Jud.  Code,  §145,  sub.  1.  See 
also  Act,  Mar.  4,  1915,  e.  140,  §5; 
U.  S.  Comp.  Sts.  1916,  §  1136a,  38  St.  at 
L.  996;  United  States  v.  "Winchester  & 
P.  R.  Co.,  163  U.  S.  244,  16  Sup.  Ct. 
993,  41  L.  ed.  145,  31  Ct.  CI.  450. 

23.  Jud.  Code,  §145,  sub.  1;  Har- 
mon V.  United  States,  43  Fed.  560. 

24.  Jud.  Code,  §153;  Eastern  Ex- 
tension, A.  &  C.  Tel.  Co.  V.  United 
States,  231  U.  S.  326,  34  Sup.  Ct.  57, 
58  L.  ed.  250;  United  States  v.  Weld, 
127  U.  S.  51,  8  Sup.  Ct.  roOO,  32  L.  ed. 
62,  23  Ct.  CI.  498;  Hayes  v.  United 
States,  44  Ct.  CI.  493;  Weld  &  Co.  v. 
United  States,  23  Ct.  CI.  126.    But  see 
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b.  Claims  Referred  iy  Executive  Departments.  —  The  judicial  code 
provides  that  any  claim  or  matter  pending  in  any  of  the  executive  de- 
partments which  involves  controverted  questions  of  fact  or  law  may  be 
referred  to  the  court  of  claims  by  the  head  of  such  department,  and 
that  the  court  shall  report  its  findings  to  said  department  for  its  guid- 
ance and  action,^"  provided  however,  if  a  claim  is  transmitted  with'  the 
consent  of  the  claimant,  or  if  it  shall  appear  that  the  court  has  juris- 
diction to  render  a  judgment  or  decree  thereon,  it  shall  proceed  to  do 
so.^"  All  cases  transmitted  by  the  head  of  any  department  shall  be 
proceeded  in  as  ot^ier  cases  pending  in  the  court  of  claims,  and  shall, 
in  all  respects,  be  subject  to  the  same  rules  and  regulations,^'  The 
claimant  may  voluntarily  appear  and  file  his  petition,^*  or  the  court, 
on  the  defendant's  application,  will  cite  him  to  appear  and  proceed.^* 

e.  Claims  Referred  ly  Congress.  —  The  judicial  code  provides  that 
any  bill,  except  for  a  pension,  which  is  pending  in  either  house  of  Con- 
gress, for  the  payment  of  any  claim  against  the  United  States,  legal  or 
equitable,  or  for  a  grant,  gift,  or  bounty  to  any  person,  may  be  referred 
to  the  court  of  claims  by  said  house  for  the  investigation  and  determi- 


Otoe  &  Missouria  Tribes  v.  United 
States,  52  Ct.  CI.  424j  under  36  St.  at 
L.  580,  conferring  jurisdiction  in  a.  par- 
ticular case. 

[a]  This  jurisdictional  restriction 
does  not  apply  to  cases  transmitted  by 
executive  departments  for  findings  of 
fact  only.  Hayes  v.  United  States,  44 
Ct.  CI.  493. 

[b]  Claims  against  other  govern- 
ments, the  payment  of  which  the 
United  States  had  assumed  or  might 
assume  by  treaty  are  not  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  claims.  Ex 
parte  Atocha,  17  Wall.  (U.  S.)  439,  444, 
21  L.  ed.  696,  9  Ct.  CI.  38. 

25.  Jud.  Code,  §  148;  In  re  Pro- 
posed Eeferenee,  53  Ct.  CI.  370;  In  re 
Petition  of  Wright,  50  Ct.  CI.  19;  Bil- 
lings V.  United  States,  23  Ct.  CI.  166; 
McCIure  v.  United  States,  19  Ct.  Cl.  18. 
See  United  States  v.  New  York,  160 
U.  S.  598,  16  Sup.  Ct.  402,  40  L.  ed. 
551,  31  Ct.  Cl.  459;  Sams  v.  United 
States,  35  Ct.  Cl.  151,  construing  the 
provisions  superseded  and  repealed  by 
this  statute. 

[a]  Advisory  Opinion.  —  The  court 
of  claims  has  not  jurisdiction,  under 
§  148  of  the  judicial  code,  of  a  claim 
referred  for  an  advisory  opinion.  It 
has  jurisdiction  of  claims  referred  for 
the  "guidance  and  action"  of  the  de- 
partments. In  re  Petition  of  Wright, 
50  Ct.  Cl.  19. 

Vol.  XXV 


[b]  Only  matters  in  which,  there  ia 
a  claimant,  to  which  the  United  States 
are  defendants,  and  in  which  there  is  a 
money  demand,  can  be  referred  under 
§  148  of  the  judicial  code.  In  re  Pro- 
posed Eeferenee,  53  Ct.  Cl.  370. 

[c]  Only  claims  against  the  United 
States  can  be  referred. ,  Other  claims 
are  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court.  In  re  Petition  of  Wright,  50 
Ct.  Cl,  19. 

[d]  Unless  the  transmitting  depart- 
ment has  jurisdiction  of  the  subject 
matter  of  a  claim,  the  court  of  claims 
to  which  the  claim  is  transferred  ac- 
quires no  jurisdiction.  Secor  v.  United 
States,  64  Ct.  Cl.  92;  In  re  Petition  of 
Wright,  50  Ct.  Cl.  19,  31. 

[e]  Jurisdiction  is  acquired,  if  at 
all,  only  by  virtue  of  the  reference, 
and  not  by  the  filing  of  a  petition. 
Armstrong  v.  United  States,  29  Ct.  Cl. 
148. 

26.  Jud.  Code,  §148;  Van  Doren 
V.  United  States,  45  Ct.  Cl.  476;  Bla- 
zek  V.  United  States,  44  Ct.  Cl.  188. 

[a]  This  proviso  is  mandatory,  and 
does  not  depend  upon  the  consent  of 
the  parties.  Stovall  v.  United  States, 
26  Ct.  Cl.  226. 

27.  Jud.  Code,  §  149. 

28.  Bright  V.  United  States,  6  Ct. 
CI.  118. 

As  to  petition,  see  infra,  IV,  A,  3,  c. 

29.  Bright  V.  United  State's.  6  Ct. 
01.  118.  ' 
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nation  of  facts;'"  provided,  however,  that  if  it  shall  appear  that  the 
court  has  jurisdiction  to  render  judgment  or  decree  thereon,  it  shall 
proceed  to  do  so.^^ 

d.  Territorial  Jurisdiction.  —  The  court  of  claims  is  not  a  local  but 
a  national  court  with  jurisdiction  throughout  the  United  States.^^  As 
to  all  cases  relating  to  the  validity  of  contracts,  the  title  to  property, 
the  distribution  of  estates,  and  the  proper  party  to  prosecute  a  case,  it 
is  to  all  intents  and  purposes  sitting  in  the  state  where  the  cause  of 
action  arose,  or  where  the  claim  accrued.^^ 

2,  Actions  Pending  in  Other  Courts.  —  The  judicial  code  forbids  the 
filing  or  prosecuting  in  the  court  of  claims,  or  in  the  supreme  court  on 
appeal  therefrom,  of  any  claim,  for  or  in  respect  to  which  the  claimant 
or  his  assignee  has  pending  in  any  other  court,  any  suit  or  process 
against  any  person  who  was,  in  respect  thereto,  acting  under  the  author- 
ity of  the  United  States  at  the  time  the  cause  of  action  arose.^* 


30.  Jud.  Code,  §  151;  Ayres  v. 
TTnited  States,  44  Ct.  CI.  110;  Chieves 
V.  United  States,  42  Ct.  CI.  21;  Dowdy 
V.  United  States,  26  Ct.  CI.  220.  See 
also  State  of  Missouri  v.  United  States, 
43  Ct.   CI.  327. 

[a]  A  Bill  Bef erring  a  Claim  Must 
Be  One  Involving  Payment.  —  Oahalan 
V.  United  States.  42  Ct.  CI.  280. 

[b]  What  Claims.— (1)  A  claim 
against  the  District  of  Columbia  may 
be  referred.  Widmayer  v.  United 
States,  42  Ct.  CI.  519.  (2)  As  the  act 
is  limited  to  "claims  against  the 
United  States,"  jurisdiction  does  not 
extend  to  Indian  depredations,  as  they 
are  primarily  liabilities  of  the  Indian 
tribe.  Church  v.  United  States,  48  Ct, 
CI.  262. 

[c]  The  report  of  the  court  of 
claims  (1)  on  a  case  referred  by  con- 
gress is  neither  a  judgment  nor  an 
award,  nor  a  recommendation  for  the 
payment  of  the  claim.  It  is  merely  a 
recital  of  proven  facts.  Widmayer  v. 
United  States,  42  Ct.  CI.  519.  (2) 
Findings  involving  conclusions  of  law 
are  not  proper,  as  congress  must  de- 
termine the  question  of  liability  from 
the  facts  found.  Guttormsen  v.  United 
States,  43  Ct.  CI.  299. 

[d]  Estimating  Damages.  —  When 
a  matter  is  neither  a  legal  nor  equit- 
able demand,  it  is  for  congress  to  pro- 
ceed with  the  matter  as  an  act  of 
charity  if  at  all,  and  the  court  of 
claims  cannot  estimate  an  amount. 
Widmayer  v.  United  States,  42  Ct.  CI. 
519. 

[e]  Conclusiveness  of  Findings. — (1) 
When,  the  findings  have  been  reported 


and  are  free  from  fraud  and  false 
testimony,  the  matter  cannot  be  re- 
viewed. Hartiens  v.  United  States,  42 
Ct.  CI.  42;  Chieves  v.  United  States, 
42  Ct.  CI.  21.  (2)  The  doctrine  of  res 
judicata  is  applicable,  and  the  ease 
cannot  again  be  the  subject  of  judicial 
investigation,  unless  it  clearly  appears 
there  was  such  a  mistake  in  the  pro- 
ceedings as  if  known  to  the  court'  at 
the  time  would  have  afEeeted  its  judg- 
ment. Eymarkiewiez  v.  United  States, 
42  Ct.  CI.  1;  Le  More  &  Co.  v.  United 
States,  39  Ct.  CI.  484.  Compare, 
White  V.  United  States,  33  Ct.  CI.  368. 

31.  Jud.  Code,  §  151;  buncan  v. 
United  States,  48  Ct.  CI.  488;  Barnes 
V.  United  States,  46  Ct.  CI.  7. 

[a]  This  Prpviso  Is  Mandatory. 
Hood  V.  United  States,  49  Ct.  CI.  669; 
Post  V.  United  States,  49  Ct.  CI.  105. 

[b]  Where  the  cause  of  action  is 
the  taking  of  private  property  for  pub- 
lic use,  the  court  has  jurisdiction  to 
render  a,  final  judgment  in  a  congres- 
sional case.  Barnes  v.  United  States, 
46  Ct.  CI.  7. 

32.  Boreherling  v.  United  States,  35 
Ct.  CI.  311,  342;  King  v.  United  States, 
27  Ct.  CI.  529,  537;  Peterson  v.  United 
States,  26  Ct.  CI.  93. 

33.  Boreherling  v.  United  States,  3S 
Ct.  CI.  311,  342. 

34.  Jud.  Code,.  §  154. 

[a]  Foreign  Courts.  —  Whatever  the 
rule  in  other  courts  as  to  the  effect  of 
other  actions  pending  in  courts  of  for- 
eign jurisdictions,  the  court  of  claims 
is  a  national  court,  and  all  the  courts 
of  the  United  States  are  within  the  ter- 
ritorial  jurisdiction   of    the    court   oi 
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3.  Proceedings  in  Court  of  Claims  and  Review.  —  a.  In  General. 
The  court  of  claims  is  given  power  to  establish  rules  for  its  government 
and  for  the  regulation  of  the  practice  therein,^'  to  appoint  commission 
ers,^°  and  to  exercise  such  powers  as  are  necessary  to  carry  into  effect 
the  powers  granted  to  it.*'  The  court  of  claims  seeks  to  administer 
justice  between  contending  parties  by  forms  the  most  simple  and  con- 
venient, and  to  make  all  such  interlocutory  orders  as  will  lead  to  the 
doing  of  complete  justice  to  all  concerned  without  prolonged  litigation, 
or  subjecting  either  side  of  a  controversy  to  unnecessary  inconvenience 
and  expense.^^  The  court  of  claims  is  not  a  mere  common  law  court, 
and  is  not  bound  by  narrow  rules  of  technical  pleading,^*  and  it  is  not 
allowed  to  interpose  purely  technical  errors  between  claimants  and  the 
payment  of  just  claims.*"  While  this  is  true,  it  must  not  be  thought 
that  the  rules  and  procedure  in  the  court  of  claims  are  materially  dif- 
ferent from  the  rules  prevailing  in  other  courts.*^  The  court  recog- 
nizes and  enforces  the  general  and  substantial  laws  of  judicial  proced- 
ure recognized  by  common  law  courts,*^  and  particularly  those  rules 
deemed  necessary  to  secure  to  the  defendant  the  principle  of  res  judi- 
cata,** and  it  may  use  such  machinery  as  courts  of  more  general  juris- 
diction are  accustomed  to  employ  under  similar  circumstaiices  to  aid 
their  investigation.** 

b.  Parties.*^  —  A  suit  in  the  court  of  claims  should  be  brought  by 
the  real  party  in  interest,*'  or  by  an  assignee  thereof.*'    Where  a  num- 


elaims.     Peterson  v.  United  States,  26 
Ct.  CI.  93. 

35.  Jud.  Code,  §  157. 

36.  Jud.   Code,   §   157, 

37.  Jud.  Code,  §  157. 

38.  Peterson  v.  United  States,  26 
Ct.  CI.  93;  Brown  v.  District  of  Colum- 
tia,  17  Ct.  CI.  303. 

39.  District  of  Columbia  v.  Barnes, 
197  U.  S.  146,  154,  25  Sup.  Ct.  401,  49 
L.  ed.  699;  Wisconsin  Central  E.  E. 
Co.  V.  United  States,  164  U.  S.  190,  17 
Sup.  Ct.  45,  41  L.  ed.  399,  32  Ct.  CI. 
611  (affirming,  27  Ct.  CI.  440);  United 
States  V.  Behan,  110  U.  S.  338^  347,  4 
Sup.  Ct.  81,  28  L.  ed.  168,  19  Ct.  CI. 
710;  Clark  v.  United  States,  95  U.  S. 
539,  643,  24  L.  ed.  518,  13  Ct.  CI.  519; 
Seaboard  Air  Line  Ey.  Co.  v.  United 
States,  53  Ct.  CI.  107;  Thomas,  v. 
United  States,  15  Ct.  CI.  335. 

[a]  Though  there  is  no  quantum 
meruit  count  in  the  petition,  the 
claimant  is  not  precluded  from  re- 
covering what  is  justly  due  him  upon 
the  facts  stated  in  his  petition,  3,1- 
though  due  in  a  different  aspect  from 
that  in  which  his  demand  is  conceived. 
Clark  V.  United  States,  95  U.  S.  539, 
543,  24  L.  ed.  518,  13   Ct.  CI.  519. 

[b]  Plea  in  Abatement.  —  Aeeord- 
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ingly,  the  court  of  claims  is  not  bound 
by  the  rule  of  common  law  that  a,  plea 
in  bar  is  a  waiver  of  matters  in  abate- 
ment. Seaboard  Air  Line  Ey.  Co.  v. 
United  States,  53  Ct.  CI.  107. 

40.  Thomas  v.  United  States,  15  Ct. 
CI.  335. 

41.  Murray  v.  United  States,  46  Ct. 
CI.  94,  104. 

42.  Jones  v.  United  States,  42  Ct. 
CI.  178;  Peterson  v.  United  States,  26 
Ct.  CI.  93. 

43.  Jones  v.  United  States,  42  Ct.  CL 
178;  Little  V.  District  of  Columbia,  19 
Ct.  CI.  323. 

44.  Intermingled  Cotton  Cases,  92 
U.  S.  651,  23  L.  ed.  756,  11  Ct.  CI.  477 

45.  See  the  title,  "Parties." 

46.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Though  a  claim  is  payable  to 
agents  of  the  owner,  the  owner  is  the 
real  party  in  interest  and  may  maintain 
the  suit.  American  Tobacco  Co.  v. 
United  States,  54  Ct.  CI.  83. 

47.  Emmons  v.  United  States,  48 
Fed.  43.  Compare,  Brothers  v.  United 
States,  250  U.  S.  88,  39  Sup.  Ct.  426, 
63  L.  ed.  859,  holding  an  assignee  of 
letters  patent  can  only  claim  compen- 
sation for  unlicensed  use  of  the  inven- 
tion  since  the   assignment.      But  see 
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ber  of  claimants  allege  an  undivided  interest  in  a  common  fund,  they 
may  unite  in  one  petition.**  But  persons  having  no  joint  interest  can- 
not unite  their  several  claims  in  one  petition.*'  The  court  of  claims  has 
no  jurisdiction  of  a  suit  in  which  a  state  is  impleaded  as  a  defendant.^" 
The  power  to  bring  in  other  parties  alleged  to  be  interested  in  a  claim 
has  been  repeatedly  exercised  by  the  court.*^ 

c.  Pleadings  and  Motions. — (I.)  Petition. —  The  judicial  code  pro- 
vides that  the  claimant  shall  in  all  cases  fully  set  forth  in  his  petition, 
the  claim,^^  the  action  thereon  in  congress  or  by  any  of  the  departments, 
if  such  action  has  been  had,^^  what  persons  are  the  owners  thereof  or 
interested  therein,^*  when  and  upon  what  consideration  such  persons 
became  so  interested,^*  that  no  assignment  of  said  claim  or  any  part 
thereof  has  been  made,  except  as  stated  in  the  petition,*^  that  said  claim- 
ant is  justly  entitled  to  the  amount  therein  claimed,  from  the  United 
States,  after  allowing  all  just  credits  and  offsets,^'  that  the  claimant, 
or  the  prior  owners  of  tlie  claim,  if  citizens,  have  borne  true  allegiance 
to  the  United  States,**  and  whether  a  citizen  or  not,  that  the  claimant 
has  not  in  any  way  voluntarily  aided,  abetted  or  given  encouragement 
to  rebellion  against  the  United  States,*'  and  that  he  believes  the  facts 


United  States  v.  Gillis,  95  IT.  S.  407, 
24  L.  ed.  503,  13  Ct.  CI.  518,  under  the 
act  of  1855,  which  was  silent  as  to  the 
right  of  an  assignee  to  sue. 

48.  Jones  v.  United  States,  42  Ct. 
CT.  178. 

[a]  Where  a  claimant  is  trying  to 
tecoTer  an  undivided  interest  in  prop- 
erty, it  is  necessary  in  equity  that 
other  persons  interested  in  the  fund  be 
made  parties  plaintiff  or  defendant.  In 
the  court  of  claims,  they  are  united  as 
claimants.  Jones  v.  United  States,  42 
Ct.  CI.  178. 

49.  Wilson  v.  United  States,  1  Ct. 
CI.  318.  See  Parish  v.  United  States, 
1  Ct.  CI.  345,  where  one  of  the  parties 
has  no  interest  in  the  claims  set  up, 
there  is  a  fatal  misjoinder.  Eager  v. 
United  States,  33  Ct.  CI.  336, 

50.  Milwaukee  &  B.  B.  Canal  Co.  v. 
United  States,  1  Ct.  CI.  187. 

51.  Globe  Wks.  v.  United  States,  45 
Ct.  CT.  497;  Bright  v.  United  States,  6 
Ct.  CI.  118.    See  infra,  III,  A,  3,  c. 

50.  Jud.  Code,  §  159;  Basch  v. 
United  States,  52  Ct.  CI.  134,  under 
Jud.  Code  §  162. 

[a]  All  that  is  necessary  in  setting 
out  a  claim  is  to  so  state  it  that  the 
court  is  properly  advised  as  to  what  it 
is.  Denver  &  E.  G.  E.  E.  Co.  v.  United 
States,  53  Ct.  CI.  155. 

[b]_  Deflniteness.  —  But  the  rule  that 
a  plain  statement  of  facts  is  all  that  is 

16 


required  does  not  mean  that  the  state- 
ment may  be  so  general  as  to  leave 
the  defendants  in  doubt  as  to  what 
demands  they  must  meet.  The  Atlan- 
tic Wks.  V.  United  States,  46  Ct.  CI. 
57.  See  also  Eastern  Extension,  A.  & 
C.  Tel.  Co.  V.  United  States,  231  U.  S. 
326,  34  Sup.  Ct.  57,  58  L.  ed.  250. 

53.  Jud.    Code,    §  159.     See    supra, 

IV,  A,  1,  b  and  c. 

54.  Jud.  Code,  §  159. 

55.  Jud.  Code,  §  159. 

56.  Jud.  Code,  §  159;  Globe  Wks.  v. 
United  States,  45  Ct.  CI.  497,  as  to  ef- 
fect of  failure  to  set  up  a  void  assign- 
ment. 

57.  Jud.  Code,  §  159. 

58.  Jud.  Code,  §§  159,  184;    Woody 

V.  United  States,  23  Ct.  CI.  160  (under 
Jud.  Code,  sec.  184).  See  Basch  v. 
United  States,  52  Ct.  CI.  134,  as  to  al- 
legation of  loyalty  under  abandoned 
property  act  (Judicial  Code,  §162). 

[a]  .  This  averment  is  jurisdictional, 
and  its  omission  must  be  noticed  by 
the  court,  though  the  attorney  general 
does  not  object  thereto.  Woody  v. 
United  States,  23  Ct.  CI.  160.  See  also 
Carter  v.  United  States,  23  Ct.  CI.  326. 

[b]  An  allegation  that  the  party 
was  pardoned  is  a  sufficient  compliance 
with  the  act.  Lincoln  v.  United  States, 
49  Ct.  CI.  300;  Houston  v.  United 
States,  49  Ct.  CI.  318. 

59.  Jud.  Code,  §159;  Hill  v  United 
States,  8  Ct.  CT.  470. 
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as  stated  in  said  petition  to  be  true-^*"  The  petition  must  be  verified  by 
the  affidavit  of  the  claimant,  his  agent  or  attorney.^^  In  the  case  of  a 
trustee  plaintiff,  a  rule  of  court  requires  a  duly  authenticated  copy  of 
the  record  of  his  appointmerit  be  filed  with  the  petition.°^ 

(II.)  Motions  and  Pleadings  of  Defendant. —  The  defendant  may  de- 
mur*'^ or  plead.°*  If  a  petition  is  indefinite  and  uncertain,  he  may  move 
to  make  the  petition  conform  to  the  requirements  of  the  rules  prescrib- 
ing the  essentials  of  a  petition.^^  The  statute  of  limitations  is  jurisdic- 
tional in  the  court  of  claims  and  need  not  be  specially  pleaded.^^  Set- 
offs and  counterclaims  on  the  part  of  the  government  should  be 
pleaded.*'  In  view  of  the  non-technical  character  of  the- pleadings  in 
the  court  of  claims,*^  the  failure  of  the  government  to  plead  a  cross- 
demand  does  not  preclude  the  court  from  considering  such  a  demand 
and  deducting  the  amount  due  the  government.*^  But  when  such  de- 
mand is  not  considered  and  deducted  by  the  court,  the  secretary  of 
the  treasury  and  other  executive  officers  are  without  power  to  deduct 
the  amount  thereof  when  paying  the  judgment/' 


60.  Jud.  Code,  §159. 

61.  Jud.  Code,  §159;  Woody  r. 
United  States,  "23  Ct.  CI.  160  (under 
rule  of  court  requiring  the  filing  of  a 
power  of  attorney  authorizing  an 
agent  or  attorney  to  make  verifica- 
tion); Eastern  Band  of  Cherokee  In- 
dians V.  Cherokee  Nation  West,  19  Ct. 
CI.  35,  verification  by  attorney. 

[a]  A  verification  isi  not  a  jurisdic- 
tional prerequisite  and  a  petition  may 
be  verified  at  any  time.  Griffin  v. 
United  States,  13  Ct.  CI.  257. 

62.  Rule  No.  34. 

[a]  Effect. — This  rule  does  not  make 
such  proof  necessary  as  an  integral 
part  of  a  petition  or  make  such  filing 
a  jurisdictional  requirement.  A  sub- 
sequent filing  of  such  proof  is  a  suf^- 
cient  compliance  with  the  rule.  Crocker 
V.  United  States,  48  Ct.  CI.  383. 

63.  See  Burt  v.  United  States,  19 
Ct.  CI.  120. 

64.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  The  defendant  may  interpose 
several  pleas,  but  he  cannot  plead 
double  and  join  distinct  issues  in  one 
plea.  Shrewsbury  v.  United  States,  9 
Ct.  CI.  263. 

65.  Burt  V.  United  States,  19  Ct.  CI. 
120. 

[a]  A  motion  to  dismiss  for  want  of 
jurisdiction  is  not  a  proper  remedy  in 
the  ease  of  uncertainty  of  -a  petition. 
Burt  V.  United  States,  19  Ct.  CI.  120. 

66.  E.  W.  Bliss  Co.  v.  United  States, 
53   Ct.   CI.  47,  65,  based  upon  United 
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States  V.  Wardwell,  172  TT.  S.  48,  51, 
19  Sup.  Ct,  86,  43  L.  ed.  360,  34  Ct.  CI. 
535. 

67.  Hnske  v.  United  States,  46  Ct. 
CI.  35,  should  be  pleaded  as  promptly 
as  possible. 

[a]  In  an  action  by  a  firm  consist* 
ing  of  three  partners,  the  United 
States  cannot  set-off  or  plead  as  a 
counterclaim  a  judgment  recovered 
against  two  of  them,  the  court  of 
claims  having  no  equity  jurisdiction. 
Boehm  v.  United  States,  20  Ct.  CI.  142. 

[b]  The  sufficiency  of  a  counter- 
claim of  the  government  cannot  be  de- 
termined on  a  motion  to  suppress  evi- 
dence. Even  if  a  motion  to  suppress 
evidence  is  treated  as  a  demurrer  to 
the  evidence,  the  suflaciency  of  a  coun- 
terclaim cannot  be  determined,  for 
when  so  treated  the  motion  concedes 
the  sufficiency  of  the  counterclaim  and 
the  competency  of  the  evidence  in 
support  of  it,  and  merely  questions  the 
sufficiency  of  the  evidence.  Camden 
Iron  Wks.  v.  United  States,  47  Ct.  CI, 
124. 

68.  Bee  supra,  III,  A,  1, 

69.  Wisconsin  Central  E.  B.  Co.  v. 
United  States,  164  U.  S.  190,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  45,  41  L.  ed.  399,  32  Ct.  CI.  611; 
Huske  f.  United  States,  46  Ct.  CI.  35; 
Florida  Central  &  P.  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Unitfed 
States,  43  Ct.  CI.  572. 

70.  United  States  «.  O 'Grady,  22 
Wall.  (U.  S.)  641,  22  L.  ed.  772,  10  Ct. 
CI.  134. 
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(in.)  Amendments. —  Sipee  an  act  of  congress  forbids  the  abatement 
or  quashal  of  process,  pleadings  or  other  proceedings  in  civil  causes  in 
any  court  for  defects  of  form,  and  requires  the  court  to  amend  every 
such  deffect,'^  the  court  of  claims  is  bound  to  allow  amendments  relat- 
ing to  defects  and  want  of  form.''^  But  all  other  amendments  are  left 
to  the  judgment  and  discretion  of  the  court.'^ 

d.  Trial.  —  When  it  appears  to  the  court  of  claims  in  any  ease  that 
the  facts  set  forth  in  the  petition  of  the  claimant  do  not  furnish  any 
ground  for  relief,  it  shall  not  authorize  the  taking  of  any  testimony 
therein.'*  At  the  instance  of  the  government,  the  court  may  direct  any 
claimant  to  appear  before  a  commissioner  and  be  examined  on  oath 
touching  any  or  all  matters  pertaining  to  the  claim  in  question.''''  The 
court  of  claims  may  refer  a  suit  to  a  commissioner  in  a  proper  case.''^ 


71.  Eev.  St.,  §  964. 

72.  Thomas  v.  United  States,  15  Ct. 
CI.  335. 

73.  Thomas  v.  United  States,  15  Ct. 
CI.  335. 

[a]  A  claimant  cannot  as  a  matter 
of  light  amend  Ms  petition  without 
leave  of  court.  Shaw  v.  United  States, 
9  Ct.  CI.  301. 

[b]  PoUcy  of  the  court.  —  The  court 
will  adopt  a  liberal  course  in  allowing 
such  amendments  as  are  designed  to 
present  a  case  as  both  parties  might 
reasonably  be  held  to  have  understood 
it,  from  the  proceedings  which  brought 
them  into  court,  however  imperfectly 
and  incorrectly  expressed,  through  mere 
inadvertence.  It  will  refuse  amend- 
ments only  when  they  propose  to  intro- 
duce new  parties  not  in  privity  of 
interest  with  those  who  instituted  the 
proceedings;  or  to  introduce  an  entire-; 
ly  new  cause  of  action;  or  when  offered 
in  an  action  to  enforce  a  penalty,  in 
which  the  complainant  is  granted  little 
indulgence;  or  where  the  opposite  party 
has  been  misled;  or  where  the  allow- 
ance of  the  amendment  would  give  one 
party  an  unfair  advantage  over  the 
other.  Thomas  v.  United  States,  15 
Ct.  CI.  335. 

[c]  An  amendment  changing  the 
character  in  which  the  plaintiff  sues, 
as  for  example,  from  individual  to 
representative  capacity,  may  be  al- 
lowed. Thomas  v.  United  States,  15 
Ct.  CI.  335. 

[d]  But  an  amendment  substitut- 
ing a  new  and  sole  plaintiff  (1)  thereby 
making  a  complete  change  of  parties 
is  not  permissible  (Askins  v.  United 
States,  50  Ct.  CI.  361),  unless  (2)  the 
new  party  is  in  privity  with  the  plain- 


tiflf  who  instituted  the  proceeding. 
Chesapeake  &  O.  E.  Co.  v.  United 
States,  19  Ct.  CI.  300;  Thomas  v. 
United  States,  15  Ct.  CT.  335,  343. 

74.  Jud.  Code,  §  165;  Seaboard  Air 
Line  Ey.  Co.  v.  United  States,  53  Ct. 
CI.  107,  119. 

75.  Globe  Works  v.  United  States, 
45  Ct.  CI.  497. 

[a]  Object.  ■ —  The  power  may  be 
used  with  the  object  of  discovery,  and 
of  obtaining  evidence  for  the  defense. 
Atchison,  Topeka  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  v. 
United  States,  15  Ct.  CI.  1. 

[b]  Only  the  claimant  can  be  exam- 
ined. Atchispn,  T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  v. 
United  States,  15  Ct.  CI.  1. 

[c]  On  ex  parte  application,  the 
order  may  be  graiited.  Truitt  v.  United 
States,  30  Ct.  CI.  19. 

76.  Intermingled  Cotton  Cases,  92 
U.  S.  651,  23  L.  ed.  756,  11  Ct.  CI.  477; 
Lawrence  v.  United  States,  6  Ct.  CT.  79. 
See  the  title,  "References." 

[a]  Rules  Governing.  —  In  the  ab- 
sence of  a  rule  of  court  on  the  subject 
of  re-opening  a  case  submitted  to  the 
court  on  a  referee's  report,  the  court  of 
claims  will  be  governed  by  rules  in 
similar  proceedings  of  reference  to  re- 
ferees and  masters  adopted  by  other 
federal  courts.  Johnson  v.  District  of 
Columbia,  49  Ct.  CI.  8. 

[b]  The  report  of  a  master  Is  re- 
ceived  as  true  when  no  exception  is 
taken;  and  the  exceptions  are  to  be  re- 
garded so  far  only  as  they  are  sup- 
ported by  the  special  statements  of  the 
master,  or  by  evidence,  which  ought 
to  be  brought  before  the  court  by  a 
reference  to  the  particular  testimony 
on  which  the  exception  relies.  Nor  is 
it  allowable  to  assail  a  referee's  con- 
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A  rule  of  the  supreme  court  provides  for  findings  of  fact  and  conclu- 
sions of  law  by  the  court  of  claims/^  and  a  rule  of  the  court  of  claims 
pursuant  thereto  provides  for  requests  for  findings.'* 

e.  Judgment.  —  Default,  Dismissal  and  Discontinuance.  —  On  the  failure 
of  the  attorney  general  to  file  a;  plea,  the  claimant  cannot  have  judg- 


elusions  by  testimony,  whicii  was  not 
in  the  record  when  he  made  his  report, 
when  no  reason  is  given  for  not  having 
adduced  the  testimony  for  his  con- 
sideration prior  to  his  report  and  when 
the  case  has  not  been  reopened  for  ad- 
ditional testimony  by  leave  of  court. 
Johnson  v.  District  of  Columbia,  49  Ct. 
CI.  8,  12. 

77.  United  States  v.  Clark,  94  TJ.  iS. 
73,  24  L.  ed.  67,  12  Ct.  CI.  60;  Dela- 
ware, Lack.  &  W.  E.  E.'  Co.  v.  United 
States,  54  Ct.  CI.  35;  Wintons  v.  Amos, 
52  Ct.  CI.  90;  Camden  Iron  Wks.  v. 
United  States,  47  Ct.  CI.  124;  Gal- 
lagher, Loane  &  Co.  v.  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, 18  Ct.  CI.  705;  Mahan  v. 
United  States,  7  Ct.  CI.  2'82. 

[a]  But  when  a  suit  is  a  proceeding 
in  equity,  the  court  is  not  required  to 
find  the  ultimate  facts  for  the  consid- 
eration of  the  supreme  court,  as  the 
whole  record  goes  up.  United  States  v: 
La  Abra  Silver  Min.  Co.,  32  Ct.^  CI. 
462,  affirmed,  175  U.  S.  423,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
168,  44  L.  ed.   223,  35  Ct.  CI.  623. 

[b]  Where  a  case  is  not  appealable, 
a  finding  of  specific  facts  is  useless. 
Howe  V.  United  States,  43  Ct.  CI.  175. 

[c]  Details.  —  To  avoid  a  volumin- 
ous record  and  to  present  a  concise 
statement  of  facts,  the  court  excludes 
all  details  except  such  as  either  party 
or  the  court  deems  material.  Central 
Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  United  States,  26  Ct.  CI. 
109. 

[d]  Amendment. — Where  new  evi- 
dence produced  on  a  motion  for  new 
trial  will  authorize  a  modification  of 
the  findings  without  affecting  the  re- 
sult, they  may  be  amended  so  as  to 
present  the  case  more  fully  or  clearly 
to  the  supreme  court.  Jaeger  v.  United 
States,  33  Ct.  CI.  214. 

[e]  Where  the  findings  do  not  suf- 
ficiently present  questions  of  law  (1) 
in  a  case  pending  on  appeal,  the  rem- 
edy is  an  application  for  an  order  re- 
manding the  case  with  instructions. 
Monroe  v.  United  States,  37  Ct.  CI.  79. 
(2)  A  certiorari  is  not  the  proper  rem- 
edy. Child  V.  United  States,  7  Ct.  CI. 
209.      (3)    But   where   no   request   to 
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make  additional  findings  has  been 
made,  an  order  upon  the  court  of 
claims  for  additional  findings  will  not 
be  made.  United  States  v.  DriscoU, 
131  U.  S.  CLix  (appendix),  24  L.  ed. 
596.  (4)  Again,  where  there  is  no 
controversy  as  to  facts  on  which  there 
is  no  finding,  a  ease  will  not  be  re- 
manded for  further  findings.  Acker- 
lind  V.  United  States,  240  U.  S.  631, 
36  Sup.  Ct.  531,  60  L.  ed.  783. 

[f  ]  An  order  to  send  up  evidence 
on  which  findings  are  based  will  not  be 
made.  United  States  v.  Smoot,  131 
U.  S.  ccvi  (appendix). 

78.  Camden  Iron  Wks.  v.  United 
States,  47  Ct.  CI.  124;  DriscoU  v. 
United  States,  13  Ct.  CI.  569. 

[a]  "The  requests  required  to  be 
submitted  by  the  parties  are  for  the 
assistance  of  the  court  in  making  up 
its  finding,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  specific  rulings  on  each  one 
separately  in  the  form  by  them  pre- 
sented. The  practice  of  the  court  is  to 
give  to  the  requests  of  the  parties  the 
fullest  consideration  and  the  most  care- 
ful scrutiny,  and,  without  finding  or 
ruling  upon  each  one  separately,  to 
make  up  an  accurate  and  connected 
finding,  in  its  own  language,  in  such 
way  as  to  cover  every  material  fact 
asked  for  on  either  side,  and  to  pre- 
sent to  the  Supreme  Court  on  appeal  a 
clear  and  concise  statement  of  the 
case,  upon  which  questions  of  law  may 
be  there  reviewed."  Union  Pacific  Ey. 
Co.  V.  United  States,  20  Ct.  CI.  508. 
This  practice  has  continued  to  the  pre- 
sent time.  Delaware,  Lack.  &  W.  E. 
E.  Co.  V.  United  States,  54  Ct.  CI.  35. 

[b]  A  "request"  asking  the  court 
to  find  "whether  or  not"  stated  prop- 
ositions are  true  is  condemned.  Dela- 
ware, Lack.  &  W.  E.  E.  Co.  v.  United 
States,  54  Ct,  CI.  35;  Win  ton  v.  Amos, 
52  Ct.  CI.  90. 

[c]  On  failure  of  the  court  to  find 
as  a  party  desires,  the  whole  testi- 
mony cannot  be  brought  up  to  the 
supreme  court  to  show  the  party  was 
right.  Mahan  v.  United  States,  7  Ct. 
CI.  282. 
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ment  by  default,  but  must  prove  his  ease."  It  is  discretionary  with  the 
court  whether  to  allow  a  plaintiff  to  discontinue  his  action.^"  But  the 
court  will  dismiss  a  suit  if  it  is  without  the  jurisdiction  of  the  eourt,^^ 
and  if  a  want  of  allegiance,  or  a  voluntary  aiding  and  encouraging  re- 
bellion against  the  government  is  proved.^^  Cases  dismissed  for  non- 
prosecution  or  in  which  the  plaintiff  was  nonsuited  may  be  reinstated 
after  the  lapse  of  the  term,*^  but  only  for  reasons  applicable  to  other 
courts  of  the  United  States.** 

Final  Judgment  on  the  Merits.  —  On  a  trial  on  the  merits  of  a  claim 
against  the  United  States,  the  court  of  claims  must  render  judgment 
thereon.*^  But  three  of  the  judges  must  concur  in  the  decision.*^  When 
a  cross-demand  on  the  part  of  the  government  is  set  up,  the  court  of 
claims  shall  hear  and  determine  such  claim  or  demand  both  for  and 
against  the  government  and  claimant,*^  and  if  upon  the  whole  case  it 
finds  the  claimant  is  indebted  to  the  government,  it  shall  render  a  judg- 
ment to  that  effect.'*  If  a  party  practices  or  attempts  to  practice  fraud 
against  the  United  States,  the  court  of  claims  shall  find  specifically  that 
such  fraud  was  practiced  or  attempted  to  be  practiced  and  render  judg- 
ment that  such  claim  is  forfeited  to  the  government  and  that  the  claim- 
ant be  forever  barred  from  prosecuting  the  same.**  The  judicial  code 
provides  that  any  final  judgment  against  the  claimant  on  any  claim 
prosecuted  in  the  court  of  claims  shall  forever  bar  any  further  claim  or 
demand  against  the  United  States  arising  out  of  the  matters  involved 
in  the  controversy.^"  The  judgments  of  the  court  of  claims  are  just  as 
conclusive  as  the  judgments  of  the  supreme  court,  until  set  aside  on  a 
motion  for  new  trial,^^  and  if  not  appealed  from,  they  are  as  binding 


79.  King  17.  United  States,  31  Ct. 
CI.  304. 

80.  Huske  V.  United  States,  46  Ct. 
CI.  35. 

[a]  After  the  filing  of  a  counter- 
claim, a  discontinuance  may  be  denied. 
Huske  V.  United  States,  46  Ct.  CI.  35. 

81.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Effect  on  Counterclaim. —  If  the 
suit  is  without  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  of  claims,  the  counterclaim, 
though  it  may  he  well  founded,  falls 
with  the  suit.  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.  v. 
United  States,  34  Ct.  CI.  484,  502; 
Looney  v.  District  of  Columbia,  18  Ct. 
CI.  8. 

82.  Jud.  Code,  §  160;  Duncan  v. 
United  States,  48  Ct.  CI.  488;  Hill  v. 
United  States,  8  Ct.  CI.  470. 

[a]  This  provision  is  not  applicable 
to  claims  referred  by  congress,  in 
view  of  the  history  of  the  statute. 
Duncan  v.  United  States,  48  Ct.  CI. 
488. 

83.  Book  V.  United  iStates,  31  Ct. 
01.  272. 


84.  Murray  v.  United  States,  46  Ct. 
CI.  94,  104. 

85.  See  infra,  this  section. 

fa]  The  only  Judgments  which  the 
court  claims  is  authorized  to  render 
against  the  government  are  judgments 
for  money  found  due  from  the  govern- 
ment. Alire  v.  United  States,  7  Ct.  CI. 
28. 

[b]  Form  of  Judgment  When 
Claims  Are  Referred  by  Head  of  De- 
partment. —  Beaman  v.  United  States, 
19  Ct.  CI.  5. 

86.  Jud.  Code,  §  138;  Meigs  V. 
United  States,  20  Ct.  CI.  181,  187. 

87.  Jud.   Code,   §    146. 

88.  Jud.  Code,  §  146;  United  Statea 
V.  Saunders,  79  Fed.  4'07,  24  C.  C.  A. 
649;  Johnson  v.  District  of  Columbia, 
49  Ct.  CI.  8;  Looney  v.  District  of 
Columbia,  19  Ct.  CI.  230. 

89.  Jud.  Code,  §  172. 

[a]  Form  of  Judgment.  —  Peychaud 
V.  United  States,  16  Ct.  CI.  601. 

90.  Jud.  Code,  §  179;  Adams  v. 
United  States,  36  Ct.  CI.  104. 

9X.    0 'Grady's  Case,  22  Wall.  (U.S.) 
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upon  the  government  as  upon  the  claimant.^^  The  court  may  set  right 
mere  forms  in  its  judgments  and  correct  misprisions  of  its  clerk,  at  a 
subsequent  term.®'  But  after  the  payment  of  the  judgment,  the  court 
cannot  correct  the  amount  thereof,  in  view  of  the  statute  providing  that 
payment  shall  be  a  full  discharge  of  the  United  States  of  all  claims 
touching  any  of  the  matters  involved  in  the  controversy.** 

f .  New  Trial.  —  The  judicial  code  authorizes  the  court  of  claims  to 
grant  a  new  trial  on  the  motion  of  the  claimant,®^  or  of  the  govern- 
ment.®" 

g.  Appeal.  —  The  judicial  code  provides  that  an  appeal  to  the  su- 
preme court  shall  be  allowed  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  from  all 


641,  22  L.  ed.  772,  10  Ct.  CI.  134. 

[a]  The  couit  cannot  change  a  de- 
cree after  it  has  been  affirmed  by  the 
supreme  court.  Eastern  Cherokees  V. 
United  States,  45  Ct.  CI.  104. 

92.  O 'Grady's  Case,  22  Wall.  (U. 
S.)  641,  22  L.  ed.  772,  10  Ct.  CI.  134; 
Meigs  v.  United  States,  2Q  Ct,  CI.  181, 
187. 

93.  Russell  v.  United  States,  15  Ct. 
CI.  168. 

94.  Eussell  v.  United  States,  15  Ct. 
CI.  168. 

95.  Jud.  Code,  §  174. 

[a]  Showing.  —  On  the  behalf  of  a 
claimant,  an  application  for  new  trial 
is  governed  by  the  rules  of  common 
law  or  chancery  in  suits  between  indi- 
viduals. Henry  v.  United  States,  15  Ct. 
CI.  162;  King  v.  United  States,  31  Ct. 
CI.  304,  surprise  or  mistake.  See  the 
title,  "New  Trial." 

[b]  Newly  Discovered  Evidence. 
Murphy  v.  United  States,  15  Ct.  CI.  217. 
'  96.  Jud.  Code,  §  175;  Henry  v. 
United  States,  15  Ct.  CI.  162. 

[a]  Fraud,  wrong  or  injustice  to 
the  government  constitute  the  grounds 
for  new  trial.  In  re  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, 180  U.  S.  250,  21  Sup.  Ct.  357, 
45  L.  ed.  516,  36  Ct.  CI.  578.  See  Mon- 
roe V.  United  States',  37  Ct.  CI.  79. 

[b]  Showing  Beqiuired.  —  On  a  mo- 
^tion  for  new  trial  made  on  behalf  of 

the  government,  it  is  only  necessary 
to  satisfy  the  court,  upon  evidence  that 
some  fraud,  wrong,  or  injustice  in  the 
premises  has  been  done  to  the  United 
States.  Contrary  to  the  rules  of  com- 
mon law  and  chancery,  the  evidence 
may  be  cumulative.  It  need  not  be  of 
that  formal  description  which  would 
be  required  at  the  trial,  but  may  be  of 
the  kind  and  character  usually  ad- 
mitted by  courts  on  the  hearing  of  mo- 
tions for  new  trial.    No  more  evidence 
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is  needed  than  will  sufQce  to  make  out 
a  prima  facie  case  of  fraud,  wrong  or 
injustice.  Henry  v.  United  States,  15 
Ct.  CI.  162;  Tait  v.  United  States,  5 
Ct.  CI.  638. 

[c]  Errors  of  law  do  not  consti- 
tute grounds  for  new  trial  on  the  ap- 
plication of  the  government.  The  rem- 
edy therefore  is  by  an  appeal.  In  re 
District  of  Columbia,  180  U.  S.  250, 
21  Sup.  Ct.  357,  45  L.  ed.  516,  36  Ct.  CI. 
578;  Purcell  Envelope  Co.  v.  United 
States,  48  Ct.  CI.  66;  Ealer  i}'.  United 
States,  5  Ct.  CI.  708. 

[d]  The  word  "may"  in  the  stat- 
ute means  "shall."  Purcell  Envelope 
Co.  V.  United  States,  48  Ct.  CI.  66. 

[e]  A  motion  to  amend  findings 
may  be  treated  as  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial.  Plumley  v.  United  States,  45  Ct. 
CI.  185. 

[f]  The  afarmance  of  the  judg- 
ment on  appeal  does  not  prevent  the 
granting  of  a  new  trial.  Ex  parte 
United  States,  16  Wall.  (U.  S.)  699,  21 
L.  ed.  5'07;  Eussell  v.  United  States, 
13  Wall.  (U.  S.)  664,  20  L.  ed.  632,  7 
Ct.  CI.  268. 

[g]  If  the  motion  is  made  in  time, 
it  may  be  decided  after  the  expiration 
of  the  statutory  period.  Sanderson  v. 
United  States,  210  U.  S.  168,  28  Sup. 
Ct.  661,  52  L.  ed.  1007. 

[h]  The  court  cannot  annex  condi- 
tions, by  granting  a  new  trial  subject 
to  the  reimbursement  of  the  other 
party's  costs.  Henry  v.  United  States, 
15  Ct.  CI.  162. 

[i]  When,  because  of  a  supposed 
lack  of  jurisdiction  the  court  of  claims 
refuses  to  entertain  a  motion  for  new 
trial,  mandamus  to  compel  it  to  pro- 
ceed is  the  proper  remedy.  Eussell  v. 
tlnited  States,  13  Wall.  (U.  8.)  664, 
20  L.  ed.  632,  7  Ct.  CI.  268. 
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judgmer^ts  of  the  court  of  claims  adverse  to  the  United  States,^'  and  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  any  case  where  the  amount  in  controversy  ex- 
ceeds $3000,^*  or  where  his  claim  is  forfeited  to  the  United  States  by  a 
judgment  of  the  court  under  that  provision  of  the  judicial  code  author- 
izing such  forfeiture  in  case  a  claimant  attempts  to  defraud  the  gov- 
ernment.^^ It  also  authorizes  an  appeal  by  the  plaintiff  or  defendant  in 
an  action  to  have  the  amount  of  plaintiff's  debt  to  the  United  States 
ascertained.^  All  appeals  from  the  court  of  claims  shall  be  taken  within 
ninety  days  after  judgment  is  rendered,^  and  shall  be  allowed  under 
such  regulations  as  the  supreme  court  may  direct.^  Findings  of  ulti- 
mate facts  by  the  court  of  claims  are  binding  upon  the  supreme  court,* 
unless  it  appears  that  the  findings  are  without  supporting  evidence,* 


97.  Jud.  Code,  §  242;'  Tritch  v. 
United  States,  248  U.  S.  458,  39  Sup. 
Ct.  158,  63  L.  ed.  359;  Meigs  v.  United 
States,  20  Ct.  CI.  181. 

[a]  The  supreme  court  has  direct 
and  exclusive  jurisdiction  to  review 
judgments  of  court  of  claims.  Fritch 
V.  United  States,  248  U.  S.  458,  39  Sup. 
Ct.  158,  63  L.  ed.  359. 

[b]  Where  a  claim  for  which  the 
govenunent  is  not  primarily  liahle  is 
referred  to  the  court  of  claims  by  a 
private  act,  an  appeal  lies  from  a  judg- 
ment against  the  government,  though 
it  is  not  given  by  the  express  terins  of 
the  act.  McKee  v.  United  States,  10 
Ct.  CI.  208. 

98.  Jud.  Code,  §§242,  146  (appeal 
from  judgment  on  set-off);  §181  (appeal 
under  §180  of  the  Jud.  Code);  Lang- 
ford  V.  United  States,  101  U.  S.  341,  25 
L.  ed.  1010,  15  Ct.  CI.  632;  Grifau  v. 
United  States,  33  Ct.  CI.  228,  finality 
of  decision. 

99.  Jud.  Code,  §242. 

1.  Jud.  Code,  §181;  United  States 
».  Davis,  131  U.  S.  36,  9  Sup.  Ct.  657, 
33  L.  ed.  93. 

2.  Jud.  Code,  §243;  Chicago  &  Al- 
ton E.  E.  Co.  V.  United  States,  54  Ct. 
CI.  116.  . 

[a]  Suspending  Bunning  of  and 
Extending  Time  for  Appeal.  —  A  mo- 
tion for  new  trial  seasonably  made 
suspends  the  running  of  the  time 
within  which  to  file  an  application  for 
appeal,  but  in  the  absence  of  any  such 
motion  or  of  some  proceeding  of  which 
the  court  has  jurisdiction  seasonably 
filed,  it  is  not  permissible  after  the 
period  within  which  an  appeal  can  be 
applied  for,  to  extend  the  time  fixed 
by  the  statute  for  appeal.    Chicago  & 


Alton  E.  B.  Co.  v.  United  States,  54 
Ct.  CI.  116.  See  Murdock  v.  District  of 
Columbia,  23  Ct.  CI.  41. 

[b]  Nunc  Pro  Tunc.  —  Where  a 
party  neglects  to  file  his  appeal  within 
the  statutory  time,  the  court  cannot 
allow  it  nunc  pro  tunc.  Walsh  v.  Unit- 
ed States,  23  Ct.  CI.  1. 

3.    Jud.  Code,  §■  243. 

[a]  The  Supreme  Court  Bules  Must 
Be  Followed.  —  De  Groot  v.  United 
States,  7  Ct.  CI.  2. 

[b]  Jurisdiction  of  Court  of  Claims 
After  Appeal  Taken.  —  When  the  rec- 
ord is  filed  in  the  supreme  court,  the 
court  of  claims  loses  jurisdiction  of 
the  case  and  it  cannot  thereafter  set 
aside  the  allowance  of  appeal  and 
make  additional  findings  of  fact.  Kirk 
V.  United  States,  28  Ct.  CI.  276. 

[c]  Action  on  a  motion  for  new 
trial  is  not  necessary  to  a  proper  re- 
view of  a  case.  Kellogg  v.  United 
States,  19  Ct.  CI.  73. 

[d]  An  appeal  does  not  bring  the 
whole  case  up  for  review.  Nothing  is 
reviewed  but  what  is  adverse  to  the 
appellant.  Hobbs  v.  United  States,  19 
Ct.  01.  220. 

4.  Brothers  «.  United  States,  250  U. 
S.  88,  39  Sup.  Ct.  426,  63  L.  ed.  859; 
Hathaway  &  Co.  v.  United  States,  249 
U.  S.  460,  39  Sup  Ct.  346,  63  L.  ed. 
707;  Cramp  &  Sons  S.  &  E.  Bldg.  Co.  v. 
United  States,  239  U.  S.  221,  232,  36 
Sup.  Ct.  70,  60  L.  ed.  238;  United 
States  V.  New  York  Indians,  173  U.  S. 
464,  19  Sup.  Ct.  487,  43  L.  ed.  769,  34 
Ct.  CI.  542. 

5.  Hathaway  &  Co.  «.  United  States, 
r49  U.  S.  460,  39  Sup.  Ct.  346,  63  K 
ed.  707;  Stone  v.  United  States,  164  U. 
S,  380,  17  Sup.  Ct.  71,  41  L.  ed.  477, 
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or  are  inconsistent  with  other  facts  found.^  When  the  court  of  claima 
erroneously  declines  to  assume  jurisdiction,  the  supreme  court,  on  de- 
ciding that  the  court  of  claims  had  jurisdiction,  will  not  determine  the 
merits  of  the  claim,  but  will  remand  the  cause  for  further  proceedings.'' 

h.  Costs.  —  If  the  government  shall  put  in  issue  the  right  of  the 
plaintiff  to  recover,  the  court  may,  in  its  discretion,  allow  costs  to  the 
prevailing  party  from  the  time  of  joining  such  issue.^  Such  costs,  how- 
ever, shall  include  only  what  is  actually  incurred  for  witnesses  and  for 
summoning  the  same,  and  fees  paid  to  the  clerk  of  the  court.' 

B.  Jurisdiction  of  and  Proceedings  in  District  Court. — The  juris- 
diction of  the  district  court  over  claims  against  the  United  States  and 
the  proceedings  therein  are  discussed  elsewhere  in  this  article.^" 


32  Ct.  Cl.  619;  United  States  v.  Clark, 
96  U.  S.  37,  24  L.  ed.  696,  13  Ct.  CI. 
560. 

6.  Hathaway  &  Co.  v.  United  States, 
249  U.  S.  460,  39  Sup.  Ct.  346,  63  L. 
ed.  707;  United  States  v.  Berdan  Fire- 
arms Mfg.  Co.,  156  U.  S.  552,  15  Sup. 


Ct.  420,  39  L.  ed.  530,  30  Ct.  Cl.  491. 

7.  Eastern  Extension,  A.  &  C.  Tel. 
Co.  V.  United  States,  231  U.  S.  326,  34 
Sup.  Ct.  57,  58  L.  ed.  250. 

8.  Jud.  Code,  §  152. 

9.  Jud.  Code,  §  152. 

10.  See  supra,  I. 
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I.  JUDICIAL  POWER  OP  THE  UNITED  STATES.  — A.  Courts 
IN  Which  the  Judicial  Powee  Is  Vested.  —  The  judicial  power  of 
the  United  States  is  by  the  federal  constitution  vested  in  one  supreme 
court  and  such  inferior  courts  as  the  congress  may  from  tim£  to  time 
ordain  and  establish.^  This  provision  is  mandatory,  and  requires  con- 
gress to  vest  the  whole  judicial  power  of  the  United  States,  and  for  that 
purpose  to  establish  one  supreme  court,  and  one  or  more  inferior 
courts.^  It  does  not  exhaust  the  power  of  congress  to  establish  courts, 
however.^ 

Distribution  of  Judicial  Powers  Tiy  Congress. —  Congress,  except  in  cases 
over  which  the  constitution  vests  original  jurisdiction  in  the  supreme 
court,*  has  authority  to  distribute  the  judicial  power  of  the  United 
States  among  the  courts  thereof, '^  and  to  define  the  original  and  ap- 
pellate,^ exclusive  and  concurrent^  jurisdiction  of  such  courts.  But 
congress  may  not  vest  any  portion  of  the  judicial  power  of  the  United 
States  in  any  courts  not  ordained  and  established  by  itself,^  though  it 
may  reserve  to  the  state  courts  an  already  existing  concurrent  juris- 
diction in  cases  where  it  has  authority  to  make  the  jurisdiction  of  the 


1.  Const.,  Art.  Ill,  §  1. 

2.  Martin  v.  Hunter's  Lessee,  1 
Wheat.  (U.  S.)  304,  330,  4  L.  ed.  97. 
See  Ehode  Island  v.  Massachusetts,  12 
Pet.  (U.  S.)  657,  721,  9  L.  ed.  1233. 

3.  United  States  v.  Coe,  155  TJ.  S. 
76,  85,  15  Sup.  Ct.  16,  39  L.  ed.  76. 

[a]  Congress  may  establish,  terri- 
torial courts,  by  virtue  of  the  general 
right  of  sovereignty  (1)  which  exists 
in  the  government  over  the  territories, 
and  of  that  provision  of  the  constitu- 
tion which  enables  congress  to  make 
all  needful  rules  and  regulations  re- 
specting the  territory  belonging  to  the 
IJnited  States.  United  States  v.  Coe, 
155  U.  S  76,  85,  15  Sup.  Ct.  16,  39  L. 
ed.  76.  (2)  But  such  courts,  when  es- 
tablished, are  not  constitutional  courts 
in  which  the  judicial  power  conferred 
by  the  constitution  can  be  deposited, 
but  are  merely  legislative  courts. 
United  States  v.  Coe,  155  U.  S.  76,  85, 
15  Sup.  Ct.  16,  39  L.  ed.  76. 

4.  Johnson  Steel  Street  Rail  Co.  v. 
Wharton  Jr.  &  Co.,  152  U.  S.  252,  260, 
14  Sup.  Ct.  608,  38  L.  ed.  429;  United 
States  V.  Union  Pac.  Ey.  Co.,  98  U.  S. 
569,  602,  25  L.  ed.  143. 

As  to  jurisdiction  of  supreme  court, 
see  infra,  II,  H. 

5.  Johnson  Steel  Street  Bail  Co.  f. 
Wharton  Jr.  &  Co.,  162  U.  S.  252,  260, 
14  Sup.  Ct.  608,  38  L.  ed.  429;  United 
States  V.  Union  Pae.  E.  Co.,  98  U.  S. 
569,  602,  25  L.  ed.  143;  Ehode  Island 


V.  Massachusetts,  12  Pet.  (U.  S.)   657, 
721,  9  L.  ed.  1233. 

6.  New  Orleans,  M.  &  T.  E.  Co.  v. 
Mississippi,  102  U.  S.  135,  141,  '26  L. 
ed.  96;  Home  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Dunn,  19 
Wall.  (U.  S.)  214,  22  L.  ed.  68;  Ehode 
Island  V.  Massachusetts,  12  Pet.  (U. 
S.)  657,  721,  9  L.  ed.  1233;  Kelly's 
Admx,  V.  Chesapeake  &  O.  E.  Co.,  201 
Fed.  603. 

7.  See  17  Standard  Pboc.  812. 

8.  Martin  v.  Hunter's  Lessee,  1 
Wheat.  (U.  S.)  304,  330,  4  L.  ed.  97; 
See  Eobertson  v.  Baldwin,  165  U.  S. 
275,  278,  17  Sup.  Ct.  326,  41  L.  ed.  715; 
Houston  V.  Moore,  5  Wheat.  (U.'  S.)  1, 
27,  5  L.  ed.  19. 

[a]  State  Courts. —  (1)  Congress 
has  no  power  to  confer  jurisdiction  on 
the  courts  of  a  state  (Ex  parte 
Knowles,  5  Cal.  300;  Ely  v.  Peek,  7 
Conn.  239),  of  (2)  an  action  to  recover 
a  penalty  for  violation  of  a  federal 
statute.  United  States  v.  Lathrop,  17 
Johns.  (N.  T.)  4. 

[b]  "Congress  cannot  confer  juris- 
diction upon  any  courts,  but  such  as 
exist  under  the  constitution  and  laws 
of  the  United  States,  although  the 
state  courts  may  exercise  jurisdiction 
in  cases  authorized  by  the  laws  of  the 
state,  and  not  prohibited  by  the  ex- 
clusive jurisdiction  of  the  federal 
courts."  Houston  v.  Moore,  5  Wheat. 
(U.  S.)  1,  27,  5'L.  ed.  19.  See  Knicker- 
bocker Ice  Co.  V.  Stewart  (U.  S.),  40 
Sup.  Ct.  438;  Southern  Pac.  Co.  v.  Jen- 
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federal  courts  exclusive.'  Since  the  judicial  power  as  defined  by  the 
constitution  extends  only  to  "cases"  in  courts  of  record,^"  congress  is 
at  liberty  to  authorize  the  judicial  officers  of  the  several  states  to 
exercise  such  power  as  is  ordinarily  given  to  officers  of  courts  not  of 
record,^^  and  to  perform  such  other  duties  as  may  be  regarded  as 
incidental  to  the  judicial  power  rather  than  a  part  of  the  judicial 
power  itself.*^ 

Military  tribunals  are  not  courts  with  jurisdiction  in  law  or  equity 
within  the  meaning  of  those  terms  as  used  in  the  constitution.^* 

B.  Cases  to  Which  the  Judicial  Power  Extends.  —  1.  General 
Statement.  —  The  constitution  provides  that  the  judicial  power  of  the 
United  States  shall  extend  to  all  cases,  in  law  and  equity,  arising  under 
the  constitution,  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  treaties  made  or 
which  shall  be  made  under  their  authority ;  ^*  to  all  cases  affecting 


sen,  244  V.  S.  205,  37  Sup.  Ct.  524,  61 
L.  ed.  1086,  Ann.  Caa.  1917E,  900,  L. 
E.  A.  19180,  451. 

[c]  In  a  Military  Commission. 
Ex  parte  Milligan,  4  "Wall.  (U.  S.)  2, 
121,  18  L.  ed.  281. 

9.  See  Second  Employers'  Liability 
Cases,  223  U.  S.  1,  32  Sup.  Ct.  169,  56 
L.  ed.  327,  38  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  44,  and 
the  titles  "Admiralty;"  "Interstate 
Commerce."  Compare  Knickerbocker 
Ice  Co.  V.  Stewart  (U.  S.),  40  Sup.  Ct. 
438;  Southern  Pac.  Co.  v.  Jensen,  244 
U.  S.  205,  37  Sup.  Ct.  524,  61  L.  ed. 
1086,  Ann.  Cas.  1917E,  900,  L.  E.  A. 
1918C,  451. 

As  to  concurrent  jurisdiction  of  state 
courts  to  enforce  federal  law,  see  17 
Standabd  Proc.  812,  827. 

10.  Eobertson  v.  Baldwin,  165  U.  S. 
275,  279,  17  Sup.  Ct.  326,  41  L.  ed.  715. 

As  to  cases  to  wbich  the  judicial 
power  extends  generally,  see  infra,  I, 
B. 

11.  Eobertson  v.  Baldwin,  165  U.  S. 
275,  279,  17  Sup.  Ct.  326,  41  L.  ed.  715. 

[a]  As,  for  example,  (1)  the  power 
to  take  affidavits  (Eobertson  v.  Bald- 
win, 165  U.  S.  275,  279,  17  Sup.  Ct.  326, 
41  L.  ed.  715),  (2)  to  arrest  and  com- 
mit for  trial  offenders  against  the  laws 
of  the  United  States  (Eobertson  v. 
Baldwin,  165  U.  S.  275,  279,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  326,  41  L.  ed.  715;  Ex  parte  Gist, 
26  Ala.  156),  and  (3)  to  naturalize 
aliens.  See  20  Standard  Proc.  255,  et 
seq. 

12.  Eobertson  v.  Baldwin,  165  U.  S 
275,  280,  17  Sup.  Ct.  326,  41  L.  ed.  715. 

[a]  Power  to  arrest  deserting  sea- 
men and  deliver  them  on  board  their 
vessels,  may  be  conferred  by  congress 
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on  justices  of  the  peace.  Eobertson  v. 
Baldwin,  165  U.  S.  275,  17  Sup.  Ct.  326, 
41  L.  ed.  715.  See  Prigg  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania, 16  Pet.  (U.  S.)  639,  622,  10  U 
ed.  1060. 

13.  In  re  Vidal,  179  U.  S.  126,  21 
Sup.  Ct.  48,  45  L.  ed.  118. 

14.  Const.,  Art.  IH,  §  2.  See  also 
infra,  I,  B,  2;  II,  J,  4. 

[a]  "Speaking  generally,  it  may 
be  observed  that  the  judicial  power  of 
a  nation  extends  to  all  controversies 
justiciable  in  their  nature,  the  parties 
to  which  or  the  property  involved  in 
which  may  be  reached  by  judicial 
process,  and  when  the  judicial  power 
of  the  United  States  was  vested  in  the 
supreme  and  other  courts  all  the  ju- 
dicial power  which  the  nation  was 
capable  of  exercising  was  vested  in 
those  tribunals,  and  unless  there  be 
some  limitations  expressed  in  the  con- 
stitution it  must  be  held  to  embrace 
all  controversies  of  a  justiciable  na- 
ture arising  within  the  territorial  lim- 
its of  the  nation,  no  matter  who  may 
be  the  parties  thereto."  Kansas  v. 
Colorado,  206  U.  S.  46,  83,  27  Sup.  Ct. 
655,  51  L.  ed.  956. 

[b]  Includes  Both  Civil  and  Crim- 
inal Cases.  —  Tennessee  v,  Davis,  100 
U.  S.  257,  25  L.  ed.  648. 

[c]  Review  of  Judgments  of  State 
Courts.  —  This  provision  is  broad 
enough  to  authorize  a  review  of  the 
judgment  of  a  state  court  by  the  su- 
preme court  in  such  cases.  St.  Louis, 
I.  M.  &  S.  E.  Co.  V.  Taylor,  210  U.  S. 
281,  28  Sup.  Ct.  616,  52  L.  ed.  1061; 
Cohens  v.  Virginia,  6  "Wheat.  (U.  S.) 
264,  5  L.  ed.  257.  See  infra,  ll,  H,  4,  c. 

[d]  "Civil     rights"     under     the 
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ambassadors,  other  public  ministers  and  consuls ;  ^^  to  all  cases  of  ad- 
miralty and  maritime  jurisdiction;^*  to  controversies  to  which  the 
United  States  shall  be  a  party  ;^^  to  controversies  between  two  or 
more  states ;  ^^  between  a  state  and  citizens  of  another  state  ;^®  be- 
tween citizens  of  different  states;^"  between  citizens  of  the  same  state 
claiming  lands  under  grants  of  different  states,^*  and  between  a  state, 


Fourteenth  Amendment  giving  federal 
courts  jurisdiction  to  redress  the  dep- 
rivation thereof,  are  such  rights  only 
as  are  derived  from  the  constitution  or 
statutes  of  the  United  States.  Simpson 
V.  Geary,  204  Fed.  507.  See  infra,  II, 
J,  18. 

15.  Const.,  Art.  Ill,  ^  2;  In  re  Baiz, 
135  U.  S.  403,  417,  10  Sup.  Ct.  S54,  34 
L.  ed.  222.  See  also  19  Standard  Pboc. 
820,  et  seq. 

16.  Const.,  Art.  Ill,  §  2.  See  gener- 
ally the  title  "Admiralty,"  and  Knick- 
erbocker Ice  Co.  V.  Stewart  (U.  S.),  40 
Sup.  Ct.  438;  Southern  Pac.  Co.  v.  Jen- 
sen, 244  U.  S  2'05,  37  Sup.  Ct.  524,  61 
L.  ed.  1086,  Ann.  Cas.  1917E,  900,  L. 
B.  A.  1918C,  451. 

[a]  Proceedings  for  the  limitation 
of  liability  of  shipowners  are  admir- 
alty cases.  Oregon  E.  &  N.  Co.  v.  Bal- 
four, 179  U.  S.  55,  21  Sup.  Ci.  28,  45 
L.  ed.  82. 

17.  Const.,  Art.  Ill,  §  2;  Minnesota 
V.  Hitchcock,  185  U.  S.  373,  382,  22 
Sup.  Ct.  650,  46  L.  ed.  954;  United 
States  V.  Eea-Eead  Mill  &  Elevator 
Co.,  171  Fed.  501,  507.  See  also  the 
title  "United  States,"  and  infra,  II, 
J.  2. 

18.  Const.,  Art.  Ill,  §  2;  Virginia 
V  "West  Virginia,  246  U.  S.  565,  38 
Sup.  Ct.  400,  62  Jj.  ed.  883;  South  Da- 
kota V.  North  Carolina,  192  U.  S.  286, 
24  Sup.  Ct.  269,  48  L.  ed.  448;  Missouri 
V.  Illinois,  180  U.  S.  208,  218,  21  Sup. 
Ct.  331,  45  L.  ed.  497;  Wisconsin  v. 
Pelican  Ins.  Co.,  127  U.  S.  265,  8  Sup. 
Ct.  1370,  32  L.  ed.  239.  See  infra,  II, 
H,  2,  c. 

[a]  The  11th  amendment  to  the 
constitution  does  not  affect  the  juris- 
diction in  such  cases.  Kansas  v.  Colo- 
rado, 206  U.  S.  46,  83,  27  Sup.  Ct.  655, 
51  L.  ed.  956;  South  Dakota  v.  North 
Carolina,  192  U.  S.  286,  315,  24  Sup.  Ct. 
269,  48  L.  ed.  448;  Cohens  v.  Virginia, 
6  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  264,  407,  5  L.  ed.  257. 
See  also  infra.,  I,  B,  3. 
[b]  Jurisdiction  to  enforce  a  judg- 
ment rendered  in  an  action  between 
states.   Virginia  V,  West  Virginia,  246 


U.   S.  565,  38  Sup.  Ct.  400,  62  L.   ed. 
883. 

19.  Const.,  Art.  Ill,  §  2,  limited  by 
the  Eleventh  Amendment,  see  infra,  1, 
B,  3. 

[a]  Object  of  such  provision  stated 
in  Wisconsin  v.  Pelican  Ins.  Co.,  127 
U.  S.  265,  288,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1370,  32  L. 
ed.  239. 

[b]  "The  grant  is  of  judicial  pow- 
er, and  was  not  intended  to  confer 
upon  the  courts  of  the  United  States 
jurisdiction  of  a  suit  or  prosecution  by 
the  one  state,  of  such  a  nature  that  it 
could  not,  on  the  settled  priaciples  of 
public  and  international  law,  be  enter- 
tained by  the  judiciary  of  the  other 
state  at  all."  Wisconsin  v.  Pelican 
Ins.  Co.,  127  U.  S.  265,  289,  8  Sup.  Ct 
1370,  32  L.  ed.  239. 

20.  Const.,  Art.  Ill,  §  2;  Madison- 
ville  Traction  Co.  v.  St.  Bernard  Min, 
Co.,  196  U.  S.  239,  25  Sup.  Ct.  251.  49 
L.  ed.  462. 

[a]  "The  constitution  imposes  no 
limitation  upon  the  class  of  cases  in- 
volving controversies  between  citizens 
of  different  states,  to  which  the  judi- 
cial power  of  the  United  States  may 
be  extended;  and  congress  may,  there- 
fore, lawfully  provide  for  bringing,  at 
the  option  of  either  of  the  parties,  all 
such  controversies  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  federal  judiciary."  Gainea 
V.  Fuentes,  92  U.  S.  10,  18,  23  L.  ed. 
524,  quoted  with  approval  in  Ellis  v. 
Davis,  109  U.  S.  485,  498,  3  Sup.  Ct. 
327,  27  L.  ed.  1006. 

[b]  Object  of  such  provision  stated 
in  Burgess  v.  Seligman,  107  U.  S.  20, 
33,  2  Sup.  Ct.  10,  27  L.  ed.  359.  See 
also  Great  So  Hotel  v.  Jones,  193 
U.  S.  532,  544,  24  Sup.  Ct.  576,  48  L. 
ed.  778. 

Diversity  of  citizenship  as  a  ground 
of  jurisdiction,  see  infra,  II,  F;  II,  J,  5, 

21.  Const.,  Art.  Ill,  §  2.  See  infra, 
II,  J,  3. 

[a]  This  provision  has  no  applica- 
tion (1)  to  controversies  between  citi- 
z  ns  of  different  states  claiming  lands 
under  grants  of  different  states.    Stev- 
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or  the  citizens  thereof,  and  foreign  states,  citizens  or  subjeets.^^  It 
does  not  extent  to  suits  brought  against  a  state  by  its  own  citizens,^' 
or  by  citizens  of  another  state,  or  by  citizens  or  subjects  of  any  foreign 
state.^*  The  provision  of  the  constitution  was  intended  as  a  definition 
of  the  judicial  power  to  be  confined  to  courts  created-  by  eongress.^^ 

Neither  the  legislative  nor  the  executive  branches  of  the  government 
can  constitutionally  assign  to  the  judicial  branch  any  duties  but  such 
as  are  properly  judicial  and  to  be  performed  in  a  judicial  manner.^° 

2.  Cases  and  Controversies.  —  The  judicial  power  is  expressly  lim- 
ited to  cases  and  controversies.^'    By  the  term  cases  and  controversies 


enson  v.  Fain,  195  TT.  6.  165,  25 
Ct.  6,  49  L.  ed.  142.  (2)  It  is  well  set 
tied  that  the  federal  courts  have  juris- 
diction in  this  class  of  cases.  Fergu- 
son v.  Babcock  Lbr.  &  Land  Co.,  252 
Fed.  705,  164  C.  C.  A.  545. 

22.  Const.,  Art.  Ill,  §  2  (limited  by 
the  Eleventh  Amendment,  see  infra, 
I,  A,  3);  Hennessy  v.  Eiehardson  Drug 
Co.,  189  U.  S.  25,  34,  23  Sup.  Ct.  532, 
47  L.  ed.  697.   See  infra,  II,  F;  II,  J,  5. 

[a]  Includes  Foreign  Corporations. 
Barrow  Steamship  Co.  v.  Kane,  170  TT. 
S.  100,  106,  18  Sup.  Ct.  526,  42  L.  ed. 
964. 

23.  Duhne  v.  State  (U.  S.),  40  Sup. 
Ct.  154  (the  second  clause  of  §  2,  art. 
8,  of  the  constitution  conferring  orig- 
inal jurisdiction  on  the  supreme  court, 
of  cases  in  which  a  state  shall  be  a 
party,  does  not  create  or  enlarge  but 
merely  distributes  jurisdiction  vested 
by  the  previous  clause) ;  Ex  parte 
Young,  209  U.  S.  123,  28  Sup.  Ct.  441, 
52  L.  ed.  714,  13  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  932; 
Smith  V.  Eeeves,  178  U.  S.  436,  20  Sup. 
Ct.  919,  44  L.  ed.  1140;  North  Caro- 
lina V.  Temple,  134  U.  S.  22,  10  Sup. 
Ct.  509,  33  L.  ed.  849;  Hans  v.  Louisi- 
ana,. 134  U.  S.  1,9,  10  Sup.  Ct.  604,  33 
L.  ed.  842. 

[a]  As  to  whether  suit  against 
state  officer  is  suit  against  the  state, 
see  Martin  v.  Lankford,  245  TJ.  S.  647, 
38  Sup.  Ct.  205,  62  L.  ed.  464,  infra,  I, 
B,  3;  and  the  title  "States  and  Terri- 
tories." 

24.  Const.,  Amend.  XI.  See  also 
infra,  I,  B,  3. 

25.  Robertson  v.  Baldwin,  165  U.  S. 
275,  279,  17  Sup.  Ct.  326,  41  L.  ed.  715. 
See  Martin  v.  Hunter's  Lessee,  1 
Wheat.  (U.  S.)  304,  331,  4  L.  ed.  97, 
construing  §  2. 

26.  Muskrat  v.  United  States,  219 
U.  a  346,  31  Sup.  Ct.  250,  55  L.  ed. 
246;   Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
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V.  Brimson,  154  U.  S.,  447,  14  Sup.  Ct. 
1125,  38  L.  ed.  1047;  In  re  Pacific  Ey. 
Com.,  32  Fed.  241. 

[a]  Bequiring  Attendance  of  Wit- 
nesses Before  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission.  —  The  provision  of  the 
interstate  commerce  act  authorizing 
the  commission  to  invoke  the  aid  of 
any  federal  court  in  requiring  the  at- 
tendance and  testimony  of  witnesses, 
and  the  production  of  documents, 
books  and  papers,  is  not  unconstitu- 
tional as  ipiposing  on  those  courts  du- 
ties not  judicial  in  their  nature.  Inter- 
state Commerce  Com.  v  Brimson,  154 
TT.  S.  447,  472,  14  Sup.  Ct.  1125,  38  L. 
ed.  1047. 

27.  Mutual  Film  Corp.  v.  Industrial 
Commission,  236  TT.  S.  247,  35  Sup.  Ct. 
393,  59  L.  ed.  561,  Ann  Oas.  1916C, 
296;  Muskrat  v.  TTnited  States,  219  TT. 
S.  346,  31  Sup.  Ct.  250,  55  L.  ed.  246. 
See  infra,  II,  J,  4. 

[a]  Power  to  declare  an  act  of  con- 
gress unconstitutional  can  be  exercised 
by  the  supreme  court  only  in  a  case  in 
law  or  equity  in  which  a  right  under 
such  law  is  asserted.  Muskrat  v.  TTnit- 
ed States,  219  TT.  S.  346,  31  Sup.  Ct. 
250,  55  L.  ed.  246;  In  re  Pacific  Ey. 
Com.,  32  Fed.  241. 

[b]  Significance  of  the  Iiimitation. 
"This  clause  enables  the  judicial  de- 
partment to  receive  jurisdiction  to  the 
full  extent  of  the  constitution,  laws 
and  treaties  of  the  TTnited  States, 
when  any  question  respecting  them 
shall  assume  such  a  form  that  the  ju- 
dicial power  is  capable  of  acting  on  it. 
That  power  is  capable  of  acting  only 
when  the  subject  is  submitted  to  it, 
toy  a  party  who  asserts  his  rights  in 
the  form  prescribed  by  law.  It  then 
becomes  a  case,  and  the  constitution 
declares  that  the  judicial  power  shall 
extend  to  all  cases  arising  under  the 
constitution,  laws  and  treaties  of  the 
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is  meant  the  claims  of  litigants  brought  before  the  courts  for  determin- 
ation by  such  regular  proceedings  as  are  established  by  law  or  custom 
for  the  protection  or  enforcement  of  rights,  or  the  prevention,  redress, 
or  punishment  of  wrongs.^^    A  controversy  is  a  dispute  concerning 


United  States."  Chief  Justice  Mar- 
shall in  Osborn  v.  Bank  of  U.  S.,  9 
Wheat.  (U.  S.)  738,  819,  6  L.  ed.  204, 
quoted  with  approval  in  Madisonville 
Traction  Co.  v.  St.  Bernard  Min.  Co., 
196  U.  S.  239,  246,  25  Sup.  Ct.  251,  49 
L.  ed.  462;  Interstate'  Commerce  Com. 
V.  Brimson,  154  U.  S.  447,  475,  14  Sup. 
Ct.  1125,  38  L.  ed.  1047;  Tennessee  v. 
Union  &  Planters'  Bank,  152  U.  S.  454, 
459,  14  Sup.  Ct.  654,  38  L.  ed.  511; 
Smith  t;.  Adams,  130  U.  S.  167,  174,  9 
Sup.  Ct.  566,  32  L.  ed.  895. 

28.  Home  Tel.  and  Tel.  Co.  v.  Los 
Angeles,  227  U.  S.  278,  33  Sup.  Ct.  312, 
57  L.  ed.  510;  Muskrat  v.  United 
States,  219  U.  S.  346,  31  Sup.  Ct.  250, 
55  L.  ed.  246;  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.  v. 
Larwill,  83  Ohio  St.  108,  93  N.  E.  610. 

[a]  "Cases  aiising  under  the  laws 
of  the  United  States  are  such  as  grow 
out  of  (1)  the  legislation  of  congress, 
whether  they  constitute  the  right  or 
privilege,  or  claim  or  protection,  or 
defense  of  the  party,  in  whole  or  in. 
part,  by  whom  they  are  asserted." 
Tennessee  v.  Davis,  100  U.  S.  257,  264, 
25  L.  ed.  648.  (2)  "A  case  arises  un- 
der the  laws  of  the  United  States 
when  it  arises  out  of  the  implication 
of  the  law."  Tennessee  -u.  Davis,  100 
U.  S.  257,  264,  25  L.  ed.  648.  (3)  "A 
case  in  law  or  equity  consists  of  the 
right  of  one  party  as  well  as  the  other, 
and  may  truly  be  said  to  arise  under 
the  constitution  or  a  law  of  the  United 
States,  whenever  its  correct  decision 
depends  on  the  construction  of  either." 
Cohensi  v.  Virginia,  6  Wheat.  (U.  S.) 
264,  379,  5  L.  ed.  257,  quoted  with  ap- 
proval in  Macon  Grocery  Co.  -u.  Atlan- 
tic C.  L.  E.  Co.,  215  U.  S.  501,  30  Sup. 
Ct.  184,  54  L.  ed.  300;  St.  Louis.  1.  M. 
&  S.  E.  Co.  V.  Taylor,  210  U.  S.  281, 
292,  28  Sup.  Ct.  616,  52  L.  ed.  1061; 
Patton  V.  Brad.y,  184  U.  S.  608,  611,  22i 
Sup.  Ct.  493,  46  L.  ed.  713;  Tennessee 
V.  Davis,  100  U.  S.  257,  25  L.  ed.  648; 
New  Orleans  M.  &  T.  E.  Co.  v.  Mississ- 
ippi, 102  U.  S.  135,  141,  26  L.  ed.  96. 

[b]  By  the  terms  "cases  and  coni 
troversies"  as  used  in  this  article  "ara 
intended  the  claims  or  contentions  of 
litigants  brought  before  the  courts  for 


adjudication  by  regular  proceedings 
established  for  the  protection  or  en- 
forcement of  rights,  or  the  prevention, 
redress,  or  punishment  of  wrongs. 
Whenever  the  claim  or  contention  of  a 
party  takes  such  a  form  that  the  judi- 
cial power  is  capable  of  acting  upon  it, 
then  it  has  become  a  case  or  contro- 
versy "  Smith  V.  Adams,  130  U.  S.  167, 
173,  9  Sup.  Ct.  566,  32  L.  ed.  895, 
quoted  with  approval  in  Madisonville 
Traction  Co.  v.  St.  Bernard  Min.  Co., 
196  U.  S.  239,  25  Sup.  Ct.  251,  49  L.  ed. 
462;  Interstate  Commerce  Com.  v. 
Brimson,  154  U.  S.  447,  475,  14  Sup.  Ct. 
1125,  38  L.  ed.  1047. 

[c]  The  existence  of  adyerse  parties, 
present  or  possible,  is  implied  in  the 
term.  In  re  Pacific  Ey.  Com.,  32  Fed. 
241.  See  also  Cleveland,  C.  C.  v.  St.  L. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Hirseh,  204  Ped.  849,  123 
C.   C.   A.   145. 

[d]  Presence  of  Other  Questions. 
"When  a  question  to  which  the  power 
of  the  Union  is  extended  by  the  con- 
stitution forips  an  ingredient  of  the 
original  cause,  it  is  in  the  power  of 
congress  to  give  the  circuit  courts 
jurisdiction  of  that  cause,  although 
other  questions  of  fact  or  law  may  be 
involved  in  it."  Chief  Justice  Mar- 
shall in  Osborn  v.  Bank  of  United 
States,  9  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  738,  823,  6  L. 
ed.  204,  quoted  in  Tennessee  v.  Davis, 
100  U.  S.  257,  25  L.  ed.  648;  Macon 
Grocery  Co.  v.  Atlantic  C.  L.  E.  Co., 
215  U.  S.  501,  30  Sup.  Ct.  184,  54  L.  ed. 
300.  Tennessee  v.  Union  &  Planters' 
Bank,  152  U.  S.  454,  459,  14  Sup.  Ct. 
654,  88  L.  ed.  511;  New  Orleans  M.  & 
T.  E.  Co.  V.  Mississippi,  102  U.  S.  135, 
141,  26  L.  ed.  96.  See  infra,  II,  A, 
4,  b. 

[e]  A  condemnation  proceeding,  re- 
quired, by  the  state  statutes  to  be 
brought  in  the  county  court  is  a  contro- 
versy. Madisonville  Traction  Co.  v. 
St.  Bernard  Min.  Co.,  196  U.  S.  239,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  251,  49  L.  ed.  462. 

[f]  A  county  seat  election  contest, 
where  the  statute  provides  for  the  in- 
stitution of  proceedings  before  a  court 
by  any  competent  elector,  the  prosecu- 
tion   of    the   contest,     the     taking    of 
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rights  or  -wrongs  cognizable  by  law,  and  which  may  therefore  be  the 
subject  of  an  action  or  involved  therein.^^  The  term  "controversies" 
is  less  comprehensive  than  the  term  "cases."'" 

The  jurisdiction  is  not  restricted  to  the  rights  and  remedies  existing 
at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  constitution.'^ 

3,  The  eleventh  amendment  to  the  constitution  provides  that  the 
judicial  power  of  the  United  States  shall  not  be  construed  to  extend 
to  any  suit  in  law  or  equity  commenced  or  prosecuted  against  one  of 
the  United  States  by  citizens  of  another  state,  or  by  citizens  or  subjects 
of  any  foreign  state.'^  This  provision  applies  though  the  case  is  one 
arising  under  the  constitution  or  laws  of  the  United  States.''    It  ap- 


proofs,  and  the  determination  of  the 
validity  of  the  election  by  the  court,  is 
a  ease  or  controversy.  Smith  v.  Adams, 
130  U.  S.  167,  173,  9  Sup.  Ct.  566,  32 
L.  ed.  895. 

29.  Fiak  v.  Henarie,  32  Fed.  417, 
423. 

30.  In  re  Pacific  Ey.  Com.,  32  Fed. 
241,  quoted  with  approval  in  Muakrat 
1).  United  States,  219  U.  S.  346,  31  Sup. 
Ct.  250,  55  L.  ed.  246. 

[a]  Theie  may  be  a  controversy  in 
a  case  which  is  less  than  the  whole  of 
it.    Fisk  V.  Henarie,  32  Fed.  417,  423. 

31.  See  infra,  this  note. 

'  [a]  New  Rights  and  Remedies  Em- 
braced in  ttie  Term.  —  "The  terma, 
'law 'and  'equity,'  as  used  in  the  Con- 
stitution, although  intended  to  mark 
and  fix  the  distinction  between  the  two 
systems  of  jurisprudence  as  known  and 
practised  at  the  time  of  its  adoption, 
do  not  restrict  the  jurisdiction  confer- 
red by  it  to  the  very  rights  and  rem- 
edies then  recognized  and  employed, 
but  embrace  as  well  not  only  rights 
newly  created  by  statutes  of  the  states, 
as  in  cases  of  actions  for  the  loss  oc- 
casioned to  survivors  by  the  death  of 
a  person  caused  by  the  wrongful  act, 
neglect,  or  default  of  another  (Railway 
Co.  V.  Whitton,  13  Wall.  270,  287;  Den- 
nick  V.  Railroad  Co.,  103  U.  S.  11),  but 
new  forms  of  remedies  to  be  adminis- 
tered in  the  courts  of  the  United 
States,  according  to  the  nature  of  the 
case,  BO  as  to  save  to  suitors  the  right 
of  trial  by  jury  in  cases  in  which  they 
are  entitled  to  it,  according  to  the 
course  and  analogy  of  the  common  law. 
Ex  parte  Boyd,  105  U.  S.  647;  Boom 
Co.  V.  Patterson,  93  U.  S.  403."  Ellis 
V.  Davis,  109  U.  S.  485,  497,  3  Sup.  Ct. 
327,  27  L.  ed.  1006. 

32.  Const.  Amend.  XI;  Murray  v. 
State,  213  U.  S.   174,  29  Sup.  Ct.  465, 
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53  L.  ed.  752;  Murray  v.  Wilson  Dis- 
tilliag  Co.,  213  U.  S.  151,  29  Sup.  Ct. 
458,  53  L.  ed.  742;  In  r«  Ayers,  123 
U.  S.  443,  487,  8  Sup.  Ct.  164,  31  L.  ed. 
216;  Cohen  v.  Virginia,  6  Wheat.  (U. 
S.)  264,  405,  5  L.  ed.  257;  Deseret 
Water,  Oil  &  Irr.  Co.  v.  California,  202 
Fed.  498,  120  C.  C.  A.  641;  Rockaway 
Pacific  Corporation  v.  Stotesbury,  255 
Fed.  345. 

[a]  "This  immunity  of  a  state  from 
suit  is  absolute  and  unqualified,  and  the 
constitutional  provision  securing  it  is 
not  to  be  so  construed  as  to  place  the 
state  within  the  reach  of  the  process 
of  the  court."  Pennoyer  v.  McCou- 
naughy,  140  U.  S.  1,  9,  11  Sup.  Ct.  699, 
35  L.  ed.  363,  quoted  with  approval  in 
Reagan  v.  Farmers'  Loan  &  Trust  Co., 
154  U.  S.  362,  388,  14  Sup.  Ct.  1047,  38 
L.  ed.  1014. 

[b]  "The  evident  purpose  of  the 
amendment  .  .  .  was  to  prohibit  all 
suits  against  a  state  by  or  for  citizens 
of  other  states,  or  aliens,  without  the 
consent  of  the  state  to  be  sued,  and,  in 
our  opinion,  one  state  cannot  create  a 
controversy  with  another  state,  within 
the  meaning  of  that  term  as  used  in 
the  judicial  clauses  of  the  constitution, 
by  assuming  the  prosecution  of  debts 
owing  by  the  other  state  to  its  cit-. 
izens."  New  Hampshire  v.  Louisiana, 
108  U.  S.  76,  91,  2  Sup.  Ct.  176,  27  L. 
ed.  656,  quoted  in  Louisiana  v.  Texas, 
176  U.  S.  1,  16,  20  Sup.  Ct.  251,  44  L.  ed. 
347. 

33.  Hans  v.  Louisiana,  134  U.  S.  1, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  504,  33  L.  ed.  842. 

[a]  Impairment  of  Obligation  of 
Contract.  —  Though  the  sole  object  of 
the  suit  is  to  bring  the  state  within 
the  operation  of  the  constitutional  in- 
hibition against  impairing  the  obliga- 
tion of  contract,  the  provision  applies. 
Pennoyer  v,  McConnaughy,  140  U.  S.  1, 


UNITED  STATES  COURTS 


265 


plies  to  suits  to  which  the  state  is  an  indispensable  party.^*  The  amend- 
ment leaves  undisturbed  the  jurisdiction  bver  suits  or  actions  brought 
by  one  state  against  another,^'  or  brought  by  a  state  against  an  indi- 
vidual ;  '*  nor  does  it  apply  to  writs  of  error  or  appeals  prosecuted  by 
an  individual  to  procure  a  review  of  a  judgment  recovered  against  him 
by  a  state.^'  The  immunity  does  not  extend  to  public  corporations  or 
political  subdivisions  of  the  state.^' 

Suits  Against  Officers.s»  —  The  provision  applies  to  suits  and  actions 
which  are  in  reality  against  the  state,  though  in  form  against  its  of- 
ficers.*"   But  a  mere  assertion  by  one  sued  individually  for  a  tort,  that 


11  Sup.  Ct.  699,  35  L.  ed.  363.  See  also, 
Beagan  v.  Farmers'  Loan  &  Trust  Co., 
154  U.  S.  362, 14  Sup.  Ct.  1047,  38  L.  ed. 
1014. 

[b]  Suits  and  actions  liy  federal  coi'- 
porations  come  within  the  rule.  Smith 
V.  Eeeves,  178  TT.  S.  436,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
919,  44  L.  ed.  1140. 

34.  See  the  title  "States  and  Ter- 
ritories." 

35.  Virginia  v.  West  Virginia,  206 
U.  S.  290,  319,  27  Sup.  Ct.  732,  51  L.  ed. 
1068;  Kansas  v.  Colorado,  206  TJ  S. 
46,  83,  27  Sup.  Ct.  655,  21  L.  ed.  956; 
South  Dakota  v.  North  Carolina,  192 
U.  S.  286,  315,  24  Sup.  Ct.  269,  48  L. 
ed.  448;  Cohen  v.  Virginia,  6  Wheat. 
(U.  S.)  264.  407,  5  L.  ed.  257. 

36.  New  Orleans,  etc.,  E.  Co.  v.  Mis- 
sissippi, 102  U.  S.  135,  140,  26  L.  ed. 
96. 

37.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Writ  of  error  not  a  suit. 
Where  the  court  in  rendering  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  a  state  against  an  in- 
dividual overrules  a  defense  set  up  un- 
der the  constitution  or  laws  of  the 
United  States,  the  transfer  of  the  re- 
cord to  the  supreme  court  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  inquiring  whether  such 
judgment  violates  such  constitution  or 
laws  is  not  a  suit  commenced  or  pro- 
secuted against  such  state.  Cohen  v. 
Virginia,  6  Wheat.  (TJ.  S.)  264,  410,  5 
L.  ed.  257. 

[t]  Even  if  a  writ  of  error  is  a  suit, 
where  sued  out  against  a  state  by  one 
of  its  own  citizens,  it  is  not  within  this 
provision.  Cohen  v.  Virginia,  6  Wheat. 
(U.  S.)  264,  412,  5  L.  ed.  257. 

38.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Not  to  Counties.  —  Lincoln 
County  V.  Luning,  133  U.  S.  529,  530, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  363,  33  L.  ed.  766;  Mc- 
Creery  Bngr.  Co.  v.  Massachusetts 
Fan  Co.,  195  Fed.  498,  505,  115  C.  C.  A. 
408 


[b]  Nor  to  a  State  Agricultural 
College.  —  Hopkins  v.  Clemson  Agri- 
cultural College,  221  U.  S.  636,  31  Sup. 
Ct.  654,  55  L.  ed.  890,  35  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  223. 

Suits  against  state  agencies,  politi- 
cal subdivisions,  and  corporations,  as 
suits  against  a  state,  see  the  title 
"States  and  Territories." 

39.  When  suit  against  officer  is  suit 
against  state  or  the  United  States,  see 
the  titles  "States  and  Territories"  and 
"United  States." 

40.  Hopkihs  V.  Clemson  Agricul- 
tural College,  221  TJ.  S.  636,  642,  31 
Sup.  Ct.  664,  55  L.  ed.  890;  Smith  v. 
Eeeves,  178  TT.  S.  436,  440,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
919,  44  L.  ed.  1140. 

[a]  "To  secure  the  manifest  pur- 
poses of  the  constitutional  exemption 
guaranteed  by  the  eleventh  amend- 
ment requires  that  it  should  be  inter- 
preted, not  literally  and  too  narrowly, 
but  fairly,  and  with  such  breadth  and 
largeness  as  effectually  to  accomplish 
the  substance  of  its  purpose.  In  this 
spirit  it  must  be  held  to  cover,  not 
only  suits  brought  against  a  state  by 
name,  but  those  against  its  officers, 
agents,  and  representatives,  where  the 
state,  though  not  named  as  such,  is, 
nevertheless,  the  only  real  party 
against  whom  alone  relief  is  asked, 
and  against  which  the  judgment  or  de- 
cree effectively  operates."  In  re 
Ayres,  123  TJ.  S.  443,  505,  8  Sup.  Ct. 
164,  31  L.  ed.  216,  quoted  with  approval 
in  Eeagan  v.  Farmers'  Loan  &  Trust 
Co.,  154  TJ.  S.  362,  388,  14  Sup.  Ct.  1047, 
38  L.  ed.  1014. 

[b]  To  Compel  Taxation. — ^A  suit 
cannot  be  maintained  against  a  pub- 
lic officer  to  compel  him  to  exercise 
the  state's  power  of  taxation.  Hopkins 
V.  Clemson  Agr.  College,  221  TJ.  S.  636, 
31  Sup.  Ct.  654,  55  L.  ed.  890,  35  L.  E 
A.  (N.  S.)  243, 
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the  acts  complained  of  were  done  by  him  as  a  state  ofScer  and  under 
authority  of  the  state  is  not  sufficient  to  oust  the  court  of  jurisdiction ; 
he  must  show  that  his  authority  was  sufficient  in  law  to  protect  him.*' 
The  federal  courts  may  enjoin  individual  state  officers  from  enforcing, 
either  by  civil  or  criminal  proceedings,  state  statutes  which  violate  the 
federal  constitution,  to  the  injury  of  the  rights  of  the  complainant,*^ 
or  from  wrongfully  administering  a  valid  statute,*^  or  from  doing, 
without  even  color  of  statutory  authority,  illegal  acts  affecting  com- 
plainant's property  rights,**  and  may  entertain  suits  against  persons 
claiming  to  act  as  officers  of  a  state  who,  under  color  of  an  unconstitu- 
tional statute,  commit  acts  of  wrong  and  injury  to  the  property  of 


[c]  A  suit  to  compel  an  officer  to 
pay  out  tbe  state's  money  in  discharge 
of  a  state  obligation  is  within  the  pro- 
vision. Hopkins  v.  Clemson  Agr.  Col- 
lege, 221  U.  S.  636,  31  Sup.  Ct.  654,  55 
L.  ed.  890,  35  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  243; 
Beagan  v.  Farmers'  Loan  &  Trust  Co., 
154  U.  S.  362,  389,  14  Sup.  Ct.  1047,  38 
L.  ed.  1014;  Pennoyef  v.  McConnaughy, 
140  U.  S.  1,  9,  11  Sup.  Ct.  699,  35  L.  ed. 
363. 

[d]  The  actual,  rather  than  the 
nominal  pi^rties,  determine  whether  the 
suit  is  against  the  state.  Pennoyer  v. 
MeConnaughy,  140  U.  S.  1,  11,  11  Sup. 
Ct.  699,  35  L  ed.  363;  In  re  Ayres,  123 
U.  S.  443,  487,  8  Sup.  Ct.  164,  31  L.  ed. 
216;  Poindexter  v.  Greenhow,  114  TJ.  S. 
270,  287,  5  Sup.  Ct.  903,  29  L.  ed.  185. 

41.  Eeagan  v.  Farmers'  Loan  & 
Trust  Co.,  154  V.  S.  362,  391,  14  Sup. 
Ct.  1047,  38  L.  ed.  1014;  Pennoyer  r. 
McConnaughy,  140  U.  S.  1,  14,  11  Sup. 
Ct.  699,  35  L.  ed.  363;  Poindexter  v. 
Greenhow,  114  U.  S.  270,  287,  5  Sup. 
Ct.  9'03,  29  L.  ed.  185;  Cunningham  v. 
Macon  &  B.  E.  Co.,  109  IJ.  S.  446,  452, 
3  Sup.  Ct.  292,  27  L.  ed.  992. 

42.  McNeill  v.  Southern  E.  Co.,  202 
U.  S.  543,  26  Sup.  Ct.  722,  50  L.  ed. 
1142;  Gunter  v.  Atlantic  C.  L.  E.  Co., 
200  U.  S.  273,  284,  26  Sup.  Ct.  252,  50 
L.  ed.  477;  Prout  v.  Starr,  188  U.  S. 
537,  642,  23  Sup.  Ct.  398,  47  L.  ed.  584; 
Smyth  V.  Ames,  169  TJ.  S.  466,  18  Sup. 
Ct.  418,  42  L.  ed.  819;  Scott  v.  Donald, 
165  U.  S.  107,  112,  17  Sup.  Ct.  262,  41 
L.  ed.  648;  Eeagan  v.  Farmers'  Loan 
&  Trust  Co.,  154  U.  S.  362,  14  Sup.  Ct. 
1047,  38  L.  ed.  1014;  In  re  Tyler,  149 
U.  S.  164,  13  Sup.  Ct.  785,  37  L.  ed. 
689;  Pennoyer  v.  McConnaughy,  140 
U.  8.  1,  10,  11  Sup.  Ct.  699,  35  L.  ed. 
363;  Davis  v.  Gray,  16  Wall.  (TJ.  S.) 
203,  220,  21  L.  ed.  447;  Osborn  v.  Bank 
of  U.  S.,  9  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  738,  6  h.  ed, 
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204;  Haskell  v.  Cowham,  187  Fed.  403, 
109  C.  C,  A.  235;  Eoekaway  Pacific 
Corp.  V.  'Stotesbury,  255  Fed.  345; 
Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Eailroad 
Com.,  157  Fed.  944.  See  also  Philadel- 
phia Co.  V.  Stimson,  223  TJ.  S.  605,  620, 
32  Sup.  Ct.  340,  56  L.  ed.  570;  General 
Oil  Co.  V.  Grain,  209  TJ.  S.  211,  28  Sup. 
Ct.  475,  52  L.  ed.  754,  and  cases  cited. 

[a]  Injunction  Against  Officers. 
"Individuals,  who,  as  officers  of  the 
state,  are  clothed  with  some  duty  in 
regard  to  the  enforcement  of  the  laws 
of  the  state,  and  who  threaten  and  are 
about  to  commence  proceedings,  either 
of  a  civil  or  a  criminal  nature,  to  en- 
force against  parties  affected  an  un- 
constitutional act,  violating  the  fed- 
eral constitution,  may  be  enjoined  by 
a  federal  court  of  equity  from  such 
action."  Ex  parte  Young,  209  TJ.  S. 
123,  125,  28  Sup.  Ct.  441,  52  L.  ed.  714, 
13  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  932,  quoted  with 
approval  in  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v. 
Andrews,  216  V.  8.  165,  30  Sup.  Ct, 
286,  54  L.  ed.  430, 

[b]  Enforcement  of  an  order  of 
the  state  railroad  commission  may  be 
enjoined  where  it  is  invalid.  Louis- 
ville &  N".  E.  Co.  V.  Eailroad  Com.,  191 
Fed.  757;  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  v. 
Allen,  181  Fed.  710. 

43.  Johnson  v.  Lankford,  245  TJ.  S. 
541,  38  Sup.  Ct.  203,  62  L.  ed.  460; 
Scully  V.  Bird,  209  TJ.  S.  481,  28  Sup. 
Ct.  597,  52  L.  ed.  899;  Eeagan  v.  Far- 
mers' Loan  &  Trust  Co.,  154  TJ.  S.  362, 
390,  14  Sup.  Ct.  1047,  38  L.  ed.  1014; 
('hieago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.  v.  Oglesby,  198 
Fed.  153.  See  Martin  v.  Lankford,  245 
TJ.  S.  547,  38  Sup.  Ct.  205,  62  L.  ed. 
464. 

44.  McCreery  Engr.  Co.  v.  Massa- 
chusetts Fan  Co.,  195  Fed.  498,  507, 
115  C.  C.  A.  408,  reversing  186  Fed.  846, 
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plaintiff,  to  recover  money  or  property  in  their  hands  which  they  have 
unlawfully  taken  in  behalf  of  the  state,  or  for  compensation  for  dam- 
ages,^^  or  for  mandamus  to  enforce  the  performance  of  a  plain  legal 
duty  purely  ministerial,*'  or  for  injunction  to  prevent  the  threatened 
violation  of  such  a  duty.*^ 

II.  JURISDICTION  OF  THE  FEDERAL  COURTS.  — A.  General 
EuLES  AND  Principles.  —  1.  In  General.*'  —  The  federal  courts  are 
courts  of  limited  jurisdiction  in  the  sense  that  they  have  no  jurisdic- 
tion except  such  as  is  conferred  on  them  by  the  constitution  and 
laws  of  the  United  States,*^  or  as  necessarily  inheres  in  a  court.®"   But 


45.  Hopkins  v.  Clemson  Agricultural 
,  College,  221  U.  8.  636,  31  Sup.  Ct.  654, 

55  L.  ed.  890;  Scott  v.  Donald,  165  U. 
S.  107,  112,  17  Sup.  Ct.  262,  41  L.  ed. 
648;  Scott  v.  Donald,  165  U.  S.  58,  67, 
17  Sup.  Ct.  265,  41  L.  ed.  632;  Eeagan 
V.  Farmers'  Loan  &  Trust  Co.,  154  U. 
S.  362,  389,  14  Sup.  Ct.  1047,  38  L.  ed. 
1014;  In  re  Tyler,  149  U.  S.  164,  13 
Sup.  Ct.  785,  37  L.  ed.  689;  Pennoyer 
V.  MeConnaughy,  140  TJ.  S.  1,  10,  11 
Sup.  Ct.  699,  35  L.  ed.  363;  Poindexter 
V.  Greenhow,  114  U.  S.  270,  287,  5  Sup. 
Ct.  903,  29  L.  ed.  185. 

46.  Scott  V.  Donald,  165  U.  S.  107, 
113,  17  Sup.  Ct.  262,  41  L.  ed.  648; 
Eeagan  v.  Farmers'  Loan  &  Trust  Co., 
154  U.  S.  362,  389,  14  Sup.  Ct.  1047,  38 
L.  ed.  1014;  In  re  Tyler,  149,  U.  S.  164, 
13  Sup.  Ct.  785,  37  L.  ed.  689;  Pennoyer 
V.  MeConnaughy,  140  U.  S.  1,  10,  11 
Sup.  Ct.  699,  35  L.  ed.  363. 

[a]  "Where  a  plain  official  duty 
requiring  no  exercise  of  discretion  is 
to  be  performed,  and  performance  is 
refused,  any  person  who  will  sustain  a 
personal  injury  by  such  refusal  may 
have  a  mandamus  to  compel  perform- 
ance." Board  of  Liquidation  v.  Me- 
Comb,  92  IT.  S.  531,  23  L.  ed.  623,  quoted 
with  approval  in  Cunningham  v.  Macon 
&  B.  E.  Co.,  109  U.  S.  446,  454,  3  Sup. 
Ct.  292,  27  L.  ed.  992. 

47.  Cunningham  v.  Macon  &  B.  E. 
Co.,  109  U.  S.  446,  454,  3  Sup.  Ct.  292, 
27  L.  ed.  992;  Board  of  Liquidation  v. 
McComb,  92  U.  S.  531,  23  L.  ed.  623. 

48.  Jurisdiction  defined,  see  Illinois 
Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Adams,  180  U.  S.  28,  35, 
21  Sup.  Ct.  251,  45  L.  ed.  410;  The 
Eesolute,  168  U.  S.  437,  18  Sup.  Ct.  112, 
42  L.  od.  533;  St.  Louis  Cotton  Com- 
press Co.  V.  American  Cotton  Co.,  125 
Fed.  196,  60  C.  C.  A.  80;  In  re  Casey, 
195  Fed.  322,  and  generally  the  title 
"Jurisdiction." 


49.  Hollins  v.  Everett,  241  TJ.  8.  661, 
36  Sup.  Ct.  448,  60  L.  ed.  1226;  Thomas 
V.  Board  of  Trustees,  195  IT.  8.  207,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  24,  49  L.  ed.  160;  Hanford  v., 
Davies,  163  U.  8.  273,  16  Sup.  Ct.  1051, 
41  L.  ed.  157;  Anderson  v.  Watt,  138 
U.  S.  694,  702,  11  Sup.  Ct.  449,  34  L. 
ed.  1078;  Mansfield,  C.  &  L.  M.  E.  Co. 
V.  Swan.  Ill  V.  S.  379,  4  Sup.  Ct.  510, 
28  L.  ed.  462;  Bors  v.  Preston,  111  TJ, 
S.  252,  4  Sup.  eft.  407,  28  L.  ed.  419; 
Grace  v.  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co.,  109 
U.  8.  278,  3  Sup.  Ct.  207,  27  L.  ed.  932; 
Eobertson  v.  Cease,  97  U.  S.  646,  24 
L.  ed.  1057;  Morgan's  Exrs.  v.  Gay,  19 
Wall.  (U.  S.)  81,  22  L.  ed.  100;  Kem- 
pe's  Lessee  v.  Kennedy,  5  Cranch  (TJ. 
S.)  173,  3  L.  ed.  70;  Turner  v.  Bank  of 
North  America,  4  Dall.  (U.  8.)  8,  1  L. 
ed.  718;  In  re  Hollins  229  Fed.  349, 
143  C.  C.  A.  469;  Harrington  v.  Atlan- 
tic &  P.  Tel.  Co.,  185  Fed.  493,  107  C. 
C.  A.  693,  reversing  143  Fed.  329;  New- 
comb  V.  Burbank,  181  Fed.  334,  104  C. 
C.  A.  164;  Taylor  v.  Weir,  171  Fed.  636, 
96  C.  C.  A.  438;  Yeandle  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania E.  Co.,  169  Fed.  938,  95  C.  C.  A. 
282;  Knight  v.  Lutcher  &  Moore  Lum- 
ber Co.,  136  Fed.  404,  69  C.  C.  A.  248; 
Yocum  V.  Parker,  130  Fed.  770,  66  C. 
C.  A.  80;  Thompson  v.  Nichols,  254 
Fed.  973;  Peper  Automobile  Co.  v. 
American  Motor  Car  Sales  Co.,  180 
Fed.  245;  Boston  Safe  Deposit  &  Trust 
Co.  17.  City  of  Eacine,  97  Fed.  817; 
United  States  v.  Southern  Pac.  E.  Co., 
49  Fed.  297;  Divine  v.  TJnaka  Nat. 
Bank,  125  Tenn.  98,  140  8.  W.  747. 

fa]  Either  a  federal  question  or  di- 
verse citizenship  must  exist.  Byers  v. 
McAuley,  149  U.  8.  608,  13  Sup.  Ct. 
906,  37  L.  ed.  867. 

50.  Eisley  v.  Utica,  168  Fed.  737. 
[a]     Such  for  example  as  power  to 

punish  for  contempt.    Eisley  v.  TJtica, 
168  Fed.  737, 
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they  exercise  general  jurisdiction  within  their  limitations  as  to  subject 
matter,'^  and  are  in  no  sense  courts  of  inferior  jurisdiction  in  the 
technical  sense  of  those  words.'^^ 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  supreme  court  is  derived  immediately  from 
the  constitution ;  ^^  that  of  the  other  federal  courts  depends  on  some 
act  of  congress.^*  The  supreme  court  cannot,  by  rule,  enlarge  or  di- 
minish its  own  jurisdiction,^^  or  that  of  the  inferior  federal  courts.^^ 
Nor  can  the  jurisdiction  of  a  federal  court  be  extended  by  uniting  in 
the  same  pleading  a  cause  of  action  of  which  it  has  no  jurisdiction  and 
one  of  which  it  has  jurisdiction.^'  Jurisdiction  over  a  particular  class 
of  controversies  ceases  on  repeal  of  the  statute  conferring  it,^^  and  this 
is  true  as  to  pending  cases  in  the  absence  of  a  saving  clause.^^  The 
judicial  code,  however,  contains  a  general  saving  clause.®" 


51.  Toledo,  St  L.  &  W.  E.  Co.  v. 
Perenchio,  205  Fed.  472,  123  C.  C.  A. 
540.   See  infra,  II,  A,  3  and  4. 

52.  Kennedy  v.  Georgia  Bank,  8 
How.  (U.  S.)  586,  12  L.  ed.  1209;  Grig- 
non's  Lessee  v.  Astor,  2  How.  (U.  S.) 
319,  11  L.  ed.  283;  McCormiek  v.  Sul- 
livan, 10  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  192,  6  L.  ed. 
300.  See  infra,  II,  A,  3,  and  15  Stand- 
ard Pboc.  431,  438. 

53.  See  infra,  II,  H,  1. 

[a]  Original  Jurisdiction  of  the  Su- 
preme Court.  —  Minnesota  v.  Hitch- 
cock, 185  XT.  S.  373,  22  Sup.  Ct.  660,  46 
Ir.  ed.  954.  See  generally  infra,  II, 
H,  2. 

54.  Kentucky  v.  Powers,  201  TT.  S. 
1,  24,  26  Sup.  Ct.  387,  50  L.  ed.  633. 

[a]  Passed  pursuant  to  the  power 
conferred  upon  it  by  the  constitution. 
Goldey  v.  Morning  News,  166  U.  S.  518, 
523,  15  Sup.  Ct.  559,  39  L.  ed.  517.  See 
supra,  1,  A. 

[b]  They  have  only  such  power  as 
is  conferred  by  the  constitution  and 
statutes.  United  States  v.  Brooke,  184 
Fed  341;  Harland  v.  United  Lines  Tel. 
Co.,'  40  Fed.  308,  6  L.  B.  A.  252. 

[c]  Before  the  circuit  courts  were 
abolished  by  the  judicial  code,  (1)  it 
was  held  that,  apart  from  the  powers 
that  are  inherent  in  a  judicial  tribu- 
nal after  its  lawful  creation,  they  could 
exercise  no  jurisdiction  not  conferred 
upon  them  by  legislative  enactment. 
Ladew  v.  Tennessee  Copper  Co.,  218 
U.  S.  357,  31  Sup.  Ct.  81,  64  L.  ed.  1069, 
affirming  179  Fed.  245.  (2)  They  pos- 
sessed only  such  jurisdiction  and 
power  as  was  expressly  conferred  upon 
them  by  congress  within  the  limits 
fixed  by  the  constitution.    Mahopoulos 
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V.  Chicago,  E.  1.  &  P.  E.  Co.,  167  Fed. 
165. 

55.  Hudson  v.  Parker,  156  U.  S.  277, 
284,  .15  Sup.  Ct.  450,  39  L.  ed.  424.  See 
6  Standard  Peoc.  55,  58,  60. 

56.  Venner  v.  Great  Northern  E. 
Co.,  209  U.  S.  24,  35,  28  Sup.  Ct.  328, 
52  L.  ed.  666  (but  it  may  prescribe 
in  what  cases  or  classes  of  cases  federal 
courts  will  grant  equitable  relief); 
Hudson  V.  Parker,  156  U.  S.  277,  284, 
15  Sup.  Ct.  460,  39  L.  ed.  424. 

57.  See  infra,  II,  A,  4. 

58.  Fairchild,  v.  United  States,  91 
Fed.  297.  See  generally  17  Standard 
Proc.  710,  et  seq.;  22  Standard  Proc. 
719,  720. 

59.  Sherman  v.  Grinnell,  123  U.  S. 
679,  8  Sup.  Ct.  260,  31  L.  ed.  278;  Bal- 
timore &  P.  E.  Co.  V.  Grant,  98  U.  S. 
398,  25  L.  ed.  231;  United  States  v. 
Kelly,  97  Fed.  460,  34  C.  C.  A.  619; 
United  States  v.  Marsh,  92  Fed.  689, 
38  C.  C.  A.  275;  United  States  v.  Mc- 
Crory,  91  Fed.  295,  33  C.  C.  A.  515; 
Fairchild  v.  United  States,  91  Fed. 
297.  See  generally  17  Standard  Proc. 
710,  et  seq.;  22  Standard  Proc.  719, 
720. 

[a]  Where  the  statute  is  repealed 
after  the  filing  of  the  mandate  of  the 
supreme  court  in  the  trial  court,  the 
latter  can  take  no  further  action.  In 
re  Hall,  167  U.  S.  38,  17  Sup.  Ct.  723, 
42  L.  ed.  69. 

60.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §299. 
36  St.  at  L.  1169,  Comp.  St.  1916, 
§1276.  See  the  following  cases: 
Springstead  v.  Crawfordsville  State 
Bank,  231  U.  S.  541,  34  Sup.  Ct.  195, 
58  L.  ed.  354;  Washington  Home  for 
Incurables  v.  American  Security  &  Tr. 
Co.,  224  U.  S,  486,  32  Sup.  Ct.  654,  56 
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As  Affected  by  Inability  To  Enforce  Judgment.  —  Jurisdiction,  except  in 
case  of  the  supreme  court,  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  court  has  no 
power  to  enforce  its  judgment.^^ 

Duty  to  Assume  Jurisdiction,  etc. —  It  is  the  duty  of  a  federal  court, 
when  properly  appealed  to,  to  take  jurisdiction  in  a  case  over  which  it 
has  jurisdiction  by  law."^  It  may  not  abandon  its  jurisdiction  over  a 
case  of  which  it  has  cognizance  and  turn  the  matter  over  for  adjudica- 
tion to  a  state  court."^ 

Eight  of  Litigants  To  Choose  Between  State  and  Federal  Court.  —  The  right 
of  a  party  plaintiff  to  choose  the  federal  court,  where  there  is  a  choice, 
cannot  be  properly  denied.''* 

2.  Determined  From  FMntiif's  Statement  of  His  Case  and  Condi- 
tions at  Commencement  of  Suit.  —  Until,  in  some  classes  of  cases,  the 
facts  as  to  jurisdiction  otherwise  properly  appear,"^  the  grounds  on 
which  it  depends  are  to  be  determined  from  the  plaintiff's  statement 
of  his  own  cause  of  action,  as  set  forth  in  the  declaration  or  bill.°® 


L.  ed.  854;  Barnes  v.  Cady,  232  Fed. 
318,  146  C.  C.  A.  366;  Texas  Gum  Co. 
V.  Auto  Sales  Gum  &  Chocolate  Co., 
219  Fed.  165,  135  C.  C.  A.  63;  Sloane 
■V.  Kramer  Bros.  &  Co.,  230  Fed.  727; 
McKernan  v  North  Eiver  Ins.  Co.,  206 
Fed.  984;  Taylor  v.  Midland  Val.  E.  Co., 
197  Fed.  323;  United  States  v.  New 
Departure  Mfg.  Co.,  195  Fed.  778;  Hu- 
lae  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  E.  Co.,  194  Fed. 
747. 

61.  Harrison  v.  Moncravie  (C.  C. 
A.),  264  Fed.  776. 

Compare  Virginia  v.  West  Virginia, 
246  U.  S.  565,  38  Sup.  Ct.  400,  62  L. 
ed.  883,  as  to  supreme  court's  power  to 
enforce  its  judgments. 

62.  Willcox  v.  Consolidated  Gas  Co., 
212  U,  S.  19,  40,  29  Sup.  Ct.  192,  53  L. 
ed.  382;  Ex  parte  Young,  209  U.  S. 
123,  142,  28  Sup.  Ct.  441,  52  L.  ed.  714; 
Cohens  v.  Virginia,  6  Wheat.  (XT.  S.) 
264,  404,  5  L.  ed.  257;  Kansas  City 
Gas  Co.  V.  Kansas  City,  198  Fed.  50O. 
See  Lamar  v.  United  States,  241  U.  S. 
103,  36  Sup.  Ct.  535,  60  L.  ed.  912,  and 
17  Standard  Proc.  669. 

[a]  That  the  case  is  one  of  local 
interest  merely  will  not  warrant  the 
court  in  refusing  to  assume  jurisdic- 
tion. Brun  V.  Mann,  161  Fed.  145,  80 
C.  C.  A.  513. 

63.  MeClellan  v.  Garland,  217  U.  S. 
268,  30  Sup.  Ct.  501,  54  L.  ed.  762; 
Chicot  i-. '  Sherwood,  148  U.  S.  529,  13 
Sup.  Ct.  695,  37  L.  ed.  546. 

64.  Willcox  V.  Consolidated  Gas  Co., 
212  U.  S.  19,  40,  29  Sup.  Ct.  192,  53  L. 


ed.  382;  Kansas  City  Gas  Co.  v.  Kan- 
sas City,  198  Fed.  500. 

Concurrent  jurisdiction  of  state  and 
federal  courts,  see  17  Standard  Proc. 
812. 

As  to  right  to  remove  case,  see  the 
title  "Removal  of  Causes." 

[a]  His  motive  in  doing  so  is  un- 
important, (1)  so  long  as  no  improper 
act  is  done  ty  which  the  jurisdiction 
of  such  court  attaches.  In  re  Metro- 
politan Ey.  Eeeeivership,  208  U.  S.  90, 
111,  28  Sup.  Ct.  219,  52  L.  ed.  698; 
Smithers  v.  Smith,  204  U.  S.  632,  644,, 
27  Sup.  Ct.  297,  51  L.  ed.  656;  Blair  v. 
Chicago,  201  U.  S.  400,  448,  26  Sup.  Ct. 
427,  50  L.  ed.  801i  (2)  Where  there  ia 
diversity  of  citizenship,  and  there  is 
no  fraud  or  collusion.  Chicago  V. 
Mills,  204  U.  s:  321,  330,  27  Sup.  Ct. 
286,  51  L.  ed.  504.    See  infra,  II,  F,  9. 

[b]  Choice  between  admiralty  and 
common  law  court,  see  the  title  "Ad- 
miralty" and  Knickerbocker  Ice  Co.  v. 
Stewart  (U.  S.),  40  Sup.  Ct.  438;  Che- 
lentis  V.  Luclcenback  Steamship  Co., 
247  U.  S.  372,  38  Sup.  Ct.  501,  62  L.  ed. 
1171;  Southern  Pac.  Co.  v.  Jensen,  244 
U.  S.  205,  37  Sup.  Ct.  524,  61  L.  ed. 
1086,  Ann.  Cas.  1917E,  900,  L.  R.  A. 
1918C,  451. 

65.  See  infra,  II,  G. 

66.  Shulthis  v.  McDougal,  225  U.  S. 
561,  32  Sup.  St.  704,  56  L.  ed.  1205, 
whether  it  depends  on  jurisdiction 
alone  or  on  other  grounds  as  well.  See 
Waite  V  Santa  Cruz,  184  U.  S.  302, 
327,  22  Sup.  Ct.  327;  46  L.  ed.  552,  and 
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Except  as  it  has  been  modified  by  statute,^'  the  general  rule  is  that, 
regardless  of  questions  which  may  have  been  brought  into  the  suit  by 
the  answers,^^  or  in  the  course  of  the  subsequent  proceedings,^^  juris- 
diction must  be  determined  with  reference  to  the  attitude  of  the  ease,'" 
and  the  status  of  the  parties^^  when  the  suit  is  brought.  When  it  has 
once  attached  it  will  not  be  ousted  by  Subsequent  changes  in  the  con- 
ditions.''^ The  plaintiff  may,  however,  change  pleadings  which  would 
defeat  jurisdiction,  by  amending  them,  '^  or  by  dismissal  as  to  parties 
whose  presence  is  not  absolutely  necessary^*  if  the  facts  warranting, 
such  action  existed  when  the  suit  was  originally  begun.''^ 

3.  Presumptions,  Pleading  and  Proof. —  Since  the  jurisdiction  of 
federal  courts  is  limited  to  a  particular  subject  matter,^^  the  presump- 
tion in  every  stage  of  an  original  cause  in  the  federal  court  is  against 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  until  the  contrary  affirmatively  appears.''' 


infra,  II,  J;  17  Standard  Peoo.  660, 
675,  705. 

Pleading  jurisdiction,  see  infra,  II, 
A,  3. 

Amount  in  controversy  determined 
hy  pleadings,  see  infra,  II,  E,  and  17 
Standard  Peoc.  843. 

67.  For  restrictions  on  the  right  of 
assignees  of  choses  in  action  to  sue 
thereon,  see  infra,  II,  F,  14. 

68.  Sehulthis  v.  MeDoujgal,  225  U.  S. 
561,  32  Sup.  Ct.  704,  56  L.  ed.  1205; 
Barker  v.  Eastman,  206  Fed.  865,  124 
C.  C.  A.  525. 

See  also  infra,  II,  J;  and  17  Standard 
Peoc.  708,  709. 

69.  Shulthis  v.  McDougal,  225  U.  S. 
561,  32  Sup.  Ct.  704,  56  L.  ed.  1205. 
See  also  infra,  11,  J. 

70.  Chicago  V.  Mills,  204  V.  S.  321, 
27  Sup.  Ct.  286,  51  L.  ed.  504  (at  the 
date  of  the  filing  of  the  bill  or  dec- 
laration) ;  Barker  v.  Eastman,  206  Eed. 
865,  124  C.  C.  A.  525.  But  see  Kirby  v. 
American  Soda  Fountain  Co.,  194  U.  S. 
141,  24  Sup.  Ct.  619,  48  L.  ed.  911. 

71.  South  Dakota  v.  North  Carolina, 
192  U.  S.  286,  312,  24  Sup.  Ct.  269,  48 
L.  ed.  448.  See  also  infra,  II,  A,  4; 
II,  F,  5;  II,  H,  2,  a.  Compare,  Newton 
V.  Gage,  155  Fed.  698. 

[a]  Jurisdiction  of  a  suit  by  an  exe- 
cutor against  his  co-executor  to  prevent 
a  spoliation  of  the  estate  is  not  affected 
by  a  subsequent  change  in  the  person- 
nel of  the  executors  and  the  substitu- 
tion of  an  administrator  with  the  will 
annexed.  Monmouth  Inv.  Co.  v.  Means, 
151  Fed.  159,  164,  80  C.  C.  A.  527. 

Effect  of  addition  of  a  party,  see 
infra,  II,  F,  5. 

72.  Kirby  v.  American   Soda  Ponn- 
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tain  Co.,  194  U.  S.  141,  24  Sup.  Ct.  619, 
48  L.  ed.  911. 

See  also  infra,  II,  E,  1,  and  II,  F,  5, 
and  generally  17  Standard  Peoc.  704, 
et  seq. 

Effect  of  ancillary  proceedings  on 
jurisdiction,  see  infra,  II,  A,  4,  b. 

73.  Thomas  v.  Anderson,  223  Fed. 
41,  138  C.  C.  A.  405;  Grove  v.  Grove, 
93  Fed.  865.  See  17  Standard  Proc. 
915,  916,  and  infra,  II,  F,  15,  b. 

74.  See  infra,  II,  F,  5. 

75.  See  Weller  v.  Hanaur,  105  Fed. 
193,  and  mjira,  this  section. 

76.  See  supra,  II,  A,  1. 

77.  Miller  &  Lux  v.  East  Side  Canal 
&  Irr.  Co.,  211  U.  S.  293,  302,  29  Sup. 
Ct.  Ill,  53  L.  ed.  189;  Thomas  v. 
Board  of  Trustees,  195  U.  S.  207,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  24,  49  L.  ed.  160;  Hanford  v. 
Davies,  163  U.  S.  273,  16  Sup.  Ct.  1051, 
41  L.  ed.  154;  Lehigh  Min.  &  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Kelly,  160  U.  S.  327,  16  Sup.  Ct.  307, 
40  L.  ed.  444;  Dowell  v.  Applegate,  152 
V.  S.  327,  340,  14  Sup.  Ct.  611,  38  L.  ed. 
463;  Anderson  -v.  Watt,  138  U.  S.  694, 
702,  11  Sup.  Ct.  449,  34  L.  ed.  1078; 
Mansfield,  G.  &  L.  M.  E.  Co.  v.  Swan, 
111  U.  S.  379,  383,  4  Sup.  Ct.  510,  28 
L.  ed.  462;  Bors  v.  Preston,  111  TJ.  S. 
252,  255,  4  Sup.  Ct.  407,  28  L.  ed.  419; 
Grace  v.  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co.,  109 
U.  S.  278,  3  Sup.  Ct.  207,  27  L.  ed.  932; 
Robertson  v.  Cease,  97  U.  S.  646,  24  L. 
ed.  1057;  Turner  v.  Bank  of  North 
America,  4  Dall.  (U  S.)  8,  1  L.  ed. 
718;  California-Atlantic  S.  S.  Co.  v. 
Central  Door  &  Lumber  Co.,  206  Fed.  5, 
124  C.  C.  A.  139;  Utah-Nevada  Co.  v. 
De  Lamar,  133  Fed.  113,  66  C.  C.  A. 
179  (certiorari  denied,  199  U.  S.  605, 
26  Sup.  Ct.  746,  50  L.  ed.  330) ;    Taylor 
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Jurisdiction  of  federal  courts  over  the  subject  matter,  therefore,  must 
affirmatively  appear  of  record  in  every  case.'^  Such  jurisdiction,  or 
the  facts  upon  which  in  legal  intendment  it  rests^  must  be  distinctly 
and  positively  averred  in  the  pleadings,  or  should  appear  affirmatively 
and  with  equal  distinctness  in  other  parts  of  the  record."  It  is  not 
sufficient  that  it  may  be  inferred  argumentatively.^"  These  general 
rules,  however,  have  no  application  to  a  collateral  attack,  in  which  case 
the  judgments  of  federal  courts  are  entitled  to  the  same  presumptions 


f.  Weir,  171  Fed.  636,  96  C.  C.  A.  438: 
Yoeum  v.  Parker,  130  Ted.  770,  66  C. 
C.  A.  80;  Fife  v.  Whittell,  102  Fed. 
537;  Boston  Safe-Deposit  &  Trust  Co. 
V.  City  of  Racine,  97  Fed.  817;  United 
States  V.  Southern  Pac.  E.  Co.,  49  Fed. 
297. 

78.  Pecos  &  T.  N.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Rosen- 
bloom,  240  U.  S.  439,  36  Sup.  Ct.  390, 
60  L.  ed.  730;  Wells  Co.  v.  Gastonia 
Cotton  Mfg.  Co.,  198  U.  S.  177,  182, 
25  Sup.  Ct.  640,  49  L.  ed.  1003;  Thomas 
v.  Board  of  Trustees,  195  TJ.  S.  207,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  24,  49  L.  ed.  160;  Continental 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Ehoads,  119  U.  S.  237,  7 
Sup.  Ct.  193,  30  L.  ed.  380;  Morgan's 
Ex'r  »  Gay,  19  Wall.  (U.  S.)  81,  22 
L.  ed.  lOO;  Turner  v.  Bank  of  North 
America,  4  Ball.  (U.  S.)  8,  1  L.  ed. 
718;  Farmers'  Oil  &  Guano  Co.  v. 
Duckworth  Co.,  217  Fed.  362,  133  C.  C. 
A.  278;  California-Atlantic  S.  S.  Co.  1}. 
Central  Door  &  Lumber  Co.,  206  Fed.  5, 
124  C.  C.  A.  139;  Taylor  v.  Weir,  171 
Fed.  636,  96  C.  C.  A.  438;  Shade  v. 
Northern  Pac.  Ey.  Co.,  206  Fed.  353; 
Dobson  V.  Farbenfabriken  of  Elberfeld 
Co.,  206  Fed.  125. 

See  also  infra,  II,  E,  and  II,  F. 

[a]  When  Put  in  Issue.  —  Peper 
Automobile  Co.  v.  American  Motor  Car 
Sales  Co.,  180  Fed.  245. 

fb]  The  facts  upon  which,  jurisdic- 
tion rests  must  (1)  affirmatively  appear 
in  the  record.  Fishback  v.  Western 
Union  Tel.  Co.,  161  U.  S.  96,  16  Sup. 
Ct.  506,  40  L.  ed.  630;  Turner  v.  Jack- 
son Lumber  Co.,  159  Fed.  923,  926,  87 
C.  C.  A.  103.  (2)  Jurisdiction  cannot 
rest  on  any  ground  that  is  not  afBrma- 
tively  and  distinctly  set  forth.  Shult- 
his  V.  McDougal,  225  U.  S.  561,  32  Sup. 
Ct.  704,  56  L.  ed.  1205. 

[e]  On  appeal  or  error  (1)  the  rec- 
ord must  affirmatively  show  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court  below.  Dred  Scott 
V.  Sandford,  19  How.  (U.  S.)  393,  402, 
15  L.  ed.  691;  Newcomb  v.  Burbank, 
181  Fed.  334,  104  C.  C.  A.  164.      (2) 


"No  presumption  will  be  entertained 
as  to  the  existence  of  the  jurisdictional 
facts."  Yeandle  v.  Pennsylvania  R. 
Co.,  169  Fed.  938,  95  C.  C.  A.  282.  (3) 
The  burden  is  on  hira  who  would  sus- 
tain the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  below 
to  show  such  jurisdiction  from  the  rec- 
ord. Watson  V.  Bonfils,  116  Fed.  157, 
53  C.  C.  A.  535.  See  Burlington  Trust 
Co.  V.  Porter,  187  U.  S.  641,  23  Sup.  Ct. 
841,  47  L.  ed.  345.  (4)  Otherwise  a 
decree  is  erroneous  and  will  be  reversed 
on  appeal.  Peper  v.  Fordyce,  119  U.  S. 
469,  7  Sup.  Ct.  287,  30  L.  ed.  435. 

79.  Yeandle  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co., 
169  Fed.  938,  95  C.  C.  A.  282  (jurisdic- 
tional facts  must  be  alleged,  and  if 
controverted,  must  be  proved) ;  United 
States  V.  Stannard,  207  Fed.  198;  Bos- 
ton Safe-Deposit  &  Trust  Co.  v.  City  of 
Racine,  97  Fed.  817.  See  generally  6 
Standard  Proc.  674;  also  infra,  II,  E, 

4;    II,  F;    II,   J,   4. 

[a]  "The  condition  upon  which 
jurisdiction  rests  must  exist  in  fact, 
and  must  be  so  alleged  in  the  bill,  and 
not  as  a  mere  contingency  which  may 
arise."  Boston  Safe-Deposit  &  Trust 
Co.  V.  City  of  Racine,  97  Fed.  817. 

[b]  Where  jurisdiction  is  not  chal- 
lenged by  pleading,  it  is  sufficient  if  it 
is  disclosed  in  any  part  of  the  record, 
including  the  proofs.  Mahoning  Val. 
E.  Co.  V.  O'Hara,  196  Fed.  945,  116  C. 
C.  A.  495. 

Amendment  'to ,  sbov  jurisdiction,  see 
17  Standard  Proc.  915,  916,  and  infra, 
II,  F,  15,  b. 

80.  Hull  V.  Burr,  234  U.  S.  712,  34 
Sup.  Ct.  892,  58  L.  ed.  1557;  Thomas 
V.  Board  of  Trustees,  195  U.  S.  207,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  892,  58  L.  ed.  1557;  Thomas 
Co.  V.  Butler  County,  166  U  S.  648,  655, 
17  Sup.  Ct.  709,  41  L.  ed.'  1149;  Rob- 
ertson V.  Cease,  97  U.  S.  646,  24  L.  ed. 
1057;  Brown  v.  Keene,  8  Pet.  (U.  S.) 
112,  8  L.  ed.  885;  Strout  v.  United 
Shoe  Mach.  Co.,  195  Fed.  313.  See  also 
infra.,  II,  E,  and  II,  F,  15. 
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both  as  to  subject  matter  and  parties,  as  the  judgments  of  other  super- 
ior courts.*^ 

Burden  of  Proof.  —  A  proper  pleading  of  the  necessary  jurisdictional 
facts  ordinarily  makes  a  prima  facie  case  in  favor  of  jurisdiction,*^ 
but  the  contrary  is  true  in  so  far  as  jurisdiction  depends  on  the  pres- 
ence of  persons  or  property  within  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  the 
court.*^  The  burden  of  proving  citizenship,^*  or  that  the  jurisdictional 
amount  is  involved,^"  is  treated  elsewhere  in  this  article.   • 

4.  Jurisdiction  of  Whole  Controversy.  —  a.  Generally.  —  Where 
the  case  is  one  properly  commenced  in  a  federal  court,  jurisdiction 
extends  to  the  whole  controversy,  including  purely  local  or  state  ques- 
tions as  well  as  federal  questions;*"  and  original  jurisdiction  once 
rightfully  obtained  may  be  retained  until  complete  relief,  within  the 
scope  of  the  subject  matter,  has  been  afforded,*^  regardless  of  a  change 
in  the  conditions  conferring  jurisdiction.^^  This  rule,  however,  does 
not  operate  to  extend  jurisdiction  to  wholly  independent  matters,*' 
and  hence  does  not  authorize  the  joinder  of  a  cause  of  action  which  is 
without  the  federal  jurisdiction  with  one  which  is  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion.^"   But  it  does  warrant  the  court  in  considering  any  non-federa^ 


81.  See  15  Standard  Peoc.  438,  and 
Ex  parte  Steiner,  202  Fed.  419,  124  C. 
C.  A.  89. 

82.  Steigleder  v.  McQuesten,  198 
V.  8.  141,  25  Sup.  Ct.  616,  49  L.  ed. 
986;  Bjornquist  v.  Boston  &  A.  E.  Co., 
250  Fed.  929,  163  C.  C.  A.  179;  Pike 
County  V.  Spencer,  192  Fed.  11,  112  C. 
C.  A.  433,  reversing  183  Fed.  894;  Hill 
V.  "Walker,  167  Fed.  241,  92  C.  C.  A. 
633;  Every  Evening  Printing  Co.  v. 
Butler,  144  Fed.  916,  75  C  C.  A.  657; 
Adams  v.  Shirk,  117  Fed.  801,  65  C.  C. 
A.  25.  See  Chase  v.  Wetzlar,  225  TJ. 
S.  79,  85,  32  Sup.  Ct.  659,  56  L.  ed. 
990,  and  supra,  II,  A,  2. 

83.  Chase  v.  Wetzlar,  225  U.  S.  79, 

85,  32  Sup.  Ct.  659,  56  L.  ed.  990,  as 
where  the  presence  of  the  property 
sought  to  be  affected  within  the  district 
is  essential  to  .iurisdiction. 

[a]  The  turden  of  proving  that 
fact  is  on  the  plaintiff  when  his  allega- 
tions to  that  effect  are  properly  put  in 
issue.     Chase  v.  Wetzlar,  225  XT.  S.  79, 

86,  32  Sup.  Ct.  659,  56  L.  ed.  990. 
84.'  See  infra^  II,  F,  15. 

85.  See  infra,  II,  E,  4. 

86.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Greene, 
244  U.  S.  522,  37  Sup.  Ct.  683,  61  L.  ed. 
1291,  Ann.  Cas.  1917E,  97;  Farr  V. 
Hobe-Peters  Land  Co.,  188  Fed.  10,  110 
C.  C.  A.  160;  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  225 
Fed.  413;  Portland  Ey.  L.  &  P.  Co.  v. 
Portland,  210  Fed.  667.    See  infra,  II, 
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H,  4,  b,  (I),  (D),  (4);  II,  J,  4,  and  17 
Standard  Peoc.  759,  760,  note  12   [a]. 

87.  Ward  v.  Todd,  103  U.  S.  327, 
26  L.  ed.  339;  Pollock  v.  Lawrence 
County,  2  Pittsb.  Eep.  137,  19  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  11,255.  See  17  StandXkd  Peoc. 
757,  758,  and  infra,  II,  A,  4  b;  II,  H,  4, 
b,  (I),  (D),  (4);  II,  H,  4,  e,  (II),  (M). 

Scope  of  review  in  cases  taken  from 
state  to  federal  supreme  court,  see 
infra,  II,  H,  4,  (II),  (M). 

88.  See  supra,  II,  A,  2. 

89.  Hecht  v,  Toughiogheny  &  Lehigh 
Coal  Co.,  162  Fed.  812.  See  Stillman  v. 
Combe,  197  U.  S.  436,  25  Sup.  Ct.  48'0, 
49  L.  ed.  822;  Eaphael  v.  Traak,  194 
TJ.  S.  272,  278,  24  Sup.  Ct.  647,  48  L.  ed. 
973;  American  Baptist  Home  Mission 
Soc.  V.  Stewart,  192  Fed.  976. 

[a]  Jurisdiction  of  Infringement 
does  not  carry  with  it  jurisdiction  of 
alleged  unfair  competition  based  upon 
the  same  acts.  Mecky  v.  Grabowski, 
177  Fed.  591;  Cushman  v.  Atlantis 
Fountain  Pen  Co.,  164  Fed.  94;  King 
&,  Co.  f.  Inlander,  133  Fed.  '416.  See 
also  Woerheide  v.  H.  W.  Johns-Manville 
Co.,  199  Fed.  535."  ■Contra,  Onondaga 
Indian  Wigwam  Co.  v.  Ka-Noo-No  In- 
dian Mfg.  Co.,  182  Fed.  832.  And  see 
K-W  Ignition  Co.  v.  Temeo  Electric 
Motor  Co.,  243  Fed.  588,  156  C.  C.  A. 
286,  that  claim  for  unfair  competition 
may  be  considered  in  the  accounting  of 
profits  and  damages. 

90.  Geneva  Furn.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Kar- 
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grounds  of  action  in  support  of  the  same  cause  of  action.^' 

b.  Jurisdiction  of  Ancillary  and  Incidental  Proceedings.  —  Juris- 
diction of  ancillary  and  incidental  proceedings  is  determined  by  that  of 
the  main  case.^^  This  rule  is  regardless  of  the  citizenship  of  the 
parties,^^  or  the  amount  in  controversy,**  or  the  presence  of  additional 


pen  &  Bros.,  238  IT.  S.  254,  35  Sup.  Ct. 
788,  59  L.  ed.  1295;  Brun  v.  Mann,  151 
Fed.  145,  149,  80  C.  C.  A.  513;  Mallin- 
son  V.  Eyan,  242  Fed.  951  (unfair  com- 
petition based  on  acts  independent  of 
infringement,  cannot  be  joined  ■with  in- 
fringement where  there  is  no  diversity 
of  citizenship) ;  Electric  Boat  Co.  v. 
Lake  Torpedo  Boat  Co.,  215  Fed.  377; 
National  Casket  Co.  v.  New  York  &  B. 
Casket  Co.,  185  Fed.  533. 

[a]  Equity  Eule  26  does  not  author- 
ize such  a  joinder.  Vose  v.  Roebuck 
Weather  Strip  &  Wire  Screen  Co.,  210 
Fed.  687. 

91.  Larabee  v.  Dolley,  175  Fed.  365. 

92.  Eailroad  Com.  v.  Worthington, 
225  U.  S.  101,  32  Sup.  Ct.  653,  56  L.  ed. 
1004  (affirming,  187  Fed.  965,  110  C.  C. 
A.  85);  Raphael  v.  Trask,  194  IT.  S. 
272,  278,  24  Sup.  Ct.  647,  48  L.  ed.  973; 
Julian  V.  Central  Trust  Co.,  193  TJ.  S. 
93,  113,  24  Sup.  Ct.  399,  48  L.  ed.  629; 
White  V.  Ewing,  159  V.  S.  36,  15  Sup. 
Ct.  1018,  40  L.  ed.  67;  In  re  Tyler,  149 
U.  8.  164,  13  Sup.  Ct.  785,  37  L.  ed.  689; 
Stewart  v.  Dunham,  115  U.  S.  61,  5  Sup. 
Ct.  1163,  29  L.  ed.  329;  Lee  Line 
Steamers  v.  Robinson,  232  Fed.  417,  146 
C.  C.  A.  411;  Ferguson  v.  Omaha  &  S. 
W.  R.  Co.,  227  Fed.  513,  142  C.  C.  A. 
145;  American  Surety  Co.  v.  Shultz, 
223  Fed.  280,  138  C.  C.  A.  522;  Hol- 
lander V.  Heaslip,  222  Fed.  808,  137  C. 
C.  A.  1;  Cushman  v.  Warren-Scharf 
Asphalt  Paving  Co.,  220  Fed.  ,857,  135 
C.  C.  A.  289;  Mississippi  Val.  Fuel  Co. 
V.  Watson  Coal  Co.,  202  Fed.  122,  120  C. 
C.  A.  276;  Tucker  v.  Hubbert,  196  Fed. 
849,  117  C.  C.  A.  365;  Robertson  v. 
Conway,  188  Fed.  579,  110  C.  C.  A.  377; 
Bluefields  S.  S.  Co.  v.  Steele,  184  Fed. 
584,  106  C.  C.  A.  564;  Ky.  State  Board 
of  Control  v.  Lewis,  176  Fed.  556,  100 
C.  C.  A.  208;  St.  Louis — San  Francisco 
By.  Co.  V.  MeElvain,  253  Fed.  123; 
Brown  v.  Crawford,  252  Fed.  248;  Ven. 
ner  v.  Pennsylvania  Steel  Co.,  250  Fed. 
292;  Portland  Wood  Pipe  Co.  v.  Slick 
Bros.  Const.  Co..  222  Fed.  528;  J.  El- 
wood  Lee  Co.  v.  Grace  Hospital,  206 
Fed.  994;  Trust  Co.  of  America  v. 
Chicago,  P.  &  St.  L.  E.  Co.,  199  Fed. 


593;    Patterson  v.  Mater,  26  Fed.  31. 
See  17  Standard  Proc.  758. 

93.  Wabash  E.  Co.  v.  Adelbert  Col- 
lege, 208  U.  S.  38,  54,  28  Sup.  Ct.  182, 
52  L.  ed.  379,  rehearing  denied,  208 
U.  S.  609,  28  Sup.  Ct.  425,  52  L.  ed. 
642;  White  v.  Ewing,  159  U.  S.  36,  15 
Sup.  Ct.  1018,  40  L.  ed.  67;  Byers  v. 
McAuley,  149  TJ.  S.  608,  13  Sup.  Ct. 
906,  37  L.  ed.  867;  Stewart  v.  Dunham, 
115  U.  S.  61,  5  Sup.  Ct.  1163,  29  L.  ed. 
329;  Ross  v.  Miller,  252  Fed.  697,  164 
C.  C.  A.  537;  Tucker  v.  Hubbert,  196 
Fed.  849,  117  C.  C.  A.  365;  Brun  v. 
Mann,  151  Fed.  145,  150,  80  C.  C.  A. 
513,  12  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  154;  Brooks 
V.  Laurent,  98  Fed.  647,  652,  39  C.  C.  A. 
201;  Lamb  v.  Ewing,  64  Fed.  269,  4 
C.  C.  A.  320;  Brown  v.  Crawford,  252 
Fed.  248;  Federal  Min.  &  S.  Co.  v. 
Bunker  Hill  &  S.  M.  &  C.  Co.,  187  Fed. 
474.     See  infra,  II,  F.  5. 

[a]  Power  to  appoint  a  receiver 
ancillary  to  a  receivership  in  auother 
district  is  in  no  way  dependent  upon 
diverse  citizenship  of  the  parties  in 
the  ancillary  suit.  Bluefields  S.  S.  Co. 
V.  Steele,  184  Fed.  584,  106  C.  C.  A. 
564. 

fb]  Ancillary  proceeding  in  manda- 
mus to  enforce  its  judgment  may  be 
maintained  regardless  of  the  citizen- 
ship of  the  parties.  Tucker  v.  Hubbert 
196  Fed.  849,  117  C.  C.  A.  365. 

[c]  An  action  to  compel  the  direc- 
tors of  a  corporation  to  pay  a  judgment 
against  the  corporation  for  damages 
for  infringement  of  a  patent  is  not  an- 
cillary to  the  suit  ;in  which  such  judg- 
ment was  recovered  so  as  to  give  the 
federal  court  jurisdiction  where  there 
is  no  diversity  of  citizenship.  H.  C. 
Cook  Co.  V.  Beecher,  217  U.  S.  497,  30 
Sup.  Ct.  601,  54  L.  ed.  855. 

94.  White  v.  Ewing,  159  U.  S.  36, 
15  Sup.  Ct.  1018,  40  L.  ed.  67;  Cush- 
man V.  Warren-Scharf  Asphalt  Paving 
Co.,  220  Fed.  857,  135  C.  C.  A.  289; 
Robertson  v.  Conway,  188  Fed.  579,  110 
C.  C.  A.  377;  Brun  v.  Mann,  161  Fed. 
145,  150,  80  C.  C.  A.  513;  Lamb  v. 
Ewing,  54  Fed.  269,  4  C.  C.  A.  320;    J. 
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parties,*'  or  the  existence  of  a  federal  question's  in  the  ancillary  suit, 
and  applies  to  appellate  jurisdiction."^  Ancillary  jurisdiction  cannot 
be  destroyed  or  restrained  by  the  states,'^  but  is  subject  to  the  limita- 
tion that  a  federal  court  cannot  seize  or  take  from  another  court  prop- 
erty in  the  exclusive  legal  custody  of  the  latter.»»  The  term  "ancil- 
lary" is  not  here  used  in  a  strictly  technical  sense.^  In  general  it 
means  a  sui.t  or  proceeding  growing  out  of  and  dependent  upon  a  prior 
suit  and  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  or  impeaching  the  judgment  or 
decree  therein,^  and  apparently  includes  the  issuance  of  writs  not  other- 


Elwood  Lee  Co.  v.  Grace  Hospital,  206 
Fed.  994. 

[a]  Payment  of  Speciai  Assessment. 
Where  under  a  mandamus  from  a,  fed- 
eral court  a  city  makes  a  special  as- 
sessment, the  federal  court  has  juris- 
diction to  enforce  payment  of  the  as- 
sessment -without  regard  to  the  amount 
involved.  Cushman  v.  Warren-Seharf 
Asphalt  Paving  Co.,  220  Fed.  857,  135 
0.  C.  A.  289,  certiorari  denied,  238  U. 
e.  621,  35  Sup.  Ct,  603,  59  L.  ed.  1493. 

95.  Ferguson  v.  Omaha  A  S.  "W.  E. 
Co.,  227  Fed.  513,  142  C.  0.  A.  145; 
Venner  v.  Pennsylvania  Steel  Co.,  250 
Fed.  292.    See  infra,  II,  F,  5. 

96.  Brun  v.  Mann,  151  Fed.  145, 150, 
80  C.  C.  A.  513;  J.  Elwood  Lee  Co.  v. 
Grace  Hospital,  206  Fed.  994;  Files  v. 
Davis,  118  Fed.  465. 

97.  Arkadelphia  Milling  Co.  v.  St. 
Louis  S.  W.  E.  Co.,  249  U.  S.  134,  39 
Sup.  Ct.  237,  63  L.  ed.  517;  Eichel  v. 
United  States  Fid.  &  Guar.  Co.,  245  TJ. 
S.  102,  38  Sup.  Ct.  47,  62  L.  ed.  177. 
See  infra,  II,  H,  4,  a;  II,  H,  4,  b,  (VI). 

98.  Collin  County  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Hughes,  152  Fed.  414,  81  C.  C.  A.  556; 
Rehearing  denied,  155  Fed.  389,  83  C.  C. 
A.  661;  Brun  v.  Mann,  151  Fed.  145, 
149,  80  C.  C.  A.  613. 

99.  Brun  v.  Mann,  151  Fed.  145,  149, 
80  C.  C.  A.  513;  Mau3  &  Co.  v.  Sioux 
Nat.   Bank,   81   Fed.   3. 

1.  Milwaukee  &  M.  E.  Co.  v.  Sout- 
ter,  2  Wall.  (U.  S.)  609,  17  TT.  S.  886. 

[a]  "In  deteiminlng -whetber  a  liilL 
is  original  and  independent,  or  is  an- 
cillary and  auxiliary  to  a  matter  al- 
ready before  the  court,  we  are  not  con- 
fined to  the  line  which,  in  chancery 
pleadings,  divides  original  bills  from 
cross-bills  and  supplemental  bills,  but 
may  look  to  the  essence  of  the  matter, 
and  to  principles  which,  as  regards 
parties,  the  federal  courts  have  adopted 
in    reference    .to    their    jurisdiction."' 
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Peay  v.  Schenck,   Woolw.  175,  21  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  12,450. 

2.  Ferguson  v.  Omaha  &  S.  W.  E. 
Co.,  227  Fed.  513,  142  C.  C.  A.  145. 

[a]  Thus,  a  federal  court  exercising 
a  jurisdiction  apparently  belonging  to 
it  may  thereafter,  by  ancillary  suit, 
inquire  whether  such  jurisdiction  in 
fact  existed  (Eiverdale  Cotton  Mills 
17.  Alabama  &  Ga.  Mfg.  Co.,  198  XJ.  S. 
188,  195,  25  Sup.  Ct.  629,.  49  L.  ed. 
1008),  and  (2)  may  protect  the  title 
which  it  has  decreed  as  against  all- 
parties  to  the  original  suit,  and  prevent 
them  from  relitigating  the  questions  of 
right  which  have  already  been  de- 
termined. Eiverdale  Cotton  Mills  v. 
Alabama  &  Ga.  Mfg.  Co.,  198  U.  S.  188, 
195,  25  Sup.  Ct.  629,  49  L.  ed.  1008; 
St,  Louis  -  San  Francisco  Ey.  Co.  v. 
McElvain,  253  Fed.  123. 

[b]  "That  judicial  power  essential- 
ly Involves  the  right  to  enforce  the  re- 
sults of  its  exertion  is  elementary." 
Virginia  v.  West  Virginia,  246  U.  S. 
565,  38  Sup.  Ct.  400,  62  L.  ed.  883.  See 
also  Central  Nat.  Bank  v.  Stevens,  169 
U.  S.  432,  18  Sup.  Ct.  403,  42  L.  ed. 
807;  United  States  v.  Allred,  155  U.  S. 
591,  15  Sup.  Ct.  231,  39  L.  ed.  273; 
Ward  V.  Todd,  103  U.  S.  327,  26  L.  ed. 
339;  Eiggs  v.  Johnson,  6  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
166,  18  L.  ed.  768.  Compare,  H.  C. 
Cook  Co.  V.  Beecher,  172  Fed.  166  (in- 
dependent suit  against  directors  to 
charge  them  with  liability  on  a  judg- 
ment against  the  corporation,  is  not 
ancillary).  This  power  extends  to 
judgments  in  suits  between  states.  See 
infra,  II,  H,  2,  c,  (III). 

[c]  A.  suit  to  enforce  payment  of  a 
tax  in  order  to  satisfy  judgment  there- 
tofore rendered  by  the  lower  court  on 
its  law  side,  (1)  though  in  form  orig- 
inal, was  held  to  be  ancillary  in  char- 
acter, so  that  the  court  had  jurisdic- 
tion thereof  irrespective  of  the  amount 
in  controversy.  Preston  v.  Calloway,  183 
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wise  provided  for,  which  may  be  necessary  for  this  purpose.*  The 
ancillary  proceeding  must  be  dependent  upon  and  relate  to  some  other 
proceeding  within  the  federal  jurisdiction.*  A  decree  in  the  original 
proceeding  does  not  terminate  ancillary  jurisdiction,^  neither  does  the 
dismissal  of  the  original  bill  properly  brought  in  a  federal  court,  ter- 
minate jurisdiction  of  a  cross-bill  although  the  requisite  diversity  of 
citizenship  no  longer  exists,*  though  it  has  been  held  that  such  a  dis- 
missal does  destroy  jurisdiction  over  an  ancillary  bill,''  except  where 
the  ancillary  proceeding  is  to  set  aside  the  dismissal.^  But  the  court's 
loss  of  custody  of  property  constituting  the  sole  ground  of  jurisdic- 
tion terminates  the  ancillary  jurisdiction.^ 

Ancillary  jurisdiction  includes  proceedings  which  are  germane  to 
the  subject  matter  of  the  original  suit,  whether  instituted  by  way  of 


Fed.  19,  105  C.  C.  A.  311.  (2)  So  a 
suit  may  be  maintained  to  enforce  a 
special  assessment  levied  pursuant  to 
mandamus  proceedings  in  a  federal 
court.  Cushman  v.  Warren-Scharf  As- 
phalt Paving  Co.,  220  Fed.  857,  135 
C.  C.  A.  289,  certiorari  denied  iu  238 
V.  S.  621,  35  Sup.  Ct.  603,  59  L.  ed. 
1493. 

[d]  A  1)111  in  equity  dependent  upon 
a  former  action  of  which  the  federal 
court  had  jurisdiction  may  he  main- 
tained regardless  of  the  existence  of  a. 
federal  question,  or  of  diversity  of 
citizenship,  or  of  the  amount  in  contro- 
versy, "(1)  to  aid,  enjoin,  or  regulate 
the  original  suit;  (2)  to  restrain,  avoid, 
explain,  or  enforce  the  judgment  or 
decree  therein;  or  (3)  to  enforce  or 
obtain  an  adjudication  of  liens  upon, 
or  claims  to  property  in  the  custody  of 
the  court  in  the  original  suit.  Such  a, 
dependent  suit  is  but  a  continuation  in 
a  court  of  equity  of  the  origiual  suit, 
to  the  end  that  more  complete  justice 
may  be  done."  Brun  v.  Mann,  151 
Fed.  145,  150,  80  C.  C.  A.  513.  See 
also  Lee  Line  Steamers  v.  Robinson,  232 
Fed.  417,  146  C.  C.  A.  411;  St.  Louis- 
San  Francisco  Ey.  Co.  v.  McElvain,  253 
Fed.  123. 

3.  See  United  States  v.  Mayer,  235 
U.  S.  55, 1 35  Sup.  Ct.  16,  59  L.  ed.  129; 
Whitney  v.  Dick,  202  U.  S.  132,  26  Sup. 
Ct.  584,  50  L.  ed.  963;  In  re  Burrus, 
136  U.  S.  586,  10  Sup.  Ct.  850,  34  L.  ed. 
1500,  and  infra,  II,  H,  3;  II,  J,  29. 

[a]  Mandamus  (1)  to  enforce  judg- 
ment (Tucker  v.  Hubbert,  196  Fed.  849, 
117  C.  C.  A.  365)  against  (2)  officers 
of  the  public  corporation  against  which 
judgment  was  obtained.  Labette 
County  V.  V.  S.,  112  U.  S.  217,  5  Sup. 


Ct.  108,  28  L,  ed.  698;    Board  of  Liqui- 
dation V.  United  States,  108  Fed.  689, 

47  C.  C.  A.  587. 

4.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  E.  Co.  v. 
McKnight,  244  U.  S.  368,  37  Sup.  Ct. 
611,  61  L.  ed.  1200;  Hamer  v.  New 
York  Eys.  Co.,  244  U.  S.  266,  37  Sup. 
Ct.  511,  61  L.  ed.  1125;  Christmas  v. 
Russell,  14  Wall.  (U.  S.)  69,  20  L.  ed. 
762;  Campbell  v.  Golden  Cycle  Min. 
Co.,  141  Fed.  610,  73  C.  C.  A.  260; 
Raphael  v.  Trask,  118  Fed.  777,  af- 
firmed  in  194  U.  S.  272,  24  Sup.  Ct.  647, 

48  L.  ed.  973. 

[a]  Change  of  citizenship  since  ren- 
dition of  the  original  decree,  whereby 
the  parties  become  citizens  of  the  same 
state,  does  not  defeat  jurisdiction  of 
proceedings  to  enforce  it.  Jenks  v. 
Brewster,  96  Fed.  625.  See  Pell  v.  Mc- 
Cabe  (U.  S.),  40  Sup.  Ct.  43,  also 
supra,  II,  A,  2. 

5.  Craig  v.  Dorr,  145  Fed.  307,  78 
C.  C.  A.  559,  decree  on  original  bill 
does  not  terminate  jurisdiction  as  to 
cross-bill.  Compare,  St  Louis,  I.  M. 
&  S.  R.  Co.  V.  McKnight,  244  U.  S.  368, 
37  Sup.  Ct.  611,  61  L.  ed.  1200,  after 
reversal  by  supreme  court. 

6.  Kirby  v.  American  Soda  Fountain 
Co.,  194  U.  S.  141,  24  Sup.  Ct.  619,  48 
L.  ed.  911;  United  States  v.  Mackey, 
214  Fed.  137,  153,  decree  reversed,  216 
Fed.  126,  132  C.  C.  A.  370. 

7.  Cabaniss  v.  Eeco  Min.  Co.,  116 
Fed.  318,  54  C.  C.  A.  190,  58  L.  E.  A. 
911. 

8.  O'Connor  v.  O'Connor,  146  Fed. 
994. 

9.  Brady  v.  South  Shore  Traction 
Co.,  206  Fed.  336,  sale  by  receiver  of 
property  terminates  jurisdiction  to  en- 
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crossbill,  bill  of  revivor,  intervention,^"  or  counterclaim,^^  and  war- 
rants a  judgment  on  the  cross-demand,  though  it  may  exceed  the  plain- 
tiff's elaim.^^  Ancillary  proceedings  have  been  held  to  include  pro- 
ceedings to  determine  conflicting  claims  to  property  in  the  custody  of 
the  court, ^^  or  to  enforce  liens  against  it,^*  or  to  preserve  and  protect 
it,^^  as  by  appointment  of  a  receiver ;  "    actions  to  redress  injuries  to 


join  future  interference  with  the  prop- 
erty. 

10.  Brooks  V.  Laurent,  98  Fed.  647, 
39  C.  C.  A.  201. 

[a]  Jurisdiction  in  respect  of  cross- 
bills which  are  ancillary,  follows  the 
jurisdiction  over  the  principal  bill. 
Rickey  Land  &  Cattle  Co.  v.  Miller  & 
Lux,  218  U.  S.  258,  31  Sup.  Ct.  11,  64 
L.  ed.  1032,  affirming,  152  Fed.  11,  81 
C.  C.  A.  207;  Morgan's  L.  &  T.  Ey.  & 
S.  S.  Co.  V.  Texas  Cent.  Ey.  Co.,  137 
V.  S.  171,  11  Sup.  Ct.  61,  34  L.  ed.  625; 
Brooks  V.  Laurent,  98  Fed.  647,  39  C. 
C.  A.  201;  Brown  v.  Crawford,  252 
Fed.  248;  Federal  Min.  &  S.  Co.  v. 
Bunker  Hill  &  S.  M.  &  C.  Co.,  187  Fed. 
474;  Ulman  v.  Jaeger's  Admr.,  155  Fed. 
I'Oll;  Lavis  v.  Consumers'  Brew.  Co., 
106  Fed,  435  (to  restrain  a  receiver 
after  his  discharge,  from  using  informa- 
tion acquired  as  receiver) ;  First  Nat. 
Banku.  Salem  Capital  Flour  Mills  Co., 
31  Fed.  580;  Sehenck  v.  Peay,  Woolw. 
175,  21  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,450.  See  gen- 
erally 6  Standard  Pkoc.  270.  Compare 
supra,  II,  A,  2;  infra,  11,  F,  5;  and 
Newton  v.  Gage,  155  Fed.  698;  Van- 
nerson  v.  Leverett,  31  Fed.  376. 

[b]  Jurisdiction  in  the  case  of  an 
intervention  is  determined  by  that  of 
the  main  cause.  Shulthis  Vj  McDougal, 
225  U.  S.  561,  32  Sup.  Ct.  704,  56  L.  ed^ 
1205;  Eailroad  Com.  v.  Worthington, 
225  U.  S.  101,  32  Sup.  Ct.  653,  56  L. 
ed.  1004  {affirming,  187  Fed.  965,  110 
C.  C.  A.  85) ;  St.  Louis,  K.  C.  &  C.  R. 
Co.  V.  Wabash  E.  Co.,  217  U.  S.  247,  30 
Sup.  Ct.  510,  54  L.  ed.  752;  Eouse  v. 
Letcher,  156  U.  S.  47,  15  Sup.  Ct.  266, 
39  L.  ed.  341;  People's  Sav.  Inst.  v. 
Miles,  76  Fed.  252,  22  C.  C.  A.  152.  See 
also,  14  Standard  Proc.  291,  et  seq., 
and  infra,  II,  F,  5.  But  see  Forest  'Oil 
Co.  V.  Crawford,  101  Fed.  849,  42  C.  C. 
A.  54;  United  Electric  Securities  Co. 
V.  Louisiana  Elec.  L.  Co.,  68  Fed.  673; 
Clyde  V.  Eichmond,  etc.,  E.  Co.,  65  Fed. 
336  Compare,  Newton  v.  Gage,  155 
Fed.  598. 

[c]  Bill    of    ReviTor.  —  Clarke    v. 
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Mathewson,  12  Pet.   (U.  S.)   164,  9  L. 
ed.  1041. 

11.  Portland  Wood  Pipe  Co.  v.  Slick 
Bros.  Const.  Co.,  222  Fed.  528,  counter- 
claims arising  out  of  the  transaction 
sued  on. 

12.  Portland  Wood  Pipe  Co.  v.  Slick 
Bros.  Const.  Co.,  222  Fed.  628. 

13.  Fish  -p.  Ogdensburgh  etc.  E.  Co., 
79  Fed.  131.  See  Newton  v.  Gage,  155 
Fed.  598. 

[a]  Proceeds  of  Judgment.  —  My- 
ers V.  Luzerne,  124  Fed.  436. 

[b]  In  a  foreclosure  suit,  (1)  a  pe- 
tition by  third  party  claiming  title,  to 
enjoin  the  foreclosure  sought  in  the 
original  suit.  Davis  v.  Martin,  113  Fed. 
6,  51  C.  C.  A.  27.  (2)  Also  a  bill  by 
the  foreclosure  purchaser  to  determine 
alleged  rights  of  third  parties  in  the 
property  acquired  pending  the  fore- 
closure. Ferguson  «.  Omaha  &  S.  W. 
E.  Co.,  227  Fed.  513,  142  C.  C.  A.  145. 

As  to  intervention,  see  supra,  this 
section. 

14.  Hatcher  v.  Hendrie  &  B.  Mfg.  & 
Sup.  Co.,  133  Fed.  267,  68  C.  C.  A\  19. 

[a]  To  enforce  an  attorney's  lien 
upon  the  judgment  obtained  by  him. 
Brown  v.  Morgan,  163  Fed.   395. 

[b]  Foreclosure  of  Mortgage.  —  To- 
ledo, St.  L.  &  K.  C.  E.  Co.  i>.  Conti- 
nental Trust  Co.,  95  Fed.  497,  36  C.  C. 
A.  155;  Fish  v.  Ogdensburgh  etc.  E.  Co.. 
79  Fed.  131. 

15.  Memphis  Sav.  Bank  v.  Houch- 
ens,  115  Fed.  96,  52  C.  C.  A.  176;  Knox 
V.  Alwood,  228  Fed.  753. 

[a]  Suit  In  equity  by  receiver  of 
gas  company  to  enjoin  enforcement  by 
public  utilities  commission  of  confisca- 
tory rates.  Landon  v.  Public  Utilities 
Commission,  234  Fed.  152,  affirmed,  249 
U.  S.  236,  39  Sup.  Ct.  268,  63  L.  ed.  577. 
As  to  suits  by  receiver,  see  infra,  this 
section, 

16.  In  re  Tyler,  149  U.  S.  164,  13 
Sup.  Ct.  785,  37  L.  ed.  689.  See  the 
title  "Receivers." 

Receiver  of  estate  in  probate,  sea 
infra,  II,  D,  1. 
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third  persons  by  the  wrongful  or  illegal  use  of  the  process  of  the  fed- 
eral court ; '"  actions  to  enforce  bonds  and  similar  obligations  given  in 
the  course  of 'the  original  proceedings;  ^*  a,  judgment  creditor's  suit  in 
aid  of  execution/^  or  to  set  aside  fraiidulent  conveyances  by  the 
judgment  debtor ; '"  a  suit  to  restrain  the  prosecution  of  another  pro-, 
ceeding  in  the  same  court  and  over  which  it  has  jurisdiction ;  ^^  suits 
to  modify  or  correct,^^  set  aside,^^  or  enjoin  the  enforcement  of  ^*  a 
judgment  or  decree,  or  to  cancel  a  release  of  judgment ;  ^°  actions  by 
a  federal  receiver  to  accomplish  the  ends  sought  and  directed  by  the 
suit  in  which  he  was  appointed^"  and  suits  and  claims  against  the 


17.  See  Benedict  v.  Setters  (C.  C. 
A.),  261  Fed.  492;  Lamb  v.  Ewing,  54 
Fed.  269,  4  C.  C.  A.  320. 

18.  Mississippi  Val.  Fuel  Co.  v. 
Watson  Coal  Co.,  202  Fed.  122,  120  C. 
C.  A.  276;  Lamb  v.  Ewing;  54  Fed.  269, 
4  C.  C.  A.  320  (stay  bond);  Files  v. 
Davis,  118  Fed.  465  (attachment  bond); 
Bobyshall  v.  Oppenheimer,  4  Wash.  C. 
C.  482,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,592  (bail 
bond).  See  American  Surety  Co.  V. 
Shulz,  237  U.  S.  159,  35  Sup.  Ct.  525, 
59  L.  ed.  892  (suit  on  supersedeas  bond 
is  one  which  arises  out  of  the  laws  of. 
the  United  States);  Bachrack  v.  Nor- 
ton, 132  U.  S.  337,  10.  Sup.  Ct.  106,  33 
L.  ed.  377;  and  infra,  II,  J,  4.  Compare 
Lovell  V.  Newman  &  Son,  227  U.  S. 
412,  33  Sup.  Ct.  375,  57  L.  ed.  577. 

19.  Claflin  v.  McDermott,  12  Fed. 
375;  Babcock  v.  Millard,  2  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  699.  But  see  Winter  v.  Swinburne, 
8  Fed.  49. 

20.  Hobbs  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Gooding,  164 
Fed.  91. 

21.  Benedict  v.  Setters  (C.  C.  A.), 
261  Fed.  492;  Virginia-Carolina  Chem. 
Co.  V.  Home  Ins.  Co.,  113  Fed.  1,  51 
C.  C.  A.  21;  Hill  v.  Kuhlman,  S7  Fed. 
498,  31  C.  C.  A.  87;  Bradshaw  v.  Mi- 
ners' Banks,  81  Fed.  902,  26  C.  C.  A. 
673;  South  Penn  Oil  Co.  v.  Calf  Creek 
Oil  etc.  Co.,  140  Fed.  507;  Leigh  v.  Ke- 
wanee  Mfg.  Co.,  127  Fed.  990;  Eoches- 
ter  German  Ins.  Co.  v.  Schmidt,  126 
Fed.  998;  St.  Luke's  Hospital  v.  Bar- 
clay, 3  Blatchf.  259,  21  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
12,241. 

22.  Thompson  •;;.  Schenectady  E.  Co., 
124  Fed.  274. 

23.  Carey  v.  Houston  &  T.  C.  By. 
Co.,  161  V.  S.  115,  16  Sup.  Ct.  537,  49 
L.  ed.  638;  Pacific  E.  "Co.  v.  Missouri 
Pac.  R.  Co.,  Ill  U.  S.  505,  4  Sup.  Ct. 
583,  28  L.'  ed    498. 


[a]  Judgment  of  Dismissal. 
O'Connor  v.  O'Connor,  146  Fed.  994. 

24.  Gunter  v.  Atlantic  Coast  L.  E. 
Co.,  200  U.  S.  273,  26  Sup.  Ct.  252,  50 
L.  ed.  477;  Krippendorf  v.  Hyde,  110 
TJ.  S.  276,  4  Sup.  Ct.  27,  28  L.  ed.  145; 
Milwaukee  &  M.  E.  Co.  v.  Soutter,  2 
Wall.  (U.  S.)  609,  17  L.  ed.  886;  Free- 
man V.  Howe,  24  How.  (U.  S.)  450,  16 
L.  ed.  749. 

25.  Eoss  V.  Miller,  252  Fed.  697,  164 
C.  C.  A.  537. 

26.  Pope  c.  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C. 
R.  Co.,  173  U.  S.  573,  19  Sup.  Ct.  500, 
43  L.  ed.  814;  White  v.  Ewing,  159  IT. 
S.  36,  15  Sup.  Ct.  1018,  40  L.  ed.  67; 
Glenwood  Irr.  Co.  v.  Vallery,  248  Fed. 
483,  160  C.  C  A.  493;  Hollander  v. 
Heaslip,  222  Fed.  808,  137  C.  C.  A.  1; 
Knox  V.  Alwood,  228  Fed.  753;  J.  El- 
wood  Lee  Co.  v.  Grace  Hospital,  206 
Fed.  994.  See  22  Standard  Proc.  412; 
4  Standard  Peoc.  52;  and  infra,  II. 
J,  2.  '     '       . 

[a]  To  Eecover  Assets. —  (1)  Kirk- 
laud  V.  Knox,  230  Fed.  806,  145  C.  C. 
A.  116;  Gunby  v.  Armstrong,  133  Fed. 
417,  66  C.  C.  A.  627;  Peck  v.  Elliott, 
79  Fed.  10,  24  C.  C.  A.  425,  38  L.  E.  A. 
616;  Bottom  v.  National  E.  BIdg.  etc. 
Assn.,  123  Fed.  744.  (2)  Suit  to  collect 
assessments  against  stockholders  of 
the  insolvent  corporation.  Brown  v. 
Allebach,  156  Fed.  697.  (3)  Suit  for  ac- 
counting and  foreclosure.  Cooper  v. 
Newton,  160  Fed.  190.  See  also  Gunby 
V.  Armstrong,  133  Fed.  417,  66  C.  C.  A. 
627,  foreclosure, 

[b]  To  restrain  interference  with 
the  property  in  his  custody.  Hampton 
Roads  E.  &  E.  Co.  v.  Newport  News 
etc.  Co.,  131  Fed.  534.  See  Brady  v. 
South  Shore  Traction  Co.,  206  Fed.  336. 

[c]  To  Prevent  Infringement  and 
Unfair  Competition.  —  Brookfleld  v. 
Hecker,  118  Fed.  942. 
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receivership  by  those  whose  rights  have  been  affected  by  its  adminis- 
tration f  a  suit  in  another  court  for  the  appointment  of  an  ancillary 
receiver  -^^  and  a  suit  to  reform  the  contract  sued  on.^" 

5.  Jurisdiction  Over  Political  Questions  and  Military  Tribunals. 
The  federal  courts  have  no  jurisdiction  to  determine  political  ques- 
tions;'" nor  have  they  any  supervising  control  over  the  political 
branch  of  the  government  in  its  action  within  the  limits  of  the  con- 
stitution.'^ They  have  no  jurisdiction  to  review  or  set  aside  the  decision  ^ 
of  a  military  tribunal  acting  within  the  scope  of  its  lawful  powers.'^ 

B.  Exclusive  and  Concukeent  Jurisdiction  of  State  and  Federal 
CouKTS.  —  This  subject  is  fully  treated  elsewhere  in  this  work.'* 

C.  Effect  op  State  Statutes  on  JukisdIction  op  Federal  Courts. 
1.  Restricting  Jurisdiction.  —  State  statutes  cannot  abridge  or  impair 
the  jurisdiction  conferred  on  the  federal  courts  by  the  constitution  and 
statutes  of  the  United  States,'*  by  prescribing  the  qualifications  of  suitors 


27.  White  V.  Ewing,  159  U.  S.  36, 
15  Sup.  Ct.  1018,  40  L.  ed.  67;  In  re 
Tyler,  149  U.  S.  164,  13  Sup.  Ct.  785, 
37  L.  ed.  689. 

[a]  Action  Against  Receiver  for 
Negligence.  —  Betts  v.  Bisher,  213  Fed. 
581,  130  C.  C.  A.  161;  Carpenter  v. 
Northern  Pae.  R.  Co.,  75  Fed.  850.  But 
see  Pitkin  v.  Cowen,  91  Fed.  599;  Bay 
V.  Peirce,  81  Fed.  881. 

28.  See  22  Standard  Pboo.  402,  note 
92  [b],  and  MeGraw  v.  Mott,  179  Fed. 
646,  103  C.  C.  A.  204. 

29.  Eosenbaum  v.  Council  Bluffs 
Ins.  Co.,  37  Fed.  724. 

30.  Louisiana  v  Texas,  176  U.  S.  1, 
23,  20  Sup.  Ct.  251,  44  L.  ed.  347. 

Jurisdiction  of  courts  generally  over 
political  and  religious  questions,  see 
17  Standard  Proc.  719,  et  seq.;  22 
Standard  Proc.  706. 

[a]  Such  questions  belong  to  con- 
gress exclusively.  Kiernan  v.  Portland, 
223  U.  S.  151,  32  Sup.  Ct.  231,  56  L.  ed. 
386;  Pacific  States  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.  v. 
Oregon,  223  IT.  S.  118,  32  Sup.  Ct.  224, 
56  L.  ed.  377;  Taylor  v.  Beckham,  178 
U.  S.  548,  20  Sup.  Ct.  890,  1009,  44  L. 
ed.  1187;  Luther  v.  Borden,  7  How.  (U 
S.)  1,  12  L.  ed.  581. 

[b]  Whether  a  state  has  a  republi- 
can form  of  government  within  the 
meaning  of  the  United  States  Const., 
art.  IV,  §  4,  is  for  congress  to  deter- 
mine. Kiernan  v.  Portland,  223  IT.  S. 
151,  32  Sup.  Ct.  231,  66  L.  ed.  386; 
Pacific  States  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.  v.  Ore- 
gon, 223  U.  S.  118,  32  Sup.  Ct.  224,  56 
L.  ed.  377.  See  also  Ohio  v.  Hildebrant, 
241  IT.  S.  565,  36  Sup.  Ct.  708,  60  L. 
ed.  1172. 
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31.  Wilson  V.  Shaw,  204  IT.  iS.  24, 
32,  27  Sup.  Ct.  233,  51  L.  ed.  351. 

32.  Heaves  v.  Ainsworth,  219  IT.  S. 
296,  31  Sup.  Ct.  230,  55  L.  ed.  225,  af- 
firming 28  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  157.  See 
generally  the  titles  "Courts  Martial;" 
"Navy  and  Army;"  "War." 

Effect  of  martial  law  on  jurisdiction 
of  courts,  see  19  Standard  Proc.  403. 

33.  See  17  Standard  Proc.  812,  et 
seq.;  19  Standard  Proc.  466,  note  79 
[a];  and  such  titles  as  "Admiralty;" 
' '  Bankruptcy  Proceedings; "  "  Copy- 
right Proceedings;"  "Interstate  Com- 
merce;" "Patents." 

Bight  of  federal  courts  to  enforce 
state  statutes,  see  infra,  II,  C,  2. 

Bight  of  federal  court  to  determine 
local  as  well  as  federal  questions,  see 
supra,  n,  A,  4;  infra^  II,  H,  3,  c, 
^11),  (M);  II,  J,  4. 

34.  Knickerbocker  Ice  Co.  v.  Stew- 
art (U.  S.)  40  Sup.  Ct.  438;  Chelentia 
V,  Luckenbach  S.  S.  Co.,  247  U.  S.  372, 
38  Sup.  Ct.  501,  62  L.'ed.  1171;  South- 
ern Pae.  Co.  V.  Jensen,  244  TJ.  S.  205, 
37  Sup.  Ct.  524,  61  L.  ed.  1086;  Ann 
Cas.  1917E,  900,  L.  R.  A.  1918C,  451; 
Blake  v.  McClung,  172  U.  S.  239,  255, 
19  Sup.  Ct.  165,  43  L.  ed.  432;  Barrow 
Steamship  Co.  v.  Kane,  170  TJ.  S.  100, 
111,  18  Sup.  Ct.  526,  42  L.  ed.  964; 
Goldey  v.  Morning  News,  156  U.  S  518 
523,  15  Sup.  Ct.  559,  39  L.  ed.'517; 
Mexican  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Pinkney,  149 
V.  8.  194,  206,  13  Sup.  Ct.  859,  37  L. 
ed.  699;  In  re  Tyler,  149  TJ.  S.  164,  13 
Sup.  Ct.  785,  37  L.  ed.  689;  Chicot 
County  V.  Sherwood,  148  TJ.  S.  629  13 
Sup.  Ct.  695,  37  L.  ed.  546;  Southern 
Pae.  Co.  V.  Denton,  146  U.  S.  202,  13 
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in  the  courts  of  the  United  States'^  or  depriving  any  person  of  his  right 
to  sue  therein,^"  or  by  taking  away  from  such  courts  the  right  to  enforce 


Sup.  Ct.  44,  36  L.  ed.  942;  Barron  v. 
Bumside,  121  U.  S.  186,  7  Sup.  Ct.  931, 
30  L.  ed.  915;  Maryland  v.  Miller,  194 
Fed.  775,  114  C.  C.  A.  495;  Aurora 
Shipping  Co.  v.  Boyoe,  191  Fed.  960, 
112  C.  C.  A.  372;  Western  Union  Tel. 
Co.  t\  Trapp,  186  Fed.  114,  108  C.  C.  A. 
226;  Mechanics'  Ins.  Co.  v.  C.  A.  Hoov- 
er Distilling  Co.,  182  Fed.  590,  105  C. 
0.  A.  128,  31  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  873; 
Spencer  v.  Watkins,  169  Fed.  379,  94 
C.  O.  A.  659;  Barber  Asphalt  Pav.  Co. 
1).  Morris,  132  Fed.  945,  66  C.  C.  A.  55; 
Blodgett  V.  Lanyon  Zinc  Co.,  120  Fed. 
893,  897,  58  C.  C.  A.  79;  O'Connell  v. 
Eeed,  56  Fed.  631,  5  C.  C.  A.  586. 

[a]  "The  jurisdiction  of  the  courts 
of  the  United  States  over  coutroTersies 
between  citizens  of  different  states 
cannot  be  impaired  by  the  laws  of  the 
states  which  prescribe  the  modes  of 
redress  in  their  courts,  or  which  regu- 
late the  distribution  of  their  judicial 
powers."  Hyde  v.  Stone,  20  How.  (TJ. 
S.)  170,  175,  15  L.  ed.  874;  Arrowsmith 
V.  Gleason,  129  U.  S.  86,  99,  9  Sup.  Ct. 
237,  32  L.  ed.  630;  Borer  v.  Chapman, 
119  IT.  S.  587,  600,  7  Sup.  Ct.  342,  30 
L.  ed.  532;  Ellis  v.  Davis.  109  TJ.  S. 
485,  498,  3  Sup.  Ct.  327,  27  L.  ed.  1006; 
Hyde  v.  Stone,  20  How.  (TJ.  iS.)  170, 
175, 15  L.  ed.  874,  quoted  witli  approval 
in  Payne  v.  Hook,  7  Wall.  (TJ.  S.)  425, 
430,  19  L.  ed.  260.  To  same  effect,  see 
Madisonville !  Traction  Co.  v.  St.  Ber- 
nard Min.  Co.,  196  TJ.  S.  239,  254,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  251,  49  L.  ed.  239;  Hess  v. 
Eeynolds,  113  TJ.  S.  73,  77,  5  iSup.  Ct. 
377,  28  L.  ed.  927;  Tucker  v.  Hubbert, 
196  Fed.  849,  117  C.  C.  A.  365. 

fb]  Effect  of  Insolvency  Proceed- 
ings.—  One  may  maintain  an  action  on 
a  bill  of  exchange  in  the  federal  court 
notwithstanding  the  pendency  of  in- 
solvency proceedings  in  a  state  court, 
and  though  a  similar  action  previously 
instituted  in  the  state  court  has  been 
cumulated  with  such  proceedings.  Hyde 
V.  Stone,  20  How.  (TJ.  S.)  170,  15  L. 
ed.  874. 

[c]  Territorial  Jurisdiction.  —  A 
state  statute  as  to  venue  cannot  re- 
strict the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  the 
federal  courts  within  narrower  limits 
than  those  fixed  by  the  federal  stat- 
utes relating  to  the  district  in  which 
an  action  may  be  brought.  East  Tenn., 


V.  &  G.  E.  Co.  V.  Atlanta  &  F.  R.  Co., 
49  Fed.  608,  15  L.  E.  A.  109. 

[d]  The  equity  jurisdiction  of  the 
federal  courts  cannot  be  limited  or  re- 
strained by  state  legislation.  Missis- 
sippi Mills  V.  Cohn,  150  U.  S.  202,  14 
Sup.  Ct.  75,  37  L.  ed.  1052;  McOonihay 
V.  Wright,  121  TJ.  S.  201,  205,  7  Sup. 
Ct.  940,  30  L.  ed.  932;  Kirby  v.  Lake 
Shore  &  M.  S.  E.  Co.,  120  TJ.  S.  130, 
7  Sup.  Ct.  430,  30  L.  ed.  569;  Payne  v. 
Hook,  7  Wall  (U.  S.)  425,  19  L.  ed. 
260;  Kendall  v.  Creighton,  23  How.  (TJ. 
S.)  90,  105,  16  L.  ed.  419;  Newberry  ■». 
Wilkinson,  199  Fed.  673,  678,  118  C. 
C.  A.  Ill;  Butler  Bros.  Shoe  Co.  v. 
United  States  Eubber  Co.,  156  Fed.  1, 
18,  84  C.  C.  A.  167;  National  Surety 
Co.  V.  State  Bank,  120  Fed.  593,  603, 
56  C.  C.  A.  657;  Comstock  v.  Herron, 
65  Fed.  803,  5  C.  C.  A.  266;  Union  Pac. 
E.  Co.  V.  Flynn,  180  Fed.  565;  Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Eailroad  Commis- 
sion, 157  Fed.  944;  Ball  v.  Tompkins, 
41  Fed.  486. 

[e]  The  admiralty  jurisdiction  of 
the  federal  court  cannot  be  restricted. 
State  of  Maryland  v.  Miller,  180  Fed. 
796.  See  the  title  "Admiralty"  and 
the  following  cases:  Knickerbocker 
Ice  Co.  V.  Stewart  (U.  S.)  40  Sup.  Ct. 
438;  Chelentis  v.  Luckenbach  Steam- 
ship Co.,  247  U.  S.  372,  38  Sup.  Ct.  501, 
62  L.  ed.  1171;  Southern  Pac.  Co.  v. 
Jensen,  244  U.  S.  205,  37  Sup.  Ct.  524, 
61  L.  ed.  1086,  Ann.  Cas.  1&17E,  900, 
L.  E.  A.  1918C,  451. 

[f]  The  power  to  issue  and  serve 
writs  of  scire  facias  cannot  be  re- 
strained, limited,  or  made  leas  effica- 
cious by  state  statutes.  Collin  County 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Hughes,  152  Fed.  414,  81 
C.  C.  A.  556,  rehearing  denied,  155  Fed. 
389,  83  C.  C.  A.  661. 

Cannot  Bestrict  Bight  of  Bemoval. 
See  the  title  "Bemoval  of  Causes." 

35,  David  Lupton's  Sons  Co.  v. 
Automobile  Club  of  America,  225  TJ.  S. 
489,  32  Sup.  Ct.  711,  56  L.  ed.  1177. 

36.  David  Lupton's  Sons  Co.  v. 
Automobile  Club  of  America,  225  U.  S. 
489,  32  Sup.  Ct.  711,  56  L.  ed.  1177; 
Waterman  v.  Canal-Louisiana  Bank  & 
Trust  Co.,  215  U.  S.  33,  30  Sup.  Ct.  10, 
54  L.  ed.  80;  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v. 
Eailroad  Com.,  157  Fed.  944,  957,  in 
equity. 
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their  judgments  and  decrees.^' 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  federal  courts  is  not  limited  or  in  any  way 
affected  by  state  statutes  conferring  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  certain 
classes  of  controversies  on  its  own  courts/^  or  prescribing  exclusive 
methods  of  commencing  litigation,''''  or  exclusive  modes  of  relief,*"  or 
prohibiting  the  issuance  of  injunctions  in  certain  classes  of  cases," 
or  forbidding  the  maintenance  of  actions  for  certain  purposes,*^  or  by 


[a]  That  the  laws  of  a  state  do  not 
authorize  similar  suits  to  tie  brought 
in  the  state  courts  by  citizens  of  other 
states  does  not  deprive  such  citizens 
of  their  right  to  invoke  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  federal  courts  sitting  in 
said  state.  Thus  the  fact  that  there  is 
no  state  statute  requiring  foreign  cor- 
porations doing  business  in  the  state 
to  appoint  agents  on  whom  service  may 
be  had  does  not  preclude  the  federal 
courts  from  acquiring  jurisdiction  over 
such  a  corporation  by  service  on  its 
regularly  appointed  agents  in  such 
state.  Barrow  Steamship  Co.  v.  Kane, 
170  U.  S.  100,  18  Sup.  Ct.  526,  42  L. 
ed.  964. 

Statutes  relating  to  corporations,  see 
infra,  this  section. 

37.  Brun  v.  Mann,  151  Ted.  145,  149, 
80  C.  C.  A.  gi3. 

[a]  State  statutes  prohibiting  the 
payment  of  claims  except  upon  the  or- 
ders of  its  own  courts  do  not  in  any 
way  affect  right  of  federal  courts  to 
enforce  their  judgments.  Barber  As- 
phalt Pav.  Co.  V.  Morris,  132  Fed.  945, 
66  C.  C.  A.  55,  67  L.  E.  A.  761. 

38.  Spencer  v.  Watkins,  169  Fed. 
379,  94  C.  C.  A.  659;  Brun  v.  Mann,  151 
Fed.  145,  151,  80  C.  C.  A.  513;  Barber 
Asphalt  Pav.  Co.  v.  Morris,  132  Fed. 
945,  66  C.  C.  A.  55,  67  L.  R.  A.  761, 

[a]  By  a  statute  exempting  coun- 
ties (1)  from  suit  elsewhere  than  in 
the  circuit  courts  of  the  county  (Board 

-of  Suprs.  f.  Cowles,  7  Wall..  (U.  S.) 
118,  122,  19  L.  ed.  86),  or  (2)  repealing 
all  statutes  authorizing  counties  to  sue 
and  be  sued  (Chicot  County  v.  Sher- 
wood, 148  U.  S.  529,  13  8up.  Ct.  695,  37 
L.  ed.  546),  or  (3)  authorizing  suits  on 
county  bonds  to  be  brought  in  a  named 
court  of  a  state.  Lincoln  County  v. 
Luning,  133  U.  S.  529,  531,  10  Sup.  Ct. 
363,  33  L.  ed.  766. 

[b]  Mechanics'  Liens.  —  That  a 
state  statute  giving  a  mechanics'  lien 
provides  that  any  person  having  a  lien 
by  virtue  thereof  may  enfor??  it  in  a 
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particular  state  court  does  not  deprive 
a  federal  court  of  jurisdiction  to  en- 
force such  a  lien  where  the  other  juris- 
dictional requisites  exist.  Schmulbach 
«.  Caldwell,  196  Fed.  16,  115  C.  C.  A. 
650.  See  generally  19  Standabd  Pkoc. 
637. 

[c]  The  admiralty  courts  cannot  be 
deprived  of  jurisdiction  to  enforce 
liens  against  vessels  created  by  state 
laws,  by  conferring  such  jurisdiction  on 
state  courts  The  Glide,  167  IT.  S.  606, 
17  Sup.  Ct.'930,  42  L.  ed.  296;  Aurora 
Shipping  Co.  v.  Boyce,  191  Fed.  960, 
112  C.  C.  A.  372,  affirming  178  Fed.  587. 

39.  Barber  Asphalt  Pav.  Co.  v.  Mor- 
ris, 32  Fed.  945,  66  C.  C.  A.  55,  67  L. 
E.  A.  761. 

40.  Chicot  County  v.  Sherwood,  148 
U.  S.  529,  13  Sup.  Ct.  695,  37  L.  ed.  546. 

[a]  Remedy  for  Recovery  of  Claims 
Against  Counties. ; —  State  statutes  pro- 
hibiting suits  against  counties  and  re- 
quiring claims  against  them  to  be  pre- 
sented to  the  county  court  for  allow- 
ance or  rejection,  with  a  right  of  ap- 
peal therefrom,  cannot  affect  the  juris- 
diction of  the  federal  courts.  Chicot 
County  V.  Sherwood,  148  U.  S.  529,  13 
Sup.  Ct.  695,  37  L.  ed.  546. 

41.  See  infra,  this  note. 

fa]  Restraining  Collection  of  Ille- 
gal Taxes.  —  A  state  statute  providing 
that  no  injunction  shall  issue  to  re- 
strain the  collection  of  alleged  illegal 
taxes  does  not  affect  the  jurisdiction 
of  federal  courts  of  equity  to  issue  an 
injunction  in  such  case.  In  re  Tyler, 
149  TJ.  S.  164,  13  Sup.  Ct.  785,  37  L. 
ed.  689;  "Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  ■». 
Trapp,  186  Fed.  114,  120,  108  C.  C.  A. 
226. 

42.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  A  stai;e  statute  forbidding  the 
maintenance  of  any  action  for  the  re- 
covery of  any  intoxicating  liquor  or 
its  value,  except  in  certain  specified 
cases,  does  not  affect  suits  and  pro- 
ceedings in  the  federal  courts.  Me- 
chanics' Tns.  Co.  V.  Hoover  Distilling 
Co.,  182  Fed.  590,  594,  105  C.  C.  A.  128, 
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certain  persons.*' 

A  federal  couit  of  equity  is  not  ousted  of  jurisdiction  by  the  existence 
of  statutory  remedies  at  law  in  a  state  court  ;**  nor  will  alterations  in 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  state  courts  affect  the  equitable  jurisdiction  of 
the  federal  courts,  so  long  as  the  equitable  rights  themselves  remain.** 

Statutes  Relating  to  Corporations. —  The  jurisdiction  of  the  federal 
courts  is  not  affected  by  state  statutes  prescribing  conditions  precedent 
to  the  right  of  corporations  to'  prosecute  or  defend  suits.*"  Thus,  a 
state  statute  requiring  a  foreign  corporation,  as  a  condition  precedent 
to  doing  business  in  the  state,  to  surrender  its  pght  to  sue  in,  or  to 
remove  suits  brought  against  it  to,  the  federal  courts  is  void.*' 

2.  Right  of  Federal  Courts  To  Enforce  State  Statutes.*^  —  a.  In 
General.  —  Though  a  state  statute  may  not  directly  enlarge  the  juris- 
diction of  the  federal  courts,*^  rights  created  and  remedies  prescribed 
by  the  statutes  of  the  states  to  be  pursued  in  the  state  courts  may  be 


43.  Blodgett  v.  Lanyon  Zine  Co., 
120  Fed.  893,  897,  58  C.  C.  A.  79. 

44.  Smyth  v.  Ames,  169  U.  S.  466, 
18  Sup.  Ct.  418,  42  L.  ed.  819;  Missis- 
sippi Mills  V.  Cohn,  150  U.  S.  202,  14 
Sup.  Ct.  75,  37  L.  ed.  1052;  McConi- 
hay  V.  Wright,  121  U.  S.  201,  205,  7 
Sup.  Ct.  940,  30  L.  ed.  932;  Western 
Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Trapp,  186  Fed.  114, 
121,  108  C.  C.  A.  226;  Borden's  Con- 
densed Milk  Co.  V.  Baker,  177  Fed.  906, 
101  C.  C.  A.  186,  (reversing  168  Fed. 
Ill);  Brun  v.  Mann,  151  Fed.  145,  153, 
80  C;  C.  A.  513;  National  Surety  Co.  v. 
State  Bank,  120  Fed.  593,  602,  56  C. 
C.  A.  657. 

45.  In  re  Brodericlc's  Will,  21  Wall. 
(TJ.  S.)  603,  520,  22  L.  ed.  599;  New- 
berry V.  Wilkinson,  lS9'Fed.  673,  118 
C.  C.  A.  Ill;  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v. 
Railroad  Commission,  157  Fed.  944; 
TTnion  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  Flynn,  180  Fed. 
565. 

[a]  State  statutes  conferring  ex- 
clusive jurisdiction  on  courts  of  law 
do  not  deprive  federal  courts  of  juris- 
diction in  equity.  McConihay  v. 
Wright,  121  V.  S.  201,  7  Sup.  Ct.  940, 
30  L.  ed.  932;  Jennings  v.  Smith,  232 
Fed.  921. 

46.  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Morse,  20  Wall. 
(TJ.  S.)  445,  22  L  ed.  365;  Blodgett  v. 
Lanyon  Zinc  Co.,  120  Fed.  893,  897, 
58  C.  C.  A.  79. 

[a]  Such  provisions  are  void  in  so 
far  as  they  apply  to  suits  in  the  fed- 
eral courts.  Butler  Bros.  Shoe  Co.  v. 
United  States  Eubber  Co.,  156  Fed.  1, 
14,  84  C.  C.  A.  167. 

47.  Blake  v.  MoClung,  172  JJ.  S.  239, 


255,  19  Sup.  Ct.  165,  43  L.  ed.  432; 
Barrow  Steamship  Co.  v.  Kane,  170  U. 
S.  100,  111,  18  Sup.  Ct.  526,  42  L.  ed. 
964;  Southern  Pac.  Co.  v.  Denton,  146 
U.  S.  202,  13  Sup.  Ct.  44,  36  L.  ed.  942; 
Barron  v.  Burnside,  121  U.  S.  186,  7 
Sup.  Ct.  931,  30  L.  ed.  915;  Doyle  v. 
Continental  Ins.  Co.,  94  U.  S.  536,  24 
L.  ed.  148;  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Morse,  20 
Wall.  (U.  S.)  445y  22  L.  ed.  365;  See 
Butler  Bros.  Shoe  Co.  v.  United  States 
Rubber  Co.,  156  Fed.  1,  14,  84  C.  C.  A. 
167.  See  also  Security  Mut.  Life  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Prewitt,  202  U.  S.  246,  26  Sup. 
Ct.  619,  50  L.  ed.  1013  (where  the  pre- 
vious cases  on  this  subject  are  re- 
viewed and  explained),  and  also  5 
Standard  Pboc.  731 ;  and  the  title 
"Removal  of  Causes." 

48.  Eight  to  enforce  federal  stat- 
utes in  state  courts,  see  17  Standard 
Proc.  827,  et  seq. 

49.  Cowlev  v.  Northern  Pac.  E.  Co., 
159  U.  S.  569,  582,  16  Sup.  Ct.  127,  40 
L.  ed.  263;  Goldey  v.  Morning  News, 
156  U.  S.  518,  523,  15  Sup.  Ct.  559,  39 
L.  ed.  517;  Mexican  Cent.  R.  Co.  v. 
Pinkney,  149  U.  S.  194,  206,  13  Sup.  Ct. 
859,  37  L.  ed.  699;  Southern  Pac.  Co. 
V.  Denton,  146  U.  S.  202,  13  Sup.  Ct.  44, 
36  L.  ed.  942;  Barron  v.  Burnside,  121 
U.  S.  186,  7  Sup.  Ct.  931,  30  L.  ed.  915; 
Reynolds  v.  Crawfordsville  First  Nat. 
Bank,  112  U.  S.  405,  410,  5  Sup.  Ct.  213, 
28  L.  ed.  733;  Niagara  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Adams,  198  Fed.  822,  117  C.  C.  A.  464; 
Aurora  Shipping  Co.  v.  Boyce,  191  Fed. 
960,  112  C.  C.  A.  372;  Hagstoz  v.  Mu- 
tual Life  Ins.  Co.,  179  Fed.  569. 

[a]  The  appellate  jurisdiction  of 
(1)  the  supreme  court  (Kennon  v.  Gil- 
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enforced  and  administered  in  the  federal  courts,'"  provided  such  en- 
forcement does  not  impair  any  right  conferred,  or  conflict  with  any 
inhibition  imposed,  by  the  constitution  or  laws  of  the  United  States,'^ 


mer,  131  U.  S.  22,  9  Sup.  Ct.  696,  33  L, 
ed.  110),  or  (2)  of  the  circuit  court 
of  appeals  (Texas  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Nel- 
son, 50  Fed.  814,  1  C.  C.  A.  688),  can- 
not be  enlarged.  As  to  such  jurisdic- 
tion, see  infra,  II,  H;  II,  I. 

50.  Niagara  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Adams, 
198  Fed.  822,  117  C.  C.  A.  464;  Schmul- 
baoh  V.  Caldwell,  196  Fed.  16,  115  C. 
C.  A.  650;  Butler  Bros.  Shoe  Co.  v. 
United  States  Eubber  Co.,  156  Fed.  1, 
18,  84  C.  C.  A.  167;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E. 
Co.  V.  Oglesby,  198  Fed.  153. 

[a]  Such  remedies  may  be  enforced 
at  law,  In  eciuaty,  or  in  admiralty  as 
the  nature  of  the  rights  or  remedies 
may  require.  Eeynolds  v.  Crawfords- 
ville  First  Nat.  Bank,  112  U.  S.  405, 
410,  5  Sup.  Ct.  213,  28  L.  ed.  733;  Brun 
V.  Mann,  151  Fed.  145,  152,  80  C.  C.  A. 
513;  National  Surety  Co.  v.  State  Bank, 
120  Fed.  593,  56  C.  C.  A.  657. 

[b]  State  or  territorial  statutes 
"may  establish  new  rights  or  privi- 
leges which  the  federal  courts  may  en- 
force oiS  their  equity  or  admiralty  side 
precisely  as  they  may  enforce  a  new 
right  bf  action  given  by  statute  upon 
their  common  law  side."  Cowley  v. 
Northern  Pac.  E.  Co.,  169  U.  S.  569, 
582,  16  Sup.  Ct.  127,  40  L.  ed.  263.  See 
also  The  J.  E.  Eumbell,  148  U.  S.  1, 
13  Sup.  Ct.  498,  37  L.  ed.  345;  and  1 
Standard  Proc.  409,  422. 

[c]  "A  party  by  going  into  a  nar 
tlonal  court  does  not  lose  any  right 
or  appropriate  remedy  of  which  he 
might  have  availed  himself  in  the  state 
courts  of  the  same  locality."  Davis  v. 
Gray,  16  Wall.  (IT.  S.)  203,  231,  21  L. 
ed.  447  {quoted  in  Cowley  v.  Northern 
Pac.  E.  Co.,  159  U.  S.  569,  583,  16  Sup. 
Ct.  127,  40  L.  ed.  263) ;  Brun  v.  Mann, 
151  Fed.  145,  152,  80  C.  C.  A.  513;  Na- 
tional Surety  Co.  v.  State  Bank,  120 
Fed.  593,  66  C.  C.  A.  657.  To  the  same 
effect  Ex  parte  McNiel,  13  Wall.  (U. 
S.)  236,  243,  20  L.  ed.  624. 

[d]  In  Admiralty. —  (1)  State  stat- 
utes creating  liens  on  vessels  may  be 
enforced  in  admiralty.  The  Glide,  167 
V.  8.  606,  17  Sup.  Ct.  930,  42  L.  ed. 
296;  The  Lottawanna,  21  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
658,  580,  22  L.  ed.  654;  Aurora  Ship- 
ping Co.  V.  Boyce,  191  Fed.  960,  966, 
112  C.  C.  A.  372,  afflrming  178  Fed.  587. 
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(2)  So  may  a  state  statute  giving 
a  right  to  half-pilotage.  Ex  parte  Mc- 
Niel, 13  Wall.  (U.  S.)  236,  242,  20  L. 
ed.  624.  As  to  enforcement  in  admir- 
alty of  maritime  rights  created  by 
state  law,  see  1  Standard  Proc.  409, 
422. 

[e]  Mechanics'  Liens.  —  iSchmul- 
bach  V.  Caldwell,  196  Fed.  16,  115  C. 
C.  A.  650.  See  generally  19  Standard 
Proc.  637. 

[f]  Power  to  Levy  Taxes.  —  Power 
conferred  on  a  state  court  to  levy  and 
collect  a  tax  for  the  satisfaction  of  a 
judgment  rendered  by  that  court  may 
be  exercised  by  a  federal  court  in  that 
state  where  jurisdiction  otherwise  ex- 
ists. Supervisors  v.  Eogers,  7  Wall  (U. 
S.)  175,  19  L.  ed.  162;  Campbellsville 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Hubbert,  112  Fed.  718, 
50  C.  C.  A.  435;  Stansell  v.  Levee 
Board,  13  Fed.  846. 

[g]  Death  by  Wrongful  Act.— The 
remedy  given  by  state  statutes  for 
death  by  wrongful  act  is  enforceable 
in  the  federal  courts.  Lauria  v.  E.  I. 
Du  Pont  De  Nemourg  &  Co.,  250  Fed. 
353,  162  C.  C.  A.  423;  Malloy  v.  Amer- 
ican Hide  &  Leather  Co.,  148  Fed.  482. 

51.  Scott  V.  Neely,  140  IT.  S.  106,  11 
Sup.  Ct.  712,  35  L.  ed.  358;  United 
States  Shipbuilding  Co.  v.  Conklin,  126 
Fed.  132,  60  C.  C.  A.  680;  Hirsch  v. 
Independent  Steel  Co.,  196  Fed.  104. 

[a]  State  statutes  permitting  sim- 
ple contract  creditors  who  have  not  re- 
duced their  claims  to  judgment  to 
maintain  (1)  suits  in  equity  to  set 
aside  iraudulent  conveyances  do  not 
authorize  federal  courts  of  equity  to 
take  jurisdiction  of  such  a  bill,  since 
they  are  in  conflict  with  the  federal 
constitutional  provision  securing  the 
right  to  a  trial  by  jury,  and  the  statute 
providing  that  equity  has  no  jurisdic- 
tion where  there  is  an  adequate  rem- 
edy at  law.  Gates  v.  Allen,  149  U.  S 
451,  13  Sup.  Ct.  883,  977,  37  L.  ed.  804'. 
(2)  The  same  is  true  as  to  statutes 
permitting  such  creditors  to  subject 
land  to  the  payment  of  simple  contract 
debts  in  advance  of  any  proceedings  at 
law  to  establish  the  validity  and  the 
amount  of  the  debt  or  to  enforce  its 
collection.  Scott  v.  Neely,  140  U.  S. 
106,  11  Sup.  Ct.  712,  35  L.  ed.  358. 
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and  the  matter  is  not  one  peculiarly  for  the  determination  of  the  state 
courts.'^  Thus,  where  a  state  statute  creates  a  new  equitable  right, 
capable  of  enforcement  by  proceedings  in  conformity  with  the  plead- 
ings and  practice  in  equity,  the  right  will  be  enforced  in  the  federal 
courts.'^ 

In  the  administration  of  state  laws  the  federal  courts  have  an  in- 
dependent jurisdiction,  coordinate  with  that  of  the  state  courts.^* 


52.  See  infra^  this  note. 

[a]     Dissolution  of  Corporation.  —  A 

state  statute  giving  a  state  court 
power  to  dissolve  a  corporation  does 
not  create  a  right  enforceable  in  the 
federal  courts,  such  dissolution  being 
peculiarly  a  matter  for  determination 
by  the  tribunal  to  which  the  state  cre- 
ating the  corporation  has  committed  it. 
Hirsch  v.  Independent  Steel  Co.,  196 
Fed.  104;  Conklin  v.  United  States 
Shipbuilding  Co.,  140  Fed.  219.  See 
also  the  title  "Winding  Up  Corpora- 
tlons. ' ' 

53.  "Wehrman  v.  Conklin,  155  U.  S. 
314,  15  Sup.  Ot.  129,  39  L.  ed.  167; 
Greeley  v.  Low,  155  U.  S.  58,  75,  15 
Sup.  Ct.  24,  39  L.  ed.  69;  Scott  v.  Neely, 
140  U.  S.  314,  11  Sup.  Ct.  712,  35  L. 
ed.  358;  Whitehead  v.  Shattuok,  138  U. 
S.  146,  11  Sup.  Ct.  276,  34  L.  ed.  873; 
Clark  V.  Smith,  13  Pet.  (U.  S.)  195,  203, 
10  L.  ed.  123;  Fleming  v.  Laws,  191 
Fed.  283,  112  C.  C.  A.  27  {reversing  177 
Fed.  450,  on  other  grounds);  McGraw 
V.  Mott,  179  Fed.  646,  103  C.  C.  A.  204; 
Land  Title  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Asphalt  Co., 
127  Fed.  1,  62  C.  C.  A.  23;  United  Ship- 
building Co.  V.  Conklin,  126  Fed.  132, 
60  C.  C.  A.  680;  Southern  Pine  Co.  v. 
Hall,  105  Fed.  84,  44  C.  C.  A.  363; 
Hirsch  v.  Independent  Steel  Co.,  196 
Fed.  104;  Conklin  v.  United  States 
Shipbuilding  Co.,  140  Fed.  219;  David- 
son V.  Calkins,  92  Fed.  230. 

[a]  May  administer  an  enlarge- 
ment of  equitable  rights  by  state  stat- 
utes. Reynolds  v.  Crawfordsville  First 
Nat.  Bank,  112  U.  S.  405,  410,  5  Sup. 
Ct.  213,  28  L.  ed.  733;  Holland  v.  Chal- 
len,  110  U.  S.  15,  24,  3  Sup.  Ct.  495,  28 
L.  ed.  52;  Case  of  Broderick's  Will,  21 
Wall.  (U.  S.)  503,  520,  22  L.  ed.  599. 

[b]  Suits  to  Quiet  Title  and  To 
Remove  Clouds.  —  Holland  v.  Challen, 
110  U.  S.  15,  3  Sup.  Ct.  495,  28  L.  ed. 
52.  See  also  Bardon  v.  Land  &  Eiver 
Improv.  Co.,  157  U.  S.  327,  330,  15  Sup. 
Ct.  650,  39  L.  ed.  719;  Reynolds  v. 
Crawfordsville  First  Nat.  Bank,  112 
V,  S.  405,  410,  5  Sup.  Ct.  213,  28  L.  ed. 


733;  Clark  v.  Smith,  13  Pet.  (U.  S.) 
195,  203,  10  L.  ed.  123;  North  Star 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Johnson,  196  Fed.  56; 
and  21  Standard  Pkoc.  1000. 

[e]     State     statutes     creating     new 
equitable    rights    cannot    be    enforced 

(1)  in  the  federal  courts  where  such  a 
course  would  violate  the  constitutional 
provision  entitling  parties  to  a  trial 
t)y  jury  and  the  express  provision  of  the 
federal  statute  inhibiting  suits  in 
equity  where  there  is  a  plain,  complete 
and  adequate  -remedy  at  law.  Wehr- 
man V.  Conklin,  155  U.  S.  314,  15  Sup. 
Ct.  129,  39  L.  ed.  167;  Whitehead  v. 
Shattuck,  138  U.  S.  146,  11  Sup.  Ct. 
276,  34  L.  ed.  873;  Southern  Pine  Co. 
V.  Hall,  105  Fed.  84,  44  C.  C.  A.  363; 
Baum  V.  Longwell,  200  Fed.  450;  New 
Jersey  Land  &  Lumber  Co.  v.  Gard- 
ener Lacy  Lumb.  Co.,  190  Fed.  861; 
Kansas  City  So.  R.  Co.  v.  Quigley,  181 
Fed.  190,  196;  Adoue  »  Strahan,  97 
Fed.  691;  Davidson  v.  Calkins,  92  Fed. 
230;  Gordon  v.  Jackson,  72  Fed.  86),  or 

(2)  where  they  conflict  with  the  dis- 
tinction between  law  and  equity,  which 
is  strictly  observed  in  the  federal 
courts.  Kansas  City  So.  R.  Co.  v.  Quig- 
ley, 181  Fed.  190,  196;  Adoue  v.  iStra- 
han,  97  Fed.  691. 

[S]  This  rule  is  also  limited  to 
matters  which  are  of  an  equitable  na- 
ture. It  will  not  be  applied  so  as  to 
follow  a  state  practice  not  based  on 
any  statute,  but  on  general  rules  of 
law,  particularly  when  it  is  opposed  to 
the  federal  practice  which  is  based  on 
federal  statutes.  Niagara  Fire  Ins  Co. 
V.  Adams,  198  Fed.  822,  117  C.  C  A. 
464. 

54.  Barker  •;;  Eastman,  IS2  Fed. 
659. 

[a]  It  Is  not  subordinate  to  that  of 
the  state  courts.  Kuhn  v.  Fairmont 
Coal  Co.,  215  U.  S.  349,  360,  30  Sup. 
Ct.  140,  54  L.  ed.  228;  Great  So.  etc. 
Hotel  Co.  V.  Jones,  193  U.  S.  632,  543, 
24  Sup.  Ct.  576,  48  L.  ed.  778;  Burgess 
1-.  Seligman,  107  U.  S.  20,  33,  2  Sup.  Ct. 
10,  27  L.  ed.  359. 
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b.  Actions  To  Recover  Penalties.  —  The  federal  courts  have  no 
jurisdiction  of  actions  to  recover,  for  the  use  of  the  state,  penalties 
prescribed  by  state  statutes ;  "^  biit  the  contrary  is  true  where  the 
right  of  action  is  given  to  individuals  by  way  of  compensation  or 
redress.**  ' 

D.  Jurisdiction  op  Federal  Courts  in  Probate  Proceedings.  —  1. 
Generally.  —  The  federal  courts  have  no  jurisdiction  in  proceedings 
purely  of  a  probate  character,'^  which  cannot  in  any  sense  be  termed 
suits  of  a  civil  nature  at  law  or  in  equity."'  And  hence  the  federal 
courts  have  no  jurisdiction  to  admit  wills  to  probate,"*  nor  can  they 
entertain  jurisdiction  of  suits  to  prevent,""  or  to  set  aside  ^^  the  probate 


[b]    In    condemnation    proceedinga 

■between  citizens  of  different  states 
the  federal  court  is  for  all  practical 
purposes  a  court  of  the  state  where  it 
is  sitting.  It  proceeds  under  sanction 
of  state  legislation  and  enforces  the 
state  law  except  in  so  far  as  it  is  in 
conflict  with  the  federal  constitution. 
Madisonville  Traction  Co.  v.  St.  Ber- 
nard Min.  Co.,  196  U.  S.  239,  253,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  251,  49  L.  ed.  239. 

55.  Wisconsin  v.  Pelican  Ins.  Co., 
127  U.  S.  265,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1370,  32  L.  ed. 
239;  United  Breweries  Co.  v.  Colby, 
170  Ted.  1008;  State  v.  Alleghany  Oil 
Co.,  85  Fed.  870;  Ferguson  v.  Eoss,  38 
Fed.  161,  3  L.  E.  A.  322. 

[a]  "Even  if  tJie  nominal  plaintlfE 
is  an  individual,  but  the  penalty,  when 
collected,  is  to  be  paid  into  the  state 
treasury,  although  a  part  thereof  goes 
to  the  informer  or  person  suing  there- 
for." Younts  V.  Southwestern  Tel.  & 
Tel.  Co.,  192  Fed.  200.  See  also  Hunt- 
ington V.  Attrill,  146  V.  S.  657,  672,  13 
Sup.  Ct.  224,  36  L.  ed.  1123;  21  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  265,  266. 

56.  Boston  &  M.  E.  E.  v.  Hurd,  108 
Fed.  116,  47  C.  C.  A.  615,  56  L.  E.  A. 
193;  Younts  v.  Southwestern  Tel.  & 
Tel.  Co.,  192  Fed.  200;  Gruetter  v. 
Cumberland  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.,  181  Fed. 
248;  United  Breweries  Co.  v.  Colby, 
170  Fed.  1008. 

57.  Sutton  V.  English,  246  U.  S.  199, 
38  Sup  Ct.  254,  62  L.  ed.  664;  Water- 
man vl  Canal-L.  Bank  &  Tr.  Co.,  215 
U.  S.  33,  30  Sup.  Ct.  10,  54  L.  ed.  80; 
Smith  V.  Jennings,  238  Fed.  48,  151  C. 
C.  A.  124;  Northrup  v.  Browne,  204 
Fed.  224,  122  C.  C.  A.  496;  Miller  V. 
Weston,  199  Fed.  104,  119  C.  C.  A.  358; 
Spencer  v.  Watkins,  169  Fed.  379,  94 
C.  C.  A.  659;  Thompson  v.  Nichols,  254 
Fed.  973;  American  Baptist  Home  Mis- 
sion Society  v.  Stewart,  192  Fed.  976; 
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I^nderground  Electric  Ey.  Co.  v.  Ows- 
ley, 169  Fed.  671;  In  re  Cilley,  58  Fed. 
977. 

[a]  Reason.  —  "As  the  authority 
to  make  wills  is  derived  from  the  state 
and  the  requirement  of  probate  is  but 
a  regulation  to  make  a  will  effective, 
matters  of;  pure  probate,  in  the  strict 
sense  of  the  words,  are  not  within  the 
.iurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the  United 
States."  Farrell  v.  O'Brien,  199  U.  S 
89,  110,  25  Sup.  Ct.  727,  50  L.  ed.  101. 
To  same  effect,  see  Ellis  v.  Davis,  109 
U.  S.  485,  497,  3  Sup.  Ct.  327,  27  L.  ed. 
1006» 

[b]  The  federal  district  court  for 
Porto  Eico  has  no  authority  to  exercise 
purely  probate  jurisdiction  to  admin- 
ister and  settle  estates  in  disregard  of 
the  authority  in  that  particular  con- 
ferred' on  the  local  court.  Garzot  ■». 
de  Eubio,  209  U.  S.  283,  302,  28  Sup 
Ct.  548,  52  L.  ed.  794. 

58.  Thompson  v.  Nichols,  254  Fed. 
973.  Compare  Newberry  v.  Wilkinson, 
199  Fed.  673,  118  C.  C.  A.  111. 

59.  Comstock  v.  Herron,  55  Fed.  803, 
811,  5  C.  C.  A.  266;  Ball  v.  Tompkins, 
41  Fed.  486,  489. 

[a]  Such  proceedings  are  in  rem 
and  are  not  cases  at  law  or  in  equity 
between  citizens  of  different  states. 
Gaines  v.  Fuentes,  92  U.  S  10,  21,  23 
L.  ed.  624.    ,  •       >      . 

60.  Miller  v.  Weston,  199  Fed.  104, 
119  G.  _C.  A.  358,  where  under  the  state 
law  original  jurisdiction  in  all  probate 
matters  is  confined  to  the  county 
courts,  and  no  other  state  court  has 
jurisdiction  to  admit  a  will  to  probata 
or  to  annul  probate. 

61.  Sutton  V.  English,  246  U.  S.  199, 
38  Sup.  Ct.  254,  62  L.  ed.  664;   Water 
man  v.  Canal-Louisiana  Bank  &  Trust 
Co.,  215  U.  S.  33,  30  Sup.  Ct.  10,  54  L 
ed.  80.   See  Broderick's  Will,  21  Wall 
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of  wills,  where,  by  the  statutes  of  the  state  a  proceeding  for  that  pur- 
pose is  one  purely  in  rem.  But  where  the  requisite  grounds  of  federal 
jurisdiction  exist,  they  may  enforce  remedies  given  by  the  state  law 
to  set  aside  the  probate  of  a  will  by  an  action  or  suit  inter  partes,  if 
these  remedies  are  independent  and  not  merely  incidental  and  ancillary 
to  the  probate.*^  So  it  is  held  that  a  federal  court  may  entertain  a 
suit  to  set  aside,  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  a  probate  decree  of  distribu- 
tion.'^ 

Administration  of  Estates  of  Decedents.  —  The  federal  courts  cannot 
take  any  action  looking  to  the  mere  administration  of  the  estates  of 
decedents."*  Thus,  they  cannot  appoint  executors  or  administrators,'* 
nor  interfere,  in  so  far  as  the  probate  administration  of  the  estate  is 
concerned,  in  the  payment  of  debts,'"  or  the  settlement  of  accounts  by 


(U.  S.)  503,  22  L.  ea.  599;  Thompson 
V.  Nichols,  254  Fed.  973. 

[aj  Since  a  will  contest  under  the 
laws  of  Washington  is  not  a  proceed- 
ing inter  partes  but  one  of  a  purely 
probate  character,  a  federal  court  in 
that  state  has  no  jurisdiction  of  a  suit 
to  procure  a  declaration  of  the  non- 
existence of  a  will  and  the  consequent 
nullity  of  its  probate  in  that  state. 
Farrell  v.  O'Brien,  199  U.  S.  89,  116, 
25  Sup.  Ct.  727,  50  L.  ed.  101. 

62.  Sutton  -v.  English,  246  U.  S.  199, 
38  Sup.  Ct.  254,  62  L.  ed.  664;  Farrell 
V.  O'Brien.  199  U.  S.  89,  110,  25  Sup. 
Ct.  727,  50  L.  ed.  101;  Gaines  v.  Fuen- 
tes,  92  U.  S.  10,  23  L.  ed.  524  (suit  to 
annul  a  will  as  a  muniment  of  title 
and  to  restrain  the  enforcement  of  the 
decree  admitting  it  to  probate) ;  Miller 
V.  Weston,  199  Fed.  104,  119  C.  C.  A. 
358;  Sawyer  v.  White,  122  Fed.  223, 
227_,  58  C.  C.  A.  587  (suit  to  contest  the 
validity  of  a  will  after  it  has  been  ad- 
mitted to  probate) ;  McDermott  v.  Han- 
non,  203  Fed.  1015. 

[a]  Bef erring  to  the  words  "action 
or  suit  inter  partes, ' '  the  court  in  Far- 
rell «;.  O'Brien,  199  U.  S.  89,  110,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  727,  50  L.  ed.  101,  says:  "The 
cited  authorities  establish  that  the 
words  referred  to  must  relate  only  to 
independent  controversies  inter  partes, 
and  not  to  mere  controversies  which 
may  arise  on  an  application  to  probate 
a  will  because  the  state  law  provides 
for  notice,  or  to  disputes  concerning 
the  setting  aside  of  a  probate,  when 
the  remedy  to  set  aside  afforded  by  the 
state  law  is  a  mere  continuation  of  the 
probate  proceeding,  that  is  to  say, 
merely  a  method  of  procedure  ancillary 
to  the  original  probate,  allowed  by  the 


state  law  for  the  purpose  of  giving  to 
the  probate  its  ultimate  and  final  ef- 
fect." Quoted  in  Miller  v.  Weston,  199 
Fed.  104,  119  C.  C.  A.  358. 

[b]  The  federal  courts  have  juris- 
diction only  when  the  suit  might  have 
been  entertained  in  the  state  courts. 
Ellis  V.  Davis,  109  TT.  S.  485,  499,  3 
Sup.  Ct.  327,  27  L.  ed.  1006. 

As  to  the  power  of  the  federal 
courts  to  enforce  remedies  given  by 
state  statutes  generally  see  swpra,  II 
C,  2. 

63.  Lee  v.  Minor  (C.  C.  A.),  263 
Fed.  507. 

64.  Goodrich  v.  Ferris,  214  U.  S.  71, 
80„  29  Supi  Ct.  580,  53  L.  ed.  914  (mat- 
ter peculiarly  within  state  control); 
Smith  V.  Jennings,  238  Fed.  48,  151 
C.  C.  A.  124;  Northrup  v.  Browne,  204 
Fed.  224,  122  C.  C.  A.  496;  Spencer  v. 
Watkins,  169  Fed.  379,  94  C.  C.  A.  659; 
Brun  V.  Mann,  151  Fed.  145,  150,  80 
C.  C.  A.  513;  American  Baptist  Home 
Mission  Society  v.  Stewart,  192  Fed. 
976. 

[a]  A  federal  court  cannot,  by  en- 
tertaining jurisdiction  of  a  suit  against 
the  administrator  draw  to  itself  the 
full  possession  of  the  estate,  or  the 
power  of  determining  all  claims 
against  it.  Byers  v.  McAuley,  149  U. 
S.  608,  620,  13  Sup.  Ct.  906,  37  L.  ed. 
867;  American  Baptist  Home  Mission- 
ary Soc.  V.  Stewart,  192  Fed.  976. 

65.  Comstock  v.  Herron,  55  Fed.  803, 
811,  5  C.  C.  A.  266;  Ball  v.  Tompkins, 
41  Fed.  486,  489. 

66.  Waterman  v.  Canal-Louisiana 
Bank  &  Trust  Co.,  215  U.  S.  33,  30  Sup. 
Ct.  10,  54  L.  ed.  80;  Goodrich  v.  Fer- 
ris, 214  U.  S.  71,  80,  29  Sup.  Ct.  580, 
53  L.  ed.  914. 
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the  executor  or  administrator.^' 

Appointment  of  Eeceivers. —  Ordinarily  a  federal  court  has  no  juris- 
diction to  appoint  a  receiver  for  an  estate  in  process  of  administration 
in  a  state  probate  court,*'  but  it  may  appoint  one  pending  the  probate 
of  a  will,  where  no  custodian  has  been  appointed  by  the  probate  court.** 

Administration  of  Testamentary  Trusts.  —  The  federal  courts  of  equity 
have  jurisdiction  of  suits  against  testamentary  trustees  for  an  account- 
ing and  to  compel  the  administration  of  the  trust  estate.'" 

2.  Suits  to  Enforce  Claims  or  to  Obtain  Shares  of  Estate. — Where 
the  requisite  diversity  of  citizenship  exists  and  the  jurisdictional 
amount  is  involved,  a  federal  court  may  exercise  original  jurisdiction 
in  favor  of  creditors,"  or  distributees,'^  of  the  estate  of  a  decedent  to 


67.  Waterman  v.  Canal-Louisiana 
Bank  &  Trust  Co.,  215  TJ.  S.  33,  30  Sup. 
Ct.  10,  54  L.  ed.  80  (they  cannot  com- 
pel an  accounting  of  the  property  of 
the  estate  in  the  hands  of  the  execu- 
tor or  administrator) ;  McCauIey  v.  Mc- 
Cauley,  202  Ted.  280. 

[a]  But  they  may  compel  a  settle- 
ment and  disbursement  by  the  repre- 
sentative where  a  state  court  of  equity 
would  entertain  a  bill  for  that  pur- 
pose. American  Baptist  Home  Mission 
Soc.  V.  Stewart,  192  Fed.  976. 

68.  Smith  v.  Jennings,  238  Ted.  48, 
151  C.  C.  A.  124;  Johnson  v.  Ford,  109 
Fed.  501. 

Jurisdiction  to  appoint  receivers  gen- 
erally, see  the  title  "Receivers,"  and 
supra,  II,  A,  4,  b. 

69.  Underground  Blee.  Eys.  v.  Ows- 
ley, 176  Fed.  26,  99  C.  C.  A.  500,  af- 
firming 169  Fed.  671. 

[a]  There  are  two  conditions:  The 
administration  must  be  vacant  and  the 
danger  of  loss  imminent.  Smith  iA 
Jennings,  248  Fed.  48,  151  C.  C.  A.  124. 

70.  Herron  v.  Comstock,  139  Fed. 
370,  370,  71  C.  C.  A.  466,  55  Fed.  803, 
811,  5  C.  C.  A.  266. 

[a]  Their  power  and  authority  in 
this  regard  cannot  be  divested  or  im- 
paired by  state  legislation.  Herron  v. 
Comstock,  139  Fed.  370,  71  C.  C.  A. 
466;  55  Fed.  803,  5  C.  C.  A.  266;  Ball  v. 
Tompkins,  41  Fed.  486.  Effect  of  state 
statutes  on  federal  jurisdiction  gener- 
ally, see  supra,  II,  C,  1. 

[b]  Appointment  of  Receiver, — 
Where  executors  disagree  as  to  the 
management  of  realty  devised  to  them 
in  trust,  the  federal  court  may  at  the 
instance  of  a  beneficiary,  appoint  a  re- 
ceiver to  administer  the  same,  where, 
under  the  state  law,  realty  is  not  re- 

Vol.  XXV 


garded  as  assets  of  the  estate,  except 
that  it  may  be  sold  to  pay  debts  if 
necessary.  Ball  v.  Tompkins,  41  Fed. 
486. 

[c]  After  the  federal  court  has  as- 
sumed jurisdiction  it  may  fix  the  com- 
pensation of  the  trustees,  and  the  pro- 
bate court  has  no  right  to  do  so.  Her- 
ron V.  Comstock,  139  Fed.  370,  71  0. 
C.  A.  466. 

71.  Waterman  v.  Canal-Louisiana 
Bank  &  Trust  Co.,  215  U.  S.  33,  30 
Sup.  Ct.  10,  54  L.  ed.  80;  Security 
Trust  Co.  f.  Black  River  Nat.  Bank, 
187  U.  S.  211,  227,  33  Sup.  Ct.  52,  47 
L.  ed.  147;  Byers  v.  McAuley,  149  U. 
S.  608,  620,  13  Sup.  Ct.  906,  37  L.  ed. 
867;  Hess  v.  Reynolds,  113  U.  S.  73,  3 
Sup.  Ct.  377,  28  L.  ed.  927;  Yonley  17. 
Lavender,  21  Wall.  (U.  S.)  276,  22  L. 
ed.  536;  Kendall  v.  Creighton,  23  How. 
(TJ.  S.)  90,  107,  16  L.  ed.  419;  Amer- 
ican Baptist  Home  Missionary  Soc.  v. 
Stewart,  192  Fed.  976. 

[a]  Suits  against  legatees  after  dis- 
tribution to  charge  them  with  a  liabil- 
ity to  apply  the  assets  of  the  decedent 
to  the  payment  of  his  debts  may  be 
maintained.  Borer  v.  Chapman,  119  U. 
S.  587,  7  Sup.  Ct.  342,  30  L.  6d.  532. 

72.  Byers  v.  McAuley,  149  TJ.  S. 
608,  620,  13  Sup.  Ct.  906,  37  L.  ed. 
867;  Payne  v.  Hook,  7  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
425,  19  L.  ed.  260;  Harrison  v  Mon- 
cravie  (C.  C.  A.),  264  Fed.  776;'  Hig- 
gins  V.  Eaton,  183  Fed.  388,  105  C.  C. 
A.  608  {reversing  178  Fed.  153);  Amer- 
ican Baptist  Home  Mission  Soc.  v. 
Stewart,  192  Fed.  976;  Pulver  v, 
Leonard,  176  Fed.  586. 

fa]  Suit  by  heirs  to  adjudicate 
their  interest  in  the  estate.  McClel- 
Ian  V.  Carland,  217  TJ.  S.  268,  281,  30 
Slip.  Ct.  501,  54  L.  ed.  762;       Water- 
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establish  their  claims  and  have  a  proper  execution  of  the  trust  as  to 
them,  and  may  determine  the  existence  of  liens  on  distributive  shares 
in  the  estate,"  and  the  validity  of  an  assignment  of  such  shares,'*  and 
this  notwithstanding  state  statutes  giving  exclusive  jurisdiction  to 
probate  courts  in  such  matters'^ 

3.  Suits  To  Set  Aside  Judicial  Salss.  —  "Where  the  jurisdictional 
requisites  exist,  the  federal  courts  may  entertain  suits  to  set  aside 
fraudulent  sales  of  the  property  of  an  estate  by  executors  or  adminis- 
trators,'°  or  guardians,"'  made  under  authority  conferred  by  state 
probate  courts,  or  to  compel  an  accounting  of  the  proceeds  of  such  a 
sale.'^ 

4.  Jurisdiction  Concurrent  With  That  of  State  Courts.  —  The 
jurisdiction  of  the  federal  courts  in  probate  matters,  in  so  far  as  it 
exists  at  all,  is  concurrent  with  the  probate  jurisdiction  of  the  several 
states.'^  In  entertaining  such  jurisdiction  they  are  administering  the 
laws  of  the  state,  and  are  bound  by  the  same  rules  as  govern  the  local 
tribunals,*"  and  by  the  orders  and  judgments  of  the  state  probate  court 


man  v.  Canal-Louisiana  Bank  &  Trust 
Co.,  215  U.  S.  33,  30  Sup.  Ct.  10,  54 
L.  ed.  80,  to  have  an  alleged  lapsed 
legacy  and  the  residuary  portion  of 
the  estate  established. 

[b]  To  have  a  residuary  charitable 
lieauest  declared  contrary  to  the  state 
law  and  to  secure  for  the  complain- 
ants their  respective  shares  thereof. 
Spencer  v.  "Watkins,  169  Fed.  379,  94 
C.  C.  A.  659. 

[c]  Especially  where  the  property 
Is  not  in  the  custody  of  an  administra- 
tor, but  is  properly  in  the  possession 
of  a  receiver  and  surviving  partner,  ss 
a  trustee  of  the  interest  of  a  deceased 
partner.  Fourier  v.  McKinzie,  147  Fed. 
287. 

73.  Ingersoll  v.  Coram,  211  TJ.  S. 
335,  29  Sup.  Ct.  92,  53  L.  ed.  189.  See 
Smith  V.  Jennings,  238  Fed.  48,  151  C. 
C.  A.  124. 

74.  Gatzert  v.  Lucey,  218  Fed.  395. 

75.  MeClellan  v.  Carland,  217  U.  S. 
268,  281,  30  Sup.  Ct.  501,  54  L  ed.  762; 
Waterman  v.  Oanal-Louisiana  Bank  & 
Trust  Co.,  215  U.  S.  33,  30  Sup.  Ct.  10, 
54  L.  ed.  80;  Security  Trust  Co.  v. 
Black  River  Nat.  Bank,  187  U.  S.  211, 
227,  23  Sup.  Ct.  52,  47  L.  ed.  147; 
Lawrence  v.  Nelson,  143  TJ.  S.  215,  223, 
12  Sup.  Ct.  440,  36  L.  ed.  130;  Borer 
V.  Chapman,  119  U.  S.  587,  6O0,  7  Sup. 
St.  342,  30  L  ed.  532;  Hess  v.  Reyn- 
olds, 113  V.  S.  73,  5  Sup.  Ct,  377,  28 
L.  ed.  927;  Ellis  v.  Davis,  109  U.  S. 
485,  498,  3  Sup.  Ct.  327,  27  L.  ed.  1006; 
Payne  v.  Hook,  7  Wall.  (U.  8.)  425,  19 


L.  ed.  260;  Kendall  v.  Creighton,  23 
How.  (U.  S.)  90,  107,  16  L.  ed.  419; 
Newberry  v.  Wilkinson,  199  Fed.  673, 
678,  118  C.  C.  A.  Ill;  MeClellan  f. 
Carland,  187  Fed.  915,  110  C.  C.  A.  49; 
Spencer  v.  Watkins,  169  Fed  379,  94 
C.  C.  A.  659;  Brun  v.  Mann,'l51  Fed. 
145,  151,  80  C.  C.  A.  513. 

State  statutes  cannot  restrict  or  im- 
pair the  jurisdiction  of  the  federal 
courts,  see  supra,  II,  C,  1. 

76.  Johnson  v.  Waters,  111  TJ.  S. 
640,  667,  4  Sup.  Ct.  619,  28  L.  ed.  547. 

77.  Arrowsmith  t;.  Gleason,  129  U. 
S.  86,  9  Sup.  Ct.  237,  32  L.  ed.  630. 

78.  Newberry  v.  Wilkinson,  199  Fed. 
673,  680,  118  C.  C.  A.  Ill,  has  juris- 
diction of  a  suit  against  the  adminis- 
tratrix, heirs,  and  sureties  on  the  bond 
of  plaintiff's  deceased  guardian  to  com- 
pel an  accounting  of  the  proceeds  of  an 
alleged  fraudulent  sale  of  the  ward's 
property. 

[a]  But  the  order  and  judgment  of 
the  probate  court  settling  the  estate 
and  discharging  the  administratrix  are 
conclusive  and  binding  on  the  federal 
court  in  such  case,  where  no  irregular- 
ity is  shown.  Newberry  v.  Wilkinson, 
199  Fed.  673,  680,  118  C.  C.  A.  Ill, 

79.  Newberry  v.  Wilkinson,  199  Fed. 
673,  680,  118  C.  C.  A.  111.  See  general- 
ly 17  Standard  Proc.  812. 

80.  Security  Trust  Co.  v.  Black 
River  Nat.  Bank,  187  tJ.  S.  211,  227, 
23  Sup.  Ct.  52,  47  L.  ed.  147;  Walker 
V  Walker's  Ex'r.,  9  Wall.  (U.- S.)  743, 
754,  19  L.  ed.  814;     Newberry  v.  Wil- 
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in  the  due  and  orderly  administration  of  the  estate.'^ 

5.  Judgment  or  Decree  and  Its  Enforcement.  —  In  suits  to  estab- 
lish claims  against  an  estate,  or  to  ascertain  the  share  of  a  distributee, 
the  judgment  or  decree  can  only  operate  in  personam ;  *^  it  will  be 
binding  on  the  executor  or  administrator  personally,  and  may  be  en- 
forced against  him ;  *'  but  the  federal  court  cannot  interfere  with  the 
prior  possession  of  the  property  by  the  state  court.**    A  debt  so  estab- 


kinson,  199  Fed.  673,  679,  118  C.  C.  A. 
Ill;  Brun  v.  Mann,  151  Fed.  145,  159, 
80  C.  C.  A.  613.  See  generally  infra, 
V. 

[a]  State  statutes  of  nonclaim  (1) 
govern.  Newbery  v.  Wilkinson,  190 
Fed.  62.  (2)  Thus,  failure  to  present  a 
claim  to  the  executor  or  administrator 
within  the  time  limited  by  the  state 
statute  of  nonclaim  is  in  the  absence 
of  a  suflScient  excuse,  a  bar  to  a  suit 
based  thereon  in  the  federal  courts. 
Morgan  v.  Hamlet,  113  U.  S.  449,  5 
Sup.  Ct.  583,  28  L.  ed.  1043;  Board  of 
Public  .Works  v.  Columbia  College,  17 
Wall.  (U.  S.),  521,  530,  21  L.  ed.  687; 
Newberry  v.  Wilkinson,  199  Fed.  673, 
682,  118  C.  C.  A.  111.  (3)  Such  an 
action  cannot  be  maintained  after  the 
claim  would  be  barred  under  the  state 
statutes  because  of  the  expiration  of 
the  time  fixed  by  the  probate  court 
for  the  presentation  and  allowance  of 
claims  and  after  the  administration 
has  been  closed.  Security  Trust  Co.  v. 
Black  Eiver  Nat.  Bank,  187  U.  S.  211, 
23  Sup.  Ct.  52,  47  L.  ed.  147.  (4)  Even 
if  a  federal  court  may  exercise  the 
power  given  to  the  probate  court  to 
extend  the  time  for  presentation  of 
claims  on  good  cause  shown,  this  can- 
not be  done  in  an  action  at  law,  es- 
pecially where  no  application  for  an 
extension  is  made.  Such  application 
would  have  to  be  made  by  a  bill  in 
equity,  showing  good  cause.  Security 
Trust  Co.  V.  Black  Eiver  Nat.  Bank, 
187  V.  S.  211,  236,  23  Sup.  Ct.  52,  47 
L.  ed.  147. 

81.  Newberry  v.  Wilkinson,  199  Fed. 
673,  680,  118  C.  C.  A.  111. 

[a]  "Whenever,  in  the  exercise  of 
this  concurrent  .jurisdiction,  the  probate 
court  has  adjudicated  upon  a  matter 
within  the  scope  of  its  authority,  such 
effect  will  be  given  in  the  courts  of 
the  United  States  to  that  judgment  as 
by  the  law  of  the  state  it  is  entitled  to. 
So  far  as  validity  and  conclusiveness 
are  given  to  it  by  state  law,  it  will  be 
recognized   by   the   latter   courts,   and 
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given  effect,  upon  the  same  general 
principles  as  other  judgments  lawfully 
rendered,  and  subject  to  the  same  lim- 
itations." Comstock  V.  Herron,  55  Fed. 
803,  811,  5  C.  C.  A.  266.  See  generally 
15  Standard  Prog.  393,  et  seq.,  and  the 
title   "Res  Judicata." 

82.  Waterman  v.  Canal  -  Louisiana 
Bank  &  Tru3t  Co.,  215  U.  S.  33,  30  Sup. 
Ct.  10,  54  L.  ed.  80. 

83.  Waterman  v.  Canal  -  Louisiana 
Bank  &  Trust  Co.,  215  U.  S.  33,  30  Sup. 
Ct.  10,  64  L.  ed.  80. 

[a]  A  distributee  whose  right  to  a 
share  of  the  estate  has  been  adjudi- 
cated by  the  federal  court  may  en- 
force such  adjudication  against  the  ad- 
ministrator personally,  or  his  sureties, 
or  against  any  other  parties  subject  to 
liability,  or  in  any  other  way  which 
does  not  disturb  the  possession  of  the 
property  by  the  state  court.  Byers  v, 
McAuley,  149  U.  S.  608,  620,  13  Sup. 
Ct.  906,  37  L.  ed.  867;  American  Bap- 
tist Home  Mission  Soc.  v.  Stewart,  192 
Fed.  976. 

[b]  In  a  suit  by  aji  heir  to  have  her 
interest  in  an  alleged  lapsed  legacy 
anu  the  residuary  portion  of  the  estate 
established,  if  the  federal  court  finds 
that  complainant  is  entitled  to  such 
legacy  and  residue,  "while  it  cannot 
interfere  with  the  probate  court  in  de- 
termining the  amount  of  the  residue 
arising  from  the  settlement  of  the  es- 
tate in  the  court  of  probate,  the  decree 
can  find  the  amount  of  the  residue,  as 
determined  by  the  administration  in 
the  probate  court  in  the  hands  of  the 
executor,  to  belong  to  the  complainant, 
and  to  be  held  in  trust  for  her,  thus 
binding  the  executor  personally." 
Waterman  v.  Canal-Louisiana  Bank  & 
Trust  Co.,  215  U.  S.  33,  30  Sup.  Ct.  10, 
54  L.  ed.  80. 

84.  Waterman  v.  Canal  -  Louisiana 
Bank  &  Trust  Co.,  215  V.  S.  33,  30  Sup. 
Ct.  10,  54  L.  ed.  80;  Byers  v.  'Mc- 
Auley, 149  V.  S.  608,  615,  13  Sup.  Ct. 
906,  37  L.  ed.  867;  Borer  v.  Chapman, 
119  U.  S.  587,  600,  7  Sup.  Ct.  342,  30 
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lished  must  take  its  place  and  share  of  the  estate  as  administered  by  the 
probate  court,  and  cannot  be  enforced  by  process  directly  against  the 
property  of  the  estate.*"  It  has,  however,  been  held  that  a  federal 
court  may  entertain  a  suit  in  equity  to  procure  a  sale  of  realty  belong- 
ing to  the  estate  for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  a  judgment  of  a  federal 
court,  which  has  been  allowed  as  a  claim  agair^st  the  estate,  where  there 
is  no  other  property  available  for  its  payment,  and  the  representative 
refuses  to  institute  proceedings  for  that  purpose,  and  the  state  statute 
gives  to  a  state  court  of  general  jurisdiction  concurrent  jurisdiction 
with  the  probate  court  to  order  a  sale  for  the  payment  of  debts.^^  It 
has  also  been  held  that,  where  an  estate  is  administered  as  insolvent, 
the  federal  court  will  interfere  to  prevent  the  distribution  of  any  sur- 
plus among  the  heirs  until  the  debt  so  established  is  paid." 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  state  court  and  its  officers  to  enforce  the  decree 
of  the  federal  court  when  rendered  and  certified  to  it,"  and  a  denial 
by  it  of  the  effect  of  such  a  decree  presents  a  claim  of  federal  right 
which  may  be  protected  by  the  federal  supreme  court." 

E.  Jurisdiction  as  Dependent  on  Value  or  Amount  in  Contro- 
versy. —  1.  General  Statement.'"  —  In  the  absence  of  some  express  pro- 


L.  ed.  532;  McClellan  v.  Cailand,  187 
Fed.  915,  110  C.  C.  A.  49;  Brun  v. 
Mann,  151  Fed.  145,  152,  80  C.  C.  A. 
513;  Herron  v.  Comstock,  139  Fed. 
370,  71  C.  C.  A.  466;  American  Bap- 
tist Home  Mission  Soe.  v.  Stewart,  192 
Fed.  976;  Ball  v.  Tompkins,  41  Fed. 
486. 

[aj  Thus,  (1)  a  federal  court  cannot 
require  an  administrator  appointed  by 
the  probate  court  in  another  state  to 
turn  over  property  in  his  hands  to  an 
executor  of  the  same  estate  appointed 
in  the  state  where  said  federal  court 
is  sitting.  Watkins  v.  Eaton,  183  Fed. 
384,  105  C.  C.  A.  604,  affirming,  173 
Fed.  133.  (2)  Nor  will  a  federal  court 
order  an  ancillary  executor  appointed 
in  the  state  where  it  is  sitting  to  turn 
over  to  a  domiciliary  administrator  of 
the  same  estate  appointed  in  another 
state  sufSeient  of  the  assets  of  the 
estate  in  his  hands  to  pay  the  debts 
and  expenses  of  administration  in  the 
latter  state.  Graham  v.  Lybrand,  142 
Fed.  109,  73  C.  C.  A.  333. 

85.  Byers  v.  McAuley,  149  U.  S. 
608,  620,  13  Sup.  Ct.  906,  37  L.  ed.  867; 
Tonley  v.  Lavender,  21  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
276,  22  L.  ed.  536;  Williams  v.  Bene- 
dict,'8  How.  (U.  S.),  107,  112,  12  L.  ed. 
1007. 

86.  Brun  v.  Mann,  151  Fed.  145,  80 
C.  C.  A.  513. 

fa]  By  the  instituiaon  of  such  a 
suit  the  federal  court  acquires  exclu- 

18 


sive  legal  custody  of  the  property  in- 
volved, and  subsequent  proceedings  in 
the  probate  court  by  any  of  the  par- 
ties, without  leave  of  the  federal 
court,  to  charge  such  property  or  its 
proceeds  with,  or  to  sul^ect  it  to, 
claims  or  allowances  are  ineffectual. 
In  such  case,  where  the  realty  sought 
to  be  sold  is  the  only  property  belong- 
ing to  the  estate,  proceedings  in  the 
probate  court  to  procure  an  allowance 
to  the  widow  an^  an  order  of  said  court 
making  an  allowance  to  the  adminis- 
trator for  moneys  expended  by  him 
during  the  administration  are  of  no 
effect.  Such  allowances  can  only  bs 
made  by  the  federal  court.  Brun  v. 
Mann,  151  Fed.  145,  158,  80  C.  C.  A. 
513. 

87.  Kendall  v.  Creighton,  23  How. 
(U.  S.),  90,  108,  16  L.  ed.  419. 

88.  Waterman  v.  Canal  -  Louisiana 
Bank  &  Trust  Co.,  215  U.  S.  33,  46, 
30  Sup.  Ct.  10,  54  L.  ed.  80;  McClel- 
lan V.  Carland,  187  Fed.  915,  110  C.  C. 
A.  49. 

89.  Waterman  v.  Canal  -  Louisiana 
Bank  &  Trust  Co.,  215  XT.  S.  33,  46,  30 
Sup.  Ct.  10,  54  L.  ed.  80;  McClellan  v. 
Carland,  187  Fed.  915,  110  C.  C.  A.  49. 

As  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  supreme 
court  to  review  judgments  of  state 
courts  in  such  cases,  see  infra,  II,  H, 
4,  c,  (II),  (G),  (1). 

90.  See  generally  17  Standaed 
Proc.  831,  et  seq. 
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vision  to  that  effect,  the  jurisdiction  conferred  upon  the  federal  courts 
is  not  limited  by  the  amount  or  value  in  controversy.'^  But  in  certain 
classes  of  cases  the  supreme  court,®^  the  district  courts,^^  and  the  var- 
ious other  inferior  courts,'*  have  jurisdiction  only  when  the  matter  in 
dispute  or  controversy  exceeds  a  specified  sum  or  value,  exclusive  of 
interest  and  costs.'"  And  in  those  classes  of  cases  where  the  juris- 
diction is  thus  limited,  the  mere  existence  of  diversity  of  citizenship 
or  of  a  federal  question  cannot  confer  jurisdiction  if  the  requisite 
amount  is  not  involved. '°  This  limitation,  however,  has  no  application 
to  ancillary  and  incidental  jurisdiction  of  a  federal  court." 

The  pecuniary  consequence  to  the  individual  party,  dependent  on 
the  litigation,  and  not  the  principle  involved,  determines  the  jurisdic- 
tion. '^  There  is  no  jurisdiction  where  the  matter  equals,  but  does  not 
exceed,  the  amount  specified." 

Effect  of  Change  in  Value.  —  When  jurisdiction  has  once  been  acquired, 
it  cannot  be  ousted  by  any  change  in  the  value  of  the  matter  in  dis- 
pute.^ 

2.  Subject  Matter  Must  Have  Pecuniary  Value.  —  Where  juris- 
diction depends  upon  the  value  or  amount  in  controversy,  to  give 
jurisdiction  the  matter  in  dispute  or  controversy  must'  be  money,  or 
some  right  the  value  of  which  can  be  estimated  or  ascertained  in 
money.^    It  is  not  necessary,  however,  that  it  be  of  such  a  nature  as 


91.  See  TTnited  States  v.  Sayward, 
16'0  U.  S.  493,  16  Sup.  Ct.  371,  40  V.  ed. 
508;  United  States  v.  Davis,  131  U.  S. 
86,  9  Sup.  Ct.  657,  33  L.  ed.  93;  Adams 
V.  Chicago  Great  Western  E.  Co.,  210 
Fed.  362;  Salander  v.  Tacoma,  208 
Fed.  427;  Simpson  v.  Geary,  204  Fed. 
507;  Schofield  v.  Palmer,  134  Fed.  753. 
Compare  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  f. 
Lyne,  193  Fed.  984,  113  C.  C.  A.  604. 

92.  See ,  infra,  H,  H. 

93.  See  infra,  II,  J. 

94.  See  infra,  II,  the  subdivision 
dealing  -with  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
various  inferior  courts. 

95.  Determination  of  amount  or 
value,  see  infra,  II,  E,  3. 

[a]  Application  to  existing  causes 
of  action,  of  change  in  amount  intro- 
duced by  Judicial  Code,  see  Barnes  v. 
Cady,  232  Fed.  318,  146  C.  C.  A.  366, 
(affirming  208  Fed.  359);  Sloane  v. 
Kramer,  230  Fed.  727;  McKernan  v. 
North  Eiver  Ins.  Co.,  206  Fed.  984; 
Dallyn  v.  Brady,  197  Fed.  494;  Taylor 
V.  Midland  Valley  E.  Co.,  197  Fed.  323. 

96.  Pinel  v.  Pinel,  240  IT.  S.  594,  36 
Sup.  Ot.  416,  60  L.  ed.  817;  United 
States  V.  Sayward,  160  U.  S.  493,  16 
Sup.  Ct.  371,  40  L.  ed.  508;  New  York 
Central     E.     Co.     v.     Mutual     Orange 
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Distributors,  251  Fed.  230,  163  C.  C.  A. 
386. 

97.  See  supra,  II,  A,  4,  b,  and  Kirk- 
land  V.  Knox,.  230  Fed.  806,  145  C.  C.  A. 
116. 

98.  Wheless  v.  St.  Louis,  180  U.  S. 
379,  21   Sup.   Ct.  402,  45  L.  ed.  583. 

99.  Sims  V.  Sims,  175  U.  S.  162,  20 
Sup.  Ct.  58,  44  L.  ed.  115;  Pacific 
Postal  Tel.  Cable  Co.  v.  O'Connor,  128 
U.  S.  394,  9  Sup.  Ct.  112,  32  L.  ed. 
488;  Royal  Ins.  Co.  v.  Stoddard,  201 
Fed.  915,  120  C.  C.  A.  434;  Lazensky 
V.  Supreme  Lodge,  K.  of  H.,  32  Fed. 
417.     See  also  17  Standard  Proc.  834. 

1.  See  infra  this  note  and  17  Stand- 
ard Proc.  704,  892,  893.  See  also 
supra,  II,  A,  2. 

fa]  Thus,  where  the  value  of  the 
matter  in  dispute  as  shown  by  the 
bill  and  cross-bill  exceeds  the  juris- 
dictional amount,  jurisdiction  may  be 
retained  after  a  voluntary  dismissal  of 
the  original  'bill  though  the  amount 
dsmanded  by  the  cross-bill  alone  ia 
less  than  the  jurisdictional  amount. 
Kirby  v.  American  Soda  Fountain  Co., 
194  U.  S.  141,  24  Sup.  Ct.  619,  48  L.  ed. 
911. 

2.  CafCrey  v.  Oklahoma,  177  U.  S. 
346,  20  Sup.  Ct.  664,  44  L.  ed.  799; 
Sims  V.   Sims,  175  U.   S.   162,   167.   20 
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to  constitute,  if  the  event  be  favorable,  a  technical  debt  of  record.^ 

In  criminal  cases  the  question  is  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  accused 
and  there  is  no  pecuniary  matter  in  dispute,  regardless  of  the  amount 
of  a  possible  fine.* 

3.  Determination  of  Amount  or  Value,^  —  a.  General  Statement. 
The  pecuniary  value  of  the  matter  in  dispute  may  be  determined  by 
the  money  judgment  prayed,^  or  by  the  increased  or  diminished  value 
of  the  property  directly  affected  by  the  relief  prayed,^  or  by  the 
pecuniary  result  to  one  of  the  parties  immediately  from  the  judgment,* 
depending  upon  the  nature  and  subject  matter  of  the  controversy. 


Sup.  Ct.  58,  44  li.  ed.  115;  South  Caro- 
lina V.  Seymour,  153  U.  S.  353,  358,  14 
Sup.  Ct.  871,  38  L.  ed.  742;  Washing- 
ton &  G.  E.  Co.  V.  District  of  Colum- 
bia, 146  U.  S.  227,  13  Sup.  Ct.  64,  36 
L.  ed.  951;  Oregon  E.  &  Nav.  Co.  v. 
Shell,   125   Fed.   979. 

[a]  Where  the  value  of  the  right  In 
CLuestion  is  purely  conjectural  and  is 
not  susceptible  of  a  pecuniary  estimate, 
there  is  no  jurisdiction.  TTnited  States 
V.  Hay,  194  V.  S.  373,  24  Sup.  Ct.  681, 
48  L.  ed.  1025. 

[b]  Writs  of  habeas  corpus  (1)  to 
procure  one's  personal  liberty  do  not 
involve  such  a  right.  Smith  v.  Whit- 
ney, 116  U.  S.  167,  6  Sup.  Ct.  570,  29 
L.  ed.  601.  See  Whitney  v.  Dick,  202 
U.  S.  132,  26  Sup.  Ct.  584,  50  L.  ed. 
963;  Ex  parte  Bell,  240  Fed.  758.  (2) 
Habeas  corpus  to  obtain  custody  of 
child  does  not  involve  subject  matter 
having  pecuniary  value  Ex  parte 
Everts,  1  Bond  197,  8  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
4,581. 

[c]  '  Custody  of  Children.  —  On  a 
controversy  between  the  mother  and 
the  testamentary  guardian  of  infant 
children  over  the  right  to  their  custody 
and  care,  the  matter  in  dispute  is  in- 
capable of  being  reduced  to  any  pecun- 
iary standard  of  value.  Perrine  v. 
Slack,  164  U.  S.  452,  17  Sup.  Ct.  79,  41 
L.  ed.  510. 

[d]  The  deprivation  of  one's  polit- 
ical or  social  rights  involves  damage 
capable  of  estimation  in  money.  Giles 
V.  Harris,  189  U.  S.  475,  485,  23  Sup, 
Ct.  639,  47  L.  ed.  909. 

[e]  Transfer  of  Stock.  —  Jessup  v. 
Chicago  &  N.  W.  E.  Co.,  188  Fed.  931. 

[f]  Patentability  of  Invention. 
Durham  v.  Seymour,  161  TT.  S.  235,  16 
Sup.  Ct.  452,  40  L.  ed.  682 

[g]  Begistration  of  Trade-Mark. 
South  Carolina  v.  Seymour,  153  IT.  S. 


353,  358,  14  Sup.  Ct.  871,  38  L.  ed. 
742. 

[h]  Suit  to  obtain  inspection  of 
books  does  not  involve  a  matter  which 
can  be  valued  in  money.  Whitney  v. 
American  Shipbuilding  Co.,  197  Fed. 
777. 

[i]  Divorce  and  alimony  (1)  not  a 
controversy  involving  pecuniary  value. 
See  De  La  Eama  v.  De  La  Eama,  201 
U.  S.  303,  26  Sup.  Ct.  485,  50  L.  ed. 
765;  Hastings  v.  Douglass,  249  Fed. 
378.  (2)  But  on  appeal  in  a  separate 
maintenance  suit  a  monthly  allowance 
to  the  wife  is  not  contingent  or  specu- 
lative  and  may  be  valued  for  purposes 
of  conferring  jurisdiction  of  the  appeal. 
Thompson  v.  Thompson,  226  U.  S.  551, 
33  Sup.  Ct.  129,  57  L.  ed.  347. 

3.  Thompson  v.  Thompson,  226  U.  S. 
551,  33  Sup.  Ct.  129,  57  L.  ed.  347,  a 
decree  involving  the  allowance  of  tem- 
porary alimony  may  be  made  the  basis 
of  appellate  jurisdiction,  though  the 
future  payments  are  subject  to  be  in- 
creased or  diminished,  or  cut  off  alto- 
gether by  order  of  the  court. 

4.  Fields  v  United  States,  205  U.  S. 
292,  297,  27  Slip.  Ct.  543,  51  L.  ed.  807; 
Sinclair  v.  District  oi  Columbia,  192 
U.  S.  16,  24  Sup.  Ct.  212,  48  L.  ed.  322; 
Chapman  v.  United  States,  164  V.  S. 
436,  450,  17  Sup.  Ct.  76,  41  L.  ed.  504; 
United  States  v.  More,  3  Craneh  (U. 
S.)  159,  2  L.  ed.  397. 

5.  See  generally  17  Standard  Peoc. 
843,  et  seq. 

6.  Smith  V.  Adams,  130  U.  S.  167, 
175,  9  Sup.  Ct.  566,  32  L.  ed.  895;  Way 
V.  Clay,  140  Fed.  352. 

3,  d,  and  17  Standard  Proc.  847,  850. 

7.  Smith  V.  Adams,  130  U.  S.  167, 
175,  9  Sup.  Ct.  566,  32  L.  ed.  895;  Way 
V.  Clay,  140  Fed.  352. 

8.  Smith  V.  Adams,  130  U.  S.  167, 
175,  9  Sup.  Ct.  566,  32  L.  ed.  895;  Way 
V.  Clay,  140  Fed.  352. 
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Where  the  object  of  a  suit  is  to  apply  property  worth  more,  to  the 
payment  of  a  debt  worth  less,  than  the  jurisdictional  amount,  thei 
amount  of  the  debt  rather  than  the  value  of  the  property  controls  in 
determining  jurisdiction.* 

b.  Collateral  Effect  of  Judgment  or  Decree  Cannot  Be  Considered. 
The  collateral  effect  of  the  judgment  or  decree  in  another  suit  between 
the  same  or  other  parties  cannot  be  considered.^"  Thus,  jurisdiction 
cannot  be  made  to  depend  upon  the  amount  of  a  contingent  loss  that 
will  result  therefrom,^^  as,  for  example,  by  reason  of  its  probative  ef- 
fect." 


9.  Squire  v.  Eobertson,  191  Fed. 
733. 

[a]  Of  the  Appellate  Court.  —  Gib- 

Bon  V.  Shufeldt,  122  U.  S.  27,  7  Sup. 
Ct.  1066,  30  L.  ed.  1083;  Boss  -p.  Pren- 
tiss, 3  How.  (IT.  S.)  771,  11  L.  ed.  824; 
Farmers'  Bank  v  Hooff,  7  Pet.  (U.  S.) 
168,  8  L.  ed.  646." 

[b]  In  a  suit  for  salvage,  the 
amount  of  salvage  awarded  and  not  the 
value  of  the  vessel  or  cargo  determines 
the  jurisdiction  on  appeal.  Spear  v. 
Place,  11  How.  (V.  S.)  522,  13  L.  ed. 
796. 

10.  Albright  v.  New  Mexico,  ex  rel., 
Sandoval,  200  U.  S.  9,  26  Sup.  Ct.  21'0, 
50  L.  ed.  346;  United  States  v.  Wana- 
maker,  147  TJ.  S.  149,  13  Sup.  Ct.  2,9, 
37  L.  ed.  118;  Clay  Center  v.  Farmers' 
Loan  &  T.  Co.,  145  U.  S.  224,  12  Sup. 
Ct.  817,  36  L.  ed.  685;  Gibson  v.  Shu- 
feldt, 122  TJ.  S.  27,  29,  7  Sup.  Ct.  1066, 
30  L.  ed.  1083;  Bruce  v.  Manchester 
&  K.  E.  Co.,  117  V.  S.  514,  6  Sup.  Ct. 
849,  29  L.  ed.  990;  Elgin  v.  Marshall, 
106  U.  S.  678,  1  Sup.  Ct.  484,  27  L.  ed. 
249;  Squire  v.  Robertson,  191  Fed. 
733;  Board  of  Trustees  v.  Berryman, 
156  Fed.  112. 

11.  Hollander  v.  Fechheimer,  162  TJ. 
S.  326,  16  Sup.  Ct.  795,  40  L.  ed.  985; 
Smith  V.  Adams,  130  U.  S.  167,  176,  9 
Sup.  Ct.  566,  32  L.  ed.  895;  Ross  V, 
Prentiss,  7  How.  (TJ.  S.)  771,  11  L.  ed 
824. 

12  Wallach  v.  Rudolph,  217  U.  S. 
561, '30  Sup.  Ct.  687,  54  L.  ed.  883; 
Fields  V.  United  States,  205  U.  S.  292, 
27  Sup.  Ct.  543,  51  L.  ed.  807;  Wash- 
ington &  G.  R.  Co.  V.  Disti  of  Colum- 
bia, 146  U.  S.  227,  13  Sup.  Ct.  64,  36 
L.  ed.  951  (thoigh  the  judgment  may 
be  conclusive  in  a  subsequent  action); 
New  England  Mtg.  Co.  v.  Gay,  145  U. 
8.  123,  130,  12  Sup.  Ct.  815,  36  L.  ed. 
646;  New  Jersey  Zinc  Co.  v.  Trotter, 
108  U.  S.  564,  2  Sup.  Ct.  875,  27  h.  ed. 
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828;  Mayor,  etc.,  of  Baltimore  v.  Postal 
Tel.  Cable  Co.,  62  Fed.  500. 

[a]  Though  Conclusive  as  an  Ad- 
judication.—  A  judgment  for  less  than 
the  jurisdictional  amount  in  an  action 
to  recover  the  amount  due  upon  inter- 
est coupons  of  municipal  bonds  is  not 
reviewable  b.y  the  supreme  court  though 
it  is  conclusive  as  to  the  validity  of 
the  bonds  held  by  plaintiff  the  value  of 
which  is  in  excess  of  the  jurisdictional 
amount.  Elgin  v.  Marshall,  106  U".  S, 
578,  1  Sup.  Ct.  484,  27  L.  ed.  249. 

[b]  The  effect  on  future  taxation  of 
a  decision  that  particular  taxation  is 
invalid  cannot  be  considered.  Holt  v. 
Indiana  Mfg.  Co.,  176  U.  S.  68,  20  Sup. 
Ct.  272,  44  L.  ed.  374. 

[c]  In  a  suit  to  enjbin  the  collec- 
tion of  license  taxes  for  particular 
years,  the  effect  of  the  judgment  on 
the  right  to  collect  other  taxes  cannot 
be  considered.  Washington  &  G.  R. 
Co.  V.  Dist.  of  Columbia,  146  U.  S.  227, 
13  Sup.  Ct.  64,  36  L.  ed.  951. 

[d]  In  an  action  by  a  city  to  re- 
cover a  tax  on  a  specified  number  of 
telegraph  poles  at'  a  specified  rate  per 
pole,  the  amount  of  the  tax  controls, 
and  where  that  is  less  than  the  re- 
quired amount,  jurisdiction  cannot  be 
maintained  on  the  ground  that  the  real 
matter  in  dispute,  in  so  far  as  it  af- 
fects defendant,  is  its  right  to  maintain 
its  poles  without  paying  the  tax,  and 
the  validity  of  the  ordinance  imposing 
such  tax  and  providing  penalties  for 
its  nonpayment.  Mayor,  etc.,  of  Balti- 
more V.  Postal  Tel.  Cable  Co.,  62  Fed. 
600. 

[e]  In  quo  warranto  to  test  the 
right  to  a  public  ofSce,  the  effect  of  a 
judgment  of  ouster  on  the  right  to  re- 
cover emoluments  for  the  past  cannot 
be  considered.  Albright  v.  New  Mexico, 
ex  rel,  Sandoval,  200  U.  S.  9,  26  Sup. 
Ct.  210,  50  L.  ed.  346. 
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c.  Interest  and  Costs.^^  —  Interest  as  such,  that  is  interest  which 
is  a  mere  incident  or  accessory  to  the  amount  demanded,  cannot  be 
considered ;  ^*  but  the  contrary  is  true  as  to  interest  constituting  a 
part  of  the  damages  to  be  awarded  on  the  principal  demand.  ^° 

Costs  cannot  be  considered.^*  The  term  "costs"  as  here  used  is  con- 
fined to  costs  in  the  pending  suit.^' 

d.  Effect  of  Allegations  as  to  Value  or  Amount.  —  The  value  of  the 
matter  in  controversy  is  ordinarily  determined  by  plaintiff's  claim,^* 


13.  See  generally  17  Standard 
Peoc.  871,  et  seq. 

14.  See  the  statute,  and  Brown  v. 
Webster,  156  U.  S.  328,  15  Sup.  Ct. 
377,  39  L.  ed.  440;  Continental  Casual- 
ty Co.  V.  Spradlin,  170  Fed.  322,  95 
C.  C.  A.  112;  A.  H.  Marshall  Co.  v. 
Buiek  Motor  Co.,  251  Fed.  685;  Voor- 
hees  r.  Aetna  L.  Ins.  Co.,  250  Fed.  484. 
See  17  Standard  Proc.  871,  873. 

15.  Brown  v.  Webster,  156  U.  S. 
328,  15  Sup.  Ct.  377,  39  L.  ed.  440; 
Chesbrough  v.  Woodworth,  251  Fed. 
881,  164  C.  C.  A.  97;  Central  Commer- 
cial Co.  V.  Jones-Dusenbury  Co.,  251 
Fed.  13,  163  C.  C.  A.  263;  Continental 
Casualty  Co.  v.  Spradlin,  170  Fed.  322, 
95  C.  C.  A.  112. 

[a]  Matured  interest  coupons  of 
municipal  bonds  are  to  be  regarded  as 
independent  principal  demands,  and 
not  as  interest.  Edwards  v.  Bates 
County,  163  IT.  S.  269,  16  Sup.  Ct.  967, 
41  L.  ed.  155. 

16.  See  the  statute,  also  generally 
17  Standard  Proc.  877,  et  seq. 

[a]  The  term  costs  includes  all  tax- 
able costs.'  (1)  In  an  action  on  a  note, 
notary  fees  for  the  presentment  and 
protest  thereof  are  costs  and  cannot 
be  considered.  Baker  v.  Howell,  44 
Fed.  113.  (2)  But  the  term  does  not 
embrace  fees  to  which  counsel  are  en- 
titled under  contract,  express  or  im- 
plied. Peters  v.  Queen  Ins.  Co.,  182 
Fed.  113.  See  also  Lee  Line  Steamers 
V.  Robinson,  232  Fed.  417,  146  Q.  C.  A. 
411;  Le  Eoy  v.  Hartwick,  229  Fed. 
857.  (3)  As  where  there  is  an  agree- 
ment to  pay  a  "reasonable"  attorney's 
fee  and  it  is  alleged  that  a  reasonable 
attorney's  fee  is  at  least  ten  per  cent, 
of  the  amount  due.  Eogers  v.  Eiley, 
80  Fed.  759.  See  Howard  v,  Carroll, 
195  Fed.  646,  and  17  Standard  Proc. 
876.  (4)  But  it  does  include  attorney's 
fees  which  a  statute  provides  may  be 
recovered  from,  an  insurance  company 
which   refuses   to   pay   a   loss   within 


sixty  days  after  demand,  provided  it 
shall  be  made  to  appear  to  the  jury 
that  such  refusal  was  in  bad  faith. 
Peters  v.  Queen  Ins.  Co.,  182  Fed.  113, 
in  view  of  the  definition  of  costs  by 
the  supreme  court  of  Georgia. 

17.  See  trien  Inv.  (Jo.  v.  Bomero 
(C.  C.  A.),  254  Fed.  239. 

18.  Smithers  v.  Smith,  204  U.  S. 
632,  27  Sup.  Ct.  297,  51  L.  ed.  656; 
Schunk  V.  Moline,  M  &  S.  Co.,  147  IT. 
S.  500,  13  Sup.  Ct.  416,  37  L.  ed.  255; 
Howard  v.  Carroll,  195  Fed.  646. 

[a]  Where  the  law  prescribes  no 
limitation  on  the  amount  of  recovery. 
Barry  v.  Edmunds,  116  IT.  S.  550,  6 
Sup.  Ct.  501,  29  L.  ed.  729;  Smith  v. 
Greenhow,  109  U.  S.  669,  3  Sup.  Ct. 
421,  27  L.  ed.  1080;  Wilson  v.  Daniel, 
3  Call.  (U.  S.)  401,  407,  1  L.  ed.  655; 
Hayward  v.  Nordberg  Mfg.  Co.,  85 
Fed.  4,  29  C.  C.  A.  438.      . 

[b]  The  debt  claimed  is  the  matter 
in  dispute  in  actions  upon  money  de- 
mands. Gray  v.  Blanchard,  97  U.  S. 
564,  24  L.  ed.  1108;  Schacker  v.  Hart- 
ford Fire  Ins.  Co.,  93  IT.  S.  241,  23  L. 
ed.  862;  Lee  v.  Watson,  1  Wall  (U.  S.) 
337,  17  L.  ed.  557;  Denver  City  Tram- 
way Co.  V.  Norton,  141  Fed.  599,  73 
C.  C.  A.  1;  Turner  v.  Southern  Home 
Bldg.  &  Loan  Ass'n,  101  Fed.  308,  313,' 
41  C.  C.  A.  379;  Tennent-Stribling 
Shoe  Co.  V  Eoper,  94  Fed.  739,  742,  36 
C.  C.  A.  455;  Peeler  v.  Lathrop,  48 
Fed.  780,  786,  1  C.  C.  A.  93;  Brent  v. 
Charles  H.  Lilly  Co.,  202  Fed.  335,  338; 
Ung  Lung  Chung  v.  Holmes,  98  Fed. 
323. 

[c]  Allegations  as  to  exemplary 
damages  may  be  considered,  where  the 
facts  alleged,  if  true,  warrant  the  re- 
covery of  such  damages.  Scott  v. 
Donald,  165  U.  S.  58,  74,  17  Sup.  Ct. 
265,  41  L.  ed.  632;  Barry  v.  Edmunds, 
116  U.  S.  550,  558,  6  Sup.  Ct.  501,  29 
L.  ed.  729;  Breard  v.  Lee,  192  Fed. 
72.     See   17   Standard   Proc.    875. 

[d]  Where    the    damages    are    un- 
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provided  it  is  the  real  matter  in  dispute,''  and  not  a  colorable  allega-       / 
tion  for  the  purpose  of  creating  jurisdiction.^"    Moreover,  it  must  not 
appear  from  an  inspection  of  the  pleading  that  as  a  matter  of  law  a 
recovery  of  the  jurisdictional  amount  alleged  is  impossible.^' 


liquidated,  (1)  and  the  amount  of  re- 
covery is  peculiarly  a  question  for  the 
jury.  /Wiley  v.  Sinkler,  179  U.  S.  58, 
65,  21  Sup.  Ct.  17,  45  L.  ed.  84;  North 
American  T.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Morrison,  178 
U.  S.  262,  20  Sup.  Ct.  869,  44  L.  ed. 
1061.  (2)  When  a  tort  ease  has  reached 
the  supreme  court  and  the  alleged 
damages  exceed  the  prescribed  amount, 
the  declaration  discloses  nothing  ren- 
dering such  a  recovery  impossible,  and 
no  bad  faith  appears,  it  requires  very 
clear  error  to  justify  a  negation  of  the 
trial  court's  jurisdiction.  Chesbrough 
V.  Hotchkiss  (U.  S.),  40  Sup.  Ct.  237. 
[e]  Where  the  value  of  the  object 
of  a  suit  for  injunction  is  not  liqui- 
dated. Texas  &  E.  Co.  v.  Kuteman, 
64  Fed.  547,  4  C.  C.  A.  503;  Martin  v. 
City  Water  Co.,  197  Fed.  462.  See 
Colgate  V.  White  &  Co.,  180  Fed.  882. 
See  also  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Smith,  128  Fed.  1,  63  C.  C  A.  1.  See 
infra,  11,  B,  3,  h,  (II). 

19.  Hilton  v.  Dickinson,  108  U.  S. 
165,  2  Sup.  Ct.  424,  27  L.  ed.  688. 

[a]  The  sum  shown  and  not  the 
sum  demanded  will  prevail  where  it 
appears  that  the  sum  demanded  is  not 
the  matter  in  dispute.  Barry  v.  Ed- 
munds, 116  U.  S.  550,  561,  6  Sup.  Ct. 
501,  29  L.  ed.  729;  Bowman  v.  Chicago 
&  N.  W.  E.  Co.,  115  V.  S.  611,  613,  6 
Sup.  Ct.  192,  29  L.  ed.  502;  Hilton  v. 
Dickinson,  108  V.  S.  165,  2  Sup.  Ct 
424,  27  L.  ed.  688;  Hay  ward  v.  Nord- 
berg  Mfg.  Co.,  85  Fed.  4,  29  C.  C.  A. 
438. 

20.  Globe  Eefining  Co.  v.  Landa 
Cotton  Oil  Co.,  190  U.  S.  540,  23  Sup. 
Ct.  764,  47  L.  ed.  1171;  Barry  v.  Ed- 
munds, 116  U.  S.  550,  6  Sup.  Ct.  501, 
29  L.  ed.  729. 

[a]  Where  the  claim  is  evidently 
fictitious  and  is  alleged  merely  to  give 
jurisdiction,  it  does  not  control.  Schunk 
V.  Moline,  Milburn  &  Stoddard  Co.,  147 
U.  S.  500,  13  Sup.  Ct.  416,  37  L.  ed. 
255;  Bowman  v.  Chicago  &  N".  W.  E. 
Co.,  115  IT.  S.  611,  614,  6  Sup.  Ct.  192, 
29  L.  ed.  502;  Smith  v.  Greenhow, 
109  U.  S.  669,  3  Sup.  Ct.  421,  27  L.  ed. 
lOSO;  Hayward  v.  Nordberg  Mfg.  Co., 
85  Fed.  4,  29  C.  C.  A.  438;     17  Stand- 
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AED  Pkoc.  857.  See  Smithers  v.  Smith, 
204  U.  S.  632,  27  Sup.  Ct.  297,  51  L.  ed. 
656,  reversing  a  finding  by  the  trial 
court  that  plaintiff's  allegations  as  to 
value  were  fraudulent.  As  to  fraud 
and   collusion,   see   infra,  II,   F,   9. 

[b]  But  an  appellate  court  cannot 
say  that  the  amount  demanded  in  the 
petition  was  not  demanded  in  good 
faith,  where,  had  the  jury  rendered  a 
verdict  on  the  evidence  for  a  sum  in 
excess  of  the  jurisdictional  amount,  the 
court  could  not  say  that  there  was  not 
some  evidence  to  support  it,  though  it 
might  regard  such  verdict  as  exces- 
sive. Denver  City  Tramway  Co.  v. 
Norton,  141  Fed.  599,  73  C.  C.  A.  1. 

[cj  In  an  action  based  on  a  con- 
tract for  $2000  even  an  averment  that 
the  amount  in  controversy  exceeds 
$2'000  is  not  controlling.  Eoyal  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Stoddard,  201  Fed.  916,  120  C. 
C.  A.  434. 

21.  Smithers  v.  Smith.  204  U.  S. 
632,  642,  27  Sup.  Ct.  297,  51  L.  ed. 
656;  Magruder  v.  Armes,  180  U.  S. 
496,  21  Sup.  Ct.  454,  45  L.  ed.  638; 
North  American  T.  &  T.  >Co.  v.  Morri- 
son, 178  U.  S.  262,  20  Sup.  Ct.  869,  44 
L.  ed.  1061;  Howard  v.  Carroll,  195 
Fed.  646. 

[a]  Where  the  law  liquidates  the 
damages  the  amount  so  liquidated  and 
not  the  amount  claimed  in  the  com- 
plaint controls.  Bergman  n.  Inman, 
Poulsen  &  Co.,  91   Fed.  293. 

[b]  "Where  the  law  gives  no  rule, 
the  demand  of  the  plaintiff  must  fur- 
nish one;  but  where  the  law  gives  the 
rule,  the  legal  cause  of  action,  and  not 
the  plaintiff's  demand,  must  be  re- 
garded." Wilson  V.  Daniel,  2  Dall. 
(IT.  S.)  401,  407,  1  L.  ed.  655,  quoted 
with  approval  in  Barry  v.  Edmunds, 
116  U.  S.  550,  560,  6  Sup.  Ct.  501,  29 
L.  ed.  729;  Hayward  v.  Nordberg  Mfg. 
Co.,  85  Fed.  4,  29  C.  C.  A.  438. 

[c]  "If  from  the  nature  of  the 
case  as  stated  In  the  pleadings  there 
could  not  legally  be  a  judgment  for  an 
amount  necessary  to  the  jurisdiction, 
jurisdiction  cannot  attach  even  though 
the  damages  be  laid  in  the  declaration 
at  a  larger  sum."    Vance  v,  Vander* 
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The  amount  as  stated  in  the  body  of  the  declaration,^^  or  in  the  body 
of  a  set-off  or  counterclaim,^'  ordinarily  controls  rather  than  the  ad 
damnum,  though  reference  must  also  be  had  to  the  latter  and  the 
prayer  for  judgment.^* 

e.  Effect  of  Defenses,  Admissions,  Stipulations,  and  Disclaimers. 
Jurisdiction  is  not  defeated  by  the  fact  that  the  declaration  shows  that 
a  perfect  defense  might  be  interposed  to  a  sufficient  amount  of  the 
claim  to  reduce  it  below  the  jurisdictional  amount,^^  or  because  such  a 
defense  is,  in  fact,  interposed,^®  or  because  the  sum  claimed  is  reduced 
below  the  jurisdictional  amount  by  the  sustaining  of  demurrers  to  a 
part  of  the  plaintiff's  claim.^'  Nor  is  it  defeated  by  a  stipulation  of 
the  parties  as  to  the  facts,^®  or  by  a  concession  by  the  plaintiff  that  he 


eook  Co.,  170  U.  S.  468,  472,  18  Sup. 
Ct.  645,  42  L.  ed.  1111;  Federal  Wall 
Paper   Co.  v.  Kempner,   244  Fed.   240. 

[d]  Where  the  special  damages 
averred  in  the  complaint  are  not  re- 
coverable, and  the  jurisdictional 
amount  does  not  remain  after  deduct- 
ing them  from  the  amount  claimed. 
Vance  v.  Vandercook  Co.,  170  TJ.  S. 
468,  18.  Sup.  Ct.  645,  42  L.  ed.  1111. 

[e]  Stipulated  Damages  Less  Than 
Jurisdictional  Amount.  —  Phillips  v. 
Troutman,  197  Fed.  325. 

22.  Hilton  v.  Dickinson,  108  IT.  S. 
165,  2  Sup.  Ct.  274,  27  L.  ed.  688;  Lee 
V.  Watson,  1  Wall.  (U.  S.)  337,  339,  17 
L.  ed.  557;  Tennent-Stribling  Shoe 
Co.  v.  Eoper,  94  Fed.  739,  36  C.  C.  A. 
455.    But  see  17  Standard  Pboc.  847. 

[a]  Not  merely  the  damages  al- 
leged or  the  prayer  for  judgment.  Gray 
V.  Blanchard,  97  U.  S.  564,  24  L.  ed. 
1108;  Shacker  v.  Hartford  Fire  Ins. 
Co.,  93  U.  S.  241,  23  L.  ed.  862.  Tur- 
ner V.  Southern  Home  Bldg.  &  Loan 
Assn.,  101  Fed.  308,  313,  41  C.  C.  A 
379. 

fb]  In  an  Action  Ta  Eecover  a  Spe- 
cific Sum  of  Money.  —  Barataria  Can- 
ning Co.  V.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  143 
Fed.  113,  74  C.  C.  A.  307;  Mayor,  etc., 
of  Baltimore  v.  Postal  Tel.  Cable  Co., 
62  Fed.  500. 

[c]  In  ejectment,  unless  special  acts 
of  damage  are  pleaded,  the  damages 
are  merely  nominal,  and  hence  where 
no  such  acts  are  alleged  a  statement 
as  to  plaintiff's  damages  will  not  enn- 
trol.  Elk  Garden  Co.  v.  T.  W.  Thayer 
Cn„  179  Fed.  556;  Way  v  Clay,  140 
Fed.  352. 

23.'  Hilton  v.  Dickinson,  108  IT.  S. 
165,  2  Sup.  Ct.  274,  27  L.  ed.  688. 

24.     Squire    v.    Bobertson,    191    Fed. 


733.  See  Shappirio  v.  Goldberg,  192 
U.  S.  232,  240,  24  Sup.  Ct.  259,  48  L.  ed, 
419;  Lee  v.  Watson,  1  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
337,  339,  17  L.  ed.  557;  17  Standard 
Pboc.  847,  848. 

25.  Smithers  v.  Smith,  204  U.  8. 
632,  642,  27  Sup.  Ct.  297,  51  L.  ed.  656; 
Tennent-Stribling  Shoe  Co.  v.  Eoper, 
94  Fed.  739,  36  C.  C.  A.  455;  Howard 
V.  Carroll,  195  Fed.  646;  Ung  Lung 
Chung  V.  Holmes,  98  Fed.  323. 

[a]  Condition  Precedent  Not  Com- 
plied With.  —  The  amount  of  an  at- 
torney's fee  contracted  to  be  paid  may 
be  considered  through  the  declaration 
does  not  allege  the  giving  of  a  notice 
of  intention  to  sue,  which  is  a  statu- 
tory condition  precedent  to  their  re- 
covery. Howard  v.  Carroll,  195  Fed. 
646. 

[b]  limitations.  —  Hardin  v.  Cass 
County,  42  Fed.  652. 

[c]  That  part  of  the  sum  claimed 
is  not  yet  due,  where  plaintiff  insists 
that  he  has  a  right  to  recover  it  all. 
Schunk  V.  Moline,  Milburn  &  Stod- 
dart  Co.,  147  U.  S.  500,  504,  13  Sup. 
Ct.  416,  37  L.  ed.  255;  Bowden  v. 
Burnham,  59  Fed.  752,  8  C.  C.  A.  248; 
O'Connell  v.  Eeed,  56  Fed.  531-,  5  C.  C. 
A.  586;    Alsop  V.  Conway,  188  Fed.  568. 

26.  Tennent-Stribling  Shoe  Co.  v. 
Eoper,  94  Fed.  739,  36  C.  C.  A.  455. 

[a]  Where  the  Claim  Is  Not  Evi- 
dently Fictitious.  —  Turner  v.  South- 
ern Home  Bldg,  &  Loan  Assn.,  101 
Fed.  308,  315,  41   C.  C.  A.  379. 

fb]  Iiimitatlons.  —  Hardin  v.  Cass 
County,  42  Fed.  652. 

27.  Levinski  v.  Middlesex  Banking 
Co.,  92  Fed.  449,  34  C.  C.  .A.  452,  after 
removal  from  a  state  to  the  federal 
court. 

28.  Hayward  v.  Nordberg  Mfg.  Co., 
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is  not  entitled  to  the  full  amount  claimed,^^  or  by  the  defendant's  ad- 
mission of  or  failure  to  dispute  the  claim,*"  or  by  his  disclaimer.^^  Nor 
is  the  jurisdiction  of  the  trial  court  defeated  because  the  actual  recov- 
ery is  less  than  the  jurisdictional  amount  or  value,*^  where  there  is 
nothing  to  show  bad  faith.^^ 

f.  Effect  of  Counterclaims,  Set-Off s,  and  Cross-Bills.^*  —  Where  a 
cross-demand  has  been  interposed  it  has  been  held  that  the  amount  in 
controversy  includes  both  the  demands  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant, 
at  least  where  the  cross-demand  grows  out  of  the  transaction  relied 
upon  by  the  plaintiff,**^  though  there  is  authority  to  the  contrary.^" 
But  jurisdiction  is  not  defeated  because  the  amount  of  recovery  is  re- 
duced below  the  jurisdictional  amount  by  reason  of  the  setting  up  by 
way  of  recoupment  of  a  cross-demand  of  which  the  complainant  had  no 
knowledge  before  bringing  the  action.*' 

g.  Effect  of  Uniting  Several  Claims  or  Causes  of  Action.^^  —  The 
aggregate  amount  prayed  for,  and  not  the  amount  of  each  cause  of 
action,  controls.*'    And  jurisdiction  is  not  defeated  by  the  fact  that 


85  Ted.  4,  9,  29  O    C.  A.  438;  Eiggs  17. 
Clark,  71  Fed.  560,'  18  C.  C.  A.  242. 

BSect  of  stipulations  on  the  juris- 
diction of  the  appellate  court,  see 
infra,  II,  E,  3,  i. 

29.  Hayward  v.  Nordberg  Mfg.  Co., 
85  Fed.  4,  8,  29  C.  C.  A.  438;  Kiggs 
V.  Clark,  71  Fed.  560,  18  C.  C.  A.  242. 
Compare,  17  Standabd  Peoc.  878,  895. 

[a]  After  Removal.  —  Where  the 
complaint  in  the  state  court  seeks  to 
recover  a  sum  in  excess  of  the  amount 
necessary  to  give  the  federal  court 
jurisdiction,  the  plaintiff  cannot  after 
removal,  procure  a  remand  by  showing 
by  affidavits,  that  the  amount  actually 
involved  is  less  than  the  jurisdictional 
amount.  Johnson  v.  Computing  Scale 
Co.,  139  Fed.  339. 

30.  In  re  Metropolitan  Ey.  Eeceiver- 
ship,  208  U.  S.  90,  28  Sup.  Ct.  219,  52 
L.  ed.  403,  his  failure  to  satisfy  it  is 
sufScient. 

31.  "Way  V.  Clay,  140  Fed.  352. 

32.  Green  v.  Liter,  8  Cranch  (U.  S.) 
229,  241,  3  L.  ed.  545;  Ury  v.  Mazer 
Cigar  Mfg.  Co.  (C.  C.  .A.),  253  Fed. 
551;  MuUins  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Williamson 
&  Brown  L.  &  Lumb.  Co.,  246  Fed. 
232,  158  C.  C.  A.  392;  Garrett  v.  Mal- 
lard, 238  Fed.  335,  151  C.  C.  A.  351; 
Denver  Citv  Tramway  Co.  v.  Norton, 
141  Fed.  599,  73  C.  C.  A.  1;  Tennent- 
Stribling  Shoe  Co.  v.  Roper,  94  Fed. 
739,  36  C.  C.  A.  455;  Peeler  v.  Lath- 
rop,  48  Fed.  780,  786,  1  C.  C.  A.  93; 
Armstrong  v.  Walters,  223  Fed.  451; 
Ung  Lung  Chung  v.  Ijolmes,  98   Fed. 
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323.  See  also  17  Standard  Peoc.  892, 
894,  and  the  title  "Removal  of 
Causes." 

[a]  In  an  action  for  convei;sion, 
jurisdiction  is  not  lost  by  reason  of  a, 
finding  that  the  goods  are  worth  less 
than  the  jurisdictional  amount.  Jones 
r.  McCormick  Harvesting  Maeh.  Co., 
82  Fed.  295,  27  C.  C.  A.  133. 

33.  ITng  Lung  Chung  v.  Holmes,  98 
Fed.  323.  See  Jones  v.  McCormick 
Harvesting  Maeh.  Co.,  82  Fed.  295,  27 
C.  C.  A.  133. 

34.  See  generally  17  Standard  Proc. 
836,  et  seq.;  851,  et  seg. 

35.  Kirby  v.  American  Soda  Foun- 
tain Co.,  194  U.  S.  141,  24  Sup.  Ct.  619, 
48  L.  ed.  911  (cross-bill);  Central 
Commercial  Co.  v.  Jones-Duseubury 
Co.,  251  Fed.  13,  163  C.  C.  A.  2d3  (set- 
ofif);  Le^is  Merc.  Co.  v  Klepner,  176 
Fed.  Za,  100  C.  C.  A.  285.  Compare, 
22  Standard  Peoc.  761. 

Cross  demands  as  affecting  appellate 
jurisdiction,  see  infra,  II  E,  3,  i. 

36.  Harley  v.  Firemen's  Fund  Ins, 
Co.,  245  Fed.  471. 

37.  Piekham  v.  Wheeler,-Bliss  Mfg. 
Co.,  77  Fed.  663,  23  C.  C,  A.  391. 

38.  See  generally  17  Standard 
Peoc.  864,  et  seq. 

39.  Spokane  Valley  Land  &  W.  Co. 
r.  Kootenai  County,  i99  Fed.  481,  487; 
Armstronpr  T.  Ett'lesohn,  36  Fed.  209. 
See  Thompson  v.  Southern  E.  Co.,  116 
Fed.  890. 

[a]  In  an  Action  on  Several  Notes 
or  Bonds.  —  Heffner  v.  Gwynne-Tread- 
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the  aggregate  amount  demanded  is  made  up  of  several  assigned  claims 
for  less  than  the  jurisdictional  amount  provided  the  assignments  were 
made  in  good  faith;  *"  but  the  contrary  is  true  where  the  assignments 
are  merely  colorable,  and  were  made  solely  for  the  purpose  of  making 
a  case  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  federal  court.*^ 

Claims  by  or  Against  SeTeral  Persoiis.*^  —  Distinct  claims  against  sev- 
eral defendants  cannot  be  united  to  make  up  the  jurisdictional 
amount.*^  If  the  interests  of  the  several  parties  are  distinct,  and  they 
are  joined  for  convenience  only,  and  because  they  form  a  class  of 
parties  whose  rights  or  liabilities  arose  out  of  the  same  transaction  or 
have  relation  to  a  common  fund  or  mass  of  property  sought  to  be  ad- 
administered,  the  amount  of  each  separate  demand  or  liability  will 


well  Cotton  Co.,  160  Fed.  635,  87  C.  C. 
A.  606.  See  also  Kaus  v.  American 
Surety  Co.,  199  Fed.  972,  and  17  Stand- 
AKD  Peoc.  866,  et  seq. 

[b]  In  an  action  on  accounts  ex- 
hibited with  the  declaration,  the 
amount  of  the  accounts  in  the  aggre- 
gate is  the  amount  in  dispute.  Tennent- 
Stribling  Shoe  Co.  v.  Eoper,  94  Fed. 
739,  36  C.  C.  A.  455. 

40.  Kentucky  "Wagon  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Jones  &  Hopkins  Mfg.  Co.,  248  Fed. 
272,  160  C.  C.  A.  350;  Bowden  v. 
Burnham,  59  Fed.  752.  8  C.  C.  A.  248; 
Hartford  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Brie  E.  Co., 
172  Fed.  899;  Bergman  v.  Inman, 
Poulsen  &  Co.,  91  Fed.  293;  Chase  v. 
Sheldon  Eoller-Mills  Co.,  56  Fed.  625; 
Stanley  v.  Board  of  Supr's,  15  Fed. 
483. 

41.  Hartford  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Erie 
E.  Co.,  172  Fed.  899. 

[a]  Several  claims  assigned  to  the 
plaintiff  for  collection  only  cannot  be 
added  together  or  to  his  own  claim  for 
the  purpose  of  making  up  the  juris- 
dictional amount.  Woodside  v.  Beck- 
ham, 216  V.  B.  117,  30  Sup.  Ct.  367, 
54  L,  ed.  408,  affirming  142  Fed.  617. 

[b]  In  aa  action  against  a  city  to 
recover  the  principal  and  interest  of 
certain  of  its  negotiable  bonds  and  in- 
terest coupons  brought  by  one  to  whom 
they  have  been  transferred  for  collec- 
tion only,  the  trial  court  has  no  juris- 
diction to  render  judgment  upon  any 
claim  or  claims,  whether  bonds  or  cou- 
pons, held  by  a  single  person,  firm  or 
corporation,  and  which  considered 
apart  from  the  claim  or  claims  of  other 
owners,  could  not  have  been  sued  on  by 
the  real  owner  by  reason  of  the  insuf- 
ficiency of  the  amount  thereof.    Waite 


V.  Santa  Cruz.  184  TJ.  S.  302,  328,  221 
Sup.  Ct.  327,  46  L.  ed.  552. 

[c]  Assignments  cannot  be  said  to 
be  ■collusive  or  colorable  (1)  within 
this  rule  where  the  assignor  could  him- 
self have  sued  on  his  claim  in  a  fed- 
eral court  (Hartford  Fire  Ins.  Co.  «. 
Erie  E.  Co.,  172  Fed.  899,  though  the 
assignment  is  without  consideration), 
or  (2)  where  the  plaintiff  was  himself 
the  owner  of  a  claim  in  excess  of  the 
jurisdictional  amount  before  the  trans- 
fer to  him  was  made.  Stanley  v.  Board 
of  Supra.,  15  Fed.  483. 

42.  iSee  generally  17  Standabd  Peoc. 
862,  et  seq. 

43.  Citizens'  Bank  v.  Cannon,  164 
U.  S.  319,  17  Sup.  Ct.  89,  41  L.  ed.  451; 
Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Smith,  128 
Fed.  1,  63  C.  C.  A.  1;  Eobinson  v.  Wem- 
mer,  253  Fed.  790. 

[a]  Several  Delinquent  Taxpayers, 
There  is  no  jurisdiction  of  a  suit 
against  several  defendants  to  foreclose 
on  special  tax  bills  for  assessment 
work,  where  each  assessment  is  less 
than  the  jurisdictional  amount.  Granite 
Bituminous  Pav.  Co.  v.  Landis,  214 
IT.  S.  504,  29  Sup.  Ct.  702,  53  L.  ed. 
1061. 

[b]  In  a  suit  to  enjoin  the  collec- 
tion of  taxes,  distinct  assessments  in 
separate  counties  cannot  be  added  to- 
gether to  make  up  the  jurisdictional 
amount.  Fishbaek  v.  Western  Union 
Tel.  Co.,  161  U.  S.  96,  16  Sup.  Ct.  506, 
40  li.  ed.  63'0;  Walter  v.  Northeastern 
E.  Co.,  147  U.  S.  370,  13  Sup.  Ct.  348, 
37  L.  ed.  206. 

[e]  Injunction  Against  Multiplicity 
of  Suits.  —  Where  several  persons  hav- 
ing entirely  severable  and  distinct 
claims  against  plaintiff  on  the  ground 
of  fraud  institute  separate  suits  in  the 
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control.  **  But  where  the  several  parties  joined  have  a  common  and 
undivided  interest,  though  separable  as  between  themselves,  the  amount 
of  their  joint  claim  or  liability  will  be  the  test  of  jurisdiction.*^     In 


state  courts  to  enforce  their  claim, 
plaintiff  cannot  by  aggregating  the 
amounts  involved  in  the  different  suits 
bring  himself  within  the  jurisdictional 
amount  of  the  district  court,  ■when  all 
but  two  of  the  suits  in  the  state  court 
are  below  that  amount.  Bobinson  v. 
Wemmer,  253  Fed.   790. 

44.  Pinel  v.  Pinel,  240  U.  S.  594,  36 
Sup.  Ct.  416,  60  L.  ed.  817;  Title  Guar. 
&  Sur.  Co.  V.  Idaho,  240  U.  S.  136,  36 
Sup.  Ct.  345,  60  L.  ed.  566  (action  by 
state  to  the  use  of  numerous  depositors 
in  state  bank,  against  former  bank 
commissioner);  Troy  Bank  v.  White- 
head &  Co.,  222  U.  S.  39,  32  Sup.  Ct. 
9,  56  L.  ed.  81;  New  Orleans  Pac,  B. 
Co.  V.  Parker,  143  U.  S.  42,  12  Sup.  Ct. 
364,  36  L.  ed.  66;  Clay  v.  Pield,  138  U. 
S.  464,  479,  11  Sup.  Ct.  419,  34  L.  ed. 
1044;  Eberhard  v.  Northwestern  Mut. 
L.  Ins.  Co.,  241  Fed.  353,  154  C.  C.  A. 
233;  Bobinson  v.  Wemmer,  253  Fed. 
790.  See  generally  17  Standard  Peoc. 
S64. 

[a]  In  a  suit  by  attaching  creditors 
to  set  aside  a  judgment  by  confession, 
the  rule  has  been  applied.  Schwed  v. 
Smith,  106  U.  S.  188,  1  Sup.  Ct.  221, 
27  L.  ed.  156. 

[b]  Application  of  rule  to  a  suit 
against  several  stockholders  of  a,  cor- 
poration to  compel  them  to  pay  their 
unpaid  subscriptions.  Wilson  v.  Kiesel, 
164  U.  S.  248,  17  Sup.  Ct.  124,  41  L.  ed. 
422. 

[c]  Enjoining  Collection  of  Taxes. 
The  rule  has  been  applied  to  a  suit  by 
the  owners  in  severalty  of  distinct  par- 
cels of  laud  to  enjoin  the  collection  of 
taxes.  Wheless  v.  St.  Louis,  180  U.  S. 
379,  21  Sup.  Ct.  402,  45  L.  ed.  583;  Og- 
den  City  v.  Armstrong,  168  tJ.  S.  224, 
232,  18  Sup.  Ct.  98,  42  L.  ed.  444:  See 
also  Scott  V.  Frazier  (U.  S.),  40  Sup. 
Ct.  603;  Bogers  v.  Hennepin  County, 
239  U.  S.  621,-36  Sup.  Ct.  217,  60  L.  ed. 
469. 

[d]  Distribu-tion  of  Estate.  — The 
rule  of  the  text  has  found  application 
in  a  proceeding  by  alleged  heirs  to 
compel  distribution  to  them  of  shares 
of  decedent's  estate.  Chapman  v. 
Handley,  151  U,  S.  443,  14  Sup.  Ct.  386, 
S8  L.  ed,  227. 
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[e]  In  a  suit  by  general  creditors 
against  their  debtor,  his  assignee  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors,  and  a  creditor 
whose  claim  was  preferred  by  such  as- 
signment, to  set  aside  the  assignment, 
in  which  the  defendants  file  no  cross- 
bill and  ask  for  no  affirmative  relief, 
the  sole  matter  in  dispute  is  between 
the  defendants  and  each  plaintiff  as  to 
the  amount  which  the  latter  shall  re- 
cover, and  hence  an  appeal  by  defend- 
ants from  a  decree  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiffs  will  be  dismissed  as  to  all 
the  plaintiffs  except  those  whose  indi- 
vidual claims  exceed  the  jurisdictional 
amount.  Gibson  *.  Shufeldt,  122  U.  S. 
27,  39,  7  Sup.  Ct.  1066,  30  L.  ed.  1083. 
See  also  Stewart  v.  Dunham,  115  U.  S. 
61,  5  Sup.  Ct.  1163,  29  L.  ed.  329. 

45.  Troy  Bank  v.  Whitehead  &  Co.. 
222  U.  S.  39,  32  Sup.  Ct.  9,  56  L.  ed. 
81,  reversing  184  Fed.  932  (as  where 
two  persons  to  whom  two  vendor's  lien 
notes  on  the  same  property  have  been 
separately  assigned  join  in  a  single 
suit  to  enforce  the  lien);  Green  County 
V.  Thomas'  Exr.,  211  U.  S.  598,  29  Sup. 
Ct.  168,  53  L.  ed.  343;  Wheless  v.  St. 
Louis,  180  U.  S.  379,  21  Sup.  Ct.  402, 
45  L.  ed.  583;  United  States  v.  Trans. 
Missouri  Freight  Assn.,  166  IT.  S.  290, 
311,  17  Sup.  Ct.  540,  41  L.  ed.  1007; 
Clay  V.  Field,  138  U.  S.  464,  479,  11 
Sup.  Ct.  419,  34  L.  ed.  1044;  Bobertson 
V.  Conway,  188  Fed.  579,  582,  110  C. 
C.  A.  377. 

[a]  Test.  — "When  property  or 
money  is  claimed  by  several  persons 
suing  together,  the  test  is  whether, 
they  claim  it  under  one  common  right, 
the  adverse  party  having  no  interest 
in  its  apportionment  or  distribution 
among  them,  or  claim  it  under  sepa- 
rate and  distinct  rights,  each  of  which 
is  contested  by  the  adverse  party." 
Gibson  v.  Shufeldt,  122  U.  S.  27,  30, 
7  Sup.  Ct.  1066,  30  L.  ed.  1083. 

[b]  Where  several  plaintiffs  claim 
under  the  same  title,  and  the  determi- 
nation of  the  cause  necessarily  in- 
volves the  validity  of  that  title,  the 
supreme  court  has  jurisdiction  as  to 
all  such  plaintiffs,  though  the  individ- 
ual claims  of  none  of  them  exceed  the 
jurisdictional    amount,     New    Orleans 
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such  ease  the  sum  sought  to  be  recovered,  and  not  the  share  of  each 
individual  claimant,  constitutes  the  amount  in  dispute,**  as  where  sev- 
eral creditors  of  an  insolvent  corporation  join  in  a  suit  to  enforce  stock 
subscriptions*'  or  other  liabilities  on  the  part  of  stockholders,**  for  the 
purpose  of  creating  a  trust  fund  for  the  benefit  of  all  of  the  creditors, 
or  where  several  stockholders  of  a  corporation  sue  in  behalf  of  them- 
selves and  all  others  similarly  situated  to  prevent  a  diversion  of  the 
corporate  property,*^  or  to  reach  and  procure  the  preservation  and 
subsequent  proper  application  and  distribution  of  the  property  and 
funds  of  a  dissolved  corporation.^' 

h.  Test  in  Particular  Proceedings.^'^  — (!■)  To  Determine  Eight  to  PuMid 
Office. —  In  proceedings  to  determine  the  right  to  a  public  office,  juris- 
diction depends  on  whether  the  amount  of  salary  attached  thereto  for 
the  balance  of  the  term  of  office  would  exceed  the  jurisdictional 
amount.^^  The  effect  of  a  judgment  of  ouster  on  the  right  to  recover 
for  past  services  cannot  be  considered,  however,  where  the  term  of  of- 


Pac.  E.  Co.  «.  Parker,  143  TJ.  S.  42,  51, 
12  Sup.  Ct.  364,  36  L.  ed.  66. 

[e]  A  suit  against  a  state  revenue 
agent,  who  represents  all  the  parties 
interested,  to  enjoin  the  collection  of 
taxes  in  excess  of  the  jurisdictional 
amount  is  within  Ithe  jurisdiction,  re- 
gardless of  how  that  sum,  if  collected 
would  be  parcelled  out  to  the  various 
municipalities  interested.  Illinois  Cent. 
E.  Co.  V.  Adams.  180  TT.  S.  28,  39,  21 
Sup.  Ct.  251,  45  L.  ed.  410. 

46.  Morgan  v.  Adams,  211  TT.  S.  627, 
29  Sup.  Ct.  213,  53  L.  ed  362.  Texas  & 
P.  E.  Co.  r.  Gentry,  163  U.  S.  353,  16 
Sup.  Ct.  1104,  41  L.  ed.  186. 

[a]  Aggregate  of  Claims  Allowed 
Against  Estate.  —  Where  several  heirs 
instituted  a  suit  to  invalidate  judg- 
ment of  a  probate  court  allowing  claims 
against  the  estate,  it  was  held  that  the 
value  of  the  matter  in  dispute  was  the 
aggregate  amount  of  all  the  claims  al- 
leged to  have  been  fraudulently  al- 
lowed. McDaniel  v.  Traylor,  196  IT.  S. 
415,  25  Sup.  Ct.  369,  49  L.  ed.  533. 

[b]  In  a  suit  for  salvage  by  a  set 
of  salvors  for  a  single  joint  salvage 
service,  the  total  amount  awarded  for 
the  joint  service  determines  the  right 
of  the  owner  of  the  saved  property  to 
appeal,  though  the  award  was  appor- 
tioned among  the  individual  salvors 
and  some  of  them  got  less  than  the 
jurisdictional  amount.  The  Connemara, 
103  TJ.  S.  754,  26  L.  ed.  322. 

fc]  In  a  suit  on  a  judgment  of  a 
state  court  in  favor  of  distributees 
against  one  claimed  to  have  converted 


property  of  the  estate,  the  whole 
amount  recovered  by  all  the  complain- 
ants, and  not  the  amount  awarded  to 
each  in  the  state  court,  is  the  amount 
in  dispute  on  appeal.  Shields  v.  Thom- 
as, 17  How.  (U.  S.)  3,  15  L.  ed.  93. 

[d]  On  appeal  from  a  judgment  In 
a  will  contest,  admitting  the  will  to 
probate,  the  value  of  the  estate  af- 
fected by  the  will  controls,  and  not 
the  interests  of  the  individual  caveat- 
ors. Averby  v.  Gordon,  177  TJ.  S.  214, 
218,  20  Sup.  Ct.  603,  44  L.  ed.  741. 

47.  Handley  v.  Stutz,  137  U.  S.  366, 
11  Sup.  Ct.  117,  34  L.  ed.  706. 

48.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Suit  by  creditors  of  an  insolv- 
ent corporation  to  enforce  the  double 
liability  of  stockholders.  Alsop  v.  Con- 
way, 188  Fed.  568,  110  C.  C.  A.  366, 
afflrming  185  Fed.  950.  See  Eobertsoa. 
V.  Conway,  188  Fed.  579,  110  C.  C.  A. 
377. 

49.  Carpenter  v.  Knollwood  Ceme- 
tery, 198  Fed.  297.  See  also  17  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  863. 

50.  Kent  v.  Honsinger,  167  Fed.  619. 
629. 

51.  See  illustrations  given  in  pre« 
vious  section. 

52.  Smith  v.  "Whitney,  116  TJ.  S.  167, 
6  Sup.  Ct.  570,  29  L.  ed.  601;  United 
States  V,  Addison,  22  How.  (U.  S.)  174, 
16  L.  ed.  304;  Columbian  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Wheelright,  7  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  534,  5  L. 
ed.  516. 

fa]  Though  it  Is  Payable  Monthly. 
United  States  v.  Addison,  22  How.  (U, 
S.)  174,  184,  16  L.  ed.  304. 

Vol.  XXV 


300 


UNITED  STATES  COURTS 


fiee  has  expired  pending'  suit ;  ^^    nor  can  the  fact  that  such  judgment 
carries  with  it  a  liability  to  a  fine.=* 

(II.)  Suits  for  Injunctions.  —  In  a  suit  to  enjoin  a  threatened  or  con- 
tinued commission  of  certain  acts,  the  amount  or  value  involved  is  the 
value  of  the  right  which  the  complainant  seeks  to  protect  from  in 
vasion,  or  of  the  object  to  be  gained  by  the  bill,^^  and  not  the  sum  he 


53.  Albright  v.  Sandoval,  200  V.  S. 
S,  26  Sup.  Ct.  210,  50  L.  ed.  346. 

54.  Albright  v.  Sandoval,  200  U.  S. 
9,  26  Sup.  Ct.  210,  50  L.  ed.  346. 

55.  Glenwood  Light  &  Water  Co.  v. 
Mutual  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.,  239  IT.  S. 
121,  36  Sup.  Ct.  30,  60  L.  ed.  174;  Chi- 
cago, M.  &  St.  P.  E.  Co.  V.  Incorpor- 
ated Town  of  Lost  Nation,  237  Fed. 
709;  Martin  v.  City  Water  Co.,  197 
Fed.  462.  See  McNeill  v.  Southern  E. 
Co.,  202  U.  S.  543,  558,  26  Sup.  Ct.  722, 

50  L.  ed.  1142;  Giles  v.  Harris,  189  IT. 
S.  475,  485,  23  Sup.  Ct.  639,  47  L.  ed. 
909;  Tri-City  Central  Trades  Council 
V.  American  Steel  Foundries,  238  Fed. 
728,  151  C.  C.  A  578;  Port  of  Seattle 
V.  Oregon  &  W.  E.  Co.,  242  Fed.  986; 
Mayor,  etc.,  of  Baltimore  v.  Postal  Tel, 
Cable  Co.,  62  Fed.  500;  Whitman  v. 
Hubbell,  30  Fed.  81. 

[a]  Publication  of  Complainant's 
Biography.  —  Colgate  v.  White  &  Co., 
180  Fed.  882. 

[b]  FU'rchase  and  sale  of  railroad 
tickets  by  brokers.  Nashville,  C.  &  St. 
L.  E.  Co.  V.  McConnell,  82  Fed.  65,  72. 

[c]  Suit  by  an  Exchange  to  Protect 
Its  Property  Eight  In  Market  Quota- 
tions.—  Hunt  V.  Sfew  York  Cotton  Ex- 
change, 205  IT.  S.  322,  27  Sup.  Ct.  529, 

51  L.  ed.  821;  Board  of  Trade  v.  Cella 
Com.  Co.,  145  Fed.  28,  76  C.  C.  A.  28. 

[dl  Suit  to  enjoin  a  shipper  from 
prosecuting  numerous  actions  to  recover 
alleged  overcharges  for  the  transpor- 
tation of  freight.  Texas  A  P.  E.  Co.  v. 
Kuteman,  64  Fed.  547,  4  C.  C.  A.  503. 

[e]  In  a  suit  to  dissolve  a  freight 
association  and  to  enjoin  the  railroad 
companies  composing  it  from  further 
agreeing  or  conspiring  to  maintaia 
freight  rates,  the  value  of  the  right 
to  maintain  the  agreement  controls. 
United  States  v.  Trans.  Missouri 
Freight  Assn.,  166  U.  S.  290,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  540,  41  L.  ed.  1007. 

[f  J  Suit  to  enjoin  a  water  company 
from  cutting  off  complainant's  water 
service  by  reason'  of  his  failure  to  pay 
for  metered  service.  Studebaker  v.  Sa- 
lina  Waterworks  Co.,  195  Fed.  164. 
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[g]  Suits  to  Abate  Nuisances. 
Mississippi  &  M.  E.  Co.  •;;.  Ward,  2 
Black  (U.  S.)  485,  17  L.  ed,  311. 

[h]  Suits  to  Protect  Easements. 
Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Smith,  128 
Fed.  1,  63  C.  C.  A.  1. 

[i]  Suits  Eelating  to  Taxes.  —  In  a 
suit  to  enjoin  the  levying  of  assess- 
ments for  municipal  improvements,  in- 
stalments which  the  city  threatens  to 
collect  in  future  years  may  be  added  to 
the  amount  of  an  instalment  already 
collected,  Ogden  City  i).  Armstrong, 
168  U,  S.  224,  233,  18  Sup,  Ct.  98,  42 
L,  ed,  444. 

[j]  Collection  of  an  Alleged  Illegal 
License  Tax.  —  City  of  Hutchinson  v. 
Beckham,  118  Fed.  399,  55  C.  C.  A.  333; 
Humes  v.  City  of  Ft,  Smith,  93  Fed, 
857. 

[k]  In  a  suit  for  an  injunction  to 
protect  complainant's  alleged  right  to 
perpetual  exemption  from  taxation  un- 
der a  state  statute,  the  value  of  the 
alleged  contract  right  of  perpetual  ex- 
emption rather  than  the  amount  of  the 
particular  tax  assessed  for  a  single 
year,  determines  the  amount  in  con- 
troversy, Berryman  v.  Whitman  Col- 
lege, 222  U,  S.  334,  32  Sup.  Ct,  147,  58 
Ij,  ed.  225. 

[IJ  In  a  suit  involving  the  asserted 
right  of  complainant  to  do  an  inter- 
state business  without  tax  or  burden 
thereon,  jurisdiction  is  determined  by 
the  value  of  the  right  to  be  protected 
or  the  extent  of  the  injury  to  be  pre- 
vented, and  not  by  the  amount  of  the 
license  fee  whose  collection  is  sought 
to  be  enjoined.  Jewel  Tea  Co.  v  Lee's 
Summit,  198  Fed.  532. 

[m]  In  a  suit  against  a  tax  collec- 
tor to  enjoin  the  collection  or  enforce- 
ment of  a  specific  tax,  the  amount  of 
the  tax,  and  not  the  value  of  the  land, 
is  the  sum  or  value  in  controversy. 
Turner  v.  Jackson  Lumber  Co.,  159  Fed. 
923,  926,  87  C.  C.  A.  103. 

[n]  In  a  suit  by  a  taxpayer  to  re- 
strain the  issue  and  sale  of  municipal 
bonds,  the  amount  of  taxes  which  com- 
plainant will  be  compelled  to  pay  by 
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might  recover  in  an  action  at  law  for  the  damage  already  sustained."^ 
In  such  case  he  is  not  required  to  wait  until  such  damage  reaches  the 
jurisdictional  amount.^^ 

(III.)  Suits  KespectiBg  Land.  —  In  a  suit  for  injury  to  land  the  amount 
of  the  damage  determines  jurisdiction.^^  In  forcible  entry  to  obtain 
possession  of  realty,  the  right  to  present  possession  is  the  matter  in 
dispute,  and  its  value,  rather  than  that  of  the  property,  controls.^' 
In  a  suit  by  the  vendor  of  land  based  on  the  nonpayment  of  certain 
installments  of  the  purchase  price,  the  value  of  the  land,  and  not  the 
amount  of  the  unpaid  installments,  controls.®" 

(rv.)  Replevin.  -  If  replevin  is  brought  as  a  means  of  trying  title  to 
property,  the  value  of  the  property  replevied  is  the  matter  in  dispute, 
and  controls.*^ 

i.  Determination  of  Amount  or  Value  on  Appeal  or  Error.  —  (I.)  In 

General. — In  determining  jurisdiction  for  purposes  of  appeal  or  error, 

the  matter  in  dispute  as  the  case  stands  in  the  appellate  court  governs 

as  to  both  parties."^    Jurisdiction  is  to  be  determined  by  the  amount  of 


reason  thereof,  rather  than  the  amount 
of  the  bonds,  determines  the  jurisdic- 
tion. Colviu  V.  Jacksonville,  158  V.  S, 
456,  15  Sup.  Ct.  866,  39  L.  ed.  1053;  El 
Paso  Water  Co.  v.  El  Paso,  152  XT.  S. 
157,  U  Sup.  Ct.  494,  38  L.  ed.  396. 

[o]  In  a  suit  by  a  taxpayer  to  en- 
join the  making  of  a  contract  for  a 
public  improvement,  the  value  of  the 
property  of  which  the  defendant  may 
be  deprived  controls  rather  than  the 
amount  of  tax  ■which  plaintiff  may  be 
called  upon  to  pay  if  the  contract  is 
sustained.  Johnston  v.  City  of  Pitts- 
burg, 106  Eed.  753. 

[p]  In  a  bill  of  interpleader  and 
also  to  enjoin  defendants  from  prose- 
cuting actions  against  the  complainant, 
each  of  which  is  for  more  than  the 
jurisdictional  amount,  the  value  of  the 
right  \  sought  to  be  protected,  and  not 
the  sum  sought  to  be  deposited  in 
court,  controls.  Hayward  v.  McDonald, 
192  Fed.  890,  113  0.  C.  A.  368. 

,[q]  In  a  suit  to  enjoin  the  enforce- 
ment of  several  judgments,  all  of  which 
are  held  by  defendant  against  the 
plaintiff  and  the  validity  of  all  of 
which  depend  on  the  same  facts,  the 
aggregate  amount  of'  the  judgments 
controls.  Marshall  v.  Holmes,  141  U.  S. 
589,  595,  12  Sup.  Ct.  62,  35  L.  ed.  870. 

Injunction  to  prevent  multiplicity  of 
suits  in  state  courts  see  supra,  II,  E,  1. 

56.  Mississippi  &  M.  E.  Co.  •».  Ward, 
2  Black  (IT.  S.)  485,  17  L.  ed.  311;  Tri- 
City  Central  Trades  Council  v.  Amer- 
ican Steel  Foundries,  238  Fed.  728,  151 


C.  C.  A.  578;  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  E. 
Co.  V.  McConnell,  82  Fed.  65,  72. 

[a]  The  amount  in  controversy  la 
to  be  determined,  not  by  the  mere  im- 
mediate pecuniary  damage  resulting 
from  the  acts  complained  of,  but  by 
the  value  of  the  business  to  be  pro- 
tected and  the  rights  of  property 
sought  to  be  protected  and  enforced. 
Bitterman  v.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  207 
U.  S.  205,  225,  28  Sup.  Ct.  91,  52  L.  ed, 
171. 

57  Scott  V.  Donald,  165  U.  S.  107, 
115, '17  Sup.  Ct.  262,  41  L.  ed.  648; 
Board  of  Trade  v.  Cella  Com.  Co.,  145 
Fed.  28,  76  C.  C.  A.  28;  Martin  v.  City 
Water  Co.,  197  Fed.  462. 

58.  Bronson  v.  Boards  of  Supervis- 
ors, 237  Fed.  212. 

59.  Willis  V.  Eastern  Trust  &  Bank- 
ing Co.,  167  IT.  S.  76,  17  Sup.  Ct.  739, 
42  L.  ed.  83.  Compare  17  Standard 
Pkoc.  891. 

60.  Squire  v.  Robertson,  191  Fed. 
733,  since  such  a  suit  is  not  one  to 
foreclose  but  one  for  the  adjustment 
of  the  legal  and  equitable  claims  of  the 
parties  to  the  land. 

61.  Peyton  v.  Eobertson,  9  Wheat. 
(TJ.  S.)  527,  6  L.  ed.  151. 

[a]  If  the  replevin  is  of  property 
distrained  for  rent,  the  amount  for 
which  avowry  is  made  is  the  real  mat- 
ter in  dispute.  Peyton  v.  Eobertson,  9 
Wheat.  (U.  S.)  527,  6  L.  ed.  151. 

62.  Martinez  «.  International  Bank- 
ing Corp.,  220  U.  S.  214,  31  Sup.  Ct. 
408,  65  L.  ed.  438;  New  Mexico  v.  Atch- 
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money  to  be  paid  rather  than  by  the  kind  of  money  in  which  payment 
is  to  be  made.°=    The  value  of  the  interest  of  a  coparty  who  does  not 


ison,  T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.,  201  U.  S.  41, 
26  Sup.  Ct.  386,  50  L.  ed.  651;  Gibson 
V.  Shufeldt,  122  U.  S.  27,  7  Sup.  Ct, 
1066,  30  L.  ed.  1083  (as  shown  by  the 
entire  record);  Bowman  v.  Chicago  & 
N.  W.  E.  Co.,  115  V.  S.  611,  613.  6  Sup. 
Ct.  192,  29  L.  ed.  502;  Bradatreet  Co.  v. 
Higgins,  112  U.  8  227,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Il7, 
28  L.  ed.  715;  Hilton  v.  Dickinson,  108 
U.  S.  165,  2  Sup.  Ct.  424,  27  L.  ed. 
688;  New  Jersey  Zinc  Co.  ■».  Trotter, 
108  U.  S.  564,  2  Sup.  Ct.  875,  27  L.  ed. 
828. 

[a]  Prima  facie  the  judgment 
against  a  defendant  in  an  action  for 
money  is  the  measure  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  supreme  court  in  his  behalf. 
Gray  v.  BJanchard,  97  IT.  S.  564^  24  L. 
ed.  1108;  Troy  v.  Evans,  97  TJ.  S.  1,  24 
L.  ed.  941.  And  see  CafCrey  v.  Okla- 
homa, 177  U.  S.  346,  20  Sup.  Ct.  664, 
44  L.  ed.  799. 

[b]  The  amount  of  the  legacies, 
and  not  the  total  value  of  the  estate, 
is  the  amount  in  dispute  in  a  proceed- 
ing in  error  to  review  a  judgment  re- 
fusing to  admit  a  will  to  probate.  Mor- 
gan V.  Adams,  211  U.  S.  627,  29  Sup. 
Ct.  213,  53  L.  ed.  362. 

[e]  Suit  To  Cancel  Tax  Deeds. 
Where,  in  a  suit  by  the  owner  of  land 
worth  more  than  the  jurisdictional 
amount  to  cancel  tax  deeds,  it  appears 
that  plaintiff's  title  is  not  really  con- 
tested, but  the  only  matter  in  contro- 
versy is  the  amount  of  money  which 
the  plaintiff  is  equitably  bound  to  pay 
the  defendant,  and  the  difference  be- 
tween the  sum  which  the  trial  court 
held  him  to  pay  and  the  highest  sum 
claimed  by  defendant  is  less_  than  the 
jurisdictional  amount,  there  is  bo  jur- 
isdiction on  appeal.  Came  v.  Buss,  152 
V.  S.  250,  14  Sip.  Ct.  678,  38  L.  ed. 
428. 

[d]  In  a  suit  InTOlving  the  right  to 
the  possession  of  land  tinder  conflicting 
homestead  entries  the  value  of  the 
land,  rather  than  the  value  of  the  pres- 
ent right  to  possession,  controls  in  de- 
termining appellate  jurisdiction,  though 
a  patent  has  not  issued.  Black  v.  Jack- 
son, 177  IT.  S.  319,  356,  20  Sup.  Ct,  648, 
44  L.  ed.  801. 

[e]  Interest. —  (1)  The  writ  of  er- 
ror will  be  dismissed  where  the  orig- 
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iual  judgment  was  for  less  than  the 
jurisdictional  amount,  and  interest  suf- 
ficient to  bring  it  over  that  amount 
was  added  by  order  of  court  on  an  ex 
parte  motion  made  by  the  unsuccessful 
defendant  for  the  sole  purpose  of  ob- 
taining a  writ  of  error,  thereby  con- 
ceding that  the  added  amount  was  not 
in  dispute.  Northern  Pac.  E.  Co.  v. 
Booth,  152  U.  S.  671,  14  Sup.  Ct.  693, 
38  L.  ed.  591.  (2)  Where  the  judgment 
for  plaintiff  actually  rendered  is  for 
an  amount  giving  the  supreme  court 
jurisdiction  on  writ  of  error  to  a  fed- 
eral court,  such  writ  of  error  will  not 
be  dismissed  because  such  amount  was 
arrived  at  by  adding  interest  to  the 
verdict,  which  was  not  permissible  un- 
der the  law  of  the  state  where  the 
court  was  sitting,  where  plaintiff  pros- 
ecutes no  writ  of  error  to  correct  such 
alleged  error.  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.  v. 
Griffith,  159  U.  S.  603,  16  Sup.  Ct.  105, 
40  L.  ed.  274. 

[f]  Alimony  and  Allowances.  —  In 
Thompson  v.  Thompson,  226  IT.  S.  551, 
33  Sup.  Ct.  129,  57  L.  ed.  347,  it  was 
held  that  the  supreme  court  had  jur- 
isdiction to  review  a  judgment  revers- 
ing a  decree  allowing  $75  per  month 
-maintenance  to  the  wife  in  a  divorce 
case  where  the  installments  then  ac- 
crued would  amount  to  more  than  half 
the  jurisdictional  amount,  and  the  ex- 
pectancy of  life  of  the  parties  was 
clearly  suflScieut  to  make  up  the  bal- 
ance. It  was  further  held  that  the  fu- 
ture monthly  payments  were  not  con- 
tingent or  speculative  in  such  a  sense 
as  to  defeat  jurisdiction  though  they 
were  subject  to  be  modified  or  cut  off 
entirely  by  order  of  the  court,  and 
though  they  would  be  cut  off  entirely 
on  the  death  of  the  husband. 

63.  Thompson  v.  Butler,  95  IT.  S, 
694,  24  L.  ed.  540. 

[a]  Jurisdiction  to  review  a  judg- 
ment for  $5,000  "in  coin"  does  not 
exist  in  the  supreme  court,  whose  jur- 
isdiction is  limited  to  cases  where  the 
matter  in  dispute  exceeds  $5,000,  and 
the  fact  that  there  is  a  premium  on 
coin,  it  being  worth  more  in  the  mar- 
ket than  paper  money,  does  not  alter 
the  case.  Thompson  v.  Butler,  95  U.  S. 
694,  24  L.  ed.  540. 
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join  in  the  appeal  cannot  be  considered.^* 

The  court  has  jurisdiction  of  an  appeal  or  writ  of  error  by  a  plaintiff 
below  when  he  sues  for  as  much  as  or  more  than  the  required  juris- 
dictional amount  and  recovers  nothing,'"  or  when  the  difference  be- 
tween the  sum  recovered  and  the  amount  or  value  sued  for  is  equal  to 
or  more  than  the  required  jurisdictional  amount.'"  So  too,  it  has  juris- 
diction of  an  appeal  or  writ  of  error  by  the  defendant  below  when  the 
recovery  against  him  equals  the  jurisdictional  amount,'^  or  in  case  he 
pleads  set-off  or  'counterclaim  for  the  jurisdictional  amount  and  is  de- 
feated thereon  altogether,'*  or  when  the  difference  between  the  amount 
or  value  recovered  by  him  and  the  amount  of  his  counterclaim  or  set- 
off equals  or  exceeds  the  jurisdictional  amount,'*  or  when  the  sum  of 
the  amount  recovered  by  the  plaintiff  and  of  the  amount  of  defendant's 
set-off  or  counterclaim  equals  the  jurisdictional  amount.'"  If  the  de- 
fendant admits  that  he  owes  the  plaintiff  a  certain  sum,  the  amount  in 
dispute  in  the  appellate  court  is  the  difference  between  the  amount  so 
admitted  to  be  due  and  the  amount  for  which  judgment  is  rendered 


64.  Parker  v.  Morrill,  106  U.  S.  1, 

I  Sup.  Ct.  U,  27  L.  ed.  72. 

65.  Hilton  v.  Dickinson,  108  U.  S. 
165,  2  Sup.  Ct.  424,  27  L.  ed.  688. 

[a]  Where  the  bill  contains  a 
prayer  for  the  conveyance  of  property 
purchased  for  lessi  than  the  jurisdic- 
tional amount,  or,  in  the  alternative, 
for  the  rescission  of  the  contract  for 
the  sale  of  that  and  other  property  and 
repayment  of  the  purchase  money  in 
excess  of  the  jurisdictional  amount. 
Shappirio  v.  Goldberg,  192  U.  S.  232, 
240,  24  Sup.  Ct.  259,  48  L.  ed.  419. 

66.  Hilton  v.  Dickinson,  108  U.  S. 
165,  2  Sup.  Ct.  424,  27  L.  ed.  688. 

[a]  Judgment  for  IJess  Than 
Aaonnt  Claimed.  —  On  error  by  plain- 
tiff to  review  a  judgment  in  his  favor 
for  less  than  the  amount  claimed,  the 
amount  in  dispute  is  the  difference  be- 
tween the  amount  actually  recovered 
and  that  claimed.  New  England  Mtg. 
Security  Co.  v.  Gay,  l45  U.  S.  123,  12 
Sup.  Ct.  815,  36  L.  ed.  646. 

67.  Block  V.  Darling,  140  XT.  S.  234, 

II  Sup.  Ct.  832,  35  L.  ed.  476;  Hilton 
V.  Dickinson,  108  V.  S.  165,  2  Sup  Ct. 
424,  27  L.  ed.  688, 

[a]  Where  defendant  pleads  no 
counterclaim  or  set-off,  and  asks  no 
affirmative  relief,  the  amount  in  dis- 
pute is  the  amount  of  the  judgment  or 
decree  which  is  sought  to  be  reversed. 
Henderson  v.  Wadsworth,  115  U.  S. 
264,  276,  6  Sup.  Ct.  140,  29  L.  ed.  377, 
and  cases  cited. 


68.  Block  V.  Darling,  140  U.  S.  234, 
11  Sup.  Ct.  832,  35  L.  ed.  476;  Dushane 
V.  Benedict,  120  U.  S.  630,  7  Sup.  Ct. 
696,  30  L.  ed.  810;  Hilton  v.  Dickinson, 
108  V.  S.  165,  2  Sup.  Ct.  424,  27  L.  ed. 
688. 

69.  Block  V.  Darling,  140  IT.  S.  234, 
11  Sup.  Ct.  832,  35  L.  ed.  476;  Hilton 
V.  Dickinson,  108  IT.  S.  165,  2  Sup.  Ct. 
424,  27  L.  ed.  688. 

70.  Export  &  Import  Lumb.  Co.  v. 
Port  Banga  Lumb.  Co.,  237  U.  S.  388, 
35  Sup.  Ct.  604,  59  L.  ed.  1009;  Harten 
V.  Lofiler,  212  IT.  S.  397,  29  Sup.  Ct. 
351,  53  Ik  ed.  568;  Buckstaff  v.  Rus- 
sell, 151  U.  S.  626,  14  Sup.  Ct.  448,  38 
L.  ed.  292;  Block  v.  Darling,  140  U.  S. 
234,  11  Sup.  Ct.  832,  35  L.  ed.  476; 
Bradstreet  Co.  v.  Higgins,  112  U.  S. 
227,  5  Sup.  Ct.  117,  28  L.  ed.  715. 

[a]  On  appeal  from  a  judgment 
foreclosing  a  mortgage  on  a  vessel  the 
amount  of  indebtedness  secured  is  the 
value  of  the  matter  in  dispute,  and  de- 
fendant's counterclaim  for  the  return 
of  the  vessel  and  the  receipts  from  the 
use  of  the  same,  which  was  dismissed 
below,  cannot  be  considered.  Martinez 
V.  International  Banking  Corp.,  220  U. 
S.  214,  221,  31  Sup.  Ct.  408,  55  L.  ed. 
438. 

[b]  A  counterclaim  or  set-o£f  admit- 
ted by  the  reply  cannot  be  considered. 
Bradstreet  Co.  v.  Higgins,  112  U.  8, 
227,  5  Sup.  Ct.  117,  28  L.  ed.  715. 
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for  the  plaintiff."     The  same  is  true  where  the  defendant  does  not 
dispute  a  part  of  the  plaintiff's  claim."  ,        ,    - 

Distinct  Judgments  in  favor  of  or  against  distinct  parties,  though  m 
the  same  record,  cannot  be  joined  to  make  up  the  jurisdictional 
amount."  Where,  however,  the  controversy  is  in  regard  to  a  matter  in 
which  several  parties  are  interested  collectively  under  a  common  title, 
the  fact  that  the  decree,  after  establishing  the  common  right,  makes  a 
division  among  the  claimants  according  to  their  respective  interests 


71.  Tintsman  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
100  TJ.  S.  6,  25  L.  ed.  530. 

72,  Jenness  v.  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank, 
110  U.  S.  52,  3  Sup.  Ct.  425,  28  L.  ed. 
67. 

[a]  Thongh  a  judgment  exceeds  the 
jurisdictional  amount,  the  appellate 
court  has  no  jurisdiction  where  the 
difference  between  the  amount  of  the 
judgment  and  the  amount  not  disputed 
by  the  defendant  is  less  than  the  juris- 
dictional amount.  Jenness  v.  Citizens' 
Nat.  Bank,  110  U.  S.  52,  3  Sup.  Ct. 
425,  28  L.  ed.  67. 

73.  Farmers'  Loan  &  Trust  Co.  v. 
Waterman,  106  TJ.  S.  265,  1  Sup.  Ct. 
131,  27  li.  ed.  115;  Robertson  v.  Con- 
way, 188  Fed.  579,  110  C.  C.  A.  377, 

[a]  Neither  co-defendants  nor  co- 
plaintiSs  cam  unite  their  separate  and 
distinct  interests  for  the  purpose  of 
making  up  the  jurisdictional  amount  in 
the  appellate  court.  Henderson  v. 
Wadsworth,  115  U.  S.  264,  276,  6  Sup. 
Ct.  140,  29  L.  ed.  377,  and  cases  cited. 

[b]  Where  a  bUl  seeking  to  enjoin 
separate  defendants  from  enforcing 
separate  and  distinct  decrees  rendered 
in  separate  suits,  is  dismissed,  juris- 
diction on  appeal  cannot  be  predicated 
on  the  aggregate  amount  of  the  several 
judgments.  Adams  v.  Crittenden,  106 
U.  S.  576,  1  Sup.  Ct.  92,  27  L.  ed.  99, 

[c]  Distinct  judgments  for  the  pos. 
session  of  land  cannot  thus  be  joined 
to  meet  the  jurisdictional  amount  on 
appeal.  Tupino  v.  La  Compania  Gen- 
eral De  Tabaeos,  214  TJ.  S  268,  29  Sup. 
Ct.  610,  63  L.  ed.  992;  Tupper  v.  Wise, 
110  TJ.  S.  398,  4  Sup.  Ct.  26,  28  L.  ed. 
189. 

[d]  An  appeal  from  a  decree  set- 
ting aside  a  judgment  by  confession  as 
being  void  as  against  attaching  cred- 
itors will  be  dismissed  where  the  in- 
dividual claims  of  the  creditors  joining 
in  the  suit  are  for  less  than  the  juris- 
dictional   amount.     Schwed    v.    Smith, 
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106  TJ.  S.  188,  1  Sup.  Ct.  221,  27  L.  ed. 
156, 

[e]  In  an  action  against  heirs  to 
collect  a  claim  against  their  ancestor, 
in  which  separate  judgments  are  ren- 
dered against  the  individual  defend- 
ants, the  amount  of  the  judgment 
against  each  of  such  defendants  deter- 
mines his  right  to  prosecute  error. 
Henderson  v.  Wadsworth,  115  TJ.  S. ' 
264,  276,  6  Sup.  Ct.  140,  29  L.  ed.  377. 

[f]  In  a  suit  by  a  preferred  cred- 
itor against  the  trustee  in  the  deed  of 
assignment  by  which  he  was  preferred 
and  certain  of  the  general  creditors 
who  have  sued  out  writs  of  attach- 
ment, to  establish  the  validity  of  the 
assignment,  on  appeal  from  a  judg- 
ment against  the  complainant  the  mat- 
ter in  dispute  is  the  value  of  the  debt 
preferred  and  of  the  property  assigned 
to  secure  the  preference.  Estes  v.  Gun- 
ter,  121  U.  S.  183,  7  Sup.  Ct.  854,  30 
L.  ed.  884. 

[g]  In  Admiralty.  —  (1)  In  a  libel 
by  the  owner  of  a  barge  and  the  owner 
of  her  cargo  for  damages  resulting 
from  a  colUsion  with  a  steamer,  the 
amount  recovered  by  each  of  the  libel- 
ants separately  determines  the  right 
of  the  owner  of  the  steamer  to  appeal. 
Ex  parte  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.,  106  TJ, 
S.  5,  1  Sup.  Ct.  35,  27  L.  ed.  78,  fol- 
lowed in  The  Nevada,  106  TJ.  S.  154,  1 
Sup.  Ct.  234,  27  L.  ed.  149,  (2)  Upon 
a  libel  by  several  seamen  to  recover 
wages,  the  unsuccessful  respondent  can 
appeal  only  from  such  decrees  in  favor 
of  individual  seamen  as  exceed  the 
jurisdictional  amount,  and  may  not 
consolidate  the  distinct  demands  of 
each.  Oliver  v.  Alexander,  6  Pet.  (TJ. 
S.)  143,  8  L.  ed.  349.  (3)  On  appeal 
by  either  the  salvors  or  the  owners 
from  a  decree  on  a  libel  for  salvage  of 
several  parcels  of  goods  belonging  to 
different  owners,  the  amount  charge- 
able on  the  property  of  each  owner  de- 
termines the  jurisdiction.    Stratton  t>. 
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does  not  affect  the  question  of  jurisdiction.''*  "Where  several  are  made 
joint  defendants  in  an  action  to  recover  land,  and  there  are  no  separate 
claims  to  separate  parcels  thereof,  and  a  joint  judgment  is  rendered 
against  all,  the  measure  of  appellate  jurisdiction  is  the  value  of  the 
whole  land." 

Where  several  cases  are  properly  consolidated  below,  the  total  amount  in- 
volved in  all  determines  the  jurisdiction  of  the  appellate  court ; '"'  un- 
less separate  judgments  or  decrees  are  rendered.''^ 

Effect  of  Bemittitur  or  Payment.  —  If  the  successful  party  voluntarily 
remits  a  part  of  his  recovery,'®  or  the  unsuccessful  party  voluntarily 
pays  a  part  of  the  judgment  against  him,'*  jurisdiction  is  determined 
by  the  balance  remaining. 

(H.)  Record  Must  Show  Jurisdiction.  —  To  give  jurisdiction  to  an  appel- 
late court,  the  necessary  value  or  amount  must  affirmatively  appear  in 
the  record.®"  The  record  must  also  affirmatively  show  that  the  matter 
in  dispute  below  was  of  the  requisite  sum  or  value  to  confer  jurisdic- 


Jarvis,  8  Pet.  (U.  S.)  4,  8  L.  ed.  846, 
(4)  The  same  is  true  on  a  libel  for 
salvage  of  a  ship  and  cargo.  Spear  v. 
Place,  11  How.  (U.  S.)  522,  13  L.  ed. 
796.  (5)  In  a  proceeding  to  limit  lia- 
bility, the  total  amount  of  all  the 
claims  against  the  vessel,  rather  than 
the  value  of  the  vessel,  determines  the 
jurisdiction  on  appeal.  The  Mamie, 
105  U.  S.  773,  26  L.  ed.  937.  See  also 
Ex  parte  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.,  106  U. 
iS.  5,  1  Sup.  Ct.  35,  27  L.  ed.  78. 

[h]  Defendant  may  appeal  aa  to 
one  of  several  successful  plaintiffs  la  an 
injunction  suit  where  the  matter  in 
dispute  as  to  such  plaintiff  exceeds  the 
jurisdictional  amount.  Ogden  City  v. 
Armstrong,  168  IT.  S.  224,  233,  18  Sup. 
Ct.  98,  42  L.  ed.  444. 

[i]  Wbere  the  interests  of  the 
plaintiffs  are  distinct  the  defendant 
can  appeal  only  as  to  such  of  them 
whose  claims  exceed  the  jurisdictional 
amount.  Gibson  v.  Shufeldt,  122  U,  S. 
27,  7  Sup.  Ct.  1066,  30  L.  ed.  1083. 

74.  Farmers'  Loan  &  Trust  Co.  v. 
Waterman,  106  U.  S.  265,  1  Sup.  Ct. 
131,  27  L.  ed.  115;  Ex  parte  Baltimore 
&  O.  E.  Co.,  106  V.  S.  5,  1  Sup.  Ct.  35, 
27  L.  ed.  78. 

75.  Tnpino  v.  La  Compania  General 
De  Tabacos,  214  U.  S.  268,  29  Sup.  Ct. 
610,  53  L.  ed.  992;  Friend  v.  Wise,  111 
U.  S.  797,  4  Sup.  Ct.  695,  28  L.  ed.  602. 

78.  Baltimore  &  O.  S.  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
United  States,  220  U.  S.  94,  106,  31 
Sup.  Ct.  368,  55  L.  ed.  384,  several  ac- 
tions for  penalties  consolidated. 

[a]    In    Martinez    v.    International 


Banking  Corp.,  220  IT.  S.  214,  31  Sup. 
Ct.  408,  55  L.  ed.  438,  it  was  held  that 
there  had  been  no  consolidation. 

77.  Eich  V.  Lambert,  12  How.  (IT. 
S.)  347,  13  L.  ed.  10-17. 

78.  Texas  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Horn,  151 
U.  S.  110,  14  Sup.  Ct.  259,  38  L.  ed. 
91;  Pacific  Postal  Tel.  Cable  Co.  v. 
O'Connor,  128  U.  S.  394,  9  Sup.  Ct.  112, 
32  L.  ed.  488;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Eed- 
ick,  110  U.  S.  224,  3  Sup.  Ct.  640,  28 
L.  ed.  124;  Alabama  Gold  Life  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Nichols,  109  U.  S.  232,  3  Sup.  Ct. 
120,  27  L.  ed.  915;  Thompson  v.  Butler, 
95  U.  S.  694,  24  L.  ed.  540.  See  17 
SrANDAKD  Pkoc.  878. 

[a]  Bemittitur.  —  In  Sims  v.  Sims, 
175  U.  S.  162,  169,  20  Sup.  Ct.  58,  44  L. 
ed.  115,  it  was  held  that,  where  the 
statutes  of  a  territory  authorized  a 
remittitur  of  a  part  of  the  amount  re- 
covered, and  plaintiff  made  such  a  re- 
mittitur reducing  the  recovery  below 
the  amount  necessary  to  support  an 
appeal  to  the  federal  supreme  court, 
but  the  territorial  supreme  court  ig- 
nored such  remittitur  and  affirmed  the 
judgment  for  the  full  amount,  the  fed- 
eral supreme  court  would  modify  the 
judgment  of  the  territorial  supreme 
court  by  deducting  the  amount  remit- 
ted and  affirmed  as  modified  without 
passing  on  the  merits. 

79.  Thorp  «.  Bonnifield,  177  U.  S. 
15,  20  Sup.  Ct.  533,  44  L.  ed.  652. 

80.  Elgin  V.  Marihall,  106  IT.  S.  578, 
1  Sup.  Ct.  484,  27  L.  ed.  249;  Parker 
V.  Morrill,  106  U.  S.  1,  1  Sup.  Ct.  14, 
27  L.  ed.  72. 
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tion  on  the  trial  court.^^  To  confer  jurisdiction  on  the  appellate  court 
it  is  not  always  essential  that  the  declaration  or  bill  state  in  so  many 
words  that  a  certain  amount,  exceeding  the  jurisdictional  amount,  is 
in  controversy,^''  but  it  may  be  made  to  appear  in  such  other  manner 
as  may  establish  it  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court.®^  The  appellate 
court  will  look  to  the  entire  controversy  between  the  parties.^*  The 
whole  record  will  be  looked  to  rather  than  the  damages  claimed  or  the 
prayer  for  relief.*^  An  appeal  allowed  after  a  contest  as  to  value  will 
not  be  dismissed  where  there  is  evidence  in  the  record  which  sustains 
the  jurisdiction,  unless  there  is  a  decided  preponderance  of  the  evi- 
dence against  jurisdiction.^* 

Affidavits.  —  Where  the  demand  is  not  for  money,  but  the  nature  of 
the  action  requires  the  value  of  the  thing  demanded  to  be  stated  in  the 
pleadings,  afQdavits  Avill  not  be  received  in  the  supreme  court  to  vary 
the  value  as  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  record  ;*'  nor,  as  a  rule,  will 
the  filing  of  such  affidavits  be  permitted  where  evidence  of  value  has 
been  produced  below  on  both  sides,  and  the  proofs  have  been  trans- 
mitted to  the  supreme  court,  either  wlth*^  or  without'^  the  announce- 


[a]  A  stipulation  ia  the  appellate 
court  as  to  the  amoBut  is  not  control- 
ling,  but  it  may  be  considered  in  con- 
nection with  other  facts  appearing  in 
the  record.  In  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  and  in  connection  with  other 
-  facts,  it  may  be  regarded  as  suflScient 
proof.  United  States  v.  Trans-Missouri 
Freight  Assn.,  166  U.  S.  290,  310,  17 
Sup.  Ct.  540,  41  L.  ed,  1007. 

81.  Turner  v.  Jackson  Lumber  Co., 
159  Fed.  923,  926,  87  0.  C.  A.  103. 

[a]  Must  appear  by  distinct  aver- 
meut  or  otherwise  from  the  proofs.  See 
Pinel  V.  Pinel,  240  F.  S.  594,  36  Sup. 
Ct.  416,  60  L.  ed.  817. 

[b]  A  stipulation,  that  judgment 
may  be  entered  in  the  trial  court  for  a 
sum  in  excess  of  the  jurisdictional 
amount  in  case  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  recover  at  all  will  not  confer  juris- 
diction on  the  appellate  court  where 
the  pleadings  show  to  the  contrary. 
Webster  v.  Buffalo  Ins.  Co.,  110  U.  S. 
386,  4  Sup.  Ct.  79,  28  I*,  ed.  172. 

82.  United  States  v.  Trans.  Missouri 
Freight  Assn.,  166  U.  S.  290,  310,  17 
Sup.  Ct.  540,  41  L.  ed.  1007. 

83.  United  States  v.  Trans.  Missouri 
Freight  Assn.,  166  U.  S.  290,  310,  17 
Sup.  Ct.  640,  41  L.  ed.  1007. 

84.  Shappirio  v.  Goldberg,  192  U,  S. 
232,  24  Sup.  Ct.  259,  48  L.  ed.  419. 

[a]  A  single  feature  of  the  case 
cannot  be  considered  apart  from  the 
rest.  Shappirio  v.  Goldberg,  192  U.  S. 
232,  24  Sup.  Ct.  259,  48  L.  ed.  419. 
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85.  Gibson  v.  Shufeldt,  122  U.  S. 
27,  7  Sup.  Ct.  1066,  30  L.  ed.  1083; 
Bowman  v.  Chicago  &  N  W;  E.  Co.,  115 
U.  S.  611,  613,  6  Sup.  Ct.  192,  39  L.  ed, 
502;  Bradstreet  Co.  v.  Higgins,  112  U. 
S.  227,  5  Sup.  Ct.  117,  28  L.  ed.  715; 
Hilton  V.  Dickinson,  108  U.  S.  165,  8 
Sup.  Ct.  424,  27  L.  ed.  688;  Gray  v. 
Blanchard,  97  U.  S.  564,  24  L.  ed.  1108; 
Lee  V.  Watson,  1  Wall.  (U.  S.)  337,  17 
L.  ed.  557;  Squire  v.  Eobertion,  191 
Fed.  733. 

[a]  Though  the  damages  are  laid 
In  excess  of  the  jurisdictional  amount, 
the  supreme  court  has  no  jurisdiction 
where  it  is  apparent  from  the  whole 
record  that  the  recovery  could  not  ia 
any  event  equal  to  the  jurisdictional 
amount.  Shaeker  v.  Hartford  Fire  Ins. 
Co.,  93  U.  S.  241,  23  L.  ed.  862. 

86.  Gage  v.  Pumpslly,  108  U.  S.  164, 
2  Sup.  Ct.  390,  27  L.  ed.  668. 

87.  Bed  Eiver  Cattle  Co.  v.  Need- 
ham,  137  U.  S.  632,  11  Sup,  Ct.  208, 
34  L.  ed.  799. 

88.  Red  Eiver  Cattle  Co.  v.  Need- 
ham,  137  U.  S.  632,  11  Sup,  Ct.  208,  34 
L.  ed.  799;  Talkington  v.  Dumbleton, 
123  U.  S.  745,  8  Sup.  Ct.  335,  31  L.  ed. 
313. 

89.  Eed  Eiver  Cattle  Co.  v.  Need- 
ham,  137  U.  S.  632,  11  Sup.  Ct.  208,  34 
L.  ed.  799,  if  there  is  a  real  contro- 
versy on  the  point,  it  should  be  set- 
tled below  in  the  first  instance,  and  on 
notice,  rather  than  on  ex  parte  opin- 
ions in  the   supreme   court. 
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ment  of  a  definitive  conclusion  deduced  therefrom.  Where,  however,  the 
writ  of  error  is  brought  or  appeal  taken  without  question  as  to  the 
value,  and  the  latter  is  nowhere  disclosed  by  the  record,  affidavits  may 
be  received  to  establish  the  jurisdictional  ampunt,""  and  counter  affi- 
davits may  be  allowed  if  the  existence  of  such  value  is  denied  in  good 
faith." 

4.  Pleading  and  Proof.  —  Where  jurisdiction  depends  on  value  or 
amount  in  controversy,  the  facts  showing  such  value  or  amount  must 
be  alleged,*^  since  the  amount  or  value  is  ordinarily  determined  from 


90.  Harty  v.  Victoria,  226  U,  S.  12, 
33  Sup.  Ct.  4,  67  L.  ed.  103;  United 
States  V.  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Assn., 
166  tr.  S.  290,  17  Sup.  Ct.  540,  41  L.  ed. 
1007;  Bed  River  Cattle  Co.  v.  Needham, 
137  U.  S.  632,  11  Sup  Ct.  208,  34  L.  ed. 
799;  Parker  v.  Morrill,  106  IT.  S.  1,  1 
Sup.  Ct.  14,  27  L.  ed.  72.  See  also 
Eoura  v.  Philippine  Islands,  218  U.  S. 
386,  31  Sup.  Ct.  73,  54  L.  ed.  1080; 
Spreckels  v.  Brown,  212  U.  S.  208,  29 
Sup.  Ct.  256,  53  L.  ed.  476;  MeClung 
V.  Penny,  189  TJ.  S.  143,  23  Sup.  Ct. 
589,  47  L.  ed.  751. 

91.  Harty  v.  Victoria,  226  TT.  S.  12, 
33  Sup;  Ct.  4,  57  L.  ed.  103;  Bed  Biver 
Cattle  Co.  V.  Needham,  137  TJ.  S.  638, 
11  Sup.  Ct.  208,  34  L.  ed.  79&. 

92.  Pinel  v.  Pinel,  240  U.  S.  594,  36 
Sup.  Ct.  416,  60  L.  ed.  817;  Fuerst 
Bros.  &  Co.  V.  Polasky,  24S  Fed.  447, 
162  C.  C.  A.  13;  Eberhard  v.  North- 
western Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  241  Fed.  353, 
154  0.  C.  A.  233;  Maryland  Gas.  Co.  «. 
Price,  231  Fed.  397,  145  C.  C.  A.  391, 
Ann.  Cas.  1917B,  50. 

[a]  Insufficient  Averment.  —  An 
averment  that  by  defendant's  breach 
ol  contract,  plaintiff  has  been  damaged 
in  a  sum  equal  to  the  value  of  certain 
property  and  that  such  value  is  pecu- 
liarly known  to  the  defendant,  no  par- 
ticular value  being  specified,  is  insuf- 
ficient.   Mayer  v.  Cohrs,  188  Fed.  443. 

[b]  A  general  averment  that  "the 
amount  or  value  in  controversy  in  this 
suit  exceeds  the  sum  of  two  thousand 
dollars,  exclusive  of  interest  and  costs" 
is  a  mere  conclusion.  Fishback  v. 
Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  161  U.  S.  96, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  606,  40  L.  ed.  630.  Compare 
Lee  Line  Steamers  v.  Eobinson,  232 
Fed.  417,  146  C  C.  A.  411;  Everglades 
Drainage  League  v.  Napoleon  B.  Brow- 
ard Drainage  Dist.,  253, Fed.  246  Csuf- 
ficient  when  supplemented  by  exhibit 
annexed  to  pleading);   Chicago,  M.  &) 


St.  P.  E.  Co.  V.  Incorporated  Town  of 
Lost  Nation,  237  Fed,  709. 

[c]  That  It  is  alleged  that  the 
"amount"  instead  of  the  "matter"  In 
dispute  exceeds  the  sum  or  value,  etc, 
is  not  ground  for  dismissal  on  motion, 
where  there  is  no  pretense  that,  in 
point  of  fact,  the  matter  in  dispute 
does  not  exceed  the  required  amount. 
Blackburn  v.  Portland  Gold  Min.  Co., 
175  U.  S.  571,  574,  20  Sup.  Ct.  222,  44 
L.  ed.  276. 

[d]  Statement  of  Fact  Controls 
Mere  Averment.  —  An  averment  that 
the  amount  in  controversy  exceeds  the 
sum  of  $2,000  in  value,  the  jurisdic- 
tional amount,  is  not  controlling  as 
against  a  statement  of  fact  that  the 
action  is  based  on  a  contract  for  the 
payment  of  $2,000  even.  Eoyal  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Stoddard,  201  Fed.  915,  120  C. 
C.  A.  434.   See  supra,  II,  B,  3,  d. 

[e]  Amendment.  —  Failure  to  al- 
lege the  jurisdictional  facts  may  be 
remedied  (1)  by  amendment.  Giles  v. 
Harris,  189  U.  S.  475,  485,  23  ;Sup.  Ct. 
639,  47  L.  ed.  909;  Williams  v.  Molther, 
198  Fed.  460,  117  C.  C.  A.  220.  See 
supra,  II,  A,  2.  (2)  The  trial  court  may 
permit  the  amendment  of  its  record  by 
affidavits  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
the  value  of  the  matter  in  dispute. 
Carr  v.  Fife,  156  U.  S.  494,  15  Sup 
Ct.  427,  39  L.  ed.  508,  See  Federal 
Wall  Paper  Co.  v.  Kempner,  244  Fed. 
240. 

[f]  Time  for  Objection.— (l)In  Giles 
V.  Harris,  189  U.  S.  475, -485,  23  Sup. 
Ct.  639,  47  L.  ed.  909,  an  objection  that 
the  bill  did  not  allege  threateiled  dam- 
age in  the  jurisdictional  amount  was 
held  unavailing  on  appeal  where  the 
objection  was  not  made  below,  and 
the  admission  could  have  been  cured  by 
amendment.  (2)  In  Williams  v.  Molther, 
198  Fed.  460,  117  C.  C.  A.  220,  it  was 
held,  on  the  authority  of  Giles  v.  Har- 
ris,  that   where   unliquidated   damages 
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such  allegations.^'  An  admission  by  the  defendant  of  allegations  as  to 
value  will  not  confer  jurisdiction  where  it  does  not  otherwise  exist.'* 

Proof.—  The  supreme  court  has  held  that,  where  the  plaintiff's  aver- 
ments as  to  the  amount  involved  are  properly  put  in  issue,  the  burden 
of  proof  is  on  the  defendant,'^  and  he  must  establish  by  a  preponder- 
ance of  the  evidence  that  the  jurisdictional  amount  is  not  involved.®" 
Where  there  is  no  formal  plea  to  the  jurisdiction,  it  is  unnecessary  to 
offer  proof  in  support  of  an  allegation  that  the  jurisdictional  amount 
is  involved.®' 

F.  Jurisdiction  as  Dependent  on  the  Citizenship  of  the  Parties. 
1.  General  Statement.  —  As  heretofore  stated,®^  the  Constitution  pro- 
vides that  the  judicial  power  of  the  United  States  shall  extend  to  all 
cases  in  law  and  equity  between  citizens  of  different  states,  -and  be- 
tween a  state,  or  the  citizens  thereof,  and  foreign  states,  citizens  or 
subjects,  and  the  judicial  code  provides  that  the  district  courts  shall 
have  original  jurisdiction  of  all  suiti  of  a  civil  nature,  at  common  law 
or  in  equity,  between  citizens  of  different  states,  or  between  citizens  of 
a  state  and  foreign  states,  citizens,  or  subjects,  where  the  matter  in 
controversy  exceeds  the  sum  or  value  of  three  thousand  dollars.'®  It 
also  provides  that  the  judgments  and  decrees  of  the  circuit  courts  of 
appeals  shall  be  final  in  all  cases  in  which  the  jurisdiction  is  depend- 
ent entirely  upon  the  opposite  parties  to  the  suit  or  controversy  being 
aliens  and  citizens  of  the  United  States,  or  citizens  of  different  States.^ 

As  a  rule,  where  jurisdiction  depends  on  diverse  citizenship,  it  can 
go  no  further  than  the  diverse  citizenship  extends.^ 

2.  Natxire  and  Requisites  of  Citizenship.'  —  Citizenship  is  distinct 
from  residence.*  Residence  within  the  state  and  an  intention  that  such 


were  alleged  to  be  in  excess  of  $1000, 
and  there  was  no  objection  below,  the 
court  of  appeals  would  infer  that  such 
damages  were  not  less  than  $2000,  ex- 
clusive of  interest  and  costs. 

On  appeal  record  must  show,  see 
supra,  II,  E,  3,  i,  (II). 

93.  See  supra,  II,  E,  3,  d. 

94.  Royal  Ins.  Co.  v.  Stoddard,  201 
Fed.  915,  120  C.  C.  A.  434. 

95.  Hunt  V.  New  York  Cotton  Ex- 
change, 205  U.  S.  322,  333,  27  Sup.  Ct. 
529,  51  L.  ed.  821,  affirming  144  Fed. 
511  (in  an  equity  case,  where  defendant 
interposes  a  plea  to  the  jurisdiction); 
Butters  v.  Carney,  127  Fed.  622,  on  a 
plea  in  abatement  in  ejectment.  See 
Chase  v.  Wetzlar,  225  U.  S.  79,  85,  32 
Sup.  Ct.  659,  56  L.  ed.  990. 

[a]  Contra,  —  The  burden  is  on 
plaintiff  in  an  equity  case  where  the 
objection  is  taken  by  answer.  Oregon 
E.  &  Nav.  Co.  V.  Shell,  143  Fed.  1004. 

96.  Hunt  V.  New  York  Cotton  Ex- 
change, 205  V.  S.  322,  333,  27  Sup.  Ct. 
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529,  51  L.  ed.  821,  affirming  144  Fed. 
511. 

97.  Bitterman  v.  Louisville  &  N.  B. 
Co.,  207  U.  S.  205,  224,  28  Sup.  Ct.  91. 
52  L.  ed.  171. 

98.  See  supra^  I,  B,  1. 

99.  Act  Ma,reh  3,  1911,  e.  231,  §  24, 
subsec.  1,  36  St.  at  L.  1091,  Oomp.  St. 
1916,  §  991. 

Jurisdiction  of  district  courts,  see 
infra,  II,  J. 

1.  Act  March  3,  1911,  e.  231,  |  128, 
36  St.  at  li.  1133,  Comp.  St.  1916, 
§  1120.  ' 

Jurisdiction  of  circuit  courts  of  ap- 
peal, see  infra,  II,  H. 

2.  Byers  v.  McAuley,  149  U.  S.  608 
618,  13  Sup.  Ct.  906,  37  h.  ed.  867! 
Compare  infra,  II,  F,  5. 

3.  See  generally  2  Fed.  St.  Ann. 
(2d  ed.)  p.  115,  et  seq.;  4  IT.  S;  Comp. 
St.,  1916,  p.  4813,  et  seq. 

4.  Steigleder  v.  McQuesten,  198  U. 
S.  141,  25  Sup.  Ct.  616,  49  L.  ed.  986: 
Sun  Printing  &  Pub.  Assn.  v.  Edwards. 
194  U.  S.  377,  24  Sup.  Ct.  696,  48  L.  ed 
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residence  shall  be  permanent  are  necessary  to  constitute  citizenship  of 
a  state;®  in  other  words,  in  order  to  be  a  citizen  of  a  state  one  must 
have  his  domicile  there.*  Domicile  and  citizenship  are  not  necessarily 
the  same,  however,^  and  it  has  been  held  that  one  domiciled  within  a 
state  who  leaves  with  intent  never  to  return  loses  his  state  citizenship 
in  that  state  even  though  he  has  not  acquired  a  new  domicile  elsewhere.^ 
The  place  where  a  person  lives  is  taken  as  his  domicile  until  facts  ad- 
duced establish  the  contrary.^ 

Change  of  Citizenship  and  Domicile.  —  A  domicile  when  acquired  is  pre- 
sumed to  continue  until  it  is  shown  to  have  been  changed.^" 


1027;  Neweomb  v.  Burbank,  181  ¥ed. 
334,  104  C.  C.  A.  164  (a  person  may  be 
a  resident  of  a  state  of  which  he  is  not 
a  citizen);  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co. 
V.  Fredericison,  177  Fed.  206,  101  C. 
C.  A.  376;  International  Bank  &  Trust 
Co.  V.  Scott,  159  Fed.  58,  86  C.  C.  A. 
248;  Tecum  v.  Parker,  130  Fed.  770, 
66  C.  C.  A.  80;  Tug  River  Coal  &  Salt 
Co.  V.  Brigel,  67  Fed.  625,  14  C.  C  A. 
577;  Gaugler  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  p!  S. 
E.  Co.,  197  Fed.  79;  Mayer  v.  Cohrs, 
188  Fed.  443. 

5.  Hammerstein  v.  Lyne,  200  Fed. 
165;  Sharon  v.  Hill,  26  Fed.  337,  342: 
Butler  V.  Farnsworth,  4  Wash.  C.  C. 
101,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,240. 

[a]  "The  act  of  residence  does  not 
alone  constitute  the  domicile  of  a 
party,  but  it  is  the  fact  of  residence, 
accompanied  by  the  intention  of  re- 
maining, which  constitutes  domicile. 
The  distinction  between  domicile  and 
mere  residence  may  be  shortly  put  as 
that  between  residence  animo  manen- 
di and  residence  animo  revertendi. " 
Marks  v.  Marks,  75  Fed.  321,  quoted 
with  approval  in  Hammerstein  v.  Lyne, 
200  Fed.  165. 

6.  Delaware  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Pe- 
trowsky,  250  Fed.  554,  162  C.  C.  A. 
570;  Hammerstein  v.  Lyne,  200  Fed. 
165;  Marks  v.  Marks,  75  Fed.  321;  Case 
V.  Clarke,  5  Mason  70,  5  Fed.  Cas  No. 
2,490.  See  Anderson  v.  Watt,  138  U.  S. 
694,  706, 11  Sup.  Ct.  449,  34  L.  ed.  1078. 

7.  See  Hammerstein  v.  Lyne,  200 
Fed.  165,  and  ease  cited  in  the  follow- 
ing note.  But  see  Delaware,  L.  &  W. 
E.  Co.  V.  Petrowsky,  250  Fed.  654,  162 
C.  C.  A.  570,  and  eases  in  preceding 
note. 

8.  Pannai  v.  Boanoke  Times  Co., 
252  Fed.  910. 

9.  Anderson  v.  Watt,  138  IT.  S.  694, 
706,  11  Sup.  Ct.  449,  34  L.  ed.  1078; 
Hammerstein  v.   Lyne,   200  Fed.   165; 


Sharon  v.  Hill,  26  Fed.  337  ;/Bu tier  v. 
Farnsworth,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  101,  4  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  2,240. 

[a]  The  domicile  of  the  husband  is 
(1)  that  'of  the  wife,  even  though  she 
is  residing  in  another  place  (Anderson 
V.  Watt,  138  U.  S.  694,  706,  11  Sup.  Ct. 
449,  34  L.  ed.  1078),  or  (2)  though  she 
is  living  apart  from  him  without  suf- 
ficient cause.  Anderson  v.  Watt,  138 
IT.  8.  694,  706,  11  Sup.  Ct.  449,  34  L. 
ed.  1078. 

[b]  The  domicile  of  a  minor  child 
(1)  follows  that  of  his  father.  Toledo 
Traction  Co.  v.  Cameron,  137  Fed.  48, 
56,  69  C.  C.  A.  28.  (2)  But  the  contrary 
is  true  when  the  parents  have  been 
judicially  separated  and  the  custody 
of  the  child  awarded  to  the  mother. 
In  such  case  the  child  may  acquire  a 
domicile  in  another  state  to  which  the 
mother  has  gone.  The  power  of  con- 
trol over  the  child  acquired  by  the 
court  granting  the  divorce  does  not 
prevent  the  child  from  acquiring  a 
domicile  elsewhere.  Toledo  Traction 
Co.  V.  Cameron,  137  Fed.  48,  56,  69  C. 
C.  A.  28.  (3)  Afiid  where  the  parent  has 
emancipa:ted  and  apprenticed  a  child 
or  placed  him  in  the  custody  of  another 
person  under  an  agreement  whereby 
the  latter  stands  in  loco  parentis  for 
the  remainder  of  the  minority  with  all 
the  rights  and  /duties  of  a  parent,  the 
domicile  of  the  minor  becomes  that  of 
the  person  in  whose  custody  he  is 
placed.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  E.  Co.  v 
Petrowsky,  250  Fed.  554,  162  C.  c'  a! 
570  (elaborately  reviewing  authori- 
ties). (4)  A  minor  who  has  reached  the 
age  of  discretion  and  has  no  parents, 
grandparents,  or  guardian,  may  ac-' 
quire  a  domicile  anywhere.  Bjornquist 
V.  Boston  &  A.  E.  Co.,  250  Fed.  929,  163 
C.  C.  A.  179, 

10.    Anderson  v.  Watt,  138  TJ.  S.  694, 
706,  11  Sup.  Ct.  449,  34  L.  ed.  1078. 
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Expatriation. — In  order  that  a  person  born  in  the  United  States  may 
become  expatriated  so  as  to  be  an  alien  within  the  meaning  of  the  stat- 
ute relating  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  federal  courts,  he  must  manifest 
his  intention  to  do  so  by  some  unequivocal  act.^^ 

The  effect  of  a  change  of  citizenship  pending  suit  is  treated  in  a  sub- 
sequent section.^^ 

3.  States  Are  Not  Citizens.  —  A  state  is  not  a  citizen  within  the 
meaning  of  the  provisions  relating  to  diverse  citizenship.^' 

4.  Citizens  of  Territories,  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  of  United 
States  Only.  —  There  is  a  distinction  between  citizenship  of  the  United 
States  and  citizenship  of  a  state,  and  one  may  be  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States  though  not  a  citizen  of  any  state."   Such  a  person  cannot  in- 


[a]  To  effectuate  a  change  of  domi- 
cile and  a  consequent  change  of  citizen- 
ship there  must  be  both  residence  in  a 
new  domicile  and  an  intention  to  re- 
main there.  Sun  Printing  &  Pub.  Assn. 
V.  Edwards,  194  U.  S.  377,  383,  24  Sup. 
Ct.  696,  48  L.  ed.  1027}  Morris  v.  Gil- 
mer, 129  U.  S.  315,  328,  9  Sup.  Ct.  289, 
32  L.  ed.  690;  Jones  v.  League,  18  How. 
(U.  S.)  76,  81,  15  L.  ed.  263;  Ennis  v. 
Smith,  14  How.  (U.  S.)  400,  423,  14  L. 
ed.  472;  Davis  v.  Dixon,  184  Fed.  509. 
See  Garrett  v.  Mallard,  238  Fed.  335, 
151  C.  C.  A.  351.  But  see  Pannill  v. 
Eoanoke  Times  Co.,  252  Fed.  910,  hold- 
ing that  the  abandonment  of  a  home  in 
one  state  with  intent  never  to  return, 
terminates  state  citizenship  until  a 
new  domicile  is  acquired,  and  makes 
the  person  in  question  merely  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States.  See  also  infra, 
II,  F,  4. 

[b]  Mere  absence  from  a  fixed 
home,  however  long  continued,  will  not 
work  the  change.  Steigleder  v.  Me- 
Questen,  198  U.  S.  141,  25  Sup.  Ct.  616, 
49  L.  ed.  986. 

[c]  Residence  is  prima  facie  evi- 
dence of  a  change,  but  is  not  conclus- 
ive. The  presumption  is  destroyed 
when  the  change  is  shown  to  have 
been  for  temporary  purposes.  Ham- 
merstein  v.  Lyne,  200  Fed.  165;  Butler 
V.  Farnsworth,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  101,  4 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,240. 

11.  Hammerstein  v.  Lyne,  200  Fed. 
165,  171;  Comitis  v.  Parkerson,  56  Fed. 
557,  22  L.  R.  A.  148. 

[a]  Burden  of  Proof.  —  Where  jur- 
isdiction depends  on  the  alienage  of 
a  defendant  born  in  the  United  States, 
the  burden  is  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show 
that  the  said  defendant  has  renounced 
or  otherwise  lost  or  abandoned  bis  cit- 
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izenship.     Hammerstein'   v.    Lyne,    200 
Fed.  165,  171. 

12.  See  infra,  U,  F,  6. 
13  Ex  parte  Nebraska,  209'  U.  S. 
436,  28  Sup.  Ct.  581,  52  L.  ed.  876; 
Minnesota  v.  Northern  Securities  Co., 
194  U.  S.  48,  63,  24  Sup.  Ct.  598,  48  L. 
ed.  870;  Stone  v.  South  Carolina,  117 
U.  S.  430,  6  Sup.  Ct.  799,  29  L.  ed. 
962;  Deseret  Water,  Oil  &  Irr.  Co.  v. 
California,  202  Fed.  498,  120  O.  C.  A. 
641;  In  re  Silvies  Eiver,  199  Fed.  495, 
503;  State  v.  Alleghany  Oil  Co.,  85  Fed. 
870;  State  v.  Tolleston  Club,  53  Fed. 
18;  Ferguson  v.  Boss,  38  Fed.  161;  State 
V.  Wolffe,  18  Fed.  836. 

[aj  "A  suit  between  a  state  and  a 
citizen  or  a  corporation  of  another 
state  is  not  between  citizens  of  differ- 
ent states."  Postal  Tel.  Cable  Co.  v. 
Alabama,  155  U.  S.  482,  487,  15  Sup. 
Ct.  192,  39  L.  ed.  231. 

14.  Pannill  v.  Eoanoke  Times  Co., 
252  Fed.  910;  Hammerstein  v.  Lyne, 
200  Fed.  165,  171;  Prentiss  v.  Brennan, 
2  Blatchf.  162,  19  Fed.  Cas.,  No.  11,385; 
See  Butler  v.  Farnsworth,  4  Wash.  t). 
C.  101,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,240. 

[a]  The  fourteenth  amendment  to 
the  federal  constitution  provides  that 
"All  persons  born  or  naturalized  in 
the  United  States,  and  subject  to  the 
jurisdiction  thereof,  are  citizens  of  the 
United  States  and  of  the  state  wherein 
they  reside.''  In  reference  to  this  defi- 
nition of  citizenship  the  supreme  court 
has  said:  "The  distinction  between 
citizenship  of  the  United  States  and 
citizenship  of  a  state  is  clearly  recog- 
nized and  established.  Not  only  may 
a  man  be  a  citizen  of  the  United  States 
without  being  a  citizen  of  a  state,  but 
an  important  element  is  necessary  to 
convert  the  former  into  the  latter.  He 
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voke  the  federal  jurisdiction  on  the  ground  of  diversity  of  state  citi- 
zenship.^^ This  is  true  of  citizens  of  a  territory,^*  or  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,^'  or  one  who  has  abandoned  his  former  home  in  a  state  with- 
out acquiring  a  domicile  elsewhere,^*  or  who  has  acquired  a  domicile 
in  a  foreign  country.^® 

5.  Change  of  Conditions  or  Parties  Pending  Suit — Jurisdiction 
depends  on  the  condition  of  the  parties  at  the  commencement  of  the 
suit,^°  and  no  subsequent  change  of  their  condition  can  give  it^^  or  take 
it  away.^^    Thus,  jurisdiction,  when  once  acquired,  is  not  divested  by  a 


must  reside  within  the  state  to  make 
him  a  citizen  of  it,  but  it  is  only  neces- 
sary that  he  should  be  born  or  natur- 
alized in  the  United  States  to  be  a 
citizen  of  the  Union.  It  is  quite  clear, 
then,  that  there  is  a  citizenship  of  the 
United  States,  and  a  citizenship  of  a 
state,  which  are  distinct  from  each 
other,  and  which  depend  upon  different 
characteristics  or  circumstances  in  the 
individual."  Slaughter  House  Cases, 
16  Wall.  (U.  S.)  36,  73,  21  L.  ed.  394, 
qitoted  with  approval  in  Eammersteiu 
V.  Lyne,  200  Fed.  165. 

15.  Pannill  v.  Boanoke  Times  Co., 
252  Fed.  910. 

Federal  corjraratlons,  see  infra,  II, 
F,  12. 

16.  Cameron  v.  Hodges,  127  TT.  S. 
322,  8  Sup.  Ct.  154,  32  L.  ed.  132;  Mans- 
field, C.  &  L.  M.  K.  Co,  V.  Swan,  111 
U.  S.  379,  4  Sup.  Ct.  510,  28  L.  ed.  462; 
New  Orleans  v.  Winter,  1  Wheat.  (U. 
S.)  91,  4  L.  ed.  44;  Maxwell  v.  Fed- 
eral Gold  &  Copper  Co.,  155  Fed.  110, 
83  C.  C.  A.  570;  Watson  v.  Bonfils,  116 
Fed.  157,  53  0.  C.  A.  535;  Snead  v. 
Sellers,  66  Fed.  371,  13  C.  C.  A.  518; 
Clark  V.  Southern  Pae.  Co.,  175  Fed. 
122.  See  also  Anaconda  Copper  Min. 
Co.  V.  Butte-Balaklava  Copper  Co., 
200  Fed.   808. 

17.  In  re  Massachusetts,  197  U,  S, 
482,  487,  25  Sup.  Ct.  512,  49  L.  ed.  845; 
Hooe  V.  Jamieson,  166  U.  S.  395,  17 
Sup.  Ct.  596,  41  L.  ed.  1049;  Cameron 
V.  Hodges,  127  U  S.  322,  8  Sup.  Ct. 
1154,  32  L.  ed.  132;  Barney  v.  Balti- 
more City,  6  Wall.  (U.  S.)  280,  287,  18 
L.  ed.  825;  Hepburn  v.  Ellzey,  2 
Cranch  (U.  S.)  445,  2  L.  ed.  332;  Har- 
rington V.  Atlantic  &  P.  Tel.  Co.,  185 
Fed.  493,  reversing  143  Fed.  329. 

18.  Pannill  v.  Boanoke  Times  Co., 
252  Fed.  910. 

19.  Stein  v.  Fleisehmana  Co.,  237 
Fed.  679;  Hammersteia  v.  Lyne,  800 
Ted,  les,  170. 


20.  Chicago  v.  Mills,  204  U.  S.  321, 
328,  27  Sup.  Ct.  286,  51  L.  ed.  504  (at 
the  date  the  bill  is  filed) ;  Emsheimer 
V.  New  Orleans,  186  U.  S.  34,  44,  22 
Sup.  Ct.  770,  46  L.  ed.  1042;  Ander- 
son V.  Watt,  138  U.  S.  694,  702,  11  Sup. 
Ct.  449,  34  L.  ed.  1078;  Mollan  v.  Tor- 
rance, 9  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  537,  6  L.  ed. 
154;  Betzoldt  v.  American  Ins.  Co., 
47  Fed.  705.  See  supra,  II,  A,  2;  II, 
A,  4. 

[a]  Where  There  Is  No  Change  of 
Party.  —  Conolly  v.  Taylor,  2  Pet.  (U. 
S.)  556,  564,  7  L.  ed.  518;  Anaconda 
Copper  Min.  Co.  v.  Butte-Balaklava 
Copper  Co.,  200  Fed.  808;  MeEldowney 
:;.  Card,  193  Fed.  475,  482. 

[b]  For  Purposes  of  Removal Jack- 
son V.  Allen,  132  U.  S.  27,  10  Sup.  Ct. 
9,  33  L.  ed.  249;  Crehore  v.  Ohio  & 
M.  E.  Co.,  131  U.  S.  240,  9  Sup.  Ct.  692, 
33  li.  ed.  144;  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Pechner,  95  U.  S.  183,  24  L.  ed.  427. 
See  also  the  title  "Kemoval  of 
Causes." 

[c]  Amendment. — Jurisdiction  orig- 
inally acquired  is  not  lost  by  the  fact 
that  an  amended  petition  subsequently 
fi]ed_  describes  the  citizenship  of  the 
parties  in  the  present  tense.  Toledo 
Traction  Co.  v.  Cameron,  137  Fed.  48, 
69  C.  C.  A.  28.  To  same  effect,  see 
Mexican  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Pinkney,  149 
U.  S.  194,  13  Sup.  Ct.  859,  37  L.  ed. 
699.  See  also  17  Standabd  Peoc.  708. 
709. 

21.  Anderson  v.  Watt,  138  U.  8. 
694,  707,  11  Sup.  Ct.  449,  34  L.  ed. 
1078. 

[a]  Territory  Becoming  State.  — A 
citizen  of  a  territory  cannot  remove  a 
case  on  the  ground  of  diverse  citizen- 
ship where  the  territory  becomes  a 
state  pending  suit.  Anaconda  Copper 
Min.  Co.  V.  Butte-Balaklava  Coppier 
Co.,  200  Fed.  808. 

22.  Anderson  v.  Watt,  138  U.  S.  694, 
707,  11  Sup.  Ct.  449,  34  L.  ed.  1078; 
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change  in  the  citizenship  of  either  party  pending  suit,*^  or  after  re- 
moval of  a  ease  from  a  state  to  the  federal  court,^*  or  by  the  fact  that, 
pending  suit,  a  party  who  is  an  alien  becomes  a  citizen,^^  or  that  a  for- 
eign corporation  plaintiff  consolidates  with  a  corporation  of  the  state  of 
which  some  of  the  defendants  are  citizens,^°  or  that  on  the  death  of  the 
complainant  the  suit  is  revived  in  the  name  of  his  administrator,  who  is 
a  citizen  of  the  same  state  as  the  defendant.^'  A  change  in,^^  or  substi- 
tution of,^^  parties  defendant  does  not  defeat  jurisdiction.  It  has  been 
held,  however,  that  jurisdiction  is  defeated  by  an  amendment  by  the 
plaintiff  bringing  in  a  party  plaintiff  or  defendant  whose  presence  de- 
stroys the  requisite  diversity  of  citizenship,^"  or  where  a  sole  plaintiff, 
pending  suit,  assigns  all  his  interest  in  the  subject  matter  to  one  who 
is  a  citizen  of  the  same  state  as  the  def  endant.^^ 


Dunn  V.  Clarke,  8  Pet.  (U.  S.)  1,  8  L. 
ed.  845;  Mollan  v  Torrance,  9  Wheat. 
(U.  S.)  537,  6  L.  ed.  154, 

23.  Emsheimer  v.  New  Orleans,  186 
TJ.  S.  33,  44,  22  Sup,  Ct.  770,  46  L.  ed. 
1042;  Louisville  N.  A.  &  C.  E.  Co.  v. 
Louisville  Trust  Co.,  174  U.  S.  552,  562, 
19  Sup.  Ct.  817,  43  L.  ed.  1081;  Dunn 
V.  Clarke,  8  Pet.  (TJ.  S.)  1,  8  L.  ed. 
845;  Morgan's  Heirs  v.  Morgan,  2 
Wheat.  (U.  S.)  290,  4  L.  ed.  242;  Stultz 
V.  Cousins,  242  Fed.  794,  155  C.  C.  A. 
382;  Thaxter  v.  Hatch,  6  McLean  68, 
23  Ped.  Cas.  No.  13,866. 

[a]  This  rule  only  applies  when 
jurisdiction  has  actually  vested  by  the 
commencement  of  a  suit,  Thaxter  v 
Hatch,  6  McLean  68,  23  Ped.  Cas! 
No.  13,866. 

24.  Lebensberger  ■».  Seofield.  139 
Fed.  380,  71  C.  C.  A,  476.  See  also  the 
title  "Removal  of  Causes," 

25.  Betzoldt  v.  American  Ins.  Co., 
47  Fed.  705.  See  Conolly  v.  Taylor,  2 
Pet."(U.  S.)  556,  565,  7  L.  ed.  518. 

26.  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  E.  Co.  v. 
Louisville  Trust  Co.,  174  U.  S.  552,  19 
Sup.  Ct.  817,  43  L.  ed,  1081, 

27.  Clarke  v.  Mathewson,  12  Pet, 
(TJ.  S.)  164,  9  L.  ed.  1041. 

28.  Hardenbergh  v.  Bay,  151  U.  S. 
112,  118,  14  Sup.  Ct.  305,  38  L.  ed.  93. 
Compare,  Newton  v.  Gage,  155  Fed.  598. 

29.  People  v.  Eamos,  232  TJ.  S.  627, 
34  Sup.  Ct.  461,  58  L.  ed  763.  See 
Monmouth  Inv.  Co.  v.  Means,  151  Fed. 
159,  80  C.  C.  A.  527.  Contra,  Fryer  V. 
Weakley  (C.  C.  A.),  261  Fed.  509. 

[a]  The  substitution  of  the  landlord 
for  ttie  tenant  in  possession,  as  defend- 
ant in  an  action  of  ejectment,  4q§s  not  | 
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defeat  jurisdiction  though  the  party  so 
substituted  is  a  citizen  of  the  same 
state  as  the  plaintiff.  Hardenb^gh  v. 
Bay,  151  U.  S.  112,  118,  14  Sup.  Ct. 
305,  38  L.  ed.  93.  See,  also  Phelps  v. 
Oaks,  117  TJ.  S.  236,  6  Sup.  Ct.  714,  29 
L.  ed.  888;  King  v.  Davis,  137  Fed. 
198,  221,  222,  236,  affirmed  157  Fed.  676, 
85  C.  C.  A,  348. 

30.  Patterson  v.  Delaware  &  Hud-  ' 
son  Co.,  251  Ped.  255,  163  C.  C.  A.  411; 
Devost  V.  Twin  State  Gas  &  Elee.  Co., 
250  Fed.  349,  162  C.  C.  A.  419;  Barker 
V.  Eastman,  206  Fed.  865,  124  C.  C.  A. 
525, 

See  Harris  &  Stevens  Corp.  v.  Tarr 
&  McComb,  251  Fed.  570,  163  C.  C.  A, 
564,  dismissing  the  suit  on  objection  to 
the  jurisdiction,  because  of  the  omis- 
sion of  indispensable  parties  defendant 
whose  citizenship  was  the  same  as  the 
complainant 's. 

Compare,  Helm  v.  Zareeor,  222  TJ.  S. 
32,  32  Sup.  Ct.  10,  56  L.  ed.  77,  and 
infra,  II,  F,  9. 

[a]  Merely  proper  parties  plaintiif 
cannot  be  brought  in  after  commence- 
ment of  suit  where  jurisdiction  would 
be  thereby  defeated.  Norfolk  So,  E, 
Co,  V.  Stricklin,  264  Fed,  546. 

31.  Adams  Exp.  Co.  v.  Denver  &  E, 
G.  E.  Co.,  16  Fed,  712. 

[a]  In  such  case  the  original  suit 
comes  to  an  end,  and,  in  order  to  take 
advantage  of  what  has  been  done  there- 
in, the  assignee  must  file  not  an  ordi- 
nary supplemental  bill,  but  an  original 
bill  in  the  nature  of  a  supplemental 
bill,  or,  in  other  words,  he  must  com- 
mence a  new  suit.  Pittsburg,  S.  &.  N, 
E..  Co.  V,  Piske,  178  I'ed.  66,  IQl  0.  0, 
A,  560.  * 


UNITED  STATES  COVETS 


313 


Consolidations'^  and  interventions''  do  not  oust  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  in  the  main  suit,  regardless  of  the  citizenship  of  the  parties 
so  brought  in,  except,  perhaps,  where  it  appears  that  the  intervention 
was  the  result  of  a  collusive  arrangement,'*  or  was  by  one  whose  pres- 
ence as  a  party  was  indispensable  to  the  action  as  originally  brought.'* 
It  has  been  held,  however,  that  a  new  party  cannot  be  brought  into  a 
suit  whose  presence  at  its  commencement  would  have  defeated  federal 
jurisdiction,  unless  such  party  represents  an  interest  already  before  the 
court  or  claims  an  interest  in  property  of  which  the  court  holds  pos- 
session.'°  For  the  purpose  of  eliminating  parties  whose  presence  would 
defeat  jurisdiction,  the  trial  court  may  permit  amendments''  or  dis- 
missals'^ as  to  proper  but  not  indispensable  parties  plaintiff  or  defend- 
ant, where  the  suit  might  have  been  originally  begun  without  them.'* 

6.  Motive  in  Acquiring  Citizenship  as  Affecting  Jurisdiction. 
The  mere  fact  that  a  party's  motive  in  acquiring  citizenship  in  the 
state  in  which  he  sues  was  to  invoke  the  jurisdiction  of  a  federal  court 


32.  Sioux  City  T.  E.  &  W.  Co.  ■». 
Trust  Co.  of  N.  A.,  82  Fed.  124,  27  C. 
C.  A.  73.  See  Lilienthal  v.  McCormick, 
117  Fed.  89,  54  C.  C.  A.  475. 

33.  Fraser  v.  Cole,  214  Fed,  556,  131 
C.  C.  A.  102;  Sioux  City  T.  E.  &  W. 
Co.  V.  Trust  Co.  of  N.  A.,  82  Fed.  124, 
27  C.  C.  A.  73;  Society  of  Shakers  v. 
Watson,  68  Fed.  730,  15  C.  C.  A.  682. 
See  supra,  II,  A,  4. 

[a]  In  a  creditor's  suit  jurisdiction 
is  not  affected  by  the  subsequent  ad- 
mission of  other  creditors  as  co-com- 
plainants as  to  whom  diversity  of  citi- 
zenship does  not  exist.  Stewart  v.  Dun- 
ham, 115  U.  S.  61,  5  Sup.  Ct.  1163,  29 
L.  ed.  329.  See  Eobertson  v.  Conway, 
188  Fed.  579,  584,  110  C.  C.  A.  377. 

34.  See  Clauss  v.  Palmer  Union  Oil 
Co.,  213  Fed.  286,  affirmed,  in  222  Fed. 
870,  138  C.  C.  A.  296,  where  a  suit 
brought  by  a  non-resident  stockholder 
holding  a  small  amount  of  stock,  was 
dismissed  upon  the  intervention  of 
resident  stockholders  owning  the  bulk 
of  the  stock. 

As  to  collusion,  see  infra,  II,  F,  9. 

35.  Hawes  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  229 
Fed.  51,  143  C.  C.  A.  645.  See  Jennings 
V.  Smith,  242  Fed.  561,  and  infra,  II, 
F,  8. 

36.  Newton  v.  Gage,  155  Fed.  598, 
relying  upon  Shields  v.  Barrows,  58  IT. 
S.  130,  15  L.  ed.  158,  and  distinguishing 
numerous  cases  containing  general  ex- 
pressions to  the  contrary. 

Compare,  supra,  II,  A,  4,  cases  cited 
in  preceding  notes,  and  Federal  Mining 


&   Smelting  Co.   v.  Bunker  Hill   &  S. 
Min.  &  Con.  Co.,  187  Fed,  474,  478. 

37.  Conolly  v.  Taylor,  2  Pet.  (U. 
S.)  556,  563,  7  L.  ed.  518,  name  of  a  cit- 
izen joined  as  a  plaintiff  with  aliens  for 
whose  benefit  the  decree  is  sought  may 
be  stricken.    See  supra,  II,  A,  2. 

[a]  Party  may  be  changed  from  a 
complainant  to  a  defendant  by  amend- 
ment where  the  suit  might  have  been 
originally  instituted  without  joining 
him  except  as  a  defendant.  Conolly  v. 
Taylor,  2  Pet.  (U.  S.)  556,  7  L.  ed.  518. 

38.  Thomas  v.  Anderson,  223  Fed. 
41,  138  G.  C.  A.  405;  Watson  v.  Bon- 
fils,  116  Fed.  157,  53  C.  C.  A.  535; 
Sioux  City  T.  E.  &  "W.  Co.  v.  Trust  Co. 
of  N.  A.,  82  Fed.  124,  27  C.  C.  A.  73; 
Columbia  Digger  Co.  v.  Sector,  215 
Fed.  618;  Irving  v.  Joint  Dist.  Coun- 
cil, 180  Fed.  896;  Ladew  v.  Tennessee 
Copper  Co.,  179  Fed.  245  (judgment 
affirmed,  218  IT.  S.  357,  31  Sup.  Ct. 
81,  54  L.  ed.  1069);  A.  E.  Barnes  & 
Co.  V.  Berry,  156  Fed.  72;  Grove  v. 
Grove,  93  Fed.  865.  But  see  Chase  v. 
Lathrope,  254  Fed.   713. 

39.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  supra, 
this   section. 

[a]  AVliere  at  the  time  of  the  in- 
stitutiou  of  the  suit  there  are  fwo 
executors,  jurisdiction  cannot  be  ac- 
quired by  eliminating  as  a  complainant 
the  one  whose  presence  prevents  juris- 
diction on  a  showing  that  his  letters 
have  been  revoked  since  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit.  Anderson  v.  Watt, 
138  U.  S.  694,  708,  11  Sup.  Ct.  449,  34, 
L.  ed.  1078. 
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does  not  deprive  such  court  of  jurisdiction.*"  The  acquisition  of  such 
citizenship  must,  however,  be  real,  with  the  purpose  to  establish  a 
permanent  domicile  in  that  state,  and  not  fictitious  or  pretended.*^ 

7.  Where  There  Are  Several  Co-Parties.  —  Where  jurisdiction  de- 
pends upon  citizenship,  each  distinct  interest  must  be  represented  by 
persons,  all  of  whom  are  entitled  to  sue  or  may  be  sued  in  the  federal 
courts.*^    Thus,  if  there  are  several  co-plaintiffs,  each  plaintiff  must  be 


40.  Miller  &  Lux  v.  East  Side  Canal 
&  Inv.  Co.,  211  U.  S.  293,  304,  29  Sup. 
Ct.  Ill,  53  L.  ea.  189;  Morris  v.  Gil- 
mer, 129  U.  S.  315,  328,  9  Sup.  Ct.  289, 
32  L.  ed.  690;  Davis  v.  Dixon,  184 
Fed.  509;  Briggs  v.  French,  2  Sumner 
251,  256,  4  Fed.  Gas.  No.  1,871. 

41.  Miller  v.  East  Side  Canal  &  Irr. 
Co.,  211  V.  S.  293,  29  Sup.  Ct.  Ill,  53 
L.  ed.  189;  Morris  i;.jGilmer,  129  U.  8. 
315,  328,  9  Sup.  Ct.  289,  32  L.  ed.  690. 
See  Case  v.  Clarke,  5  Mason  70,  5  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  2,490. 

[a]  "If  the  removal  be  for  the 
purpose  of  committing  a  fraud  upon  the 
law,  and  to  enable  the  party  to  avail 
himself  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  fed- 
eral courts,  and  that  fact  be  made  out 
by  his  acts,  the  court  must  pronounce 
that  his  removal  was  not  with  a  bona 
fide  intention  of  changing  his  domicile, 
however  frequent  and  public  his  dec- 
larations to  the  contrary  may  have 
been  "  Butler  v.  Farnsworth,  4  Wash. 
C.  C.  101,  103,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,240, 
quoted  with  approval  in  Miller  &  Lux 
V.  East  Side  Canal  &  Irr.  Co.,  211  U.  S. 
293,  305,  29  Sup.  Ct.  Ill,  53  L.  ed.  189; 
Morris  v.  Gilmer,  129  U.  S.  315,  9  Sup. 
Ct.  289,  32  L.  ed.  690. 

42'.  Cuebas  v.  Cuebas,  223  U.  S. 
376,  32  Sup.  Ct.  277,  56  L.  ed.  476; 
Eaphael  v.  Trask,  194  U.  S.  272,  24  Sup. 
Ct.  647,  48  L.  ed.  973;  Hooe  ii.  Jamie- 
son,  166  U.  S.  395,  17  Sup.  Ct.  596,  41 
L.  ed.  1049;  Smith  v.  Lyon,  133  U.  S. 
315,  10  Sup.  Ct.  303,  33  L.  ed.  635;  Sus- 
uehanna,  etc..  Coal  Co.  v.  Blatchford,  11 
Wall.  (U.  S.)  172,  20  L.  ed.  179;  Rogers 
v.  Chickamauga  Trust  Co.  (C.  C.  A.), 
253  Fed.  541;  Chase  v.  Lathrope,  264 
Fed.  713. 

[a]  Every  party  on  one  side  must 
be  a  citizen  of  a  state  different  from 
that  of  which  any  (1)  party  on  the 
other  side  is  a  citizen  (Johnson  v. 
Ford,  109  Fed.  501),  and  henee  (2) 
there  is  no  jurisdiction  if  any  of  the 
plaintiffs  reside  in  the  same  state  as 
any'  or  the  defendants.  Cochran  v. 
Montgomery  County,  199  U.  S.  260,  273, 
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26  Sup.  Ct.  58,  50  L.  ed.  182;  Florida 
C.  &  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Bell,  176  U.  S.  321, 
332,  20  Sup.  Ct.  399,  44  L  ed.  486; 
Peper  v.  Fordyee,  119  U.  S.  469,  7  Sup. 
Ct.  287,  30  L.  ed.  435;  Strawbridge  v. 
Gurtiss,  3  Cranch  (U.  S.)  267,  2  L.  ed. 
435  (though  one  of  the  defendants  was 
a  citizen  of  another  state) ;  Rogers  v. 
Chickamauga  Trust  Co.  (G.  0.  A.),  253 
Fed.  541;  Dormitzer  v.  Illinois  &  St. 
Li  Bridge  Co.,  6  Fed.  217.  See  Pen- 
insular Iron  Co.  V.  Stone,  121  V.  8. 
631,  7  Sup.  Ct.  1010,  30  L.  ed.  1020. 
(3)  In  a  suit  against  a  partnershi'p, 
if  any  members  of  the  firm  are  citizens 
of  the  same  state  as  the  complainant, 
the  federal  court  has  no  jurisdiction. 
Raphael  v.  Trask,  194  U.  S.  272.  276, 
24  Sup.  Ct.  647,  48  L.  ed.  973. 

[b]  Joint  Interest  or  Voluntary 
Joinder. —  (1)  This  is  true  where  there 
is  a  joint  interest  (Strawbridge  v.  Gur- 
tiss, 3  Cranch  (U.  S.)  267,  2  L.  ed. 
435),  or  (2)  where  the  parties  elect  to 
sue,  jointly  (Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Bohon,  200  IT.  S.  221,  26  Sup. 
Gt.  166,  50  L.  ed  448;  Florida,  C.  & 
P.  R.  Co.  v.  Bell,  176  U.  S.  321,  332,  20 
Sup.  Ct.  399,  44  L.  ed  486;  Hooe  v. 
Jamieson,  166  U.  S.  395,  17  Sup.  Ct. 
596,  41  L.  ed.  1049;  Peninsular  Iroaj 
Co.  V.  Stone,  121  V.  S.  631,  7  Sup.  Ct. 
1010,  30  L.  ed.  1020;  New  Orleans  v. 
Winter,  1  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  91,  4  L.  ed. 
44.  See  also  Alabama  Great  So.  R.  Co. 
V.  Thompson,  200  IT.  S  206,  26  'Sup. 
Ct.  161,  50  L.  ed.  441.  (3)  "The  volun- 
tary joinder  of  the  parties  has  the 
same  effect  for  the  purposes  di  juris- 
diction as  if  they  had  been  compelled 
to  unite."  Merchants'  Cotton  Press 
Go.  V.  Insurance  Co.,  151  U.  S.  368,  14 
Sup.  Ct.  367,  38  L.  ed.  195,  quoted  with 
approval  in  Hooe  v.  Jamieson,  166  U.  ,S. 
395,  17  Sup.  Ct.  596,  41  L.  ed.  1049. 

[c]  "When  the  ground  of  removal 
is  diverse  citizenship,  the  party  on  one 
side,  whether  consisting  of  one  or  more 
persons,  must  have  9,  citizenship  differ- 
ent from  that  of  the  party  on  the  other 
side,  whether  consisting  of  one  or  more 
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competent  to  sue  in  the  federal  courts*^  and  if  there  "are  several  co- 
defendants,  each  must  be  liable  to  be  sued  in  the  federal  courts.^*  Sev- 
eral plaintiffs  who  are  citizens  of  different  states  as  between  themselves 
may  sue  a  citizen  of  another  state  in  the  district  of  which  he  is  an  in- 
habitant.*'  Where  a  suit  is  brought  by  one  or  more  members  of  a 
class  on  behalf  of  all  other  members  of  the  class,  jurisdiction  is  not 
ousted  by  the  lack  of  diversity  of  citizenship  between  the  defendants 
and  persons  of  the  class  not  actually  made  parties  plaintiff,  but  as  to 
the  latter  there  is  no  jurisdiction.*" 

8.  Formal,  Necessary  and  Indispensable  Parties.  —  The  citizen- 
ship of  the  real  party  in  interest,  rather  than  that  of  merely  nominal 
parties,  is  controlling,*^  and  the  joinder*^  of  merely  formal  parties,  or 


persons."  Knight  v.  Lutcher  &  Moore 
Lumber  Co.,  136  Fed.  404,  69  C.  C.  A. 
248.  And  see,  Wilson  v.  Oswego  Tp., 
161  U.  S.  56,  64,  14  Sup.  Ct.  259,  38 
L.  ed.  70,  also  the  title  "Eemoval  of 
Causes." 

43.  Cuebas  v.  Cuebas,  223  U.  S.  376, 
82  Sup.  Ct.  277,  56  L.  ed.  476;  Florida 
C.  &  P.  E.  Co.  V.  Bell,  176  U.  S.  321, 
332,  20  Sup.  Ct.  399,  44  L.  ed.  486; 
Smith  V.  Lyon,  133  TJ.  S.  315,  10  Sup. 
Ct.  303,  33  L.  ed.  635;  Susquehanna, 
etc..  Coal  Co.  v.  Blatehford,  11  Wall. 
(U.  S.)  172,  20  L.  ed.  179;  Tug  Eiver 
Coal  &  Salt  Co.  v.  Brigel,  67  Fed.  625, 
14  C.  C.  A.  577. 

[a]  Where  one  of  two  plaintiffs  is 
a  citizen  of  the  district  of  Columbia, 
there  is  no  jurisdiction.  Hooe  v.  Jam- 
ieson,  166  U.  S.  395,  17  Sup.  Ct.  596, 
41  L.  ed.  1049;  Harrington  v.  Atlantic 
&  P.  Tel.  Co.,  185  Fed.  493,  107  C.  C.  A. 
593,  reversing  143  Fed.  329. 

44.  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  E.  Co, 
17.  Bohon,  200  XT.  S.  221,  26  Sup.  Ct. 
166,  50  L.  ed.  448;  Alabama  Great  So. 
E.  Co.  V.  Thompson,  200  U.,  S.  206,  26 
Sup.  Ct.  161,  50  L.  ed.  441;  Smith  v. 
Lyon,  133  U.  S.  315,  10  Sup.  Ct,  303, 
33  L.  ed.  635;  Susquehanna,  etc.,  Coal 
Co.  V.  Blatehford,  11  Wall.  (U.  S.)  172, 
20  L.  ed.  179;  Tug  Eiver  Coal  &  Salt 
Co.  V.  Brigel,  67  Fed.  625,  14  C.  C.  A. 
577;     Chase  v.  Lathrope,  254  Fed.  713. 

[a]  AVhere  one  of  several  defend- 
ants is  a  citizen  of  a  territory,  there 
is  no  jurisdiction.  Watson  v.  Bonfils, 
116  Fed.  157,  53  C.  C.  A.  535. 

45.  Sweeney  v.  Carter  Oil  Co.,  199 
U.  S.  252,  26  Sup.  Ct.  55,  30  L.  ed.  178. 

46.  Supreme  Tribe  of  Ben  Hur  V. 
Cauble,  264  Fed.  247. 

47.  Mexican  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Eckman, 
187  U.  S.  429,  23  Sup.  Ct.  211,  47  L.  ed. 


245;  Brown  v.  Denver  Omnibus  &  Cab 
Co.  (C.  C.  A.),  254  Fed.  560. 

[a]  In  an  action  on  a  bond  of  a 
federal  ofiicial  brought  in  the  name  of 
the  United  States,  the  citizenship  of 
the  relator,  for  whose  benefit  the  action 
is  brought,  controls.  Howard  v.  United 
States,  184  U.  S.  676,  680,  22  Sup.  Ct. 
543,  46  L.  ed.  754. 

[b]  In  an  action  in  the  name  of  the 
state  on  the  relation  of  an  iadividual, 
the  citizenship  of  the  latter  controls. 
Indiana  v.  Glover,  155  U.  S.  513,  517, 
15  Sup.  Ct.  186,  39  L.  ed.  43.  See  also, 
Maryland  v.  Baldwin,   112   U.   S.   490, 

5  Sup.  Ct.  278,  28  L.  ed.  822. 

[o]  Where  the  state  is  the  real  party 
in  interest  in  a  suit  by  one  of  its  of- 
ficers, there  is  no  jurisdiction  on  the 
ground  of  diversity  of  citizenship, 
though  the  state  is  not  nominally  a 
party.     Ferguson  v.  Eoss,  38  Fed.  161. 

48.  Blackburn  «.  Portland  Gold 
Min.  Co.,  175  U.  S.  571,  575,  20  Sup. 
Ct.  222,  44  L.  ed.  276;  Wormley  v. 
Wormley,  8  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  421,  451,  5 
L.  ed.  651;    Brown  v.  Denver  Omnibus 

6  Cab  Co.  (C.  C.  A.),  254  Fed.  560; 
Stephens  v.  Smartt,  172  Fed.  466,  472; 
State  V.  Alleghany  Oil  Co.,  85  Fed.  870. 

[a]  Will  Not  Prevent  Eemoval. 
Bacon  v.  Eives,  106  U.  S  99,  1  Sup. 
Ct.  3,  27  L.  ed.  69;  Turk  v.  Illinois 
Cent.  E.  Co.,  193  Fed.  252;  Groel  v. 
United  Electric  Co.,  132  Fed.  252.  See 
also  the  title  "Eemoval  of  Causes." 

[b]  Presence  of  a  Merely  Nominal 
Party  May  Be  Disregarded.  —  Watson 
V.  Bonfils,  116  Fed.  157,  53  C.  C.  A. 
535;  Federal  Min.  &  S.  Co.  v.  Bunker 
Hill  &  S.  M.  &  C.  Co.,  187  Fed.  474; 
Bagenas  v.  Southern  Pac.  Co.,  180  Fed. 
887.  'See  Burlington  Trust  Co.  v. 
Porter,  187  U.  S.  641,  23  Sup.  Ct.  841, 
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their  nonjoinder,*'*  will  not  defeat  jurisdiction.  In  a  suit  involving 
the  original  jurisdiction  of  a  federal  court,  as  distinguished  from 
the  right  of  removal,  it  has  been  held  that  the  citizenship  of  a  proper 
party  who  is  actually  joined  must  be  considered,  though  he  is  not  a 
necessary  or  indispensable  party,  and  might  have  been  omitted,^" 
though  other  authorities  follow  the  rule  prevailing  in  removal  cases 
where  only  indispensable  parties  are  considered."  Merely  proper 
parties,^^  and  even  necessary,  as  distinguished  from  indispensable 
parties,^^  are  not  required  to  be  joined  when  the  result  would  be  to 


47   L.   ed.   345;      White   v.   Chase,   201 
Fed.  896,  120  0.  O.  A.  194. 

[c]  But  one  compelled  to  join  and 
joined  in  an  action,  and  having  a  sub- 
stantial interest  therein,  is  not  a  nom- 
inal, but  a  necessary  and  indispensable 
party,  whose  citizenship  must  be  con- 
sidered. Gaugler  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  P. 
S.  E.  Co.,  197  Fed.  79. 

[d]  Trustees  are  not  nominal  parties 
in  a  suit  to  foreclose  a  trust  deed. 
Eust  V.  Brittle  Silver  Co.,  58  Fed.  611, 
7  C.  C.  A.  389;  Allen- West  Com.  Co.  v. 
Brashear,  176  Fed.  119. 

[e]  The  mere  presence  on  the  rec- 
ord of  the  state  as  a  party  plaintiff 
will  not  defeat  jurisdiction  where  it 
appears  that  it  has.  no  real  interest  in 
the  controversy.  It  is  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  determine  whether  the  state  is 
an  actual  party  plaintiff  by  a  con- 
sideration of  the  nature  of  the  case  as 
presented  by  the  whole  record,  and  not 
merely  by  an  inspection  of  the  nominal 
parties.  Ex  parte  Nebraska,  209  U.  S. 
436,  444,  28  Sup.  Ct.  581,  52  L.  ed. 
876. 

49.  Blackburn  v.  Portland  Gold  Min. 
Co.,  175  V.  S.  571,  575,  20  Sup.  Ct.  222, 
44  L.  ed.  276.    See  infra,  II,  F,  9. 

50.  Pittsburgh,  C.  &  St.  L.  E.  Co.  i;. 
Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.,  61  Fed.  705, 
10  C.  C.  A.  20;  Stephens  v.  Smartt,  172 
Fed.  466,  472. 

fa]  The  joinder  of  a  citizen  of  a 
territory,  who  is  a  proper  party,  as  a 
defendant  will  defeat  jurisdiction  even 
though  he  is  not  an  indispensable 
party.  Watson  v.  Bonfils,  116  Fed. 
157,  53  C.  C.  A.  535.  See  Burlington 
Trust  Co.  r.  Porter,  187  V.  S.  641,  23 
Sup.   Ct.   841,  47   L.   ed.   345. 

51.  Jennings  v.  United  States  (C.  C. 
A.),  264  Fed.  399;  Brown  v.  Denver 
Omnibus  &  Cab  Co.  (C.  C.  A.),  254  Fed. 
560;  Weiland  v.  Pioneer  Irr.  Co.,  238 
Fed.  519,  151  C  C.  A.  455;  Hawes  v. 
First  Nat.   Bank,  229  Fed.  51,  143   C. 

Vol.  xxy 


C.  A.  645.  See  the  title  "Removal  of 
Causes,"  and  the  following  cases: 
Fritzlen  v.  Boatmen's  Bank,  212  U.  S. 
364,  373,  29  Sup.  Ct.  366,  53  L.  ed. 
551;  Geer  v.  Mathieson  Alkali  Works, 
190.U.,  S.  428,  23  Sup.  Ct.  807,  47  L.  ed. 
1122;  Barney  v.  Latham,  103  U.  S. 
205,  212,  26  L.  ed.  514;  Boatmen's 
Bank  v.  Fritzlen,  135  Fed.  650,  68  C.  C. 
A.  288  (certiorari  denied,  198  XT.  S.  586, 
25  Sup.  Ct.  803,  49  L.  ed.  1174);  Iowa 
Lillooet  Gold  Min.  Co.  v.  Bliss,  144  Fed. 
446. 

52.  Coca-Cola  Co.  v.  Deacon  Brown 
Bottling  Co.,  20O  Fed.  105;  Federal 
Min.  &  S.  Co.  V.  Bunker  Hill  &  S.  M. 
&  C.  Co.,  187  Fed.  474. 

[a]  Jurisdiction  Is  not  defeated  be- 
cause persons  interested  who  are  not 
necessary  parties  are  not  joined.  Lit- 
tle V.  Giles,  118  IT.  S.  596,  603,  7  Sup. 
Ct.  32,  30  L.  ed.  269. 

[b]  May  omit  him  and  allege  that 
his  presence  would  defeat  jurisdiction. 
Watson  V.  Bonfils,  116  Fed!  157,  53  C. 
C.  A.  535.  See  Burlington  Trust  Co.  v. 
Porter,  187  U.  S.  641,  23  Sup.  Ct.  841, 
47  L.  ed.  345. 

[c]  Under  equity  rule  39  (198  Fed. 
xxix,  8  Standard  Proc.  505)  where  it 
appears  to  the  court  that  the  presence 
of  persons  who  would  otherwise  be 
proper  parties  to  the  suit  would  oust 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  as  to  the 
parties  before  it,  the  court  may,  in  its 
discretion,  proceed  in  the  cause  with- 
out making  them  parties,  and  in  such 
case  the  decree  shall  be  without  pre- 
judice to  the  rights  of  the  absent  par- 
ties. The  same  provision  appeared  in 
rule  47  of  the  old  rules.  City  of  Den- 
ver V.  Mercantile  Trust  Co.,  201  Fed. 
790,  120  C.  C.  A.  100;  Sioux  City  T. 
R.  &  W.  Co.  V.  Trust  Co.  of  N.  A.,  82 
Fed.  124,  27  C.  C.  A.  73;  Grove  v. 
Grove,  93  Fed.  865. 

53.  Helm  v.  Zarecor,  222  V.  S.  32, 
32  Sup.   Ct.   10,   56  L.   ed.   77    (their 
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defeat  jurisdiction,  nor  will  proper  parties  be  permitted  to  intervene 
under  such  circumstances."  Where  the  presence  of  an  unnecessary 
party  plaintiff  or  defendant  would  defeat  jurisdiction,  he  may  be 
eliminated  under  proper  circumstances  by  amendment  or  dismissal.^^ 
If  the  joinder  of  an  indispensable  party  will  defeat  jurisdiction,  the 
parties  must  proceed  in  a  state  court.^° 

9.  Improper,  Fraudulent,  or  Collusive  MaJsing  or  Joinder  of 
Parties.  —  Jurisdiction  is  not  defeated  by  the  fraudulent  joinder  of 
a  party  for  the  sole  purpose  of  defeating  it,  as  where  the  purpose  is  to 
prevent  a  removal  from  the  state  to  a  federal  court."'  Likewise  juris- 
diction cannot  be  conferred  by  improperly  or  coUusively  making  or 
joining  parties  either  plaintiff  or  defendant  for  the  purpose  of  creating 
a  case  cognizable  in  the  federal  courts."'  Jurisdiction  cannot  be  con- 
ferred by  joining  as  a  defendant  rather  than  as  a  co-plaintiff,  one  whose 
interests  are  entirely  with  the  plaintiff."'  But  the  plaintiff  cannot  be 
prevented  from  making  defendants  those  against  whom  he  seeks  sub- 
stantial relief,^"  and  the  mere  fact  that  the  interests  and  sympathies  of 
persons  who  are  properly  made  defendants  may  be  to  some  extent  with 
the  plaintiff  does  not  defeat  jurisdiction,"^  unless  the  circumstances  are 


omission  ■will  not  defeat  jurisdiction) ; 
Coca-Cola  Co.  v.  Deacon  Brown  Bott- 
ling Co.,  200  Fed.  105,  where  complete 
justice  can  be  done  as  between  those 
made  parties.     See  infra.,  II,  F,  9_ 

54.  Kaus  V.  American  Surety  Co., 
199  Fed.  972.  See  Clauss  v.  Palmer 
Union  Oil  Co.,  213  Fed.  286.  Compare, 
supra,  II,  F,  5. 

55.  See  supra,  II,  H,  5. 

56.  Harris  &  Stevens  Corp.  v.  Tarr 
&  McComb,  251  Fed.  570,  163  C.  C.  A. 
564;  Carson  v.  Allegany  Window  Glass 
Co.,  189  Fed.   791,   809. 

57.  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  E.  Co.  v. 
Sohwyhart,  227  IT.  S.  184,  33  Sup.  Ct. 
250,  57  L.  ed.  473;  Enos  v.  Kentucky 
Distilleries  &  Warehouse  Co.,  189  Fed. 
342,  111  C.  C.  A.  74;  Clark  v.  Chicago, 
E.  I.  &  P.  E.  Co.,  194  Fed.  505;  Shaf- 
fer V.  Union  Brick  Co.,  128  Fed.  97. 
See  McGarvey  v.  Butte  Miner  Co.,  199 
Fed.  671;  McAllister  v.  Chesapeake  & 
O.  E.  Co.,  198  Fed.  660,  and  22  Stand- 
ard Proc.   801. 

58.  See  Jud.  Code  §37,  Comp.  St. 
1916,  §  1019,  and  the  following  cases: 
Board  of  Comrs.  v.  Dudley,  173  U.  S. 
243,  19  Sup.  Ct.  398.  43  L.  ed.  684; 
City  of  Detroit  v.  Dean,  106  U.  S.  537, 
1  Sup.  Ct.  560,  27  L.  ed.  300;  Lind- 
auer  v  Compania  Palomas,  etc.,  247 
Fed.  428,  159  C.  C.  A.  482  (certiorari 
denied  in  246  U.  S.  670,  38  Sup.  Ct. 
345,  62  L.  ed.  931);  Williams  v.  City 
Bank   &  Trust   Co.,  186  Fed.  419,  108 


C.  C.  A.  341;  Cerri  v.  Akron-People's 
Tel.  Co.,  219  Fed.  285;  Marviu  v.  Ellis, 
9  Fed.  367. 

Objections  and  dismissal  for  im- 
proper or  collusive  making  or  joinder 
of  parties  to  confer  jurisdiction,  see 
infra,  II,  G. 

[a]  Colorable  Transfer.  —  Where 
there  is  a  simulated  and  collusive 
transfer  of  a  cause  of  action  in  order 
to  confer  jurisdiction.  Lake  County 
Com'rs  V.  Dudley,  173  U.  S.  243,  350, 
19  Sup.  Ct.  398,  43  L.  ed.  684;  Deput- 
ron  V.  Young,  134  U.  S.  241,  251,  10  Sup. 
Ct.  539,  33  L.  ed.  923;  Kreider  v.  Cole, 
149  Fed.  647,  79  C.  C.  A.  339.  See 
infra,  II,  F,  14. 

[b]  Mistake.  —  An  action  by  an 
alien  will  not  be  dismissed  bedause 
the  declaration  mistakenly  states  that 
he  is  a  citizen  of  a  certain  state.  Betz- 
oldt  V.  American  Ins.  Co.,  47  Fed.  705. 

59.  Dawson  v.  Columbia  Ave.  Sav. 
Fund,  Safe  Dep.  Tit.  &  Tr.  Co.,  197 
U.  S.  178,  25  Sup.  Ct.  420,  49  L.  ed. 
713;     Eich  V.  Bray,  37  Fed.  273,  2  L. 

E.  A.  225. 

As  to  alignment  of  parties  in   ac-  , 
cordance  with   their  real  interest,   see 
infra,  II,  F,  10. 

60.  Garrett  v.  New  York  Transit  & 
Term.  Co.,  29  Fed.  129.  See  also  Eeavis 
V.  Eeavis,  98  Fed.  145,  and  infra,  II, 

F,  10.  '     '      > 

61.  Sharp  v.  Bonham,  213  Fed.  660; 
Belding  v.  Gaines,   37  Fed.   817.      See 
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such  that  they  should  be  aligned  as  parties  with  the  plaintiff."'  The 
mere  non-joinder  of  proper  or  necessary  parties,  either  as  plaintiffs  or 
defendants,  whose  presence  would  defeat  jurisdiction,  is  not  collusion,*^ 
even  though  the  omitted  parties  have  an  interest  in  and  actively  assist 
in  prosecuting  the  case,'*  unless  it  appears  that  they  are  the  real  parties 
iin  interest  and  have  made  a  collusive  arrangement  with  the  plaintiff 
by  which  they  control  the  litigation,"^  or  they  subsequently  intervene 
and  the  circumstances  indicate  collusion.*'  Mere  motive  alone  does  not 
constitute  collusion  where  the  facts  are  otherwise  sufficient  to  confer 
jurisdiction."  The  refusal  of  a  trustee,  or  a  corporation  to  sue,  for  the 
purpose  of  permitting  a  non-resident  cestui  qui  trust  or  stockholder  to 
resort  to  the  federal  courts,  is  not  collusive  unless  it  appears  directly 


Helm  V.  Zarecor,  222  U.  S.  32,  32  Sup. 
Ct.  10,  56  L.  ed.  77;  Niles-Bement- 
Pond  Co.  V.  Iron  Holders'  Union,  246 
Fed.  851.  Compare,  Mahon  v.  Guaranty 
Trust  &  Safe  Dep.  Co.,  239  Fed.  266, 
152  C.  C.  A.  254. 

62.  See  Hamer  v.  New  York  Eys. 
Co.,  244  U.  S.  266,  37  Sup.  Ct.  511,  61 
L.  ed.  1125,  and  infra,  II,  F,  10. 

63.  Helm  v.  Zarecor,  222  U.  S.  32, 
32  Sup.  Ct.  10,  56  L.  ed.  77,  even  though 
it  might  defeat  the  action  because  of 
the  non-joinder  if  properly  objected  to. 
Compare,  Harris  &  Stevens  Corp.  v. 
Tarr  &  McComb,  251  Fed.  570,  163  C. 
C.  A.  564,  where  the  action  was  dis- 
missed for  lack  of  jurisdiction  because 
certain  persons  who  had  not  been 
joined,  were  indispensable  parties  de- 
fendant and  citizens  of  the  same  state 
as  complainant. 

64.  Wheeler  v.  City  and  County  of 
Denver,  229  U.  S.  342,  33  Sup.  Ct.  842, 
57  L.  ed.  1219  (where  a  non-resident 
stockholder  of  corporation  brought  the 
suit  at  the  alleged  instigation  of  the 
corporation  which  agreed  to  indemnify 
him  for  the  expense  of  costs  and  coun- 
sel fees);  Consumers'  Gas  Trust  Co. 
V.  Quinby,  137  Fed.  882,  70  C.  C.  A. 
220;  New  Albanv  Waterworks  v.  Louis- 
ville Banking  Co.,  122  Fed.  776,  58  C. 
C.  A.  576.  See  Chicago  v.  Mills,  204 
V.  8.  321,  27  Sup.  Ct.  286,  51  L.  ed. 
504. 

[u]  An  amendment  to  omit  one  of 
two  joint  complainants  whose  interests 
are  separate  but  identical,  to  secure 
the  requisite  diversity  of  citizenship, 
does  not  make  the  amended  bill  de- 
murrable for  collusion  even  though  it 
re'cites  that  the  omitted  colnplainant 
consents  to  the  relief  sought  and  to  all 
proceedings  had  or  decree  made  or  that 
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may  be  made  in  the  case.  Mathieson 
V.  Craven,  164  Fed.  471.  See  supra, 
II,  A,  2. 

65.  Wheeler  V.  City  and  County  of 
Denver,  229  U.  S.  342,  33  Sup.  Ct. 
842,  57  L.  ed.  1219;  Cashman  v.  Ama- 
dor &  S.  Canal  Co.,  118  U.  S.  58,  6 
Sup.  Ct.  926,  30  L.  ed.  72;  Williams  v. 
City  Bank  &  Tr.  Co.,  186  Fed.  419,  108 
C.  C.  A.  341,  writ. of  certiorari  denied 
in  223  U.  S.  727,  32  Sup.  Ct.  526,  56 
L.  ed.  632. 

66.  Clauss  V.  Palmer  Union  Oil  Co.. 
222  Fed.  870,  138  C.  C.  A.  296.  But 
see  supra,  II,  A,  2;  II,  F,  5. 

67.  Wheeler  v.  City  and  County  of 
Denver,  229  U.  S.  342,  33  Sup.  Ct.  842, 
57  L.  ed.  1219;  In  re  Eeisenberg,  208 
U.  S.  90,  28  Sup.  Ct.  219,  52  L.  ed.  403; 
Chicago  V.  Mills,  204  U.  S.  321,  27  Sup. 
Ct.  286,  51  L.  ed.  504;  But  see  Cerri 
V.  Akron-People's  Tel.  Co.,  219  Fed. 
285;  Gofe's  Admr.  v.  Norfolk  &  W.  R- 
Co.,  36  Fed.  299. 

Motive  in  acquiring  citizenship,  see 
supra,  II,  F,  6. 

[a]  The  mere  fact  that  both  parties 
may  desire  to  resort  to  the  federal 
courts  does  not  defeat  jurisdiction. 
Stephens  D.  Ohio  State  Tel.  Co.,  240 
Fed.  759  (parties  agreed  to  submit 
their  controversy  to  federal  court) ; 
Mercantile  Tr.  Co.  v.  Texas  &  P.  E. 
Co.,  51  Fed.  529.  See  In  re  Eeisenberg, 
208  U.  S.  90,  28  Sup.  Ct.  219,  52  L.  ed. 
403,  where  defendant  admitted  the  al- 
legations of  the  bill  and  united  in  the 
request  for  a  receiver. 

[b.]  But  where  there  is  no  real  con- 
troversy between  the  parties  who  col- 
lusively  resort  to  the  federal  court  to 
avoid  the  effect  of  state  decisions,  the 
action  will  be  dismissed.  Stephens  v. 
Smart,  172  Fed.  466. 
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or  inf erentially  that  there  was  some  agreement  or  arrangement  to  effect 
such  a  purpose,*^  or  no  reason  is  assigned  for  the  refusal  to  sue,  and  the 
trustee  or  corporation  has  a  real  interest  in  the  suit  making  it  a  neces- 
sary party  and  requiring  its  alignment  with  the  plaintifE.**  The  organ- 
ization of  a  corporation  by  the  real  parties  in  interest,  merely  for  the 
purpose  of  enabling  it  to  resort  to  the  federal  courts  on  the  ground  of 
diversity  of  citizenship,  is  coUusiveJ"  The  improper  joinder  of  parties 
does  not  defeat  jurisdiction  as  to  those  parties  properly  before  the 
eourt/^ 

10.  Alignment  of  Parties.  —  In  determining  whether  the  requisite 
diversity  of  citizenship  exists,  the  formal  arrangement  of  parties  made 
by  the  declaration  or  bill  does  not  necessarily  control  f^  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  court  to  align  them  according  to  the  actual  controversy ,''  espec- 
ially when  the  arrangement  is  a  mere  device  to  confer  jurisdiction 


68.  Mills  V.  Chicago,  143  Fed.  430, 
affirmed  in  Chicago  v.  Mills,  204  U.  S. 
321,  27  Sup.  Ct.  286,  51  L.  ed.  504.  See 
Pond  r.  Vermont  Val.  E.  Co.,  12  Batchf. 
280,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,265.  Compare, 
Clauss  V.  Palmer  Union  Oil  Co.,  222 
Fed.  870,  138  C.  C.  A.  296  (subsequent 
intervention  by  resident  stockholders 
holding  most  of  the  stock) ;  First  Nat. 
Bank  V.  Radford  Trust  Co.,  80  Fed. 
569,  26  C.  C.  A.  1. 

[a]  But  the  pleadings  must  show  an 
absence  of  collusion.  Quincy  v.  Steel, 
120  U.  S.  241,  7  Sup.  Ct.  520,  30  L.  ed. 
624. 

69.  Hamer  v.  New  York  Eys.  Co., 
244  V.  a.  266,  37  Sup.  Ct.  511,  61  L.  ed. 
1125,  distinguishing  the 'eases  "where 
the  refusal  to  sue  was  part  of  a  fraud- 
ulent participation  in  the  wrongdoing 
and  where  the  trustee  or  corpor- 
ation in  effect  ranged  itself  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  relief  sought. 

Alignment  of  parties  where  corpor- 
ation or  trustee  is  made  defendant,  see 
infra,  II,  F,  10. 

[a]  If  the  proper  parties  would  not 
have  sued  under  any  circumstances  the 
fact  that  their  refusal  is  based  on  a 
fear  that  they  could  not  obtain  justice 
in  a  state  court  and  that  they  are 
friendly  to  the  action  in  the  federal 
court,  does  not  constitute  collusion. 
Bowdoin  College  1).  Merritt,  63  Fed. 
213. 

70.  Southern  Realty  Inv.  Co.  v. 
Walker,  211  U.  S.  603,  29  Sup.  Ct.  211, 
53  L.  ed.  346;  Miller  v.  East  Side 
Canal  &  Irr.  Co.,  211  V.  8.  293,  29  Sup. 
Ct.  Ill,  53  L.  ed.  189;  Lehigh  Min  & 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Kelly,  160  V.  S.  327,' 16 
Sup.  Ct.  307,  40  L.  ed,  444;     Phoenix- 


Buttes  Gold  Min.  Co.  v.  Winstead,  225 
Fed.  855.  Compare,  Acord  v.  Western 
Pocahontas  Corp.,  156  Fed.  989,  decree, 
affirmed  in  174  Fed.  1019,  98  C.  C.  A.' 
625,  certiorari  denied  in  215  U.  S.  607, 
30  Sup.  Ct.  408,  54  L.  ed.  346. 

As  to  colorable  transfer,  see  infra,  11, 
F,  14. 

71.  Carneal  v.  Banks,  10  Wheat.  (IT. 
S.)  181,  6  L.  ed.  297;  Iowa  Lillooet 
Gold  Min.  Co.  v.  Bliss,  144  Fed.  446. 
See  Paint  Creek  Co.  v.  Gallego  Coal  & 
Land  Co.,  166  Fed    62,  91  C.  C.  A.  648. 

72.  Helm  v.  Za'reeor,  222  U.  S.  32, 
32  Sup.  Ct.  10,  56  L.  ed.  77;  Dawson 
v.  Columbia  Ave.  Sav.  Fund,  Safe  Dep. 
Title  &  Trust  Co.,  197  U.  S.  178,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  420,  49  L.  ed.  713;  Cutting  v. 
Woodward  (C.  C.  A.),  255  Fed.  633; 
Brown  v.  Denver  Omnibus  &  Cab  Co. 
(C.  C.  A.),  254  Fed.  560;  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Radford  Trust  Co.,  80  Fed. 
569,  26  C.  C.  A.  1;  Federal  Min.  & 
S.  Co.  V.  Bunker  Hill  &  S.  M.  &  C.  Co., 
187  Fed.  474;  Allen- West  Commission 
Co.  V.  Brashear,  176  Fed.  119;  Stewart 
V.  Mitchell,  172  Fed.  905;  Groel  v. 
United  Electric  Co.,  332  Fed.  252; 
Johnson  v.  Ford,  109  Fed.  501. 

73.  Helm  v.  Zarecor,  222  U.  S.  32, 
32  Sup.  Ct.  10,  56  L.  ed.  77;  Steele  v. 
Culver,  211  U.  S.  26,  29  Sup.  Ct.  9,  53 
L.  ed.  74;  Dawson  v.  Columbia  Ave. 
Sav.  Fund,  S.  D.,  T.  &  T.  Co.,  197  U.  S. 
178,  25  Sup.  Ct.  420,  49  L.  ed.  713; 
Evers  V.  Watson,  156  U.  S.  527,  532,  15 
Sup.  Ct.  430,  39  L.  ed.  520;  Pacific  R. 
Co.  V.  Ketehum,  101  U.  S.  289,  25  L.  ed. 
932;  Brown  t.  Denver  Omnibus  &  Cab 
Co.  (C.  C.  A.),  254  Fed.  560;  Thomas 
V.  Anderson,  223  Fed.  41,  138  C.  C.  A. 
405;    Mann  v.  Gaddie,  158  Fed.  42,  88 
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whicli  would  not  otherwise  exist/*  Thus,  persons  made  defendants 
whose  interests  are  the  same  as  those  of  the  complainants  must  be  re- 
garded as  complainants  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  question  of 
jurisdiction/^  and  this  is  true  though  they  are  made  defendants  be- 


C.  C.  A.  1;  Monmouth  Inv,  Co,  v. 
Means,  161  Fed.  159,  164,  80  C.  C.  A. 
527;  First  ISTat.  Bank  v.  Eadford  Trust 
Co.,  80  Fed.  569,  26  C.  C,  A.  1;  Tug 
Eiver  Salt  &  Coal  Co.  v.  Brigel,  67  Fed. 
625, 14  C.  C.  A.  577;  Shipp  v.  Williams, 
62  Fed.  4,  10  C.  C.  A.  247;  Federal 
Min.  &  S.  Co.  V.  Bunker  Hill  &  S.  M.  & 
C.  Co.,  187  Fed  474;  Allen-West  Com- 
mission Co.  V.  Brashear,  176  Fed.  119; 
Stewart  v.  Mitchell,  173  Fed.  905; 
Stephens  v.  Smart,  172  Fed.  466;  Groel 
V.  United  Electric  Co.,  132  Fed.  252; 
Johnson  v.  Ford,  109  Fed.  501. 

[a]  The  court  will  look  heyond  the 
pleadings  and  arrange  the  parties  ac- 
cording to  their  sides  in  the  dispute. 
Dawson  v.  Columbia  Ave.  Sav.  Fund, 
Safe  Dep.,  Title  &  Trust  Co.,  197  U.  S. 
178,  25  Sup.  Ct.  420,  49  L.  ed.  713. 

[b]  One  who  is  made  a,  defendant 
merely  as  a  title  holder  or  instrumental- 
ity, the  control  of  which  is  the  matter 
in  dispute,  cannot  be  aligned  with  the 
complainant  so  as  to  defeat  jurisdic- 
tion, since  to  do  so  would  in  effect 
decide  the  merits  in  advance.  Helm  v. 
Zarecor,  222  U.  S.  32,  32  Sup.  Ct.  10, 
56  L.  ed.  77.  See  also  Sharpe  v.  Bon- 
ham,  224  TJ.  S.  241,  32  Sup.  Ct.  420,  56 
L.  ed.  747;  Carroll  v.  Chesapeake  & 
0.  Coal  Agency  Co.,  124  Fed.  305,  61 
C.  C.  A.  49;  Vounegut  Mach.  Co.  v. 
Toledo  Mach.  &  Tool  Co.,  263  Fed.  192; 
Dail-Overland  Co.  v.  Willys-Overland, 
263  Fed.  171;  Niles-Bement-Pond  Co. 
V.  Iron  Moulders'  Union,  246  Fed.  851; 
Sharp  V.  Bonham,  213  Fed.  660. 

[e]  The  prayer  of  the  complaint 
may  be  looked  to.  "If  no  relief  is 
sought  against  a  defendant,  such  de- 
fendant should  ordinarily  be  treated  as 
a  plaintiff."  Mahon  v.  Guaranty  Trust 
&  Safe  Dep.  Co.,  239  Fed.  266,  152  C. 
C.  A.   254. 

[d]  In  a  suit  Tjy  a  mortgagee  against 
the  mortgagor  and  its  striking  em- 
ployees to  prevent  the  latter  from 
breaking  their  contract  of  employment, 
the  mortgagor  wag  aligned  with  the 
complainant.  Mahon  v.  Guaranty  Tr. 
&  Safe  Dep.  Co.,  239  Fed.  266,  152  C. 
.0.   A.    254.      Compare,     Niles-Bement- 
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Pond  Co.  V.  Iron  Moulders'  Union,  246 
Fed.  851. 

74.  Hamer  v.  New  York  Eys.  Co., 
244  U.  S.  266,  37  Sup.  Ct.  511,  61  L.  ed. 
1125;  Stewart  v.  Mitchell,  172  Fed. 
905;  Kemmerer  v,  Haggerty,  139  Fed. 
693.  See  Dawson  v.  Columbia  Ave. 
Sav.  Fund,  Safe  Dep.,  Title  &  Trust 
Co.,  197  U.  S.  178,  25  Sup.  Ct.  420,  49 
L.  ed.  713;  Hirseh  v.  Independent  Steel 
Co.,  196  Fed.  104,  110,  94  C.  C.  A.  659, 
and  supra,  II,  F,  9. 

75.  Stewart  v.  Mitchell,  172  Fed. 
905;  Boston  Safe  Deposit  &  Trust  Co. 
V.  City  of  Eacine,  97  Fed.  817. 

Compare,  Fitz  Gerald  v.  Thompson, 
222  U.  S.  655,  32  Sup.  Ct.  185,  56  L.  ed. 
314;  Niles-Bement-Pond  Co.  v.  Iron 
Moulders'  Union,  246  Fed.  851. 

[a]  Where  relief  must  necessarily 
he  for  the  benefit  of  one  of  the  defend- 
ants as  well  as  for  one  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, and  she,  by  her  answer  ranges 
herself  on  the  side  of  the  plaintiffs, 
there  is  no  jurisdiction  if  she  is, a  citi- 
zen of  the  same  state  as  the  other  de- 
fendant. Blaeklock  v.  Small,  127  U. 
S.  96,  104,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1096,  32  L.  ed.  70. 
See  Lindauer  v.  Compauia  Palomas, 
etc.,  247  Fed.  428,  159  C.  C.  A.  482, 
certiorari  denied  in  246  U.  S.  670,  38 
Sup.  Ct.  345,  62  L.  ed.  931. 

[b]  In  a  stockholder's  suit  (1) 
upon  a  right  of  action  in  favor  of  the 
corporation,  the  corporation  will  be 
aligned  with  the  defendants  whenever 
the  officers  or  persons  controlling  it  are 
shown  to  be  opposed  to  the  object 
sought  by  the  complainant.  When 
such  opposition  does  not  appear,  it 
will  be  aligned  with  the  complainant. 
Groel  V.  United  Electric  Co.,  132  Fed. 
252,  263.  See  also  Hamer  v.  New 
York  Eys.  Co.,  244  U.  S.  266,  37  Sup. 
Ct.  511,  61  L.  ed.  1125;  Whitaker  v. 
Whitaker  Iron  Co.,  238  Fed.  980;  Bail- 
lie  V.  Backus,  230  Fed.  711;  Kelly  v. 
Mississippi  River  Coaling  Co.,  175  Fed. 
482;  Gage  v.  Eiverside  Trust  Co.,  156 
Fed.  1002;  Waller  v.  Coler,  125  Fed. 
821;  Eedfleld  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co., 
124  Fed.  929.  (2)  The  fact  that  the 
ultimate  interest"  of  the  corporate  de- 
fendant may  be  the  same  as  that  of 
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cause  of  their  refusal  to  join  as  complainants."  But  that  it  would  be 
to  the  real  financial  interest  of  a  defendant  if  the  plaintiff  should  pre- 
vail is  not  alone  controlling,  if  his  conduct  is  such  as  to  align  him  as  a 
joint  wrongdoer  with  the  other  parties  defentlant."      - 

The  general  rule  applies  both  in  cases  originally  brought  in  the  fed- 
eral courts  and  in  those  removed  from  state  courts/*  But  in  aligning 
the  parties  regard  must  be  had  to  the  rules  as  to  what  parties,  whether 
formal,  proper,  or  indispensable,  will  be  considered  for  jurisdictional 
purposes.'^ 

11-  Suits  by  and  against  Persons  Acting  in  a  Representative 
Capacity.  —  In  suits  by  or  against  persons  acting  merely  in  a  repre- 
sentative capacity,*"  such,  for  instance,  as  executors  or  administrators,*^ 


the  complaining  stockholders  does  not 
require  that  it  be  grouped  on' the  side 
of  the  complainants,  where  the  bill  al- 
leges that  it  is  under  a  control  an- 
tagonistic to  complainants,  and  is  made 
to  act  in  a  way  detrimental  to  their 
rights.  Doctor  v.  Harrington,  196  U. 
S.  579,  25  Sup.  Ct.  355,  49  L.  ed.  606; 
Howard  v.  National  Tel.  Co.,  182  Fed. 
215,  220.  See  also  Vcnner  v.  Great 
Northern  E.  Co.,  209  U.  S.  24,  28  Sup. 
Ct.  328,  52  L.  ed.  666. 

[c]  To  sustain  jurisdiction  the  court 
may  realign  the  parties,  treating  a  de- 
fendant as  a  complainant.  Kelly  v. 
Dolan,  218  Fed.  966,  decree  affirmed  in 
233  Fed.  635,  147  C.  C.  A.  443. 

76.  Hamer  v.  New  York  Eys.  Co., 
244  XJ.  S.  266,  37  Sup.  Ct.  511,  61  L.  ed. 
1125;  Menefee  r.  Frost,  123  Fed.  633. 
Compare,  supra,  TL,  F,  9. 

[a]  In  a  legatee's  suit  for  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  receiver  of  the  estate, 
based  on  alleged  collusion  on  the  part 
of  the  executor  and  failure  to  include 
all  the  property  of  the  estate  in  his 
inventory,  other  legatees  who  are  made 
defendants  because  they  refuse  to  join 
as  complainants,  must  be  aligned  on 
the  side  of  the  complainant.  Johnson 
V.  Ford,  109  Fed.  501. 

[b]  Trustees  made  defendajits  in  a 
suit  to  foreclose  a  trust  deed  (1)  be- 
cause of  their  refusal  to  act,  are  ordin- 
arily for  jurisdictional  purposes  to  be 
regarded  as  complainants,  because  their 
interests  are  not  antagonistic  to  those 
of  the  complainant.  Brown  v.  Denver 
Omnibus  &  Cab  Co.  (C.  C.  A.),  254  Fed. 
560;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Eadford  Trust 
Co.,  80  Fed.  569,  26  C.  C.  A.  1;  Shipp 
r.  Williams,  62  Fed.  4,  10  C.  C.  A.  247; 
Allen-West  Commission  Co.  v.  Brashear, 
176  Fed.  119.     (2)    Especially  is  this 


true  where  after  suit  is  brought  they 
voluntarily  align  themselves  with  the 
complainants.  Hamer  v.  New  York 
Eys.  Co.,  244  U.  S.  266,  37  Sup.  Ct.  511, 
61  L.  ed.  1125;  Pacific  E.  Co.  v.  Ketch- 
um,  101  V.  S.  289,  299,  25  L.  ed.  932. 
(3)  But  where  the  bill  seeks  to  ex- 
clude all  other  beneficiaries  than  the 
one  suing  from  equal  benefits  of  the 
trust,  the  trustee  represents  all  the 
beneficiaries  and  should  be  regarded  as 
a  defendant.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.'  Ead- 
ford Trust  Co.,  80  Fed.  569,  26  C.  C.  A. 
1. 

77.  Venner  v.  Great  Northern  E. 
Co.,  209  tr.  S.  24,  32,  28  Sup.  Ct.  328, 
52  L.  ed.  666.  See  Hamer  v.  New  York 
Eys.  Co  ,  244  TT.  S.  266,  37  Sup.  Ct.  511, 
61  L.  ed.   1125,  and  supra,  II,  F,  9. 

78.  Shipp  V.  Williams,  62  Fed.  4,  10 
C.  C.  A.  247;  Allen-West  Commission 
Co.  V.  Brashear,  176  Fed.  119.  See  also 
the  title  "Removal  of  Causes." 

79.  See  Jennings  v.  United  States 
(C.  C.  A.),  264  Fed.  399,  and  supra^  II, 
F,  8. 

80.  New  Orleans  V  Gaines'  Admr., 
138  U.  S.  595,  606,  ll'Sup.  Ct.  428,  34 
L.  ed.  1102;  New  York  Evening  Post 
Co.  V.  Chaloner  (C.  C.  A.),  265  Fed. 
204. 

[a]  In  a  creditors'  suit,  the  court  is 
not  deprived  of  jurisdiction  by  the 
fact  that  some  of  the  creditors  who 
are  in  a  sense  represented  by  com- 
plainants are  citizens  of  the  same  state 
as  the  defendants.  Alsop  v.  Conway, 
188  Fed.  568,  576. 

Alignment  of  trustee  defendant  in 
suit  by  beneficiary,  see  supra,  II,  P,  10. 

81.  Memphis  Street  E.  Co.  v.  Moore, 
243  U.  S.  299,  37  Sup.  Ct.  273,  61  L.  ed. 
733  (affirminff  Memphis  St.  E.  Co.  v. 
Bobo,  232  Fed.  708,  146  C.  C.  A.  634); 
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trustees,*^  guardians,*'  or  receivers,'*  their  citizenship  rather  than  that 
of  the  person  represented,  controls.  The  applicability  of  the  rule  does 
not  depend  upon  whether  title  is  in  the  representative.**^  But  where  the 
representative  is  a  mere  agent  or  trustee  for  purpose  of  suit,  it  is  not 
his  citizenship  but  that  of  the  real  party  in  interest  which  controls.*' 
The  latter  rule  has  been  applied  to  trustees  in  bankruptcy,*'  suits  by  a 
next  friend,**  actions  for  wrongful  death*^  brought  by  an  administrator 


IngersoU  v.  Coram,  211  V.  S.  335,  361, 
29  Sup.  Ct.  92,  53  L.  ed.  208;  Con- 
tinental L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Ehoads,  119  U, 
e.  237,  7  Sup.  Ct.  193,  30  L.  ed.  380; 
Eice  V.  Houston,  13  Wall.  (TJ.  S.)  66,  20 
L.  ed.  484;  Susquehanna,  etc.,  Coal  Co. 
V.  Blatchford,  11  Wall.  (IT.  S.)  172,  20 
L.  ed.  179;  Chappedelaine  v.  Dechen- 
aux,  4  Cranch  (U.  S.)  306,  2  L.  ed. 
629.  Compare,  Cerri  v.  Akron-People's 
Tel.   Co.,  219   Fed.   285. 

82.  Dodge  v.  TuUeys,  144  "U.  S.  451, 
455,  12  Sup.  Ct.  728,  36  L.  ed.  601 
(citizenship  of  the  trustee  under  a 
trust  deed,  •  rather  than  that  of  the 
beneficiary,  controls  in  a  suit  to  fore- 
close) ;  Tarr  v.  Hobe-Peters  Land  Co., 
188  Ped.  10,  14,  110  C.  C.  A.  160;  Allen- 
West  Commission  Co.  v.  Brashear,  176 
Ped.  119;  Village  Mills  Co.  v.  Houston 
Oil  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  186  S.  W.  785. 

[a]  There  is  no  jurisdiction  of  a 
suit  by  two  trustees  of  an  alien,  one  of 
whom  is  a  citizen  of  the  same  state  as 
the  defendant.  Susquehanna,  etc.,  Coal 
Co.  V.  Blatchford,  11  Wall.  (TJ.  S.)  172, 
20  L.  ed.  179. 

83.  New  York  Evening  Post  Co.  v. 
Chaloner  (C.  C.  A.),  265  Ped.  204. 

[a]  Thus,  (1)  where  a  regular 
guardian  has  power  under  his  appoint- 
ment over  the  estate  of  the  infant,  and 
occupies  such  a  position  towards  the 
estate  that  a  suit  by  or  against  him 
will  be  effectual  to  bind  the  estate  and 
the  infant  whether  the  latter  is  regu- 
larly made  a  party  or  not,  the  citizen- 
ship of  the  guardian  will  ordinarily 
control,  as  in  the  case  of  other  trustees, 
except  in  suits  in  equity  of  the  class  in 
which  the  cestui  que  trust  is  an  indis- 
pensable party.  Woolridge  v.  McKen- 
na,  8  Fed.  650,  670.  So  also,  (2)  where 
a  general  guardian  has,  under  the  state 
law,  a  right  to  sue  in  his  own  name, 
his  citizenship,  rather  than  that  of  his 
ward,  controls.  Mexica,n  Cent.  E.  Co. 
V.  Eckman,  187  U.  S.  429,  23  Sup.  Ct. 
211,  47  L.  ed.  245.  (3)  But  in  Toledo 
Traction  Co.  v.  Cameron,  137  Ped.  48, 
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52,  69  C.  C.  A.  28,  it  was  held  that,  in 
an  action  for  personal  injuries  to  a 
minor,  the  minor's  citizenship  rather 
than  that  of  the  guardian  controlled. 
Nothing  was  said  as  to  the  right  of 
the  guardian  to  sue  in  her  own  name 
under  the  state  law. 

84.  Irvine  v.  Bankard,  181  Ped.  206, 
affirmed,  184  Ped.  986,  106  C.  C.  A. 
664,  a  receiver  of  an  insolvent  corpora- 
tion, appointed  in  a  creditors'  suit  for 
the  purpose  of  collecting  assessments 
against  stockholders,  acts  in  a  repre- 
sentative capacity  in  prosecuting 
actions  to  recover  the  amounts  of  such 
assessments,  and  his  citizenship,  rather 
than  that  of  the  creditors,  controls. 

85.  New  Tork  Evening  Post  Co.  V. 
Chaloner  (C.  C.  A.),  265  Fed.  204. 

86.  New  York  Evening  Post  Co.  v. 
Chaloner  (0.  C.  A.),  265  Fed.  204; 
Bogue  V.  Chicago,  B.  &  6.  R.  Co.,  193 
Ped.  728. 

87.  Act  July  1,  1898,  c.  541,  §23b, 
as  amended;  Mayer  v.  Cohrs,  188  Ped. 
443. 

88.  Euckman  v.  Palisade  Land  Co., 
1  Fed.  367,  in  a  suit  in  behalf  of  at 
rnarried  woman  by  her  next  friend,  the 
citizenship  of  the  woman  controls. 

[a]  In  a  suit  in  behalf  of  an  infant 
by  his  next  friend,  the  citizenship  of 
the  infant  controls,  since  he  is  the  real 
party  in  interest,  and  this  is  true 
though  the  statute  requires  the  action 
to  be  brought  by  a  next  friend  or 
guardian.  Voss  v.  Neineber,  68  Fed. 
947;  Woolridge  v.  McKenna,  8  Ped. 
650,  668;  Williams  v.  Eitchey,  3  Dill. 
406,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,734. 

89.  Bogue  V.  Chicago,  B  &  Q.  E.  Co.. 
193  Ped.  728.  ^  •     ■      -^  ■> 

[a]  Where  an  alien  is  appointed  ad- 
ministrator solely  for  the  avowed  pur- 
pose of  suing  in  the  federal  court  on  a 
cause  of  action  for  the  wrongful  death 
of  the  intestate,  as  to  which  the  ad- 
ministrator is  a  mere  naked  trustee 
having  no  interest  in  the  recovery 
which  belongs  wholly  to  the  widow,  ex- 
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■where  the  damages  are  not  part  of  the  estate,  and  actions  against  the 
director  general  of  railroads,  as  such.'" 

The  personal  citizenship,  rather  than  the  official  citizenship,  of  the  rep- 
resentative governs.'^  As  a  general  rule  a  suit  cannot  be  instituted 
against  an  executor  or  administrator  in  a  federal  court  in  a  state  other 
than  that  in  which  he  has  taken  out  letters  in  a  case  in  which  juris- 
diction is  based  on  citizenship.*^ 

12.  Citizenship  of  Corporations  and  Stockholders  Thereof.  —  For 
jurisdictional  purposes,  a'  corporation  is  to  be  deemed  a  citizen^^  of  the 


cept  the  statutory  fees  accruing  to  him, 
the  court  will  dismiss  the  action  for 
collusion.  Cerri  v.  Akron-People's  Tel. 
Co.,  219  red.  285,  disapproving  the  ap- 
parently contrary  case  of  Goff's  Admr. 
V.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.,  36  Fed.  299. 
As  to  motive,  as  affecting  jurisdiction, 
see  supra,  II,  F,  6  and  9.  Compare, 
Memphis  St.  R.  Co.  v.  Moore,  243  U.  S. 
299,  37  Sup.  Ct.  273,  61  L.  ed.  733. 

90.  Blevins  v.  Hiaes,  264  Fed.  1005. 

91.  Amory  v.  Amory,  95  IT.  S.  186, 
24  L.  ed.  428  (allegation  in  a  petition 
for  removal  "that  said  plaintiffs,  as 
such  executors,  are  citizens,"  etc.,  is 
insufficient) ;  Monmouth  Inv.  Co.  v. 
Means,  151  Fed.  159,  165,  80  C.  C.  A. 
527,  executor. 

[a]  Though  hy  the  state  law  non- 
residents are  to  he  deemed  citizens  of 
the  state  for  the  purpose  of  suing  and 
being  sued,  when  they  qualify  in  the 
state  as  executor  or  administrator  of  a 
person  dying  or  leaving  assets  within 
the  state,  such  a  non-resident  adminis- 
trator may  sue  a  local  corporation  in  the 
federal  courts  because  of  diversity  of 
citizenship,  where  the  highest  court  of 
the  state  has  construed  the  statute  as 
intended  only  to  determine  the  status 
and  privileges  of  such  non-resident  rep- 
resentatives in  the  courts  of  the  state. 
Memphis  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Moore,  243 
XT.  S.  299,  37  Sup.  Ct.  273,  61  L.  ed. 
733. 

92.  Lewis  v.  Parrish,  115  Fed.  285, 
53  C,  C,  A.  77;  Lawrence  v.  Southern 
Pac.  Co.,  177  Fed.  547;  Skiff  v.  White, 
127  Fed.  175;  Filer  &  Stowell  Co.  17. 
Rainey,  120  Fed.  718. 

93.  Riverdale  Cotton  Mills  v.  Ala- 
bama &  Gu.  Mfg.  Co.,  198  U.  S.  188, 
199,  25  Sup.  Ct.  '629,  49  L.  ed.  1008; 
Madisonville  Traction  Co.  v.  St.  Ber- 
nard Min.  Co.,  196  U.  S.  239,  25  Sup. 
Ct  251,  49  L.  ed.  462;  Great  So.  Fire 
Proof  Hotel  Co.  v.  Jones,  177  U.  S.  449, 
455,   30   Sup.   Ct.   690,   44  L.   ed.   842; 


Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Louis- 
ville Trust  Co.,  174  U.  S.  552,  563,  19 
Sup.  Ct.  817,  43  L.  ed.  1081;  Barrow 
Steamship  Co,  v.  Kane,  170  U.  S.  100, 
106,  18  Sup.  Ct.  526,  42  L.  ed.  964;  St. 
Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  ■».  James,  161  U.  S. 
545,  16  Sup.  Ct.  621,  40  L.  ed.  802;  In 
re  Keasbey  &  Mattison  Co.,  160  IT.  S. 
221,  16  Sup.  Ct.  273,  40  L.  ed.  402;  'Ex 
parte  Shaw,  145  U.  S.  444,  12  Sup.  Ct. 
935,  36  L.  ed.  768;  Wisconsin  v  Pelican 
Ins.  Co.,  127  U.  8.  265,  287,  8  "Sup.  Ct. 
1370,  32  L.  ed.  239;  Germania  Fire  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Francis,  11  Wall.  (U.  S.)  210, 
20  L.  ed.  77;  Cowles  v.  Mercer  County, 
7  Wall.  (IT.  S.)  118,  19  L.  ed.  86; 
Thomas  v.  South  Butte  Min.  Co.,  230 
Fed.  968,  145  C.  C.  A.  162;  Wylie  Per- 
manent Camping  Co.  v.  Lynch,  195  Fed. 
386,  397,  115  C.  C.  A.  288;  United 
States  v.  Northern  Pac.  R.  Co.,  134 
Fed.  715,  67  C.  C.  A.  269,  reversing  120 
Fed.  646;  Lemon  v.  Imperial  Window 
Glass  Co.,  199  Fed.  927;  Baldwin  v.  Pa- 
cific Light  &  Power  Co.,  199  Fed.  291; 
Hirsch  v.  Independent  Steel  Co.,  196 
Fed.  104,  110;  Stone  v.  Chicago,  B.  & 
Q.  R.  Co.,  195  Fed.  832;  Bogue  v.  Chi- 
cago, B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.,  193  Fed.  728; 
Cummins  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co., 
193  Fed.  238;  Ware-Kramer  Tobacco 
Co.  V.  American  Tobacco  Co.,  178  Fed. 
117;  Fribourg  v.  Pullman  Co.,  176  Fed. 
981;  Mahopoulus  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  & 
P.  R.  Co.,  167  Fed.  165;  United  States 
v_  Southern  Pac.  R.  Co.,  49  Fed.  297, 
302,  no  averment  to  the  contrary  is 
permitted. 

[a]  Though  not  a  citizen,  (1)  it  will 
be  regarded  a  citizen  of  the  state 
where  it  was  created.  Chicago  etc.  R. 
Co.  V.  Whitton's  Admr.,  13  Wall.  (U. 
8.)  270,  283,  20  L.  ed.  571.  (2)  "The 
fiction  is,  not  that  the  corporation  it- 
self is  really  a  citizen,  but  that  the 
stockholders  are  all  citizens  of  the 
state  which  chartered  the  corporation, 
and  that  the  corporation  is  a  mere  form 
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state  which  creates  it;  and  this  is  equally  true  of  municipal  corpora- 
tions.^* 

As  a  rule,  the  stockholders  of  a  corporation  are  conclusively  pre- 
sumed to  be  citizens  of  the  state  creating  the  corporation  i^^  but  this 
presumption  has  no  application  in  determining  the  status  of  a  stock- 
holder as  an  individual  in  a  suit  by  him.^° 

Where  a  corporation  is  voluntarily  incorporated  in  several  states, 
it  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  citizen  of  each  of  them  in  the  sense  that  when 
sued  in  one  of  said  states  it  cannot  contend  that  it  is  a  citizen  of  any 
other  ;^^  and  the  same  is  true  where  a  corporation  created  in  one  state 
consolidates  with  a  corporation  created  in  another  state.^^ 


through  which  such  citizens  are  exer- 
cising their  constitutional  right  of  be- 
ing heard  in  a  Federal  court  when  the 
controversy  is  between  citizens  of  dif- 
ferent states."  Parker  Washington 
Co.  V.  Cramer,  201  Fed.  878,  120  C.  C. 
A.  216.  See  to  same  effect,  Muller  v. 
Dews,  94  U.  S.  444,  24  L.  ed.  207. 

[b]  A  corporation  incorporated,  un- 
der the  laws  of  a  territory  which  is 
subsequently  admitted  as  a  state  is 
thereafter  to  be  regarded  as  a  citizen 
of  said  state.  Shulthis  v.  McDougal, 
225  U.  S.  561,  32  Sup.  Ct.  704,  56  L.  ed. 
1205. 

[c]  Though,  not  conclusive,  the 
federal  courts  wiU  accept  the  judg- 
ment of  the  highest  court  of  a  state 
as  to  whether  a  body  created  by  its 
laws  is  or  is  not  a  corporation  by  vir- 
tue of  those  laws.  Thomas  v.  Board  of 
Trustees,  195  U.  S.  207,  217,  25  Sup. 
Ct.  24,, 49  L.  ed.  160. 

94.  Loeb  «.  Columbia  Tp.  Trustees, 
179  U.  S.  472,  485,  21  Sup.  Ct.  174,  45 
L.  ed.  280;  Cowles  v.  Mercer  County, 
7  Wall.  (U.  S.)  118,  19  L.  ed.  86; 
Ysleta  V.  Canada,  67  Fed.  6. 

95.  W.  L.  Wells  Co.  v.  Gastonia 
Mfg.  Co.,  198  U.  S.  177,  182,  25  Sup. 
Ct.  640,  49  L.  ed.  1003;  Thomas  v. 
Board  of  Trustees,  195  U.  S.  207,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  24,  49  L.  ed.  160  (no  aver- 
ment or  evidence  to  the  contrary  is 
admissible  for  the  purpose  of  defeat- 
ing jurisdiction);  Sun  Printing  &  Pub. 
Assn.  V.  Edwards,  194  U.  S.  377.  381,  24 
Sup.  Ct.  696,  48  L.  ed.  1027;  Barrow 
Steamship  Co.  v.  Kane,  170  IT.  S.  100, 
18  Sup.  Ct.  526,  42  L.  ed.  964;  St.  Louis 
&  S.  F.  E.  Co.  V.  James,  161  U.  S.  54o, 
554,  16  Sup.  Ct.  621,  40  L.  ed.  802; 
Muller  V.  Dows,  94  TJ.  S.  444,  24  L.  ed. 
207;  Parker  Washington  Co.  v.  Cra- 
mer, 201  Fed.  878,  120  C.  C.  A.  216; 
Utah-Nevada  Co.  v.  De  LamarJ  133  Fed, 
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113,  66  C.  C.  A.  179  (certiorari  denied, 
199  U.  S.  605.  26  Sup.  Ct.  746,  50  L.  ed. 
330);  Hirseh  f.  Independent  Steel  Co., 
196  Fed.  104,  110;  Cummins  v.  Chicago, 
B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.,  193  Fed.  238. 

96.  Fife   V.  Whittell,   102  Fed.   537. 

[a]  As  in  a  stockholder's  suit 
against  the  corporation,  where  such  a 
presumption  would  operate  to  deprive 
the  complainant  of  his  constitutional 
right  to  sue  in  the  federal  courts.  Doc- 
tor V.  Harrington,  196  U.  S.  579,  586, 
25  Sup.  Ct.  35.5,  49  L.  ed.  606;  Hanchett 
V.  Blair,  100  Fed.  817,  41  C.  C.  A.  76. 
See  Hirseh  v.  Independent  Steel  Co., 
196  Fed.  104,  110. 

[b]  Presumption  indulged  only  for 
the  purpose  of  fixing  the  status  of  the 
corporation  in  suits  by  or  against  it, 
and  not  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
the  status  of  an  individual  in  a  suit 
by  him.  Utah-Nevada  Co.  v.  De  Lamar, 
133  Fed.  113,  117,  66  C.  C.  A.  179,  cer- 
tiorari denied,  199  U.  S.  605,  26  Sup.  Ct. 
746,  50  L.  ed.  330. 

97.  Chicago,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Whitton, 
13  Wall.  (U.  S.)  270,  20  L.  ed.  571; 
Boston  &  M.  E.  E.  v.  Hurd,  108  Fed. 
116,  47  C.  C.  A.  615,  56  L.  E.  A.  193. 

[a]  Bemoval.  —  Such  a  corporation 
cannot  remove  an  action  brought  in 
one  of  such  states  on  the  ground  that 
it  is  not  a  citizen  thereof.  Patch  V. 
Wabash  E.  Co.,  207  U.  S.  277,  28  Sup. 
Ct.  80,  52  L.  ed.  204;  Memphis  &  C.  E. 
Co.  V.  Alabama,  107  U.  S.  581,  2  Sup. 
Ct.  432,  27  L.  ed.  518.  See  also  the  title 
"Removal  of  Causes." 

98.  Nashua  &  L.  E.  Corp.  v.  Boston 
&  L.  E  Corp.,  136. U.  S.  356,  10  Sup. 
Ct.  1004,  34  L.  ed.  363.  holding  that  the 
consolidation  of  a  New  Hampshire  cor- 
poration with  a  Massachusetts  corpor- 
ation of  the  same  name  did  not  ex- 
tinguish or  modify  ^ts  character  as  a 
citizen  of  New  Hampshire,  or  give  it 
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A  corporation  which  is  compelled  to  become  a  domestic  corporation 
of  a  state  other  than  the  one  in  which  it  was  originally  incorporated  in 
order  to  do  business  therein  will  not  be  regarded  as  a  citizen  thereof 
for  jurisdictional  purposes,"^  nor  will  the  mere  fact  that  a  corporation 
doing  business,  in  several  states,  receives  and  exercises  powers  granted 
by  each  of  them  make  it  a  citizen  of  each.'- 

Federal  Corporations.  —  Except  as  otherwise  provided  by  statute,  the 
federal  courts  have  jurisdiction  of  suits  by  or  against  corporations 
created  by  acts  of  congress,  since  they  are  deemed  to  arise  under  the 
laws  of  the  United  States.^  But,  unless  so  provided  by  act  of  congress,^ 
federal  corporations  are  not  citizens  of  any  state  and  cannot  therefore 
invoke  federal  jurisdiction  on  the  ground  of  diversity  of  state  citizen- 
ship.* 

13.  Citizenship  of  Partnerships  and  Associations.  —  In  a  suit  by 
or  against  a  partnership  or  other  voluntary  association,^'  or  a  joint  stock 


any  such  additional  eitizensliip  in 
Massachusetts  as  to  defeat  its  right  to 
sue  in  the  federal  court  of  the  latter 
state. 

[a]  In  the  state  where  originally 
created  it  is  still  a  corporation  of  that 
state  alone,  regardless  of  its  statlis 
elsewhere,  and  hence  a  federal  court 
sitting  in  that  state  has  jurisdiction 
of  a  suit  against  it  though  one  of  the 
plaintiffs  is  a  citizen  of  the  state  cre- 
ating the  corporation  with  which  it 
consolidated.  Muller  v.  Dows,  94  U.  S. 
444,  447,  24  L.  ed.  207. 

fb]  Where  They  Consolidate  Under 
a  New  Name.  —  Winn  v.  Wabash  R. 
Co.,  118  Fed.  65;  Smith  v.  New  York, 
N.  H.  &  H.  E.  Co.,  96  Fed.  504.  See 
Patch  V.  Wabash  E.  Co.,  207  IT.  S.  277, 
283,  28  Sup.  Ct.  80,  52  L.  ed.  204. 

In  proceedings  to  wind  up  corpora- 
tion see  the  title  "Winding  Up  Cor- 
porations." 

99.  Missouri  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  Castle, 
224  IT.  S.  541,  32  Sup.  Ct.  606,  56  L. 
ed.  875;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Allison,  190 
U.  S.  326,  23  Sup.  Ct.  713,  47  L.  ed. 
1078;  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
Louisville  Trust  Co,  174  IT.  S.  552,  563, 
19  Sup.  Ct.  817,  43  L.  ed.  1081;  St. 
Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  James,  161  TJ. 
S.  545,  16  Sup.  Ct.  621,  40  L.  ed.  802; 
Walters  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.,  104 
Fed.  377,  affirmed,  186  XT.  S.  479,  22 
Sup.  Ct.  941,  46  L.  ed.  1266. 

1.  See  Baldwin  v.  Pacific  Power  & 
Light  Co.,  199  Fed.  291;  Hirsch  v.  In- 
dependent Steel  Co.,  196  Fed.  104,  110, 
also  Baltimore  &  6.  R.  Co.  ii.  Koontz, 
104  TJ.  S.  5,  26  L.  ed.  643. 

[a]    Though    a,    railroad    company, 


owning  and  operating  a  line  running 
through  several  states,  may  receive  and 
exercise  powers  granted  by  each,  it 
does  not  thereby  become  a  citizen  of 
each  of  such  states  for  jurisdictional 
purposes.  St.  Joseph  &  G.  I.  E.  Co.  v. 
Steele,  167  U.  S.  659,  663,  17  Sup.  Ct. 
925,  42  L.  ed.  315.  See  also  St.  Louis 
&  S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  James,  161  IT.  S.  545, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  621,  40  L.  ed.  802. 

2.  See  infra,  II,  J,  4. 

3.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  National  Banks.  —  By  express 
provision  of  statute,  national  banks 
are  to  be  deemed  citizens  of  the  states 
in  which  they  are  located.  Act  March 
3,  1911,  c.  231,  §  16,  36  St.  at  L.  1091; 
Leather  Mfrs.  Nat.  Bank  v.  Cooper, 
120  U.  S.  778,  7  Sup.  Ct.  777,  30  L.  ed. 
816;  Wichita  Nat.  Bank  v.  Smith,  72 
Fed.  568,  19  C.  C.  A.  42. 

4.  Bankers'  Trust  Co.  v.  Texas  &  P. 
R.  Co.,  241  IT.  S.  295,  36  Sup.  Ct.  569, 
60  L.  ed.  1010. 

5.  Grace  v.  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co., 
109  IT.  S.  278,  3  Sup.  Ct.  207,  27  L.  ed. 
932;  Wise  v.  Brotherhood  of  Locomo- 
tive Firemen,  252  Fed.  961,  164  C.  C. 
A.  469;  Derk  P.  Yonkerman  Co.  v. 
Charles  H.  Fuller's  Adv.  Agency,  135 
Fed.  613;  Conn  v.  Chicago  etc.  R.  Co., 
48  Fed.  177:  Adams  v.  May,  27  Fed. 
907. 

[a]  The  rule  that  a  corporation  is 
to  be  deemed  a  citizen  of  the  state 
creating  it  does  not  apply.  Great  So. 
Fire-Proof  Hotel  Co.  v.  Jones,  177  IT. 
S.  449,  456,  20  Sup.  Ct.  690,  44  L.  ed 
842. 

[b]  There  is  no  jurisdiction  where 
any  of  the  partners  are  citizens  of  the 
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company,^  the  citizenship  of  the  several  persons  composing  it  controls. 
14.  Suits  by  Assignees  and  Grantees.  —  a.  Generally.  —  That  prop- 
erty is  conveyed  solely  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  grantee  to  sue 
in  a  federal  court  does  not  deprive  such  court  of  jurisdiction,  provided 
the  conveyance  is  a  real  transaction  and  the  title  passes  absolutely.'' 
The  contrary  is  true,  however,  where  the  transfer  is  merely  colorable 
and  collusive.^    An  assignment  cannot  be  regarded  as  collusive  so  as 


same  state  as  the  complainant.  Ea- 
phael  V.  Trask,  194  U.  S.  272,  276,  24 
Sup.  Ct.  647,  48  L.  ed.  973.  See  W.  L. 
Wells  Co.  V.  Gaatonia  Cotton  Mfg.  Co., 
198  U.  S.  177,  25  Sup.  Ct  640,  49  L.  ed. 
1003. 

[c]  This  is  true  of  a  XiOuisiaua 
partnership,  though  in  that  state  a 
partnership  is  considered  a.  legal  entity 
and  must  sue  and  be  sued  in  the  firm 
name.  Empire  Eice  Mill  Co.  v.  Neu- 
moud,  199  Fed.  800. 

[d]  Jurisdiction  may  be  entertained 
where  diversity  of  citizenship  between 
the  members  of  a.  partnership  and  the 
adverse  parties  is  shown.  Empire  Eice 
Mill  Co.  V.  Neumond,  199  Fed.  800. 

6.  Chapman  v.  Barney,  129  U.  S. 
677,  9  Sup.  Ct.  426,  32  L.  ed.  800;  Spen- 
cer -v.  Patey,  243  Fed.  555,  156  C.  C. 
A.  253;  Taylor  v.  Weir,  171  J'ed.  636, 
96  C.  C.  A.  438;  Saunders  v.  Adams 
Express  Co.,  136  Fed.  494.  See  Thomas 
V.  Board  of  Trustees,  195  U.  S.  207,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  24,  49  L.  ed.  160.  Compare 
Fargo  V.  Louisville  etc.  By.  Co.,  6  Fed. 
787. 

7.  Lehigh  Min.  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Kelly, 
160  U.  S.  327,  16  Sup.  Ct.  307,  40  L. 
ed.  444;  Barney  v.  Baltimore  City,  6 
Wall.  (U.  S.)  280,  288,  18  L.  ed.  825; 
Jones  D.  League,  18  How.  (U.  S.)  76, 
81,  15  L.  ed.  263;  City  of  Livingston 
V.  Monidah  Trust  (C.  C.  A.),  261  Fed. 
966;  Doane  v.  California  Land  Co.,  243 
Fed.  67,  155  C.  C.  A.  597;  O'Neil  v. 
Wolcott  Min.  Co.,  174  Fed.  627,  98  C. 
C.  A.  309,  27  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  200;  Ash- 
ley V.  Board  of  Supvrs.,  83  Fed.  634, 
27  C.  C.  A.  585. 

[aj  ' '  The  couTeyaace  must  be  made 
bona  fide,  so  that  the  prosecution  of 
the  suit  shall  not  be  for  his  benefit." 
Jones  V.  League,  18  How.  (U.  S.)  76, 
81,  15  L.  ed.  263.  See  also  Deputron  v. 
Young,  134  V.  S.  241,  251,  10  Sup.  Ct. 
539,  33  L.  ed.  923,  wherein  the  evi- 
dence was  held  to  be  insufficient  to 
show  a  collusive  transfer. 

8.  Little  V.  GUes,  118  U.  S.  596,  602, 
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7  Sup.  Ct.  32,  30  L.  ed.  269;  Farming- 
ton  V.  Pillsbury,  114  U.  S.  138,  5  Sup. 
Ct.  807,  29  L.  ed.  114;  Kreider  v.  Cole, 
149  Fed.  647,  79  C.  C.  A.  339;  Ashley 
V.  Board  of  Suprs.,  83  Fed.  534,  27  C.  C. 
A.  585.  See  Acord  v.  Western  Poca- 
hontas Corp.,  156  Fed.  989,  decree  af- 
firmed in  174  Fed.  1019,  98  C.  C.  A. 
625,  certiorari  denied  in  215  U.  S.  607, 
30  Sup.  Ct.  408,  54  L.  ed.  346. 

[aJ  As  where  (1)  a,  conveyance 
"was  made  without  consideration,  and 
with  a  distinct  understanding  that  the. 
grantors  retained  all  their  real  inter- 
est, and  that  the  deed  was  to  have  no 
other  effect  than  to  give  jurisdiction  to 
the  court"  (Barney  v.  Baltimore  City, 
6  Wall.  [U.  S.]  280,  288,  18  L.  ed.  825, 
quoted  in  Lehigh  Min.  &  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Kelly,  160  V.  S.  327,  16  Sup.  Ct.  307, 
40  L.  ed.  444);  or  (2)  where  bonds  or 
coupons  are  transferred  to  plaintiff 
solely  for  the  purpose  of  collection.  Lake 
County  Comrs.  v.  Dudley,  173  U.  S.  243, 
252,  19  Sup.  Ct.  398,  43  L.  ed.  684; 
Farmington  v.  Pillsbury,  114  U.  S.  138, 
146,  5  Sup.  Ct.  807,  29  L.  ed.  114;  Wil- 
liams V.  Nottawa,  104  IT.  S.  209,  26  L. 
ed.  719. 

[b]  Where  a  corporation  was 
organized  in  another  state  and  prop- 
erty transferred  to  it  without  consid- 
eration by  another  corporation  for  the 
sole  purpose  of  enabling  it  to  sue  in 
the  federal  court,  the  first  corporation 
having  power  to  control  the  suit  and 
to  compel  a  reconveyance.  Miller  & 
Lux  V.  East  Side  Canal  &  Irr.  Co.  211 
U.  S.  293,  29  Sup.  Ct.  Ill,  53  L.  ed. 
189.  See  also  Southern  Eealty  luv.  Co. 
V.  Walker,  211  U.  S.  603,  29  Sup.  Ct. 
211,  53  L.  ,ed.  346;  Lehigh  Min.  &  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Kelly,  160  U.  S.  327,  16  Sup.  Ct. 
307,  40  L.  ed.  444.    See  supra,  II,  F,  9. 

[cj  The  motive  of  the  transfer  may 
be  considered  in  connection  with  all 
the  other  circumstances  of  the  ease  in 
determining  whether  the  transfer  is 
real.  Ashley  v.  Board  of  Suprs.,  83  Fed, 
534,  27  C.  C.  A.  585. 
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to  defeat  jurisdiction  where  the  assignor  as  well  as  the  assignee  might 
have  sued  in  the  federal  court.^ 

b.  Action  on  Promissory  Note  or  Other  Chose  in  Action  Under  Code. 
(I.)  Generally.  —  The  judicial  code  provides  that  no  district  court  shall 
have  cognizance  of  any  suit  (except  upon  foreign  bills  of  ex- 
change) to  recover  upon  any  promissory  note  or  other  chose  in  action 
in  favor  of  any  assignee,  or  of  any  subsequent  holder  if  such  instrument 
be  payable  to  bearer  and  be  not  made  by  any  corporation,  unless  such 
suit  might  have  been  prosecuted  in  such  court  to  recover  upon  said  note 
or  other  chose  in  action  if  no  assignment  had  been  made."  This  provi- 
sion applies  to  suits  or  actions  removed  from  state  courts  as  well  as  to 


9.  See  infra,  thia  note. 

[a]  As  where  a  claim  is  first  as- 
signed to  a  citizen  of  the  same  state 
as  the  defendant,  but  who  might  have 
sued  in  the  federal  court  because  the 
controversy  was  one  arising  under  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,  and  is  then 
assigned  by  said  assignee  without  con- 
sideration to  a  citizen  of  another  state. 
Stanley  v.  Board  of  Suprs.,  15  Fed.  483. 

[b]  Where  a  claim  is  twice  trans- 
ferred and  both  transferees  are  citi- 
zens of  a  different  state  than  the  de- 
fendant, if  the  first  transfer  is  a  real 
one,  jurisdiction  cannot  be  defeated 
by  reason  of  any  objection  to  the  sec- 
ond one.  Ashley  v.  Board  of  Suprs.,  83 
Fed.  534,  27  C.  C.  A.  585. 

10.  Act  March  3,  1911,  e.  231,  §  24, 
snbsee.  1,  36  St.  at  L.  1091,  Comp.  St. 
1916,  §991  (superseding  Act  Aug.  13, 
1888,  c.  866,  §  1,  25  St.  at  L.  433,  ex- 
pressly repealed  by  §  297  of  the  Code. 
The  former  act  was  the  same  except 
that  it  applied  to  both  the  circuit  and 
district  courts,  and  except  that  it  read 
"to  recover  the  contents  of  any  prom- 
issory note"  etc.,  instead  of  "to  re- 
cover upon  any  promissory  note," 
etc.).  See  the  following:  Brown  v. 
Fletcher,  235  V.  S.  589,  35  Sup.  Ct. 
154,  59  L.  ed.  374  (reviewing  history 
of  and  decisions  under  the  act) ;  Wy- 
man  v.  Wallace,  201  U.  S.  230,  240,  26 
Sup.  Ct.  495,  50  L.  ed.  738;  Benjamin 
V.  New  Orleans,  169  U.  S.  161,  18  Sup. 
Ct.  298,  42  L.  ed.  700;  King  Iron 
Bridge  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Otoe  County,  120 
V.  S.  225,  7  Sup.  Ct.  552,  30  L.  ed.  623; 
Williams  v.  Nottawa,  104  TT.  S.  209,  26 
L.  ed.  719;  Gorman- Wright  Co.  v. 
Wright,  134  Fed.  363,  67  C.  C.  A.  345; 
Coler  V.  Grainger  County,  74  Fed.  16, 
21,  -20  C.  C.  A.  267,  also  Glass  v.  Con- 
cordia Parish  Police  Jury,  176  TJ.  S. 
207,  20  Sup.  Ct.  346,  44  L.  ed.  436. 


[a]  The  slight  diilerences  between 
the  judicial  code  and  earlier  acts  are 
not  material  in  view  of  section  294  of 
the  code.  Brown  v.  Fletcher,  235  TJ.  S. 
589,  35  Sup.  Ct.  154,  59  L.  ed.  374. 

[b]  This  provision  relates  to  the 
citizenship  of  the  assignor,  and  not  to 
the  amount  of  the  note  or  other  chose 
in  action  assigned.  Bowden  v.  Burn- 
ham,  59  Fed.  752,  8  C.  C.  A.  248;  Chase 
V.  Sheldon  Roller  "Mills  Co.,  56  Fed. 
625. 

fe]  The  citizenship  of  the  original 
promisee  must  be  shown.  Turner  v. 
Bank  of  North  America,  4  Ball.  (U.  S.) 
8,  1  L.  ed.  718. 

[d]  The  statute  applies  to  a  suit 
to  quiet  title  founded  upon  complain- 
ant's assignors.  Farr  v.  Hobe-Peters 
question  as  assignee  of  a  mortgage  in- 
terest, derived  through  a  succession  of 
assignments  from  the  original  mort- 
gagee, including  unperfeeted  foreclos- 
ure proceedings  by  one  of  complain- 
ant's assignors.  Farr  v.  Hobe-Peters 
Land  Co.,.  188  Fed.  10,  110  C.  C.  A.  160. 

[e]  Statute  Not  Applicable.  —  It  is 
doubtful  if  an  interest  in  a  distribu- 
tive share  of  a  decedent's  estate  is 
within  the  statute.  Ingersoll  v.  Coram, 
211  V.  S.  335,  361,  29  Sup.  Ct.  92,  53 
L.  ed.  208. 

[f]  For  definitions  of  the  term 
"contents"  as  used  in  the  law  in  force 
prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  code,  see 
Koize  V.  Hoadley,  200  17.  S.  76,  82,  26 
Sup.  Ct.  220,  50  L.  ed.  377;  New  Or- 
leans V.  Benjamin,  153  U.  S.  411,  433, 
14  Sup.  Ct.  905,  38  L.  ed.  764;  Shoe- 
craft  V.  Bloxham,  124  IT.  S.  730,  88 
Sup.  Ct.  686,  31  L.  ed.  574;  Corbin  v. 
Black  Hawk  County,  105  IT.  S.  659, 
665,  26  L.  ed.  1136. 

Vol.  XXV 


328 


UNITED  STATES  COJJBTS 


those  originally  brought  in  the  federal  courts.^^  It  does  not  affect  suits 
which  might  have  been  brought  in  the  same  court  if  no  assignment  or 
transfer  had  been  made.^^  The  restriction  relates  to  the  date  when  the 
suit  is  commenced,  and  not  to  the  time  of  the  assignment  or  transfer.^* 
It  applies  to  the  venue,  and  precludes  an  assignee  from  suing  in  a  dis- 
trict in  which  his  assignor  could  not,^*  unless  the  objection  that  the 
suit  is  brought  in  the  wrong  district  is  waived.^^  The  statute  does  not 
apply  to  ancillary  proceedings  where  the  court  has  jurisdiction  of  the 
main  suit.^®  The  motive  or  intent  with  which  the  assignment  is  made 
is  immaterial.^' 


11.  Mexiean  Nat.  E.  Co.  v.  David- 
son, 157  U.  S.  201,  15  Sup.  Ct.  563,  39 
L.  ed.  672;  Waterman  v.  Chesapeake  & 
O.  B.  Co.,  199  Fed.  667;  State  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Eureka  Springs  Water  Co.,  174 
Fed.  827.  See  also  the  title  "Removal 
of  Causes." 

[a]  Former  Statutes.  —  Similar  pro- 
visions in  the  judiciary  acts  of  1789 
and  1875  were  held  not  to  apply  to 
suits  or  actions  removed  from  state 
courts.  Mexican  Nat.  E.  Co.  v.  David- 
sou,  157  U.  S.  201,  15  Sup.  Ct.  563,  39 
L.  ed.  672;  Delaware  County  Comrs.  v. 
Diebold  Safe  &  Lock  Co.,  133  U.  S. 
473,  486,  10  Sup.  Ct.  399,  33  L.  ed.  674; 
Claflin  V.  Commonwealth  Ins.  Co.,,  110 
IT.  S.  81,  3  Sup.  Ct.  507,  28  L.  ed.  76; 
Bushnell  v.  Kennedy,  9  Wall.  (IT.  S.) 
387,  19  L.  ed.  736.  See  also  the  title 
"Removal  of  Causes." 

12.  Newgass  v.  New  Orleans,  33 
Fed.  196,  approved  in  New  Orleans  v. 
Quinlan,  173  U.  S  191,  19  Sup.  Ct.  329, 
43  L.  ed.  664. 

[a]  Where  a  party  could  sue  in  a 
federal  court  alone,  he  and  his  as- 
signees may  sue  there  together  as  if 
no  assignment  had  been  made.  Paige 
V.  Town  of  Eoohester,  137  Fed.  663. 

13.  Emsheimer  v.  New  Orleans,  186 
U.  S.  33,  43,  22  Sup.  Ct.  770,  46  L.  ed. 
1042,  if  the  assignor  could  have  sued 
in  the  federal  court  when  the  suit  was 
brought,  it  is  immaterial  whether  he 
could  have  done  so  when  the  assign- 
ment was  made. 

[a]  If  the  assignor  is  a  citizen  of  a 
different  state  than  the  defendant 
when  the  suit  is  brought,  it  is  imma- 
terial that  he  was  a  citizen  of  the 
same  state  when  the  assignment  was 
made.  Jones  v.  Shapera,  57  Fed.  457, 
6  C.  C.  A.  423;  Noyes  v.  Crawford,  133 
Fed.  796;  White  v.  Leahy,  3  Dill.  378, 
29  Fed.  Cas.,  No.  17,551;   Chamberlain 
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V.  Eckert,  2  Biss.  126,  5  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
2,577. 

[b]  But  if  the  assignor  is  a  cit- 
izen of  the  same  state  as  the  de- 
fendant at  the  time  when  the  suit  is 
brought,  the  federal  court  has  no  jur- 
isdiction though  said  assignor  was  a 
citizen  of  a  different  state  at  the  time 
when  the  assignment  was  made.  Thax- 
ter  V.  Hatch,  6  McLean  68,  23  Fed. 
Cas.,  No.  13,866. 

14.  Consolidated  Eubber  Tire  Co.  v, 
Ferguson,  183  Fed.  756,  106  C.  C.  A. 
330,  reversing  169  Fed.  888,  and  over- 
ruling Stimson  v.  United  Wrapping 
Mach.  Co.,  156  Fed.  298;  BoUes  v. 
Lehigh  Valley  E.  Co.,  127  Fed.  884, 
previously  decided  in  the  same  circuit. 

District  in  which  proceedings  must 
be  brought,  see  infra,  III. 

[a]  Residence  of  assignor  rather 
than  that  of  the  assignee  determines 
the  particular  district  in  which  the  ac- 
tion may  be  brought.  Hence  an  as- 
signee cannot  sue  in  the  state  in  which 
he  resides  if  neither  his  assignor  nor 
the  defendant  resides  there.  Water- 
man V.  Chesapeake  &  O.  E.  Co.,  199 
Fed.  667. 

15.  Dulles  V.  H.  D.  Crippen  Mfg. 
Co.,  156  Fed.  706,  waiver  by  general 
appearance.   See  infra,  III,  O. 

[a]  That  defendant  might  have 
waived  the  privilege  of  being  sued  in 
particular  district  if  he  had  been  sued 
by  the  assignor  does  not  change  the 
rule,  where  he  does  not  waive  it  when 
sued  by  the  assignee.  Consolidated 
Eubber  Tire  Co.  v.  Ferguson,  106  C.  C. 
A.  330,  283  Fed.  756,  reversing  169  Fed. 
888. 

16.  Brooks  v.  Laurent,  98  Fed.  647, 
652,  39  C.  C.  A.  201.  See  supra,  II,  A, 
4,b. 

17.  Consolidated  Eubber  Tire  Co. 
V.  Ferguson,  183  Fed.  756. 
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The  term  "assignee,"  as  used  in  the  statute,  includes  any  one  who, 
by  virtue  of  any  transfer  to  him,  can  claim  a  beneficial  interest  in  the 
note  or  other  chose  in  action  assigned.^^  The  statute  applies  only 
where,  if  plaintiff  prevails,  he  will  do  so  on  the  ground  that,  by  virtue 
of  the  transfer  to  him,  he  can  claim  the  beneficial  interest  in  the  origi- 
nal agreement,^®  and  not  where,  if  he  recovers,  it  will  be  on  a  promise 
made  directly  to  him  on  a  consideration  which  he  has  furnished.^" 
Hence  a  suit  may  be  maintained*  between  the  original  parties  to  a 
promissory  note  as  indorser  and  indorsee,  provided  the  requisite  divers- 
ity of  citizenship  exists  between  them,^^  and  the  citizenship  of  the 
original  payee  is  not  considered  where  he  was  a  mere  nominal  party  to 
the  instrument  for  the  purpose  of  negotiating  it.^^  So  also  a  suit  may 
be  maintained  upon  a  new  contract,  or  chose  in  action  based  upon  but 
arising  subsequently,  to  the  execution  of  the  original,  notwithstanding 
a  suit  could  not  have  been  maintained  upon  the  original;^*  thus  the 


18.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  Balti- 
more Trust  Co.  V.  Screven  County,  238 
Fed.  834. 

[a]  It  covers  not  merely  persons  to 
whom  is  technically  transferred  the 
contract  in  controversy,  but  any  one 
who,  by  virtue  of  any  transfer  to  him, 
can  claim  its  beneficial  interest.  Plant 
Inv.  Co.  V.  Jacksonville,  T.  &  K.  "W 
E.  Co.,  152  TJ.  S.  71,  77,  14  Sup.  Ct.  483', 
38  L.  ed.  358.  See  also  Gorman-Wright 
Co.  V.  Wright,  134  Fed.  363,  67  C.  C. 
A.  345. 

[b]  A  pledgee  is  an  assignee  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute.  Gorman- 
Wright  Co.  V.  Wright,  134  Fed.  363, 
67  C.  C.  A.  345. 

[c]  Bond  for  Preservation  of  As- 
signed Interest  in  Fund.  —  The  assignee 
of  an  interest  in  a  fund  for  the  pres- 
ervation of  which  a  bond  has  been 
given,  is  an  assignee  of  the  bond. 
Brainerd,  Shaler  &  Hall  Quarry  Co.  v 
Brice,  250  U.  S.  229,  39  Sup.  Ct.  458* 
63  L.  ed.  951. 

19.  American  Colortype  Co.  v.  Con- 
tinental Colortype  Co.,  188  U.  S.  104, 
23  Sup.  Ct.  265,  '47  L.  ed.  404. 

[a]  Does  not  apply  to  a  suit  by  the 
assignee  of  corporate  stock  against  the 
corporation  to  prevent  the  use  of  its 
assets  for  alleged  ultra  vires  business, 
the  relief  sought  affecting  the  interest 
of  all  the  stockholders.  Consumers' 
Gas  Trust  Co.  v.  Quinby,  137  Fed.  882, 
893,  70  C.  C.  A.  220,  certiorari  denied, 
198  U.  S.  585,  25  Sup.  Ct.  803,  49  L.  ed. 
1174. 

[b]  Has  no  application  to  an  action 
by  the  purchasers  at  foreclosure  sale 
of  the  plant  and  franchise  contract  of 


a  waterworks  company  against  the  city 
granting  such  franchise  to  recover  for 
water  furnished  to  it  thereunder,  the 
foreclosure  being  a  real  estate  fore- 
closure, and  the  conveyance  thereunder 
not  being  merely  an  assignment  of  the 
original  contract  under  which  the  plant 
was  erected.  Portage  City  Water  Co. 
V.  City  of  Portage,  102  Fed.  769. 

20.  See  infra.,  this  note,  and  Cull- 
man County  V.  Vineennes  Bridge  Co., 
251  Fed.  473,  163  C.  C.  A.  467. 

[a]  As  where  persons  under  con- 
tract with  one  company  agree  to  work 
for  another  instead,  and  the  latter  ac- 
cepts their  promises  and  gives  con- 
sideration for  them  by  undertaking 
personally  to  pay.  American  Colortype 
Co.  V.  Continental  Colortype  Co.,  188 
TJ.  S.  104,  23  Sup.  Ct.  265,  47  L.  ed. 
404. 

[b]  It  does  not  apply  to  a  case 
where  a  receiver  of  a  railroad  company 
acquires  a  right  to  a  subsidy  by  the 
completion  of  the  road.  Paige  v.  Town 
of  Eochester,  137  Fed.  663. 

21.  Kolze  V.  Hoadley,  200  TJ.  S.  76, 
83,  26  Sup.  Ct.  220,  50  L.  ed.  377. 

22.  Baltimore  Trust  Co.  v.  Screven 
County,  238  Fed.  834.  discussing  the 
authorities. 

[a]  As  where  a  note  by  a  corpora- 
tion is  made  payable  to  its  own  treas- 
urer, a  citizen  of  the  same  state,  for 
purposes  of  convenience  merely,  and 
by  him  transferred  to  a  citizen  of  an- 
other state  for  a  consideration  passing 
directly  to  the  corporation.  Blair  v. 
Chicago,  201  U.  S.  400,  448,  26  Sup.  Ct. 
427,  50  L.  ed.  801. 

23.  Kolze  V.  Hoadley,  200  U.  S.  76, 
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statutory  restriction  does  not  apply  to  a  suit  by  an  endorsee  against 
his  immediate  indorser,^*  nor  in  an  action  by  the  assignee  upon  a  right 
of  action  arising  subsequent  to  the  assignment,  out  of  the  relations 
created  thereby  between  him  and  a  party  to  the  original  contract.^^ 

The  statute  has  also  been  held  not  to  apply  to  suits  by  the  personal 
representatives  of  deceased  persons/^  or  receivers  ^^  for  the  benefit  of 
the  estate  which  they  represent.^* 

"Where  the  original  transfer  is  voluntary,  the  fact  that  a  subsequent 
one  is  by  operation  of  law  does  not  render  the  statute  inapplicable.^® 

(II.)  Intermediate  Assignees. —  The  restriction  does  not  apply  to  inter- 
mediate assignees,  other  than  the  immediate  assignor  of  the  complain- 
ant, through  whom  title  is  traced.^" 


83,  26  Sup.  Ct.  220,  50  L.  ed.  377,  in 
sueh  case  the  original  contract  may  be 
considered  to  ascertain  the  amount  of 
the  damages. 

24.  Mollan  v.  Torrance,  9  Wheat. 
(U.  S.)  537,  6  L.  ed.  154. 

[a]  In  such  case  the  endorser  does 
not  claim  through  an  assignment,  but 
the  suit  is  on  a  new  contract  between 
the  endorser  and  the  endorsee.  Young 
V.  Bryan,  6  "Wheat.  (U.  S.)  146,  5  L. 
ed.  228. 

25.  See  Adams  v.  Shirk,  105  Fed. 
59,  44  C.  C.  A.  653;  Paige  v.  Eoehes- 
ter,  137  Fed.  663;  Noyea  v.  Crawford, 
133  Fed.  796;  Dunn  v.  Howe,  96  Fed. 
160;  Bertha  Zinc  &  Mineral  Co.  v. 
Vaughan,  88  Fed.  566. 

[a]  Where  a  building  contract, 
containing  a  provision  for  assignment, 
is  assigned  to  plaintiff,  he  is  not  re* 
garded  as  an  assignee,  in  an  action  to 
recover  for  work  done  under  the  con- 
tract after  the  assignment.  Cullman 
County  V.  Vincennes  Bridge  Co.,  251 
Fed.  473,  163  C.  0.  A.  467. 

26.  Eice  v.  Houston,  13  "Wall.  (U. 
S.)  66,  20  L.  ed.  484;  Susquehanna  etc. 
Coal  Co.  V.  Blatehford,  11  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
172,  20  L.  ed.  179;  Chappedelaine  v. 
Dechenaux,  4  Cranch  (XJ.  S.)  306,  2  L. 
ed.  629. 

[a]  It  does  not  preclude  a  suit  by 
an  administrator  who  is  a  citizen  of 
another  state  against  an  administrator 
to  enforce  a  lien  on  the  distributive 
share  of  an  heir  of  defendant's  intes- 
tate though  such  heir  is  a  citizen  of 
the  same  state  as  the  defendant.  In- 
gersoll  V.  Coram,  211  U.  S.  335.  29  Sup. 
Ct.  92,  53  L.  ed.  208. 

27.  Irvine  v.  Bankard,  181  Fed.  206, 
affirmed,  184  Fed.  986,  a  receiver  of 
an  insolvent  corporatioa  appointed  in 
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a  creditor's  suit  for  the  purpose  of  col- 
lecting assessments  against  stockhold- 
ers is  not  an  assignee  within  the  mean- 
ing of  this  statute. 

[a]  But  a  similar  provision  in  the 
judiciary  act  of  1789,  §  11,  was  held 
to  apply  to  a  syndic,  or  assignee  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors,  though  he  took 
title  by  operation  of  law.  Sere  v.  Pitot, 
6  Cranch  (U.  S.)  332,  3  L.  ed.  240. 

28.  The  successor  in  ofSce  of  a  re- 
ceiver is  not  his  assignee.  Paige  v. 
Town  of  Eoehester,  137  Fed.  663. 

29.  Coler  v.  Grainger  County,  74 
Fed.  16,  21,  20  C.  C.  A.  267. 

30.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  Kolze 
V.  Hoadley,  200  U.  S.  76,  84,  26  Sup. 
Ct.  220,  50  L.  ed.  377;  Emsheimer  v. 
New  Orleans,  186  U.  S  33,  45,  22  Sup. 
Ct.  770,  46  L.  ed.  1042  '(containing  dic- 
tum approving  the  eases  of  Milledollar 
V.  Bell;  Wilson  v.  Fisher,  and  Portage 
Water  Co.  v.  Portage,  cited  infra,  this 
note);  Milledollar  v.  Bell,  2  Wall.  Jr. 
334,  17  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,549,  followed  in 
Moore  Bros.  Glass  Co.  v  Drevet  Mfs. 
Co.,  154  Fed.  737. 

[a]  The  citizenship  of  the  plain- 
tiff's immediate  assignor  or  indorser 
(1)  must  be  alleged.  Morgan's  Exr.  v 
Gay,  19  Wall.  (U.  S.)  81,  22  L.  ed! 
100.  (2)  Where  suit  is  brought  against 
a  remote  indorser,  and  plaintiffs  trace 
their  title  through  an  intermediate 
indorser,  the  citizenship  of  the  latter 
must  be  shown.  Mollan  v.  Torrance  9 
Wheat.  (U.  S.)  537,  6  L.  ed.  154.  (3) 
In  Metcalf  v.  Watertown,  128  TJ.  S. 
586,  9  Sup.  Ct.  173,  32  L.  ed.  543,  a 
judgment  for  plaintiff  was  reversed 
because  the  citizenship  of  plaintiff's 
assignors  did  not  appear  in  the  record. 

rb]  It  is  sufficient  if  the  original 
obligee  wd  tSio  complainant  are  en- 
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(HI.)  Wliat  Is  Ohose  in  Action.  —  In  applying  the  term  ' '  chose  in  ac- 
tion" the  courts  have  endeavored  to  construe  it  so  as  to  effect  the  pur- 
pose of  the  act,  giving  it  neither  such  a  narrow  construction  as  to  defeat, 
nor  yet  such  a  broad  construction  as  to  overreach  this  purpose.^^  The 
words  in  question  refer  only  to  a  chose  in  action  based  on.  contract.^^ 
The  act  was  not  intended  to  prevent  assignees  and  purchasers  of  prop- 
erty from  maintaining  a  .federal  action  to  recover  such  property.^^ 
Suits  to  recover  the  amount  claimed  to  be  due  upon  an  account,^*  or 
other  contract,  ^^  actions  for  damages  for  breach  of  contract  or  for 
torts  connected  therewith,-''"  suits  to  compel  the  specific  performance  of 
contracts,^'  actions  on  judgments,^'  and  suits  to  foreclose  mortgages,'^ 


titled  to  sue  (1)  in  the  federal  court 
though  none  of  the  intermediate  as- 
signors were,  as  where  a  citizen  of 
New  York  assigned  to  a  citizen  of 
Pennsylvania  a  judgment  recovered  by 
him  against  a  citizen  of  the  latter 
state,  and  the  executors  of  said  as- 
signee assigned  it  to  the  complainant 
who  was  an  alien.  Wilson  v.  Fisher, 
Baldw.  133,  30  Fed.  Cas.,  No.  17,803. 
(2)  So  also  it  is  sufficient  where  both 
the  original  holder  and  the  immediate 
assignor  of  the  complainant  were  en- 
titled to  sue  in  the  federal  court, 
though  certain  intermediate  assignees 
were  not.  Farr  v.  Hobe-Peters  Land 
Co.,  188  Fed.  10,  110  C.  C.  A.  160  (re- 
versing 170  Fed.  644,  on  other  grounds); 
Portage  City  Water  Co.  v.  City  of 
Portage,  102  Fed.   769. 

[cj  The  original  assignor  of  a 
chose  in  action  to  whom  it  is  subse- 
quently reassigned,  may  sue  in  the 
federal  court  regardless  of  the  citizen- 
ship of  his  immediate  assignor.  Moore 
Bros.  Glass  Co.  v.  Brevet  Mfg.  Co.,  154 
Fed.   737. 

31.  Brown  v.  Fletcher,  235  U.  S.  589, 
35  Sup.  Ct.  154,  59  L.  ed.  374. 

32.  Brown  v.  Fletcher,  235  U.  S.  589, 
35  Sup.  Ct.  154,  59  L.  ed.  374. 

[a]  Assignment  of  Trust  Interest. 
An  assignment  by  the  beneficiary,  of 
his  interest  under  a  testamentary  trust 
does  not  involve  the  assignment  of  a 
contract  right,  and  persons  claiming 
under  the  assignee  may  resort  to  the 
federal  courts.  Brown  v.  Fletcher,  235 
U.  S.  589.  35  Sup.  Ct.  154,  59  L.  ed.  374. 

fb]  Assignment  of  Distributive 
Share  of  Heir  in  an  Estate. — Stotesbury 
p.  Huber,  237  Fed.  413.  See  Ingersoll 
V.  Coram,  21 1  U.  S.  335,  29  Sup.  Ct.  92, 
53  L.  ed.  208. 

33.  Brown  v.  Fletcher,  235  IT.  S. 
689,  35  Sup.   Ct.  154,   59  L.  ed,   37i, 


Compare  Color  v.  Grainger  County,  74 
Fed.  16,  21,  20  C.  C.  A.  267. 

[a]  Assignee  of  money  deposited  in 
court,  in  suit  to  recover  back  such 
money.  Menasha  Wooden  Ware  Co.  v. 
Southern  Ore.  Co.,  244  Fed.  83,  156  C. 
C.  A.  511. 

34.  Kolze  V.  Hoadley,  200  V.  S.  76. 
82,  26  Sup.  Ct.  220,  50  L.  ed.  377. 

[a]  The  court  has  no  jurisdiction 
of  an  action  on  an  open  account  by  an 
assignee  thereof  where  the  assignor  is 
a  citizen  of  the  same  state  as  the  de- 
fendant. Chase  v.  Sheldon  Eoller-Mills 
Co.,  56  Fed.  625. 

35.  Kolze  V.  Hoadley,  200  U.  6.  76, 

82,  26  Sup.  Ct.  220,  50  L.  ed.  377;  Black- 
lock  V.  Small,  127  U.  S.  96,  8  Sup.  Ct. 
1096,  32  L.  ed.  70. 

[a]  "A  contract  to  pay  money  for 
stock  is  a  chose  in  action  within  the 
meaning  of  this  section."  Coler  v. 
Grainger  County,  74  Fed.  16,  21,  20 
C.  C.  A.  267. 

[b]  A  suit  in  equity  against  a  city 
to  recover  on  warrants  and  certificates 
issued  under  authority  of  its  police 
board,  since  abolished,  is  within  the 
statute.  New  Orleans  v.  Benjamin,  153 
U.  S  411,  432,  14  Sup.  Ct.  905,  38  L.  ed. 
764.  ■ 

36.  Waterman  v.  Chesapeake  &  O. 
B.  Co.,  199  Fed.  667.  But  see  Crown 
Orchard  Co.  v.  Dennis,  229  Fed.  652, 
144  C.  C.  A.  62,  and  infra,  this  section. 

37.  Kolze  V.  Hoadley,  200  U.  S    76, 

83,  26  Sup.  Ct.  220,  50  L.  ed.  377;  Cor- 
bin  V.  Black  Hawk  County,  105  U.  S. 
659,  26  L.  ed.  1136.  See  Crown  Orchard 
Co.  V.  Dennis,  229  Fed.  652,  144  C.  C. 
A.  62,  as  to  cases  not  regarded  as  ac- 
tions for  specific  performance. 

38.  Metcalf  v.  Watertown,  128  TT.  S. 
586,  9  Sup.  Ct.  173,  32  L.  ed.  543. 

39.  Kolze  V.  Hoadley,  200  U.  S.  76, 
83,  36  Sup.  Ct.  220,  50  L.  ed.  377. 
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have  been  held  to  be  within  the  inhibition  of  the  statute.  The  statute 
applies  though  the  contract  on  which  the  right  of  action  is  based  is 
oral.*"  The  statute  does  not  apply  to  actions  on  assigned  claims  for 
torts,*^  or  to  actions  based  on  torts  in  relation  to  the  subject  matter  of 
the  assignment,*^  or  to  a  suit  on  a  judgment  recovered  by  the  assignee 
on  the  assigned  claim.** 

(IV.)  statutory  Exceptions.  —  By  its  terms  the  statute  does  not  apply 
to  suits  upon  foreign  bills  of  exchange.** 

Instruments  Made  toy  Corporations.  —  Instruments  payable  to  bearer  and 
made  by  a  corporation  are  expressly  excepted  from  the  provisions  of 
the  act;*'  and  the  word  corporations  as  here  used  includes  municipal 


40.  Brown  v.  Fletcher,  235  TJ.  S. 
589.  35  Sup.  Ct.  154,  59  L.  ed.  374; 
Utah-Nevada  Co.  v.  De  Lamar,  133  Fed. 
113,  66  0.  C.  A.  179  (certiorari  denied, 
199  U.  S.  605,  26  Sup.  Ct.  746,  50  L.  ed. 
330);  Simons  V.  Ypsilanti  Paper  Co., 
33  Fed.  193. 

41.  Noyes  v.  Crawford,  133  Fed. 
796.  See  also  Bushnell  v.  Kennedy,  9 
Wall.  (U.  S.)  287,  19  L.  ed.  736,  where- 
in a  similar  provision  in  the  11th  sec- 
tion of  the  judiciary  act  of  1789  was 
held  not  to  apply  to  mere  naked  rights 
of  action  founded  on  some  wrongful 
act  or  some  neglect  of  duty  to  which 
the  law  attaches  damages. 

I^a]  Such  as  an  action  toy  an  as- 
signee of  a  claim  for  damages  for  cut- 
ting growing  timber  and  concerting  the 
same.  ,  Act  March  3,  1887;  Ambler  v. 
Eppinger,  137  TJ.  S.  480,  11  Sup.  Ct. 
173,  34  L.  ed.  765. 

[b]  An  action  on  an  assigned  claim, 
for  damages  against  a  carrier  for 
breach  of  its  duty  to  carry,  whether 
such  duty  was  imposed  toy  law  or  by 
contract.  Muller  v.  Chicago,  I.  &  L.  E, 
Co.,  149  Fed.  939. 

42.  See  infra,  this  note  and  Deshler 
V.  Dodge,  16  How.  (U.  S.)  622,  14  L. 
ed.  1084;  Prest-o-Lite  Co.  v.  Avery 
Portable  Lighting  Co.,  164  Fed.  60. 

[a]  Action  toy  assignee  of  a  note 
and  chattel  mortgage  against  a  third 
person  to  recover  possession  of  the 
mortgaged  property.  Buckingham  v. 
Dake,  112  Fed.  258,  50  C.  C.  A.  492. 

[b]  Action  toy  the  assignee  of  a 
contract  for  the  sale  of  realty  to  re- 
cover damages  for  a  conspiracy  to  de- 
feat his  title  to  the  contract  and  the 
land.   Noyes  v.  Crawford,  133  Fed.  796. 

[cj  Action  To  Enjoin  Trespass  and 
Conversion.  —  Crown  Orchard  Co.  v. 
Dennis,  229  Fed.  652,  144  C.  C.  A.  62. 
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See  also  ShafEer  v.  Marks,  241  Fed.  13». 

43.  Hultberg  v.  Anderson,  170  Fad. 
657. 

[a]  Creditors  of  a  corporation  who 
have  recovered  judgments  on  assigned 
notes  in  a  state  court  may  maintain  a, 
suit  in  a  federal  court  against  a  third 
person  to  declare  a  trust  in  property 
held  by  him  and  alleged  to  belong  to 
the  corporation,  though  said  court 
would  not  have  had  jurisdiction  of  the 
original  actions  on  the  notes.  Stan- 
wood  V.  Wishard,  134  Fed.  959,  962. 

44.  Wilson  v.  Knox  County,  43  Fed. 
481;  Newgass  v.  New  Orleans,  33  Fed. 
196,  approved  in  New  Orleans  v.  Quin- 
lan,  173  U.  S.  191,  19  Sup.  Ct.  329,  43 
L.  ed.  664. 

[a]  A  toill  of  exchange  drawn  in 
one  state  upon  a  person  living  in  an- 
other state  is  a  foreign  bill  within  the 
meaning  of  this  provision.  Buckner  v. 
Finley,  2  Pet.  (V.  S.)  586,  7  L.  ed. 
528. 

45.  Waite  v.  Santa  Cruz,  184  U.  S. 
302,  324,  22  Sup.  Ct.  327,  46  L.  ed.  552, 
Lake  County  Comrs.  v.  Dudley,  173  U. 
S.  243,  251,  19  Sup.  Ct.  398,  43  L.  ed. 
684;  New  Orleans  v.  Quinlan,  173  U.  S. 
191,  19  Sup.  Ct.  329,  43  L.  ed.  664; 
State  Nat.  Bank  v.  Eureka  Springs 
Water  Co.,  174  Fed.  827;  Wilson  v. 
Knox  County,  43  Fed.  481;  Newgass 
V.  New  Orleans,  33  Fed.  196. 

[a]  The  Statute  Does  Apply  to  a 
ITote  Payable  to  the  Order  of  a  Named 
Person.  —  State  Nat.  Bank  «.  Eureka 
Springs  Water  Co.,  174  Fed.  827. 

[b]  County  bonds  payable  to  "— 
or  order"  are  payable  to  bearer  with- 
in the  meaning  of  the  act.  Lyon  Coun- 
ty V.  Keene  Five-Cent  Sav.  Bank,  100 
Fed.  337,  40  C.  C.  A.  391,  afflrming  90 
red.  523.  '    '         ^ 
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corporations."  The  exception  is  not  limited  to  cases  where  the  instru- 
ment is  first  negotiated  to  a  citizen  of  another  state.*''  Notes  payable 
to  the  order  of  the  maker  and  by  it  indorsed  in  blank  are  deemed  pay- 
able to  bearer  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.*^ 

15.  Pleading  and  Proof  of  Citizenship.  —  a.  In  General.  —  Where 
jurisdiction  depends  on  the  citizenship  of  the  parties,  such  citizenship, 
or  the  facts  which,  in  legal  intendment  constitute  it,  must  be  distinc- 
tively and  positively  alleged  in  the  pleadings,*^  or  must  appear  affirm- 
atively and  with  equal  distinctness  in  other  parts  of  the  record,^"  and 


46.  Waite  v.  Santa  Cruz,  184  U.  S. 
302,  324,  22  Sup.  Ct.  327,  46  L.  ed.  552. 

[a]  Municipal  Corporations. —  (1) 
The  statute  does  not  apply  to  an  action 
on  coupons  gf  bonds  issued  by  a  board 
of  county  commissioners  (Lake  County 
Comrs.  V.  Dudley,  173  U.  S.  243,  251, 
19  Sup.  Ct.  398,  43  L.  ed.  684),  or  (2) 
on  county  bonds  (Lyon  County  i;.  Keene 
Five-Cent  Sav.  Bank,  100  Fed.  337,  40 
C.  C.  A.  391,  affirming  90  Fed.  523),  or 
(3)  warrants  (Board  of  Comrs.  v.  Ir- 
vine, 61  C.  C.  A.  607,  126  Fed.  689, 
affirming  114  Fed. '518;  Wilson  v.  Knox 
County,  43  Fed.  481),  or  (4)  on  town- 
ship bonds  (Loeb  v.  Columbia  Tp. 
Trustees,  179  U.  S.  472,  485,  21  Sup. 
Ct.  174,  45  L.  ed.  280;  Andes  v.  Ely, 
158  V.  S.  312,  325,  15  Sup.  Ct.  9.54,  39 
L.  ed.  996),  or  (5)  on  the  notes  (Citi- 
zens' Sav.  Bank  v.  City  of  Newljury- 
port,  169  Fed.  766,  95  C.  C.  A.  232),  or 
(6)  certificates  of  a  city  (New  Orleans 
V.  Quinlan,  173  U.  S.  191,  19  Sup.  Ct. 
329,  43  L.  ed.  664),  provided  such  in- 
struments are  payable  to  bearer. 

47.  Citizens'  Savings  Bank  v.  City 
of  Newburyport,  169  Fed.  766,  95  O. 
C.  A.  232. 

48.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Notes  in  the  form  of  a  promise 
by  a  city  to  make  payment  "to  the 
order  of  J.  V.  Felkner,  City  Treas." 
and  indorsed  in  blank  "J.  V.  Felkner, 
City  Treas.,"  will  be  regarded  as 
notes  payable  to  the  city  and  indorsed 
by  it  in  blank  before  they  were  nego- 
tiated, the  indorsement  by  the  treas- 
urer being  merely  for  the  purpose  of 
fiving  them  circulation.  Citizens'  Sav. 
Bank  v.  City  of  Newburyport,  169  Fed. 
766,  95  C.  C.  A.  232. 

49.  Thomas  v.  Board  of  Trustees, 
395  U.  S.  207,  25  Sup.  Ct.  24,  49  L.  ed. 
160;  Great  So.  Fire-Proof  Hotel  Co.  v. 
Jones,  177  U.  S.  449,  20  Sup.  Ct.  690, 
44  L.  ed.  842;  Roberts  v.  Lewis,  144 
U.  S.  653,  12  Sup.  Ct.  781,  36  L.  ed. 


579;  Anderson  v.  Watt,  138  U.  S.  694, 
702,  11  Sup.  Ct.  449,  34  L.  ed.  1078; 
Chapman  v.  Barney,  129  U.  S.  677,  9 
Sup.  Ct.  426,  32  L.  ed.  800;  Halsted  v. 
Buster,  119  U.  S.  341,  7  Sup.  Ct.  276, 
30  L.  ed.  462;  Continental  L.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Ehoads,  119  U.  S.  237,  7  Sup.  Ct.  193, 
30  L.  ed.  380;  Mansfield,  C.  &  L.  M.  K. 
Co.  V.  Swan,  111  V.  S.  379,  4  Sup.  Ct. 
510,  28  L.  ed.  462;  Bo'bertson  v.  Cease, 
97  U.  S.  646,  24  L.  ed.  1057;  Dred  Scott 
V.  Sandford,  19  How.  (U.  S.)  393,  402, 
15  L.  ed.  691;  Brown  v.  Keene,  8  Pet. 
(IT.  S.)  112,  8  L.  ed.  885;  Atchison,  T. 
&  S.  F.  E.  Co.  V.  Frederickson,  177  Fed. 
206,  101  C.  C.  A.  376;  Taylor  v.  Weir, 
171  Fed.  636,  96  C.  C.  A.  438;  Yeandle 
V.  Pennsylvania  E.  Co.,  169  Fed.  938, 
95  C.  C.  A.  282;  Knight  v.  Luteher  & 
Moore  Lumber  Co.,  136  Fed.  404,  69  C. 
C.  A.  248;  Tug  Eiver  Coal  &  Salt  Co.  v. 
Brigel,  67  Fed.  625,  14  C.  C.  A.  577; 
McEldowney  v.  Card,  193  Fed.  475, 
482. 

As  to  manner  of  pleading  citizen- 
ship, see  infra,  II,  F,  15,  b. 

[a]  Tbls  is  ecLually  true  in  a  pro- 
ceeding by  notice  and  motion  under 
the  West  Virginia  statute.  West  Fork 
Glass  Co.  V.  Innes-Weld  Glass  Co.,  178 
Fed.  205,  101  C.  C.  A.  525. 

[b]  That  the  bill  merely  recites  the 
citizenship  of  the  parties  without  mak- 
ing distinct  traversable  averments 
thereof  does  not  require  the  denial  of 
a  preliminary  injunction,  where  the  af- 
fidavits in  no  way  dispute  diversity  of 
citizenship.  Gorham  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Wein- 
traub,  176  Fed.  927. 

[c]  Sufficient  averment.  —  Eailroad 
Com.  V.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  225 
U.  S.  272,  32  Sup.  Ct.  756,  56  L.  ed. 
1087. 

50.  United  States  v.  Cadarr,  197  U. 
S.  475,  482,  25  Sup.  Ct.  487,  49  L.  ed. 
842;  Thomas  v.  Board  of  Trustees,  195 
IJ.  S.  207,  25  Sup.  Ct.  24,  49  L.  ed. 
160;    GreAt  So.  Fire-Proof  Hotel  Co.  v. 
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the  same  is  true  as  to  alienage,  where  jurisdiction  depends  on  the  alien- 
age of  one  of  the  parties,'^  and  as  to  the  citizenship  of  the  plaintiff's 
assignor,  where  such  citizenship  is  material  in  suits  hy  assignees  of 
notes  or  other  ehoses  in  action.^^    An  allegation  that  the  citizenship 


Jones,  177  U.  S.  449,  453,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
690,  44  L.  ed.  842;  Anderson  v.  Watt, 
3  38  U.  S.  694,  702,  11  Sup.  Ct.  449, 
34  L.  ed.  1078;  Chapman  v.  Barney, 
129  U.  S.  677,  9  Sup.  Ct.  426,  32  L.  ed. 
800;  Halsted  v.  Buster,  119  U.  S.  341, 
7  Sup.  Ct.  276,  30  L.  ed.  462;  Conti- 
nental Ins.  Co.  V.  Rhoads,  119  TJ.  8. 
237,  7  Sup.  Ct.  193,  30  L.  ed.  380; 
Mansfield,  C.  &  L.  M.  E.  Co.  v.  Swan, 
111  U.  S.  379,  4  Sup.  Ct.  510,  28  L.  ed. 
462;  Robertson  v.  Cease,  97  U.  S.  646, 
24  L.  ed.  1057;  Pittsburg,  etc.,  E  Co.  v. 
Ramsey,  11  Wall.  (U.  S.)  322,  22  L.  ed. 
823;  Wylie  Permanent  Camping  Co.  v. 
Lynch,  195  Fed.  386,  401,  115  0.  C.  A. 
288;  Newcomb  v.  Burbank,  181  Fed. 
334,  104  C.  C.  A.  164;  Atchison,  T.  & 
;S.  F.  E.  Co.  V.  Frederiokson,  177  Fed. 
206,  101  0.  C.  A.  376;  Taylor  v.  Weir, 
171  Fed.  636,  96  C.  C.  A.  438;  Teandle 
V.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.,  169  Fed.  938, 
95  C.  C.  A.  282. 

[a]  If  it  does  not  so  appear  on  ap- 
peal or  error,  the  judgment  will  be  re- 
versed and  the  case  remanded  for 
further  proceedings.  Home  v.  Ham- 
mond Co.,  155  V.  S.  393,  15  Sup.  Ct. 
367,  39  L.  ed.  197;  Peper  v.  Fordyce. 
119  U.  S.  469,  7  Sup.  Ct.  287,  80  L.  ed, 
435. 

[b]  The  trial  court  must  determine 
the  question  from  the  matters  before 
it  when  the  jurisdiction  is  challenged. 
It  has  no  right  to  defer  the  question 
for  future  consideration  in  connection 
with  testimony  yet  to  be  taken,  de- 
pending on  future  developments  to  es- 
tablish jurisdiction.  West  Fork  Glass 
Co.  V.  Innes-Weld  Glass  Co.,  178  Fed. 
205,  101  C.  C.  A.  525. 

[c]  On  appeal  the  whole  record  may 
Tje  looked  to  (1)  for  the  purpose  of 
curing  a  defective  averment  of  citizen- 
ship, and  it  is  sufScient  if  the  requisite 
citizenship  is  anywhere  expressly  aver- 
red in  the  record,  or  facts  are  therein 
stated  which  in  legal  intendment  con- 
stitute such  allegation.  Sun  Printing 
&  Pub.  Ass'n  V.  Edwards,  194  TJ.  S. 
377,  382,  14;.  Sup.  Ct.  696,  48  L.  ed. 
1027.  See  also,  West  Fork  Glass  Co. 
V.  Innes-Weld  Glass  Co.,  178  Fed.  205, 
101  C.  C.  A.  525;     Toledo  Traction  Co. 
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V.  Cameron,  137  Fed.  48,  52,  69  C.  C  A. 
28.  (2)  "The  facts  showing  the 're- 
quisite diverse  citizenship  must  appear 
in  such  papers  as  properly  constitute 
a  part  of  the  record  of  the  case." 
Mexican  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Pinkney,  149 
U.  S.  194,  200,  13  Sup.  Ct.  859,  37  L. 
ed.  699.  (3)  Only  such  part  of  the 
transcript  may  be  referred  to  as  prop- 
erly constitute  a  part  of  the  record, 
and  not  papers  improperly  inserted 
therein.  Robertson  v.  Cease,  97  U.  S. 
646,  648,  24  L.  ed.  1057.  (4)  The  orig- 
inal petition  may  be  looked  to,  though 
an  amended  one  is  subsequently  filed. 
Mexican  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Pinkney,  149 
U.  S.  194,  200,  13  Sup.  Ct.  859,  37  L. 
ed.  699;  Toledo  Traction  Co.  v.  Cam- 
eron, 137  Fed  48,  53,  69  C.  C.  A. 
28. 

51.  Bors  V.  Preston,  111  IT.  S.  252, 
263,  4  Sup.  Ct.  407,  28  L.  ed.  419; 
International  Bank  &  Trust  Co.  v. 
Scott,  159  Fed.  58,  86  C.  C.  A.  248. 

As  to  manner  of  pleading,  see  infra, 
II,  F,  15,  b. 

[a]  Where  jurisdiction  is  not  chal- 
lenged by  pleading,  it  is  sufficient  if  it 
is  disclosed  in  any  part  of  the  record, 
including  the  proofs.  Mahoning  Valley 
R.  Co.  V.  O'Hara,  196  Fed.  945,  116  C 
C.  A.  495. 

52.  Kolze  V.  Hoadley,  200  U.  S.  76, 
83,  26  Sup.  Ct.  220,  50  L.  ed.  377; 
North  American  T.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Morrison, 
178  U.  S.  262,  208,  20  Sup.  Ct.  869,  44 
L.  ed.  1061;  New  Orleans  v.  Benjamin, 
153  U.  S.  411,  435,  14  Sup.  Ct.  905,  38 
Ij.  ed.  764;  Montalet  v.  Murray,  4 
Crauch  (U.  S.)  46,  2  L.  ed.  545;  Jones 
V.  Shapera,  57  Fed.  457,  462,  6  C.  G.  A. 
423. 

[a]  One  claiming  the  right  to  sue 
hy  virtue  of  an  assignment  made  to 
him  must  show  affirmatively  in  his  bill 
that  both  he  and  his  assignor  were  cit- 
izens of  a  state  or  states  other  than 
that  of  •which  the  defendant  is  a  cit- 
izen. Gorman- Wright  Co  v.  Wright,  134 
Fed:  363,  67  C.  C.  A.  345. 

[b]  But  a  suljsequent  holder  suing 
on  a  note  payable  to  hearer  need  not 
allege  the  citizenship  of  the  original 
holder,  but  may  leave  it  to  be  pleaded 
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of  a  party  or  parties  is  unknown  is  insufficient  to  confer  jurisdiction.'^ 
Defendant's  right  to  remove  a  case  to  the  federal  court  by  reason  of 
diversity  of  citizenship  is  not  affected,  however,  by  plaintiff's  omission 
to  aver  the  citizenship  of  the  parties,  or  by  mistakenly  or  falsely  stat- 
ing it." 

b.  Form  and  Sufficiency  of  Allegations.  —  It  is  not  sufficient  that 
jurisdiction  may  be  inferred  argumentatively  from  the  averments.^^ 
An  averment  of  residence  in  a  particular  state,  ^°  or  country,^^  or  that 
one  is  an  "inhabitant"  of  a  particular  state,^^  or  that  a  party  is  "of " 
a  particular  state, ^^  is  not  an  averment  of  citizenship  of  such  state  or 
country.  But  a  direct  averment  of  citizenship  in  a  specified  country  or 
state,  or  of  the  facts  which  in  legal  intendment  constitute  such  citizen- 


iby  the  defendant  if  it  affects  the  juris- 
diction. Jones  v.  Shapera,  57  Fed.  457, 
462,  6  C.  C.  A    423. 

[e]  On  appeal  or  error  (1)  it  must 
appear  in  the  record.  Parker  v.  Orms- 
by,  141  TJ.  S.  81,  85,  11  Sup.  Cf.  912, 
35  L.  ed.  654;  Metcalf  v.  Watertown, 
128  U.  S.  586,  9  Sup.  Ct.  173,  32  L.  ed. 
543;  King  Iron  Bridge  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Otoe  County,  120  U.  S.  225,  7  Sup.  Ct. 
552,  30  L.  ed.  623;  Morgan's  Ex'r  v. 
Gay,  19  Wall.  (U.  S.)  81,  22  L.  ed.  100; 
Turner  v.  Bank  of  North  America,  4 
Ball.  (U.  S.)  8,  1  L.  ed.  718.  (2)  It  is 
sufficient  if  it  does  so  appear.  First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Crowley,  183  Fed.  578,  105 
C.  C.  A.  450. 

53.  Tug  Eiver  Coal  &  Salt  Co,  v. 
Brigel,  67  Fed.  625,  14  C.  C.  A.  577. 

54.  Texas  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Barrett,  166 
U.  S.  617,  17  Sup.  Ct.  707,  41  L.  ed. 
1136,  where  it  is  merely  alleged  "that 
defendant  is  a  railway  corporation, 
duly  incorporated." 

55.  Thomas  v.  Board  of  Trustees, 
195  II.  S.  207,  25  Sup.  Ct.  24,  49  L.  ed. 
160;  Anderson  v.  Watt,  138  U.  S.  694, 
702,  11  Sup.  Ct.  449,  34  L.  ed.  1078; 
Continental  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Ehoads,  119 
U.  S.  237,  7  Sup.  Ct.  193,  30  L.  ed.  380; 
Grace  v.  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co.,  109 
IT.  S.  278,  284,  3  Sup.  Ct.  207,  27  L  ed. 
932;  Eobertson  v.  Cease,  97  U.  S.'646, 
24  L.  ed.  1057;  Brown  v.  Eeene,  8 
Pet.  (U.  S.)  112,  S  L.  ed.  885;  Tug 
Eiver  Coal  &  Salt  Co.  v.  Brigel,  67  Fed. 
625,  14  C.  C.  A.  577. 

[a]  Alienage  cannot  be  inferred 
argumentatively  from  the  single  fact 
that  such  person  holds  and  exercises 
the  office  of  consul  of  a  foreign  gov- 
ernment, since  an  American  citizen 
may  hold  such  an  office.    Bors  v.  Pres- 


ton, 111  U.  S.  252,  263,  4  Sup.  Ct.  407, 
28  L.  ed.  419. 

56.  Steigleder  v.  McQuesten,  198  U. 
S.  141,  25  Sup.  Ct.  616,  49  L.  ed.  986; 
Sun  Printing  &  Pub.  Assn.  v.  Edwards, 
194  U.  S.  377,  382,  24  Sup.  Ct.  696, 
48  L.  ed.  1027;  Mexican  Cent.  E.  Co. 
■V.  Duthie,  189  U.  S.  76,  23  Sup.  Ct. 
610,  47  L.  ed.  715;  Southern  Pac.  Co. 
V.  Denton,  146  U.  S.  202,  13  Sup.  Ct. 
44,  36  L.  ed.  942;  Menard  v.  Goggan, 
121  U.  S.  253,  7  Sup.  Ct.  874,  30  L.  ed. 
914;  Everhart  v.  Huntsville  College, 
120  U.  S.  223,  7  Sup.  Ct.  555,  30  L.  ed. 
623;  Grace  v  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co., 
109  IT.  S.  278,  284,  3  Sup.  Ct.  207,  27 
L.  ed.  932;  Eobertaon  v.  Cease,  97  U. 
S.  646,  24  L.  ed.  1057;  Brown  v.  Keene, 
8  Pet.  (U.  S.)  112,  8  L.  ed.  885;  New- 
comb  V.  Burbank,  181  Fed.  334,  104  C. 
C.  A.  164;  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co. 
V.  Frederickson,  177  Fed.  206,  101  C.  C. 
A.  376;  Yoeum  v.  Parker,  130  Fed. 
770,  66  C.  0.  A.  80;  Tug  Eiver  Coal  & 
Salt  Co.  V.  Brigel,  67  Fed.  625,  14  C.  C. 
A.  577;  Gangler  v.  Chicago,  M.  & 
P.  S.  E.  Co.,  197  Fed.  79;  McEldowney 
V.  Card,  193  Fed.  475,  482;  Mayer  v. 
Cohrs,  188  Fed.  443. 

[a]  Eule  Not  Affected  by  the  14th 
Amendment.  —  Eobertson  v.  Cease,  97 
U.  8.  646,  648,  24  L.  ed.  1057. 

57.  International  Bank  &  Trust  Co. 
V.  Scott,  159  Fed.  58,  86  C.  C.  A.  248. 

58.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  v. 
Frederickson,  177  Fed.  206,  101  C.  C. 
A    376. 

59.  Grace  v.  American  Cent.  Ins. 
Co.,  109  U.  S.  278,  285,  3  Sup.  Ct.  207, 
27  L.  ed.  932;  Jackson  v.  Ashton,  8 
Pet.  (U.  S.)  148,  8  L.  ed.  898;  Wood 
V.  Wagnon,  2  Cranch  (U.  S.)  9,  2  L.  ed. 
191;  Yeandle  v.  Pennsylvania  E.  Co., 
169  Fed.  938,  95  C.  C.  A.  282. 
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ship,  is  sufficient. °°  In  the  ease  of  a  corporation  a  mere  allegation  of 
citizenship  is  insufficient ;  the  state  or  country  of  its  incorporation  must 
be  stated.'^  The  citizenship  of  the  individual  members  of  a  joint  stock 
eompany,^^  partnership,'^  or  other  voluntary  association,**  must  be 
averred.  Since  the  personal  citizenship  of  a  personal  representative, 
■when  made  a  party  in  his  representative  capacity,  is  ordinarily  control- 
ling,*=  it  must  be  alleged.*' 

A  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  based  on  an  alleged  collusive  joinder  of 
parties  for  the  purpose  of  showing  a  diversity  of  citizenship,  must 
specify  the  parties  claimed  to  have  been  so  joined.'^ 

Amendment.  —  Failure  to  allege  the  necessary  diversity  of  citizenship 
may  be  cured  by  amendment  in  the  trial  court  at  any  stage  of  the  case,** 


60.  Grace  v.  American  Cent.  Ins. 
Co.,  109  U.  S.  278,  284,  3  Sup.  Ct.  207, 
27  L.  ed.  932. 

[a]  Examples. — (1)  A  description  of 
complainants  as  "all  of  Cognac  in 
France,  and  citizens  of  the  Eepublic  of 
France,"  is  sufScient.  Hennessy  v. 
Eichardson  Drug  Co.,  189  U.  S.  25,  34, 
23  Sup.  Ct.  532,  47  L.  ed.  697.  (2)  An 
allegation:  ".That  the  plaintiff  now  is 
i  and  for  more  than  one  year  last  past 
has  been  a  resident  of  Washington  and 
a  citizen  of  Sweden, "  suflSeiently  shows 
his  nationality,  even  if,  technically,  he 
was  a  "subject"  rather  than  a  "citi- 
zen" of  Sweden.  Nichols  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Franson,  203  U.  S.  278,  27  Sup.  Ct.  102, 
51  L.  ed.  181.  (3)  An  averment  that 
plaintiff  "is  now,  and  at  all  times 
hereinafter  mentioned  was,  a  citizen  of 
Ireland,"  is  sufficient,  though  technical- 
ly she  should  have  been  referred  to  as 
a  "subject  of  the  King  of  Great 
Britain  and  Ireland."  Mahoning  Val. 
E.  Co.  T.  O'Hara,  196  Fed.  945,  116 
C.  C.  A.  495.  (4)  But  a  description  of 
a  party  as  "a  citizen  of  London,  Eng- 
land," is  insufficient  to  show  his  alien- 
age. Stuart  V.  Easton,  156  U.  S.  46, 
15  Sup.  Ct.  268,  39  L.  ed.  341. 

61.  Muller  v.  Dows,  94  U.  S.  444,  24 
L.  ed.  207;  Parker  Washington  Co.  v. 
Cramer,  201  Fed.  878,  120  0.  C.  A.  216; 
Atlantic  C.  L.  E.  Co.  v.  Whilden,  195 
Fed.  263,  115  C.  C.  A.  254;  ,  Knight  v. 
Lutcher  &  Moore  Lumber  Co.,  136  Fed. 
404,  69  C.  C.  A.  248. 

[a]  "The  approved  form  of  allega- 
tion  is  that  the  defendant  is  a  corpora- 
tion organized  and  existing  under  the 
laws  of  the  named  state.  From  this 
form  of  averment  an  irrebutable  pre- 
sumption that  the  stockholders  are  cit- 
izens of  the  chartering  state  is  held  to 
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arise."  Parker  Washington  Co.  v. 
Cramer,  201  Fed.  878,  120  C.  C.  A.  216. 
(2)  "Such  an  averment  is  usually 
made  in  the  introd.uctory  or  stating 
part  of  the  bill.  It  is  always  there 
made,  if  the  bill  is  formally  drafted. 
But  if  made  anywhere  in  the  plead- 
ings, it  is  suflScient."  Muller  v.  Dows, 
94  TJ.  S.  444,  24  L.  ed.  207. 

62.  Chapman  v.  Barney,  129  U.  S. 
677,  9  Sup.  Ct.  426,  32  L.  ed.  800. 

63.  Derk  P.  Yonkerman  Co.  i). 
Charles  H.  Fuller's  Adv.  Agency,  135 
Fed.  613. 

[a]  Partners  Need  Not  Be  Named. 
An  averment  that  each  and  every  mem- 
ber and  partner  of  a  partnership  as- 
sociation plaintiff  is  a  citizen  of  a 
named  state  is  sufficient,  though  none 
of  the  partners  are  named.  Derk  P. 
Yonkerman  Co.  v.  Charles  H.  Fuller's 
Adv.  Agency,  135  Fed.  613. 

64.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  The  citizenship  of  the  individ- 
ual members  of  a  state  board  of  col- 
lege trustees  must  be  alleged  where 
the  board  is  not  a  corporation,  though 
it  is  entitled  to  sue  and  be  sued  in  its 
collective  name.  It  is  insufficient  to 
allege  that  such  board  is  a  citizen  of 
and  domiciled  in  said  state.  Thomas 
V.  Board  of  Trustees,  195  IT.  S.  207, 
25  Sup.  Ct.  24,  49  L.  ed.  160. 

65.  See  supra,  IT,  F,  11. 

66.  Yeandle  v.  Pennsylvania  E  Co., 
169  Fed.  938,  95  C.  C.  A.   282. 

67.  Helm  v.  Zareeor,  222  IT.  8  32 
32  Sup.  Ct.  10,  56  L.  ed.  77.  ' 

68.  Act  Mar.  3,  1915,  c  90,  38  St. 
at  L.  956,  Comp.  St.  19i6,  §  1251c; 
Springstead  i).  Crp.wfordsville  State 
Bank,  231  U.  S.  541,  34  Sup.  Ct.  195, 
58  L.  ed.  354;  Swayne  &  Hoyt  v. 
Barsch,  226  Fed.  581,  141  C.  C.  A.  337; 
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even  after  verdict  and  judgment,^"  or  in  the  appellate  court,'"  or  after 
reversal  and  remand  by  an  appellate  court  because  of  the  absence  of 
such  averments.'^  The  trial  court  also  has  power  to  permit  the  correc- 
tion of  a  mistake  in  alleging  citizenship ;"  and  parties  whose  presence 
would  defeat  jurisdiction  and  is  not  indispensable,  may  be  eliminated 
by  amendment  in  the  trial  court." 

c.    Proof  of  Citizenship.  —  There  is  a  conflict  of  authority  as  to 
whether  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant  when 


Parker  Washington  Co.  v.  Cramer,  201 
Fed.  878,  120  C.  C.  A.  216;  West  Fork 
Glass  Co.  V.  Innes-Weld  Glass  Co.,  178 
Fed.  205,  101  C.  C.  A.  525.  See  17 
Standard  Peoc.  915,  916,  and  supra, 
II,  A,  3. 

[a]  Failure  To  Show  That  the  Suit 
Could  Have  Been  Brought  by  the 
PlaintifE's  Assignor.  —  Such  an  amend- 
ment, when  made,  relates  back  to  the 
date  of  the  filing  of  the  original  plead- 
ing, and  validates  all  intermediate  pro- 
ceedings. Bowden  v.  Burnham,  59  Fed. 
752,  8  C.  C.  A.  248. 

[b]  Formal  application,  notice  and 
hearing  required  rather  than  informal 
request  on  hearing  of  demurrer  and 
motion  to  dismiss,  Eiggs  V.  Brown, 
172  Fed.  637. 

69.  Mexican  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Duthie, 
189  U.  S.  76,  23  Sup.  Ct.  610, 
47  L.  ed.  715;  McEldowney  v.  Card,  193 
Fed.  475,  483;  Atchison,  T.  &  S. 
F.  E.  Co.  V.  GillUand,  193  Fed.  608; 
Baglin  v.  Title  Guar.  &  Sur.  Co.,  166 
Fed.  356;  Crosby  v.  Cuba  E.  Co.,  158 
Fed.  144,  judgment  reversed  on  other 
grounds  in  222  U.  S.  473,  32  Sup.  Ct. 
132,  56  L.  ed.  274,  38  L.  E.  A,  (N  S.) 
40. 

[a]  Where  leave  to  amend  is 
granted  pending  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  defendant  will  be  given  leave  to 
challenge  the  jurisdictional  averments, 
and  the  verdict  will  be  permitted  to 
stand  until  the  question  of  jurisdiction 
is  settled,  authority  being  reserved  to 
pass  on  the  motion  for  a  new  trial 
after  such  settlement.  McEldowney  v. 
Card,  193  Fed.  475,  484. 

70.  Act  Mar.  3,  1915,  c.  90,  38  St. 
at  L.  956;     Comp.  St.  1916,  §  1251  c. 

[a]  Prior  to  statute  a  contrary  rule 
prevailed.  Continental  L.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Ehoads,  119  U.  S.  237,  7  Sup.  Ct.  193, 
30  L.  ed.  380;  Newcomb  »;.  Burbank, 
181  Fed.  334,  104  C.  C.  A.  164;  Watson 
V.  Bonfils,  116  Fed  157,  53  C.  C.  A. 
535.    See  Burlington  Trust  Co.  v.  Por- 


ter, 187  U.  S.  641,  23  Sup.  Ct.  841,  47 
L.  ed.  345. 

[b]  Dismissal  as  to  unnecessary 
parties  not  permissible  under  this  stat- 
ute. Thomas  v.  Anderson,  223  Fed.  41, 
138  C.  C.  A.  405. 

71.  Menard  v.  Goggan,  121  IT.  S. 
253,  7  Sup.  Ct.  874,  30  L.  ed.  914;  King 
Iron  Bridge  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Otoe  County, 
120  U.  S.  225,  7  Sup.  Ct.  552,  30  L.  ed. 
623;  Everhart  v.  Huntsville  F.  Col- 
lege, 120  U.  S.  223,  7  -Sup.  Ct.  555,  30 
L.  ed.  623;  Halsted  v.  Buster,  119  U. 
S.  341,  7  Sup.  Ct.  276,  30  L.  ed.  462; 
Continental  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Ehoads,  119 
U.  S.  237,  7  Sup.  Ct.  193,  30  L.  ed  380; 
McEldowney  v.  Card,  193  Fed.  475,  483. 
See  19  Standard  Proc.  324. 

[a]  Where  the  question  is  not 
raised  below,  on  reversal  for  failure  to 
suflSciently  allege  citizenship  plaintiff 
will  be  permitted  to  amend.  Eobertson 
V.  Cease,  97  U.  S.  646,  650,  24  L.  ed. 
1057;  Parker  Washington  Co.  v. 
Cramer,  201  Fed.  878,  120  C.  C.  A.  -216; 
Newcomb  v.  Burbank,  181  Fed.  334,  104 
C.  C.  A.  164;  Yeandle  v.  Pennsylvania 
E.  Co.,  169  Fed.  938,  95  C.  C.  A.  282; 
International  Bank  &  Trust  Co.  v. 
Scott,  159  Fed.  58,  86  C.  C.  A.  248; 
Watson  V.  Bonfils,  116  Fed.  157,  63  C. 
C.  A.  535.  See  Burlington  Trust  Co.  v. 
Porter,  187  U.  S.  641,  23  Sup.  Ct.  841, 
47  L.  ed.  345.  ' 

[b]  But  it  is  at  least  doubtful 
whether  this  may  be  done  where  the 
issue  of  citizenship  was  raised  by  the 
pleadings  and  was  settled  by  the  stip- 
ulation of  the  parties  below.  Watson 
V.  Bonfils,  116  Fed.  157,  53  C.  C.  A.  535. 
See  Burlington  Trust  Co.  v.  Porter,  187 
U.  S.  641,  23  Sup.  Ct,  841,  47  L.  ed. 
345. 

72.  Betzoldt  v.  American  Ins.  Co., 
47  Fed.  705,  alleging  that  plaintiff  is  a 
citizen  of  a  certain  state  instead  of  an 
alien. 

73.  See  Thomas  v.  Anderson,  223 
Fed.  41,  138  C.  C.  A.  405,  and  supra,  II, 
F,  5., 
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the  plaintiff's  averments  as  to  citizenship  are  properly  put  in  issue.'* 
If  the  averments  of  fact  in  a  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  are  admitted,  no 
evidence  in  support  of  the  plea  is  necessary.'^ 

G.  Objections  to  Jurisdiction  and  Waiver  Thereof.  —  1.  In  Gen- 
eral.'^—  The  judicial  code  provides  that  if  in  any  suit  commenced  in 
the  district  court  or  removed  thereto  from  a  state  court,  it  shall  appear 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  said  district  court  at  any  time  after  such  suit 
has  been  brought  or  removed  thereto,  that  such  suit  does  not  really  and 
substantially  involve  a  dispute  or  controversy  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
said  district  court,"  or  that  the  parties  to  said  suit  have  been  improp- 


74.  See  Chase  v.  Wetzlar,  225  U.  S. 
79,  85,  32  Sup.  Ct.  659,  56  L.  ed.  990; 
Hunt  V.  New  York  Cotton  Exchange, 
205  U.  S.  322,  333,  27  Sup.  Ct.  529,  51 
h.  ed.  821,  wherein  the  court  cites 
Adams  v.  Shirk,  and  Sheppard  v. 
Graves,  inf^a,  as  authority  for  its  hold- 
ing that  when  an  issue  as  to  the 
amount  in  controversy  is  raised  by  plea 
in  an  equity  case  the  burden  is  on  de- 
fendant, which  may  be  an  intimation 
that  the  same  rule  would  apply  on  an 
issue  as  to  citizenship.  See  also  the 
dissenting  opinion  in  Hill  v.  Walker, 
167  Fed.  241,  92  C.  C.  A.  633,  where 
the  decision  in  Adams  v.  Shirk  is  ex- 
plained on  the  ground  that  the  case 
arose  in  Hlinois  where  the  common  law 
rules  of  procedure  prevail. 

[a]  Burden  Held  To  Be  on  Plain- 
tiff.—  Toledo  Traction  Co.  i;.  Cameron, 
137  Fed.  48,  54,  69  C.  C.  A.  28;  Klenk 
V.  Byrne,  143  Fed.  1008. 

[b]  Where  the  averments  of  citizen- 
ship are  put  in  issue  by  a  general 
denial,  and  there  is  no  proof  to  sustain 
them,  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction. 
Cole  V.  Carson,  153  Fed.  278,  82  C.  C. 
A.  408;  Yocura  v.  Parker,  130  Fed. 
770,  66  C.  C.  A.  80. 

[c]  In  the  absence  of  any  proof  or 
finding  on  the  subject,  a  judgment  for 
plaintiff  cannot  stand.  Eoberts  v.  Lewis, 
144  V.  S.  653,  12  Sup.  Ct.  781,  36  L.  ed. 
579;  Lindsay -Bitton  Live  Stock  Co. 
V  Justice,  191  Fed.  163,  111  C.  C.  A. 
525. 

[d]  Burden  held  to  be  (1)  on  de- 
fendant (Pike  County  v.  Spencer,  192 
Fed.  11,  112  C.  C.  A.  433,  reversing  183 
Fed.  894;  Every  Evening  Printing  Co. 
V.  Butler,  144  Fed.  916,  75  C.  C.  A. 
657;  Adams  v.  Shirk,  117  Fed.  806,  55 
C.  C.  A.  25,  on  (2)  a  plea  to  the  juris- 
diction.    Davis  V.  Dixon,  184  Fed.  509. 

[e]  Former  Rule.  —  Prior  to  the  act 
of  March  3,  1875,  when  objection  was 
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taken  by  plea  in  abatement,  the  bur- 
den of  proof  was  on  the  defendant. 
Sheppard  v.  Graves,  14  How.  (U.  S.) 
505,  512,  14  L.  ed.  518,  and  oases  cited. 

As  to  manner  of  putting  jurisdietioii 
in  issue,  see  infra,  II,  G;  IV,  D,  1. 

75.     McCauley  v.  McCauley,  202  Fed. 


See  generally  17  Standard  Peoc. 


280. 

76. 
900. 

77.  Act  March  3,  1911,  §  37,  36 
St.  at  L.  1098,  which  is  the  same  as 
Act  March  3,  1875,  c.  137,  §  5,  18  St.  at 
L.  472,  except  that  the  words  "district 
court"  are  substituted  for  the  words 
"circuit  court."  See  the  following: 
Steigleder  v.  McQuesten,  198  U.  S. 
141,  25  Sup.  Ct.  616,  49  L.  ed.  986; 
Barney  v.  City  of  New  York,  193  U.  S. 
430,  441,  24  Sup.  Ct.  502,  48  L  ed.  737; 
Morris  v.  Gilmer,  129  U.  S.  315,  325,  9 
Sup.  Ct.  289,  32  L.  ed.  690;  Little  v. 
Giles,  118  U.  S.  596,  602,  7  Sup.  Ct.  32, 
30  L.  ed.  269;  Barry  v.  Edmunds,  116 
U.  S.  550,  539,  6  Sup.  Ct.  501,  29  L.  ed. 
729;  Farmingtou  v.  Pillsbury,  114  U. 
S.  138,  5  Sup.  Ct.  807,  29  L.  ed.  114; 
Williams  v.  Nottawa,  104  TT  8.  209,  26 
L.  ed.  71 9  >  New  York  Life  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Johnson  (C.  C.  A.),  255  Fed.  958; 
Hayward  ».  Nordberg  Mfg.  Co.,  85 
Fed.  4,  29  C  C.  A.  438;  Jackson  v. 
Hooper,  188  Fed.  509;  Eisley  v.  City 
of  Utica,  179  Fed.  875.  Also  the  title 
"Removal  of  Causes." 

[a]  If  it  appears  at  any  time  that, 
notwithstanding  the  allegations  of  the 
complaint  make  a  case  within  the 
court's  jurisdiction,  the  case  does  not 
really  and  substantially  involve  a  dis- 
pute or  controversy  within  its  juris- 
diction. Minnesota  v.  Northern  Secur- 
ities Co.,  194  U.  S.  48,  65,  24  Sup.  Ct. 
698,  48  L.  ed.  870. 

[b]  A  bill  is  properly  dismissed  on 
demurrer  "if,  on  the  face  of  com- 
plainants' statement  of  their  own  ease, 
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erly  or  collusively  made  or  joined,  either  as  plaintiffs  or  defendants, 
for  the  purpose  of  creating  a  cause  cognizable  by  or  removable  to  said 
court,'®  the  said  district  court  shall  proceed  no  further  therein,  but 
shall  dismiss  the  suit  or  remand  it  to  the  court  from  which  it  was  re- 
moved, as  justice  may  require,  and  shall  make  such  order  as  to  costs 
as  may  be  just.  Prior  to  the  adoption  of  this  statute,  if  the  necessary 
jurisdictional  facts  were  alleged  in  the  declaration  or  bill  of  complaint, 
evidence  to  the  contrary  was  inadmissible  except  under  a  plea  in  abate- 
ment in  the  nature  of  a  plea  to  the  jurisdiction ;''  and  a  plea  to  the 
merits  was  a  waiver  of  such  a  plea.®"  This  rule  did  not  apply,  however, 
where  want  of  jurisdiction  appeared  on  the  face  of  the  pleadings.*^ 
Since  the  adoption  of  the  statute,  the  rule  no  longer  obtains  in  any 
case,'^  but  it  Is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  dismiss  the  action  or  suit  if  it 


it  does  not  appear  that  the  suit  really 
and  substantially  involved  a  suit  or 
controversy  as  to  the  effect  or  construc- 
tion of  the  Constitution,  on  the  de- 
termination of  which  the  result  de- 
pended." Underground  E.  Co.  v.  New 
York,  193  U.  S.  416,  422,  24  Sup.  Ct. 
494,  48  L.  ed.  733. 

[e]  No  Diversity  of  Citizeuship. 
Harrington  v.  Atlantic  &  P  Tel.  Co., 
185  Fed.  493,  107  C.  C.  A.  593  (re- 
versing  143  Ted.  329);  West  Pork 
Glass  Co.  V.  Innes-Weld  Glass  Co.,  178 
Fed.  205,  101  C.  0.  A.  525;  Bucyrus 
Co.  V.  Mc Arthur,  219  Fed.  266;  Cola- 
surdo  V.  Central  E.  E.  of  N.  J.,  180  Fed. 
832. 

[d]  Colorable  Transfer.  —  The  stat- 
ute applies  where  the  transfer  of  bonds 
to  plaintiff  for  collection  only  enables 
him  to  embrace  in  his  suit  against  the 
maker  a  claim  or  claims  of  which  the 
court  could  not  have  entertained  juris- 
diction at  the  suit  of  the  transferrer, 
because  of  the  amount  in  dispute. 
Waite  V.  Santa  Cruz,  184  U.  S.  302, 
326,  22  Sup.  Ct.  327,  46  L.  ed.  S52. 

[e]  Transfer  Solely  for  Collection. 
Williams  v.  Nottawa,  104  U.  S  209,  26 
L.  ed.  719. 

[f  ]  Demand  for  Damages  Colorable. 
Mexican  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Glover,  107 
Fed.  356,  362,  46  C.  C.  A.  334;  Hay- 
ward  V.  Nordberg  Mfg.  Co.,  29  C.  C.  A. 
438,  85  Fed  4. 

[g]      Where    damages    fraudulently 
magnified   to    a   sum   above    the   juris- 
dictional amount.     Globe  Eefining  Co. 
V.   Landa    Cotton    Oil    Co.,    190    TT.    S 
540,  23  Sup.  Ct.  754,  47  L.  ed.  1171. 

78.  See  Jud.  Code,  §  37;  Comp.  St. 
1916,  §  1019,  and  the  following  cases: 
Steigleder  v.  McQuesten,  198  U.  S.  141, 


25  Sup.  Ct.  616,  49  L.  ed.  986;  Morris 
V.  Gilmer,  129  U.  S.  315,  325,  9  Sup. 
Ct.  289,  32  L.  ed.  690;  Little  v.  Giles, 
118  U.  S.  596,  7  Sup.  Ct.  32,  30  L.  ed. 
269;  Hartog  v.  Memory,  116  U.  S.  588, 
6  Sup.  Ct.  521,  29  L.  ed.  725;  Farming- 
ton  V.  Pillsbury,  114  U.  S.  138,  5  Sup. 
Ct.  807,  29  L.  ed.  114;  Eailroad  Com- 
missioners V.  Burleson,  255  Fed.  604; 
Stephens  v.  Smartt,  172  Fed.  466;  Kefn- 
merer  v.  Haggerty,  139  Fed.  693.  See 
also  supra,  II,  F,  9,  as  to  what  con- 
stitutes collusion. 

[a]  Eule  Applies  to  All  Cases 
Whether  of  Contract  or  Tort.  —  Cerri 
V.  Akron-People's  Tel.  Co.,  219  Fed. 
285. 

79.  Gilbert  v.  David,  235  U.  S.  561, 
35  Sup.  Ct.  164,  59  L.  ed.  360;  Steig- 
leder V.  McQuesten,  198  U  S.  141,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  616,  49  L.  ed.  986;  Wetmore 
V.  Eymer,  169  U.  S.  115,  18  Sup.  Ct. 
293,  42  L.  ed.  682;  Sheppard  v.  Graves, 
14  How.  (U.  S.)  504,  14  L.  ed. 
518;  Hill  V.  Walker,  167  Fed.  241,  92 
0.  C.  A.  633;  Cole  v.  Carson,  153  Fed. 
278,  82  C.  C.  A.  408;  Adams  v.  Shirk, 
117  Fed.  801,  55  C.  C.  A.  25. 

80.  Sheppard  v.  Graves,  14  How  (U. 
S.)  504,  14  L.  ed.  518;  Hill  v.  Walker, 
167  Fed.  241,  92  C.  C.  A.  633;  Cole  v 
Carson,  153  Fed  278,  82  C.  C.  A.  408: 
Adams  v.  Shirk,  117  Fed.  801,  55  C.  C 
A.  25. 

81.  Susquehanna,  etc.,  Coal  Co.  r. 
Blatchford,  11  Wall.  (U.  S.)  172,  177, 
20  L.  ed.  179  (it  could  be  taken  ad- 
vantage of  by  demurrer,  or  on  motion 
at  any  stage  of  th9  proceedings) ;  Hill 
V.  Walker,  167  Fed.  241,  246,  92  C.  C. 
A.  633. 

82.  Anderson  v.  Watt,  138  U.  S. 
694,  701,  11  Sup.  Ct.  449,  34  L.  ed.  1078. 
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appears  from  the  pleadings  and  the  proofs  taken  together  that  the 
jurisdictional  facts  do  not  exist.*' 

"Want  of  jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter  may  be  taken  advantage 
of  at  any  stage  of  the  proceedings,**  and  even  by  the  party  at  whose 
instance  jurisdiction  was  assumed.** 

The  trial  court  may,  of  its  own  motion  Inquire  into  its  own  jurisdic- 
tion at  any  time  ;*^  and  so  will  the  appellate  court,  regardless  of  whether 
the  question  is  raised  by  counsel,  inquire  into  its  own  jurisdiction,*" 


83.  Columbus  Ey.  Light  &  Power 
Co.  V.  Columbus,  249  U.  S.  399,  39  Sup. 
Ct.  349,  63  L.  ed.  669;  Anderson  v. 
Watt,  138  U.  S.  694,  701,  11  Sup.  Ct. 
449,  34  L.  ed.  1078  (as  where  it  ap- 
pears that  the  averments  of  diverse 
citizenship  are  not  true) ;  New  York 
Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Johnson  (C.  C.  A  ),  255 
Fed.  958. 

84.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.  ■».  Wil- 
lard,  220  U.  S.  413,  31  Sup.  Ct.  460,  55 
L.  ed.  521;  Anderson  v.  Watt,  138 
U.  S.  694,  701,  11  Sup.  Ct.  449,  34  L.  ed. 
1078;  Farmers'  Oil  &  Guano  Co.  v. 
Duckworth  Co.,  217  Fed.  362^  133  C.  C. 
A.  278;  Taylor  v.  Weir,  171  Fed.  636, 
96  C.  C.  A.  438;  Utah-Nevada  Co.  v. 
De  Lamar,  66  C.  C.  A.  179,  133  Fed. 
113  (certiorari  denied,  199  TJ.  S.  605, 
26  Sup.  Ct.  746,  50  L.  ed  330);  Lewieki 
V.  John  C.  Wiardi  &  Co!,  213  Fed.  647. 
See  17  Standard  Proc.  910.  But  see 
Aeord  v.  Western  Pocahontas  Corp., 
174  Fed.  1019,  98  C.  C.  A.  625,  cer- 
tiorari denied,  215  U.  S.  607,  30  Sup. 
Ct.  408,  54  L.  ed.  346. 

[a]  Jurisdiction  of  trial  court  may 
be  questioned  on  appeal  though  leave 
to  file  a  plea  and  an  answer  raising 
the  question  was  denied  by  the  trial 
court.  Harrington  v.  Atlantic  &  P.  Tel. 
Co.,  185  Fed.  493,  107  C.  C.  A.  693, 
reversing  143  Fed.  329. 

[b]  Original  Jurisdiction  of  the 
Supreme  Court.  —  Ehode  Island  v.  Mas- 
sachusetts, 12  Pet.  (XT.  S.)  657,  717, 
9  L.  ed.  1233.  As  to  jurisdiction  of 
supreme  court,  see  infra,  II,  H. 

85.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.  v.  Wil- 
lard,  220  U.  S.  413,  31  Sup.  Ct  460,  55 
L.  ed  521;  Dred  Scott  v.  Sandford,  19 
How.  (U.  S.)  393,  400,  15  L.  ed.  691. 

[a]  Plaintiff  may  procure  a  reversal 
of  a  judgment  for  defendant  on  the 
ground  that  the  declaration  did  not 
contain  an  allegation  as  to  plaintiff's 
citizenship.  Capron  v.  Van  Noorden,  2 
Cranch  126,  2  L.  ed.  229. 
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86.  Columbus  Ey.  Light  &  Power 
Co.  V.  Columbus,  249  IT.  S.  399,  39  Sup. 
Ct.  349,  63  L.  ed.  669;  Gundall  v. 
Manhattan  Ey.  Co.,  239  TJ.  S.  654,  36 
Sup.  Ct.  162,  60  L.  ed.  487;  Smithers 
V.  Smith,  204  V.  8.  632,  644,  27  Sup. 
Ct.  297,  51  L.  ed.  656;  "Wetmore  v. 
Eymer,  169  IT.  S.  115,  18  Sup.  Ct.  293, 
42  L.  ed.  682;  Morris  v.  Gilmer,  129 
U.  8.  315,  327,  9  Sup.  Ct.  289,  32  L.  ed. 
690;  Hartog  v.  Memory,  116  IT.  S.  588, 
6  Sup.  Ct.  521,  29  L.  ed.  725;  Williams 
V.  Nottawa,  104  IT.  S.  209,  26  L.  ed. , 
719;  New  York  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  John- 
son (C.  C.  A.),  255  Fed.  958;  Katalla 
Co.  V.  Eones,  186  Fed.  30,  36,  108  C.  C. 
A.  132;  Terry  v.  Davy,  107  Fed.  50, 
46  C.  0.  A.  141;  American  Sheet  & 
Tin  Plate  Co.  v.  Winzeler,  227  Fed. 
321;  McEldowney  v.  Card,  193  Fed. 
475,  480;  Imperial  Eefining  Co.  v.  Wy- 
man,  38  Fed.  574,  3  L.  E.  A.  503. 

[a]  This  rule  has  no  application 
when  the  "want  of  jurisdiction  de- 
pends not  upon  a  single  uneontroverted 
fact,  but  upon  a  finding  of  an  issue 
of  fact  *  •  *  which  may  or  may  not 
be  raised,  and  which  if  raised  is  solv- 
able only  as  a  result  of  a  hearing.  In 
such  a  case  the  want  of  jurisdiction 
must  'appear  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
court'  as  the  result  of  the  hearing  of 
the  issue  joined  as  required  by  law." 
Donovan  v.  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.,  169 
Fed.  363,  94  C.  C.  A.  609,  22  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S-)  1250.  As  to  necessity  for  hear- 
ing, see  infra.,  this  section. 

[b]  After  verdict  and  judgment. 
Toledo  Traction  Co.  v.  Cameron,  137 
Fed.  48,  54,  69  C.  C.  A.  28. 

[c]  The  supreme  court  will,  of  ita 
own  motion,  inquire  into  its  own  orig- 
inal jurisdiction,  Minnesota  v.  Hitch- 
cock, 185  U.  S.  373,  382,  22  Sup.  Ct. 
660,  46  L.  ed.  954. 

87.    See  irtfra,  II,  G,  2. 
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and  that  of  the  subordinate  federal  courts  which  have  previously  con- 
sidered the  case.**  It  will  also  determine  the  jurisdiction  of  the  lower 
federal  court  though  objection  thereto  is  first  made  in  the  appellate 
court.*® 

Notwithstanding  the  power  of  the  court  to  act  of  its  own  motion,  it 
is  the  duty  of  the  party  relying  upon  want  of  jurisdiction,  to  bring  the 
matter  to  the  attention  of  the  court  in  some  appropriate  way,  if  he 


88.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.  v.  Wil- 
lard,  220  U.  S.  413,  31  Sup.  Ct.  460,  55 
L.  ed  521;  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v. 
Mottl'ey,  211  U.  S.  149,  29  Sup.  Ct.  42, 
53  L.  ed.  126;  Nichols  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Franson,  203  U.  S.  278,  27  Sup.  Ct.  102, 
51  L.  ed.  181;  Kentucky  v.  Powers, 
201  U.  S.  1,  35,  26  Sup.  Ct.  387,  50  L. 
ed.  633;  Defiance  Water  Co.  v.  De- 
fiance, 191  U.  S.  184,  24  Sup.  Ct.  63, 
48  L.  ed.  140;  Continental  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Buford,  191  U.  S.  119,  24  Sup.  Ct. 
54,  48  L.  ed.  119;  Cameron  v.  Hodges, 
127  U.  S.  322,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1154,  32  L<  ed. 
132;  King  Iron  Bridge  &  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Otoe  County,  120  U.  S.  225,  7  Sup.  Ct. 
552,  30  L.  ed.  623;  Mansfield,  C.  &  L. 
M.  E.  Co.  V.  Swan,  111  U.  S.  379,  4 
Sup.  Ct  610,  28  L.  ed.  462;  Claflin  v. 
Com.  Ins.  Co.,  110  U.  S.  81,  88,  3  Sup. 
Ct.  507,  28  L.  ed.  76;  Taylor  v.  Weir, 
171  Fed.  636,  96  C.  C.  A.  438;  Gor- 
man-Wright Co.  V.  Wright,  134  Fed. 
363,  67  C.  C.  A.  345:  Yocum  v.  Parker, 
130   Fed.   770,   66   C.   C.  A.   80. 

[a]  Even  if  the  parties  forhear  to 
raise  it  or  (1)  consent  that  the  case 
may  be  considered  on  the  merits.  Met- 
calf  V.  Watertown,  128  U.  8  686,  9 
Sup.  Ct.  173,  32  L.  ed.  543;  Jackson  v. 
Ashton,  8  Pet.  (U.  S.)  148,  8  L.  ed. 
898;  Knight  v.  Lutcher  &  Moore 
Lumber  Co.,  136  Fed.  404,  69  C.  C.  A. 
248.  (2)  Though  the  objection  is  not 
raised  in  the  appellate  court  or  the 
court  below.  Chapman  v.  Barney,  129 
U.  S.  677,  681,  9  Sup.  Ct.  426,  32  L.  ed. 
800;  Grace  v.  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co., 
109  V.  8.  278,  3  Sup.  Ct.  207,  27  L.  ed. 
932;  Royal  Ins.  Co.  v.  Stoddard,  201 
Fed.  915,  120  C.  C.  A.  434;  Utah- 
Nevada  Co.  V.  DeLamar,  133  Fed.  113, 
66  C.  C.  A.  179,  certiorari  denied,  199 
U.  S.  605,  26  Sup.  Ct.  746,  50  L.  ed. 
330. 

[b]  If  the  record  does  not  afBnna- 
tively  show  jurisdiction,  (1)  the  su- 
preme court  must  so  declare  and  make 
such  order  as  will  prevent  its  exercise. 
Thomas  v.  Ohio  State  University,  195 


U.  S.  207,  25  Sup.  Ct.  24,  49  L.  ed.  160; 
Minnesota  v.   Northern   Securities   Co., 

194  U.  S.  48,  62,  24  Sup.  Ct.  598,  48 
L.  ed.  870.  (2)  Where  the  record  does 
not  show  the  requisite  diverse  citizen- 
ship.   Thomas  v.  Ohio  State  University, 

195  U.  S.  207,  25  Sup.  Ct.  24,  49  L.  ed. 
160;  Newcomb  v.  Burbank,  181  Fed. 
334,  104  C.  C.  A.  164;  Knight  v. 
Lutcher  &  Moore  Lumber  Co.,  136  Fed. 
404,  69  C.  C.  A.  248.  (3)  Though  the 
defendant,  at  whose  instance  a  motion 
to  remand  to  the  state  court  was  de- 
nied, will  derive  an  advantage  there- 
by. Mansfield,  C.  &  L.  M.  E.  Co.  v. 
Swan,  111  U.  S.  379,  382,  4  Sup.  Ct. 
510,  28  L.  ed.  462. 

89.  Thomas  v.  Ohio  State  Univers- 
ity, 195  U.  S.  207,  25  Sup.  Ct.  24,  49 
L.  ed  160;  Great  So.  Fire-Proof  Hotel 
Co.  V.  Jones,  177  U.  S.  449,  453,  20  Sup. 
Ct.  690,  44  L.  ed.  842;  United  States  v. 
Jahn,  155  U.  S.  109,  113,  15  Sup.  Ct. 
39,  39  L.  ed.  87;  Bors  v.  Preston,  111 
U.  S.  252,  255,  4  Sup.  Ct.  407,  28  L.  ed. 
419;  Newcomb  v.  Burbank,  181  Fed. 
334,  104  C.  C.  A.  164;  Utah-Nevada 
Co.  V.  De  Lamar,  133  Fed.  113,  66  C. 
C.  A.  179,  certiorari  denied,  199  U.  S. 
605,  26  Sup.  Ct.  746,  50  L.  ed.  330. 

[a]  Where  the  record  fails  to  af- 
firmatively show  (1)  jurisdiction.  Mat- 
tingly  V.  Northwestern  Va.  E.  Co.,  158 
U.  S.  63,  15  Sup.  Ct.  725,  39  L.  ed. 
894.  (2)  Where  the  record  does  not 
show  diverse  citizenship.  Atchison,  T. 
&  S.  F.  E.  Co.  V.  Frederickson,  177  Fed. 
206,  101  C.  C.  A.  376;  Yeandle  v. 
Pennsylvania  E.  Co.,  169  Fed.  938,  95 
C.  C.  A.  282.  (3)  Where  an  action  at 
law  is  tried  by  the  court  without  a 
jury  and  there  is  a  general  finding  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  citizenship 
is  properly  alleged,  and  there  is  no  ob- 
jection to  the  jurisdiction  below,  the 
appellate  coni:t  cannot  look  into  the 
evidence  in  the  bill  of  exceptions  to 
determine  whether  jurisdiction  was 
properly  proven  at  the  trial.  Hill  v. 
Walker,  167  Fed.  241,  92  C.  C.  A.  633. 
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wishes  to  raise  an  issue  thereon.'"  The  statute  does  not  prescribe  any 
particular  manner  of  questioning  jurisdiction,  the  matter  being  left 
to  the  sound  discretion  of  the  trial  judge.®'^  In  equity  cases,  prior  to 
the  new  equity  rules,  an  issue  as  to  jurisdiction  could  be  raised  by  plea,'^ 
or  answer,'^  or  the  objection  could  be  raised  by  demurrer'*  unless  the 
bill  on  its  face  sufficiently  showed  the  jurisdictional  facts."'  In  actions 
at  law  the  question  of  jurisdiction  may  be  raised  in  the  manner  pre- 
scribed by  the  statutes  of  the  state  in  which  the  court  is  sitting,'"  though 
the  court  is  not  bound  by  this  practice."'  The  facts  may  be  called  to 
the  court's  attention  by  answer  or  motion.'^  No  issue  as  to  jurisdiction 
is  raised  by  a  general  denial  or  plea  of  the  general  issue,"  except  where 
the  state  practice  permits.^  In  both  classes  of  cases  want  of  jurisdic- 
tion may  be  taken  advantage  of  by  motion  to  dismiss  during  the  pro- 
gress of  the  action  or  suit.^ 


90.  Gilbert  v.  David,  235  U.  S.  561 
35   Sup.   Ct.   164,   59   L.   ed.   360. 

[a]  Where  the  jurisdictional  allega^ 
tion  of  citizenship  is  not  traveised, 
and  is  therefore  admitted  under  the 
state  practice,  no  question  involving 
their  capacity  to  litigate  in  the  fed- 
eral court,  as  dependent  on  citizenship, 
can  be  raised  before  the  jury  or  treated 
as  within  the  issues  they  might  be  em- 
panelled to  determine.  Deputron  v. 
Young,  134  U.  S.  241,  10  Sup.  Ct.  539, 
33  L.  ed.  923. 

91.  Gilbert  v.  David,  235  U.  S.  561, 
35  Sup.  Ct.  164,  59  L.  ed.  360. 

92.  Bettes  v.  Brower,  184  Fed.  342 
(should  be  raised  by  special  plea 
rather  than  in  the  answer).  See  17 
Stanbaed  Proc.  917;  21  Standaed 
Peoc.  441. 

[a]  As  to  the  Amount  in  Contro- 
versy.—  Hunt  V.  New  York  Cotton 
Exchange,  205  U.  S.  322,  333,  27  Sup. 
Ct.  529,  51  L,.  ed.  821,  affirming  144 
Fed.  611.  See  also,  Globe  Refining 
Co.  V.  Landa  Cotton  Oil  Co.,  190  U.  S. 
540,  23  Sup.  Ct.  754,  47  L.  ed.  1171. 

93.  Anderson  v.  Watt,  138  U.  S. 
694,  11  Sup.  Ct.  449,  34  L.  ed.  1078; 
Railroad  Commissioners  v.  Burleson, 
255  Fed.  604. 

[a]  Citizenship.  —  Klenk  v.  Byrne, 
143  Fed.  1008. 

[b]  Amount  in  Controversy.  —  Ore- 
gon R.  &  Nav.  Co.  V.  Shell,  143  Fed. 
1004. 

94.  Underground  Railroad  v.  Kew 
York,  193  U.  S.  416,  24  Sup.  Ct.  494, 
48  L.  ed.  733. 

95.  Mills  V.  Chicago,  127  Fed.  731. 
As    to    manner    and    sufficiency    of 

pleading  see  supra,  II,  A,  3;  II,  F,  15. 
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96.  iSee  infra,  IV,  D,  1,  and  17 
Standard  Peoc.  901. 

97.  See  infra,  IV,  D,  1. 

98.  Gilbert  v.  David,  235  U.  S.  561, 
35  Sup.  Ct.  164,  59  L.  ed.  360. 

[a]  Motion  To  Quash.  —  Meisukas 
V.  Greenough,  etc.,  Coal  Co.,  244  U.  S. 
54,  37  Sup.  Ct.  593,  61  L.  ed.  987. 

99.  Hill  V.  Walker,  167  Fed.  241, 
255,  92  C.  C.  A.  633. 

[a]  That  Diversity  of  Citizenship 
Does  Not  Exist.  —  Sheppard  v.  Graves, 
14  How.  (U.  S.)   504,  14  L.  ed.  518. 

1.  See  infra,  IV,  D,  1 

2.  Smithers  v.  Smith,'  204  U.  S. 
632,  644,  27  Sup.  Ct.  297,  51  L.  ed.  656. 

[a]  Upon  Proof  Taken  by  a  Master. 
Steigleder  v.  McQuesten,  198  IT.  S. 
141,  25  Sup.  Ct.  616,  49  L.  ed.  986. 

[b]  The  court  will  not  be'  inclined 
to  grant  a  motion  to  dismiss  on  the 
face  of  the  complaint  unless  the  facta 
appearing  of  record  create  a  legal 
certainty  that  there  is  no  jurisdiction. 
Blackburn  v.  Portland  Gold  Min.  Co., 
175  U.  S.  571,  574,  20  Sup.  Ct.  222,  44 
L.  ed.  276.  See  also  United  States  v. 
Mackey,  216  Fed.  126,  132  C.  C.  A.  370, 
a  very  clear  case  is  necessary  to  war- 
rant sustaining  a  demurrer  or  motion 
to  dismiss  because  of  'matters  of  which 
the  court  is  asked  to  take  judicial 
notice. 

[c]  After  Verdict.  —  Deputron  v. 
Young,  134  U.  S.  241,  251,  10  Sup.  Ct.- 
539,  38  L.  ed.  923.  May  set  aside  a 
verdict  and  judgment  for  plaintiff  and 
then  entertain  such  a  motion.  Wet- 
more  V.  Rymer,  169  U.  S.  115,  18  Sup. 
Ct.  293,  42  L.  ed.  682. 

[d]  Better  practice  where  disputed 
fact?    are  involved,    is  tg   raise   the 
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A  judgment  or  decree  of  a  federal  court  cannot  be  collaterally  at- 
tacked by  parties  to  the  action  or  suit  in  which  it  was  rendered  on  the 
ground  that  the  necessary  jurisdictional  facts  did  not  exist,^  nor  by 
one  not  such  a  party  when  the  jurisdiction  appears  on  the  face  of  the 
record.* 

The  question  of  jurisdiction  must  be  determined  by  the  court  from 
the  matters  before  it  when  the  jurisdiction  is  challenged.^  In  passing 
on  it  the  court  exercises  a  legal  and  not  a  personal  discretion,  which 
must  be  exerted  in  view  of  facts  sufficiently  proven  and  controlled  by 
fixed  principles  of  law.^  The  parties  must  be  given  an  opportunity 
to  be  heard  and  to  present  evidence  as  to  any  issues  of  fact  involved,' 
even  where  the  objection  is  taken  by  the  court  of  its  own  motion.* 
Evidence  may  be  presented  by  affidavits,^  but  the  better  practice  is  to 
adduce  the  evidence  orally  or  by  deposition.*"    The  court  may  decide 


issue  by  plea  permitting  the  introduc- 
tion of  evidence  in  the  regular  way, 
rather  than  by  motion  to  dismiss  and 
affidavits.  Gaddie  v.  Mann,  147  Fed. 
955,  decree  reversed  on  other  grounds 
in  158  Fed.  42,  88  C.  C.  A.  1. 

3.  Des  Moines  Nav.  &  R.  Co.  v.  Iowa 
Homestead  Co.,  123  U.  S.  552,  8  Sup. 
Ct.  217,  31  L.  ed.  202;  City  of  New 
Orleans  f.  Howard,  160  Fed.  393,  87 
C.  C.  A.  345. 

As  to  collateral  attack  generally  see 
the  title  "Judgments." 

[a]  Where  diverse  citizenship  is  al- 
leged and  admitted,  neither  party  can 
subsequently  upset  the  judgment  or 
decree  in  a  state  court  on  the  ground 
that  there  was  in  fact  no  jurisdiction. 
The  party  making  such  admission  can- 
not subsequently  contend  that  it  was 
an  error.  Riverdale  Cotton  Mills  v. 
Alabama  &  Ga.  Mfg.  Co.,  198  U.  S.  188, 
197,  25  Sup.  Ct.  629,  49  L.  ed.  1008. 

[b]  Though  jurisdiction  Is  not  ap- 
parent on  the  record.  Evers  v.  Wat- 
son, 156  U.  S.  527,  533,  15  Sup.  Ct. 
430,  39  L.  ed.  520;  Dowell  v.  Apple- 
gate,  152  U.  S.  327,  14  Sup,  Ct.  611,  38 
L.  ed.  463. 

[c]  The  judgment  of  the  federal 
court  in  a  case  removed  from  a  state 
court  cannot  be  ignored  in  the  latter 
court  as  a  nullity  even  though  the 
federal  court  had  no  jurisdiction. 
Chesapeake  &  O.  E.  Co.  v.  McOabe,  213 
TJ.  S.  207,  220,  29  Sup.  Ct.  430,  53  L. 
ed.  765;  Des  Moines  Nav.  &  R.  Co.  v. 
Iowa  Homestead  Co.,  123  U.  S.  552,  8 
Sup.   Ct.  217,  31  L.  ed.  202. 

4.  In  re  Lennon,  166  XT.  S.  548,  17 
Sup.  Ct.  658,  41  L.  ed.  1110. 

5.  See  infra,  this  note. 


[a]  It  has  no  right  to  defer  the 
question,  for  future  consideration  in 
connection  with  testimony  yet  to  be 
taken,  depending  on  future  develop- 
ments to  establish  jurisdiction.  West 
Fork  Glass  Co.  v.  Innes-Weld  Glass 
Co.,  178  Fed.  205,  101  C.  C.  A.  525. 

6.  Barry  v.  Edmunds,  116  U.  S.  550, 
559,  6  Sup.  Ct.  501,  29  L.  ed.  729;  Hay- 
ward  V.  Nordberg  Mfg.  Co.,  85  Fed.  4, 

29  C.  C.  A.  438;     Thompson  v.  South- 
ern E.  Co.,  116  Fed.  890. 

7.  Gaddie  v.  Mann,  147  Fed.  955, 
decree  reversed  by  other  grounds  in 
158  Fed.  42,  88  C.  C.  A.  1. 

[a]  If  the  facts  alleged  in  the  plea 
are  admitted  no  evidence  is  necessary. 
McCauley  v.  McCauley,  202  Fed.  280. 

8.  Wetmore  v.  Eymer,  169  V.  S. 
115,  18  Sup.  Ct.  293,  42  L.  ed.  682; 
Hartog  V.  Memory,  116  U.  S.  588,  6 
Sup.  Ct.  521,  29  L.  ed.  725.  See  Morris 
V.  Gilmer,  129  V.  S.  315,  327,  9  Sup. 
Ct.  289,  32  L.  ed.  690;  Donovan  v. 
Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.,  169  Fed  363,  94 
C.  C.  A.  609,  22  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1250. 

9.  Carr  ii.  Fife,  156  XT.  S.  494,  15 
Sup.  Ct.  427,  39  L.  ed.  508;  Federal 
Wall  Paper  Co.  v.  Kempner,  244  Fed. 
240. 

[a]  Affidavits  filed  without  objec- 
tion, on  a  plea  to  the  jurisdiction, 
should  be  considered.  Mechanical  Ap- 
pliance Co.  V.  Castleman,  215  U.  S.  437, 

30  Sup.  Ct.  125,  54  L.  ed.  272. 
Affidavits  on  Appeal,  see  supra,  II, 

E,  3,  i,  (II). 

10.  Gaddie  i).  Mann,  147  Fed.  955, 
decree  reversed  on  other  grounds  in 
158  Fed.  42,  88  C.  C.  A.  1. 
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the  questions  of  fact  without  a  jury,^^  or  may  submit  them  to  a  jury 
for  decision.  ^^  In  the  latter  case  the  issue  should  be  submitted  separ- 
ately from  the  issues  on  the  merits.^'  A  dismissal  is  warranted  only 
when  the  facts,  when  made  to  distinctly  appear  on  the  record,  create  a 
legal  certainty  of  the  conclusion  based  on  them." 

Judgment. —  If  there  is  no  jurisdiction,  the  dismissal  should  be  on 
that  ground  and  not  on  the  merits.^' 

Keview. —  A  judgment  of  dismissal  is  reviewable  by  the  supreme 
court,  which  must  determine  whether  it  was  warranted  by  the  facts  of 
the  case  as  disclosed  by  the  record.^®    If  the  record  on  appeal  or  error 


IX.  Gilbert  v.  David,  235  U,  S.  561, 
35  Sup.  Ct.  164,  59  L.  ed.  360;  Smith- 
ers  V.  Smith,  204  U.  S.  632,  645,  27  Sup. 
Ct.  297,  51  L.  ed.  656;  Globe  Eefining 
Co.  V.  Landa  Cotton  Oil  Co.,  190  U.  S. 
540,  23  Sup.  Ct.  754,  47  L.  ed.  1171; 
Wetmore  v.  Bymer,  169  XJ.  S.  115,  18 
Sup.  Ct.  293,  42  L.  ed.  682;  Toledo 
Traction  Co.  v.  Cameron,  137  Fed.  48, 
54,  69  C.  C.  A.  28;  Mexican  Cent.  R. 
Co.  V.  Glover,  107  Fed.  356,  46  C.  C.  A. 
334;  McEldowney  v.  Card,  193  Fed. 
475,  484. 

[a]  Before  Hearing  the  Merits. 
Globe  Eefining  Co.  v.  Landa  Cotton  Oil 
Co.,  190  IT.  S.  540,  23  Sup.  Ct.  754,  47 
L.  ed.  H71. 

[b]  His  authority  is  limited  to  a 
determination  of  jurisdictional  facts, 
and  he  may  not  go  further  and  de- 
termine an  essential  element  of  the 
merits  of  the  dispute  upon  which  the 
parties  are  at  issue,  and  are  entitled 
to  a  finding  by  a  jury.  Smithera  v. 
Smith,  204  U.  S.  632,  645,  27  Sup.  Ct. 
297,  51  L.  ed.  656. 

12.  Smithers  v.  Smith,  204  U.  S. 
632,  645,  27  Sup.  Ct.  297,  51  L.  ed.  656; 
Wetmore  v.  Eymer,  169  U.  S.  115,  18 
Sup.  Ct.  293,  42  L.  ed.  682;  Toledo 
Traction  Co.  v.  Cameron,  137  Ped.  48, 
54,  69  C.  C.  A.  28;  McEldowney  v. 
Card,  193  Fed.  475,  484. 

13.  Mexican  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Glover, 
107  Fed.  356,  46  C.  C.  A.  334;  Terry 
V.  Davy,  107  Fed.  60,  46  C.  C.  A.  141; 
Ashley  v.  Board  of  Suprs.,  60  Fed.  55, 
8  C.  0.  A.  455;  McEldowney  v.  Card, 
193  Fed.  475,  484. 

14.  Wetmore  v.  Eymer,  169  17.  S. 
115,  18  Sup.  Ct.  293,  42  L.  ed.  682; 
Deputron  v.  Young,  134  U.  8.  241,  252, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  539,  33  L  ed.  923;  Barry 
V.  Edmunds,  116  TT.  S.  550,  6  Sup.  Ct. 
501,  29'  L.  ed.  729;  United  States  v. 
Mackey,   216   Fed.   126,   132    C,    C,    A. 
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370;  Hill  V.  Walker,  167  Fed.  241,  249, 
92  C.  C.  A.  633;  Hay  ward  v.  Nordberg 
Mfg.  Co.,  85  Fed.  4,  29  C.  C.  A.  438; 
Thompson  v.  Southern  E.  Co.,  116  Fed. 
890. 

[a]  In  eciulty,  where  the  objection 
is  not  taken  by  special  plea.  Bettes  v. 
Brewer,  184  Fed.  342. 

[b]  To  justify  a  dismissal,  it  must 
clearly  appear  that  the  court  is  being 
imposed  upon,  and  this  is  particularly 
true  where  the  want  of  jurisdiction  is 
not  apparent  on  the  record,  and  the 
question  is  not  called  to  the  court's 
attention  until  after  verdict  and  judg- 
ment. Toledo  Traction  Co.  v.  Cameron, 
137  Fed.  48,  55,  69  C.  C.  A.  28. 

[c]  Delay  In  presenting  the  objec- 
tion will  be  considered.  Deputron  v. 
Young,  134  U.  S.  241,  251,  10  Sup.  Ct. 
539,  33  D.  ed.  923. 

15.  Shawnee  Sewerage  &  Drainage 
Co.  v.  Stearns,  220  U.  S.  462,  471,  31 
Sup.  Ct.  452,  55  L.  ed.  544;  McGUvra 
V.  Eoss,  215  U.  S.  70,  80,  30  Sup.  Ct 
27,   54  L.   ed.   95. 

[a]  There  should  be  a  judgment  of 
dismissal  for  want  of  jurisdiction  or 
without  prejudice,  rather  than  a  gen- 
eral judgment  for  defendant.  Max- 
well V.  Federal  Gold  &  Copper  Co.,  155 
Fed.  110,  83  C.  C.  A.  570. 

[b]  Wrong  District.  —  Macon  Groo 
ery  Co.  v.  Atlantic  C.  L.  E.  Co.,  215  U, 
S.  501,  30  Sup.  Ct.  184,  54  L.  ed.  300, 

16.  Globe  Eefining  Co.  v.  Landa  Cot 
ton  Oil  Co.,  190  U.  S.  540,  23  Sup.  Ct 
754,  47  L.  ed.  1171;  Wetmore  « 
Eymer,  169  U.  S.  115,  18  Sup.  Ct.  293, 
42  L.  ed.  682. 

[a]  Reviewable  both  In  respect  of 
the  rulings  of  law  and  findings  of  fact 
upon  the  evidence.  Smithers  v.  Smith, 
204  U.  S.  632,  37  Sup.  Ct.  297,  51  L,  ed, 
656. 
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fails  to  show  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  below,  judgment  on  the 
merits  must  be  reversed.^^ 

2.  To  Jurisdiction  of  Appellate  Court.  —  An  appellate  court  will 
inquire  into  its  own  jurisdiction  though  the  parties  have  not  questioned 
it,^*  and  where  it  finds  that  there  is  no  jurisdiction  to  review  the  case 
at  all,^'  or  by  the  method  adopted,^"  it  will  dismiss  the  proceedings 
though  no  objection  has  been  interposed. 

3.  Waiver.  —  Jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter  cannot  be  con- 
ferred by  consent  of  parties,^^  nor  can  the  objection  that  there  is  no 


17.  Atlantic  C.  L.  E.  Co.  v.  Whilden, 
195  Fed.  263,  115  C.  C.  A.  254;  Yeandle 
V.  Pennsylvania  E.  Co.,  169  Fed  938, 
95  C.  C.  A.  282. 

[a]  And  remanded  with  directions 
to  dismiss  (1)  for  want  of  jurisdic^ 
tion.  Neweomb  v.  Burbank,  181  Fed. 
334,  104  C.  C.  A.  164;  Snead  v.  Sellers, 
66  Fed.  371,  13  C.  C.  A.  518.  (2)  If  a 
contention  of  want  of  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  below,  arising  from  the  al- 
leged absence  of  constitutional  ques- 
tions, is  well  founded,  the  supreme 
court  will  reverse  the  decree  with  in- 
structions to  the  trial  court  to  dismiss 
the  bill  for  want  of  jurisdiction.  New- 
buryport  Water  Co.  v.  Newburyport, 
193  U.  S.  561,  576,  24  Sup.  Ct.  553,  48 
L.  ed.  795. 

[b]  la  a  case  that  has  been  removed 
from  the  state  court,  the  judgment  will 
be  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded  to 
the  lower  court  with  directions  to  re- 
mand it  to  the  state  court.  Enos  v. 
Kentucky  Distilleries  &  Warehouse 
Co.,  189  Fed.  342,  112  C.  C.  A.  74. 

Sufficiency  of  showing  in  the  record, 
of  jurisdiction,  see  supra,  II,  A,  3. 

[c]  But  if  the  jurisdictional  facts 
are  sufficiently  alleged  and  not  put  iu 
issue  by  an  appropriate  pleading  sup- 
ported by  proof,  an  appellate  court 
cannot  be  required  to  go  behind  such 
allegations  unless  it  appears  from  the 
evidence  in  the  record  pertinent  to  the 
issues  joined  that  the  court  was  with- 
out jurisdiction.  Pike  County  v.  Spen- 
cer, 192  Fed.  11,  112  C.  C.  A.  483. 

18.  Chicago,  fe.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Wil- 
lard,  220  U.  S.  413,  31  Sup.  Ct.  460,  55 
L.  ed.  521;  Fore  Biver  Shipbuilding 
Co.  V.  Hagg,  219  U.  S.  175,  31  Sup.  Ct. 
185,  55  L,  ed.  163;  Empire  State- 
Idaho  Min.  &  Devel.  Co.  v.  Hanley,  205 
IT.  8.  225,  27  Sup.  Ct.  476,  51  L.  ed. 
779;  Giles  v.  Teasley,  193  U.  S.  146, 
160,  24  Sup.  Ct.  359,  48  L.  ed.  655; 
Defiance   Water    Co.   v.    Defiance,    191 


U.  S.  184,  194,  24  Sup.  Ct^3,  48  L.  ed. 
140;  Continental  Nat.  B^k  v.  Buford. 
191  U.  S.  119,  24  Sup.  Ct.  54,  48  L.  ed. 
119;  King  Iron  Bridge  &  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Otoe  County,  120  U.  S.  225,  7  Sup.  Ct. 
552,  30  L.  ed.  623;  Mansfield,  C.  &  L. 
M.  E.  Co.  V.  Swan,  111  V.  S.  379,  4 
Sup.  Ct.  510,  28  L.  ed.  462;  Hilton  v. 
Dickinson,  108  U.  S.  165,  2  Sup.  Ct. 
424,  27  L.  ed.  688;  Farmers'  OU  & 
Guano  Co.  v.  Duckworth  Co.,  217  Fed. 
362,  133  C.  C.  A.  278. 

[a]  "On  every  writ  of  error  or 
appeal,  the  first  and  fundamental  ques- 
tion is  that  of  jurisdiction,  first,  of  this 
court,  and  then  of  the  court  from  which 
the  record  comes.  This  question  the' 
court  is  bound  to  ask  and  answer  for 
itself,  even  when  not  otherwise  sug- 
gested and  without  respect  to  the  re- 
lation of  the  parties  to  it. ' '  Mansfield, 
C.  &  L.  M.  E.  Co.  V.  Swan,  111  U.  S. 
379,  382,  4  Sup.  Ct.  510,  28  L.  ed.  462. 
See  also  Wise  v-  Brotherhood  of  Loco- 
moTive  Firemen  &  Enginemen,  252  Fed. 
961,  164  C.  C.  A.  469. 

19.  See  Stevirmac  Oil  &  Gas  Co.  v. 
Dittman,  245  U.  S.  210,  38  Sup.  Ct.  116, 
62  L.  ed.  248. 

[a]  Writ  of  error  to  a  stato  court 
will  be  dismissed  by  the  supreci*  court' 
sua  sponte  where  no  federal  question 
is  presented  by  the  record.  Palmer  v. 
Ohio,  248  U.  S.  32,  39  Sup.  Ct.  16,  63 
L.  ed.  108. 

20.  Northern  Pac,  E.  Co.  ■».  Solum, 
247  U.  S.  477,  38  Sup.  Ct.  550,  62  L.  ed. 
1221,  writ  of  error  dismissed  where 
case  only  reviewable  on v  certiorari.  But 
see  Eichel  v."  United  States  Fid.  & 
Guar.  Co.,  245  U.  S.  102,  38  Sup.  Ct.  47. 
62  L.  ed.  177. 

21.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.  v.  Wil- 
lard,  220  U.  S.  413,  31  Sup.  Ct.  460,  55 
L.  ed.  521;  In  re  Winn,  213  IT.  S.  458, 
29  Sup.  Ct.  515,  53  L.  ed.  873;  In  re 
Moore,  209  IT.  S.  491,  28  Sup.  Ct.  585, 
706,   52  L.   ed.  904;      Thomas  v.  Ohio 
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jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter  be  waived."  This  rule  applies 
where  the  alleged  ground  of  jurisdiction  is  diversity  of  citizenship,*' 
and  to  cases  commenced  in  the  supreme  court.^* 
Jurisdiction  over  the  person  is  conferred  by  a  general  appearance.*" 
Jurisdiction  in  Equity.  —  Where  the  case  is  one  in  which,  under  any 
circumstances,  relief  in  equity  may  be  admissible,  the  objection  that 
there  is  an  adequate  remedy  at  law  must  be  taken  at  the  earliest  op- 
portunity and  before  the  defendants  enter  upon  a  full  defense.^'    In 


state  University,  195  U.  S.  207,  25  Sup. 
Ct.  24,  49  L.  ?d.  160;  Minnesota  v. 
Northern  Securities  Co.,  194  U.  S.  48, 
62,  24  Sup.  Ct.  598,  48  L.  ed.  870;  Met- 
calf  V.  Watertown,  128  U.  S.  586,  9 
Sup.  Ct.  173,  32  L.  ed.  543;  Dred 
Seott  V.  Sandford,  19  How.  (U.  S.)  393, 
402,  15  L.  ed.  691;  Jackson  v.  Ashton, 
B  Pet.  (U.  S.)  148,  8  L.  ed.  898;  Peper 
Automobile  Co.  v.  American  Motor 
Car  Sales  Co.,  180  Fed.  245.  See  17 
Standard  Proc.  691. 

[a]  "Consent  may  waive  an  objec- 
tion so  far  as  concerns  the  person,  but 
it  cannot  invest  a  court  with  a  juris- 
diction which  it  does  not  by  law  pos- 
sess over  the  subject  matter."  Min- 
nesota V.  Hitchcock,  185  IT.  S.  373,  382, 
22  Sup.  Ct.  650,  46  L.  ed.  954. 

[b]  Neither  by  Silence  Nor  by  Posi- 
tive Consent.  —  State  v.  Tolleston  Club, 
53  Ped.  18. 

[c]  Cannot  stipulate  jurisdiction 
where  none  exists.  Jarowski  v.  Ham- 
burg-American Packet  Co.,  182  Fed. 
320,  104  C.  C.  A.  548. 

Stipulation  that  parties  were  en- 
gaged in  interstate  commerce  does  not 
confer  jurisdiction  where  the  fact  is 
otherwise.  See  19  Standard  Proo.  466, 
note  78  [b]. 

[d]  An  admission  by  the  defendant 
of  an  allegation  that  the  amount  in 
controversy  exceeds  the  jurisdictional 
amount  is  unavailing,  where  the  allega- 
tions of  fact  in  the  complaint  show 
that  it  does  not.  Eoyal  Ins.  Co.  v, 
Stoddard,  201  Fed.  915,  120  C.  C.  A. 
434. 

22.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.  v.  Wil- 
lard,  220  U.  S.  413,  31  Sup.  Ct.  460,  55 
L.  ed.  521;  In  re  Winn,  213  IT.  S  458, 
29  Sup.  Ct.  515,  53  L.  ed.  873;  Thomas 
v.  Ohio  State  University,  195  U.  S. 
207,  25  Sup.  Ct.  24,  49  L.  ed.  160; 
Mexican  Nat.  R.  Co.  v.  Davidson,  157 
U.  S.  201,  208,  15  Sup.  Ct.  563,  39  L. 
ed.  672;     Dred  Scott  v.  Sandford,  19 
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How.  (U.  S.)  393,  402,  15  L.  ed.  691; 
Utah-Nevada  Co.  v.  De  Lamar,  133 
Fed.  113,  66  C.  C.  A.  179,  certiorari 
Aeniei,  199  U.  S.  605,  26  Sup.  Ct.  746, 
50  L.  ed.  330;  Peper  Automobile' Co.  v. 
American  Motor  Car  Sales  Co.,  180  Fed. 
245. 

23.  Empire  Coal  &  T.  Co.  v.  Empire 
C.  &  M.  Co.,  150  U.  S.  159,  14  Sup.  Ct. 
66,  37  L.  ed.  1037;  Shaw  v.  Quincy  M. 
Co.,  145  U.  S.  444,  12  Sup.  Ct.  935,  36 
L.  ed.  768;  Katalla  Co.  v.  Rones,  186 
Fed.  30,  108  C.  C.  A.  132;  Atchison, 
T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  V.  Prederickson,  177 
Fed.  206,  101  C.  C.  A.  376;  Knight  v. 
Lutcher  &  Moore  Lumber  Co.,  13g  Fed. 
404,  69  C.  C.  A.  248;  Yocum  v.  Parker, 
130  Fed.  770,  66  C.  C.  A.  80;  Primes 
Chem.  Co.  -f.  Pulton  Steel  Corp.,  254 
Fed.  454;  McEldowney  v.  Card,  193 
Fed.  475,  480. 

[a]  "If,  however,  the  fact  of  cit- 
izenship is  averred  in  the  declaration, 
and  the  defendant  does  not  deny  it, 
and  put  it  in  issue  by  plea  in  abate- 
ment, he  cannot  offer  evidence  at  the 
trial  to  disprove  it,  and  consequently 
cannot  avail  himself  of  the  objection 
in  the  appellate  court,  unless  the  defect 
should  be  apparent  in  some  other  part 
of  the  record.  For  if  there  is  no  plea 
in  abatement,  and  the  want  of  juris- 
diction does  not  appear  in  any  other 
part  of  the  transcript  brought  up  by 
the  writ  of  error,  the  undisputed  aver- 
ment of  jurisdiction  in  the  declaration 
must  be  taken  in  this  court  to  be 
true."  Dred  Seott  v.  Sandford,  19 
How.  (U.  S.)  393,  402,  15  L.  ed.  691. 

24.  Minnesota  v.  Hitchcock,  185  U. 
S.  373,  382,  22  Sup.  Ct.  650,  46  L.  ed. 
954. 

25.  Peper  Automobile  Co.  v.  Amer- 
ican Motor  Car  Sales  Co.,  180  Fed.  245. 
See  the  title  "Appearances"  and  17 
Standard  Proc.  700,  914. 

26.  Kilbourn  «.  Sunderland,  130  U. 
S.  505,  9  Sup.  Ct.  594,  32  L.  ed.  1005. 
See  18  Standard  Proc.  866,  869,  et  ««2. 
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such  case  it  eannot  be  first  raised  in  the  appellate  eourt.^' 

H.  JuKisDicTioN  ov  THE  SuPREME  CouET,  —  1.  In  General.  —  The 
supreme  court  of  the  United  States  is  a  constitutional  court.^*  It 
derives  its  powers  from  the  constitution  itself;'*  and  this  jurisdiction 
cannot  be  abridged  by  congress;^"  nor  can  the  court  itself,  by  rule,  en- 
large or  diminish  its  own  jurisdiction.^^  The  power  conferred  on  it 
by  the  constitution  is  exclusively  judicial;  it  cannot  be  required  or 
authorized  to  exercise  any  other.^' 

It  is  one  of  the  essential  functions  of  the  supreme  court  to  determine 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  inferior  federal  courts.^^ 

2.  Original  Jurisdiction.  —  a.  General  Statement.  —  The  constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States  gives  the  supreme  court  original  jurisdiction 
in  certain  specified  eases ;  '*  and  its  original  jurisdiction  is  confined 
to  the  eases  so  specified ;  *^  congress  can  neither  enlarge  it,^°  nor  restrict 
it." 

Depends  on  Character  of  the  Parties.  —  Such  jurisdiction  depends  solely 
on  the  character  of  the  parties,'*  and  is  confined  to  the  eases  in  which 


27.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Cook 
Brew.  Co.,  223  U.  S.  70,  32  Sup.  Ct. 
189,  56  L.  ed.  365;  Eeynes  v.  Dumont, 
130  U.  S.  354,  9  Sup.  Ct.  486,  32  L.  ed. 
934.  See  the  title  "  Equity  Jurisdiction 
and  Procedure." 

28.  Const.,  Art.  Ill,   §1. 

29.  Muskrat  v.  United  States,  219 
U.  S.  346,  31  Sup.  Ct.  250,  55  L.  ed. 
246  (it  has  no  other  powers  than  those 
so  conferred) ;  Ex  parte  Wisner,  203 
U.  S.  449,  455,  27  Sup.  Ct.  150,  51  L. 
ed.  264;  Stevenson  v.  Fain,  195  U.  S. 
165,  25  Sup.  Ct.  6,  49  L.  ed.  142. 

30.  Ex  parte  Wisner,  203  U.  S  449 
455,  27  Sup.  Ct.  150,  51  L.  ed.  264; 
Stevenson  v.  Fain,  195  U.  S.  165,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  6,  49  L.  ed.  142.  See  also 
infra,  II,  H,  2,  a. 

31.  Hudson  v.  Parker,  156  U.  S.  277, 
284,  15  Sup.  Ct.  450,  39  L.  ed.  424. 

32.  Muskrat  v.  United  States,  2i9 
U.  S.  346,  31  Sup.  Ct.  250,  55  L.  ed. 
246. 

Extends  to  justiciable  controversies 
only,  see  infra,  11^  H,  4. 

33.  Cochran  v.  Montgomery  County, 
199  U.  S.  260,  270,  26  Sup.  Ct.  58,  50 
L.  ed.  182;  Defiance  Water  Co.  v.  De- 
fiance, 191  U.  S.  184,  195,  24  Sup.  Ct. 
63,  48  L.  ed.  140.  See  Anderson  v. 
Watt,  138  U.  S.  694,  701,  11  Sup.  Ct. 
449,  34  L.  ed.  1078. 

As  to  appellate  jurisdiction,  see 
infra,  11,  H,  4. 

34.  Const.,  Art.  HI,  §  2  See  infra, 
II,  H,  2,  b  and  c. 

35.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Inter- 


state Commerce  Com.,  215  U.  S.  216, 
30  Sup.  Ct.  86,  54  L.  ed.  164,  in  all 
other  cases  than  those  so  specified  its 
power  must  be  appellate. 

[a]  "As  this  court  is  one  of  lim- 
ited and  special  original  jurisdiction, 
its  action  must  be  confined  to  the  par- 
ticular ca^es,  controversies,  and  parties 
over  which  the  constitution  and  laws 
have  authorized  it  to  act;  any  proceed- 
ing without  the  limits  prescribed,  is 
coram  non  judice,  and  its  action  a  null- 
ity." Ehode  Islad  v.  Massachusetts, 
12  Pet.  (U.  S.)  657,  720,  9  L.  ed.  1233. 

36.  California  v.  Southern  Pac.  Co., 
157  U.  S.  229,  261,  15  Sup.  Ct.  591,  39 
L.  ed.  683;  Marbury  v.  Madison,  1 
Cranch  (U.  S.)  137,  173,  2  L.  ed.  60. 
See  Cohens  v.  Virginia,  6  Wheat.  (U. 
S.)  264,  399,  5  L.  ed.  257. 

[a]  Cannot  provide  for  the  certi- 
fication of  an  entire  case  to  the  supreme 
court  before'  there  has  been  any  judg- 
ment in  the  trial  court,  the  supreme 
court  not  having  original  jurisdiction. 
Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.  •».  Interstate 
Commerce  Com.,  215  U.  ;S.  216,  30  Sup. 
Ct.  86,  54  L.  ed.  164. 

37.  California  v.  Southern  Pac.  Co., 
157  U.  S.  229,  261,  15  Sup.  Ct.  591,  39' 
L.  ed.  683. 

38.  Virginia  v.  West  Virginia,  206 
U.  S.  290,  318,  27  Sup.  Ct.  732,  61  L. 
ed.  1068;  South  Dakota  v.  North 
Carolina,  192  U.  S.  286,  316,  24  Sup. 
Ct.  269,  48  L.  ed.  448;  Louisiana  v. 
Texas,  176  U.  S.  1,  16,  20  Sup.  Ct.  251, 
44  L.  ed.  347;     California  v.  Southern 
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such  parties,  and  those  only,  are  involved.'"  The  status  of  the  parties 
when  the  suit  is  brought  and  not  that  of  prior  holders  of  the  thing  in 
controversy  determines  jurisdiction,*®  and  this  is  true  regardless  of 
the  motive  of  the  person  making  the  transfer  to  the  plaintifE,*^  provided 
the  transaction  is  not  merely  colorable.*^ 

Power  To  Enjiorce  Judgments. —  The  supreme  court  has  the  implied 
power  to  enforce  its  judgments  in  those  cases  over  which  it  is  given 
original  jurisdiction,  even  though  a  state  is  a  party." 

b.  Caxes  Affecting  Ambassadors,  Other  Public  Ministers  and  Con- 
suls. —  Original  jurisdiction  in.  such  cases  is  vested  in  the  supreme 
court.** 

c.  Cases  in  Which  a  State  Is  a  Party.  —  (I.)  In  General.  —  The  con- 
stitution provides  that  the  supreme  court  shall  have  original  jurisdic- 
tion in  all  cases  in  which  a  state  shall  be  a  party.*"    The  jurisdiction  13 


Pae.  Co.,  157  V.  S.  229,  257,  15  Sup. 
Ct.  591,  39  L.  ed.  683;  United  States 
17.  Texas,  143  V.  S.  621,  643,  12  Sup. 
Ct.  488,  36  L.  ed.  285;  Cohens  v.  Vir- 
ginia, 6  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  264,  393,  5  L, 
ed.  257. 

39.  Louisiana  v.  Texas,  176  TJ.  S.  1, 
16,  20  Sup.  Ct.  251,  44  L.  ed.  347; 
California  v.  Southern  Pac.  Co.,  157  U. 
S.  229,  15  Sup.  Ct.  591,  39  L.  ed.  683. 

40.  South  Dalcota  v.  Forth  Caro- 
lina, 192  U.  S.  286,  312,  24  Sup.  Ct. 
269,  48  L.  ed.  448;  a  state  may  main- 
tain a  suit  in  the  supreme  court 
against  another  state  on  bonds  of  the 
latter  donated  to  the  plaintiff,  though 
the  donor   could  not  have  done  so. 

41.  South  Dakota  v.  North  Carolina, 
192  U.  S.  286,  310,  24  Sup.  Ct.  269, 
48  L.  ed.  448. 

42.  South  Dakota  v.  North  Carolina, 
192  U.  S.  286,  311,  24  Sup.  Ct.  269,  48 
L.  ed.  448. 

43.  Virginia  v.  West  Virginia,  246 
XT.  S.  565,  38  Sup.  Ct.  400,  62  L.  ed. 
883,  refusing  to  determine  in  advance 
the  method  of  enforcement  against  a 
state. 

See  supra,  II,  A,  4,  b. 

44.  Const.  Art.  Ill,  §  2.  See  also  19 
Standard  Proc.  820. 

[a]  The  court  may  ajccept  the  cer- 
tificate of  the  state  department  as  con- 
clusive in  determining  whether  one 
claiming  to  be  a  public  minister  is  such 
in  fact,  and  cannot  properly  be  asked 
to  proceed  upon  collateral  or  argument- 
ative proof.  In  re  Baiz,  135  V.  S.  403, 
417,  10  Sup.  Ct.  854,  34  L.  ed.  222.  See 
Ex  parte  Hitz,  111  U.  S.  766,  4  Sup. 
Ct.  698,  28  L.  ed.  592. 

Vol.  XXV 


[b]  A  prosecution  of  an  individual 
for  violation  of  a  statute  making  it  an 
offense  to  offer  violence  to  the  person 
of  an  ambassador  or  other  public  min- 
ister does  not  come  within  this  provi- 
sion. Such  a  ease  is  one  "which  affects 
the  United  States,  and  the  individual 
whom  they  seek  to  punish;  but  one  in 
which  the  minister  himself,  although 
he  was  the  person  injured  by  the  as- 
sault, has  no  concern,  either  in  the 
event  of  the  prosecution,  or  in  the  costs 
attending  it."  United  States  v.  Ortega, 
11  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  467,  2  L.  ed.  521. 

45.  Const.  Art.  Ill,  §  2;  Wisconsin 
V.  Pelican  Ins.  Co.,  127  U.  S.  265,  8  Sup. 
Ct.  1370,  32  L.  ed.  239. 

[a]  "In  all  cases  in  which  a  state 
shall  be  a  party"  means  in  all  the 
cases  enumerated  in  the  preceding  pro- 
vision defining  the  judicial  power  of 
the  United  States,  (1)  in  which  the 
state  shall  be  a  party.  Virginia  v.  West 
Virginia,  206  U.  S.  290,  318,  27  Sup. 
Ct.  732,  51  L.  ed.  1068;  Minnesota  v. 
Hitchcock,  185  U.  S.  373,  383,  22  Sup. 
Ct.  650,  46  L.  ed.  954;  Missouri  v.  Illi- 
nois, 180  U.  S.  208,  21  Sup.  Ct.  331,  45 
L.  ed.  497;  Louisiana  v.  Texas,  176  U. 
S.  1,  15,  20  Sup.  Ct.  251,  44  L.  ed.  347; 
California  v.  Southern  Pac.  Go.,  167  U. 
S.  229,  257,  15  Sup.  Ct.  591,  39  L.  ed. 
683;  United  States  v.  Texas,  143  U.  S. 
621,  643,  12  Sup.  Ct.  48,  36  L.  ed.  285; 
Cohens  v.  Virginia,  6  Wheat.  (U.  S.) 
264,  398,  5  L.  ed.  257.  (2)  It  merely 
distributes  the  jurisdiction  conferred  in 
such  preceding  provision  but  does  not 
enlarge  it  to  include  a  case  against  a 
state  by  one  of  its  own  citizens.  Duhns 
V.  State  (U.  S.),  40  Sup.  Ct.  154.  Se? 
^Iso  supra,  I,  B,  1  to  3, 


miTED  STATES  COURTS 


349 


not  affected  by  the  amount  in  controversy.*'  It  is  immaterial  for  juris- 
dictional purposes  whether  the  state  is  a  party  plaintiff  or  a  party 
defendant.*^  But  the  mere  fact  that  a  state  is  the  plaintiff  is  not  a 
conclusive  test  that  the  controversy  is  one  within  the  original  juris- 
diction of  the  supreme  court.*' 

The  jurisdiction  extends  only  to  cases  which  are  justiciable  in  char- 
acter,*' and  in  which  an  original  suit  or  action  might  be  instituted  in 
any  of  the  federal  courts.^"  It  does  not  extend  to  a  suit  between  a 
state  and  its  eitizens,^^  even  though  citizens  of  another  state  are  joined 
as  coparties  with  the  latter.^^  It  is  confined  to  civil  controversies 
only.  53  gjj^  ^}jg  court  will  not  take  jurisdiction  of  a  suit  to  recover 
penalties  prescribed  by  a  state  statute  for  violation  of  its  provisions,^* 
nor  of  a  suit  to  enforce  by  injunction  regulations  prescribed  by  a  state 
for  violation  of  its  penal  statutes.''*  The  jurisdiction  does  not  embrace 
the  determination  of  political  questions.^® 


46.  Oklahoma  v.  Gulf,  C.  &  S  F.  E. 
Co.,  220  U.  S.  290,  31  Sup.  Ct.  437,  55  L. 
ed.  469;  Wisconsin  v.  Pelican  Ins.  Co., 
127  U  S.  265,  300,  8  Sup.  Ct.  370,  32 
L.  ed.*239. 

47.  Minnesota  v.  Hitchcock,  185  U. 
S.  373,  388,  22  Sup.  Ct.  650,  46  L.  ed. 
954;  United  States  v.  Texas,  143  U.  S. 
621,  644,  12  Sup.  Ct.  488,  36  L.  ed.  285. 

48.  Oklahoma  v.  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  E. 
Co.,  220  U.  S.  290,  299,  31  Sup.  Ct.  437, 
55  L.  ed.  469;  Oklahoma  v.  Atchison, 
T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.,  220  U.  S.  277,  31  Sup. 
Ct.  434,  55  L.  ed  465;  Wisconsin  v. 
Pelican  Ina.  Co.,  l27  XJ.  S.  265,  287,  8 
Sup.  Ct.  1370,  32  L.  ed.  239. 

[a]  State  a  Nominal  Party.  —  Thus, 
there  is  no  jurisdiction  where  the  name 
of  the  state  is  used  simply  for  the 
prosecution  of  a  claim  of  one  of  its 
citizens.  Kansas  v.  United  States,  204 
U.  S.  331,  341,  27  Sup.  Ct.  388,  51  L. 
ed.  510. 

49.  Georgia  v.  Stanton,  6  Wall.  (U. 
S.)  50,  75,  18  L.  ed.  721;  Rhode  Island 
V.  Massachusetts,  12  Pet.  (U.  S.)  657, 
736,  9  L.  ed.  1233. 

50.  Wisconsin  v.  Pelican  Ins.  Co., 
127  U.  S.  265,  299,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1370,  32 
L.  ed.  239;  Cohen  v.  Virginia.  6  Wheat. 
(U.  S.)  264,  398,  5  L.  ed.  257. 

51.  See  infra,  this  note. 

Such  cases  are  expressly  excepted  by 
the  Judicial  Code,  Act  March  3,  1911, 
§  233,  36  St.  at  L.  1156. 

[a]  Not  to  a  suit  against  the  state 
by  its  own  citizens.  Duhne  v.  State  of 
New  Jersey  (U.  S.),  40  Sup.  Ct.  154. 

[b]  Not  to  a  Suit  by  a  State  Against 
Its  Citizens.  —  California  v.  Southern 
Pac.  Co.,  157  U.  S.  229,  257,  15  Sup.  Ct. 


591,  39  L.  ed.  683;  Pennsylvania  v. 
Quicksilver  Min.  Co.,  10  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
553,  1,9  L.  ed.  998.  See  Cohens  v.  Vir- 
ginia, 6  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  264,  399,  5  L. 
ed.  257. 

52.  California  v.  Southern  Pac.  Co., 
157  U.  S.  229,  257,  15  Sup  Ct.  591,  39 
L.  ed.  683. 

[aj  Formal  Party.  — In  a  suit  by 
one  state  against  citizens  of  another, 
the  joinder  of  a  citizen  of  the  plaintiff 
state  as  a  defendant  does  not  defeat 
jurisdiction  where  he  is  a  mere  formal 
party  against  whom  no  relief  is  asked. 
Florida  v.  Anderson,  91  U.  S.  667,  676, 
23  L.  ed.  290. 

53.  Judicial  Code  (Act  March  3, 
1911,  §233,  36  St.  at  L.  1156);  Okla- 
homa V.  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.,  220  U. 
S.  290,  31  Sup.  Ct.  437,  55  L.  ed.  469; 
Wisconsin  v.  Pelican  Ins.  Co.,  127  U.  S. 
265,  8  Sup.  Ct.  370,  32  L.  ed.  239.  See 
Cohens  v.  Virginia,  6  Wheat.  (U.  S.) 
264,  399,  5  L.  ed.  257. 

54.  Wisconsin  v.  Pelican  Ins.  Co.,  127 
U.  S._  265,  300,  8  Sup.  Ct.  370,  32  L.  ed. 
239,  it  will  not  entertain  an  action  by 
a  state  against  a  foreign  corporation 
on  a  judgment  recovered  by  such  state 
in  its  own  courts  for  penalties  for  a 
violation  of  its  statutes. 

55.  Oklahoma  v.  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F  E. 
Co.,  220  U.  S.  290,  31  Sup.  Ct.  437,'  55 
L.  ed.  469,  suit  to  enjoin  carriers  from 
bringing  intoxicating  liquors  into  the 
state. 

56.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  supra, 
II,  A,  5. 

[a]  Controversies  Between  Two 
States.  —  Wisconsin  v.  Pelican  Ins.  Co., 
127  U.  S.  26.5,  288,  8  Sup.  Ct.  370,  32 
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(II.)  Controversies  Between  a  State  and  the  United  States.  —  The  supreme 
court  has  original  jurisdiction  of  a  suit  by  the  United  States  against 
a  state,^'  and  by  a  state  against  the  United  States  in  cases  where  the 
United  States  has  consented  to  be  sued.^* 

(III.)  Controversies  Between  States,  r- The  supreme  court  has  original 
jurisdiction  of  a  suit  by  one  state  against  another  state, ^^  a  state  being 
deemed  to  consent  to  be  so  sued  on  its  admission  to  the  Union.''"  In 
accordance  with  the  general  rule  as  to  ancillary  jurisdiction,"^  the  juris- 
diction in  this  class  of  cases  involves  the  right  to  enforce  the  judgment 
or  decree.®^  The  controversy  must  be  one  arising  directly  between  the 
two  states,  and  not  one  merely  for  the  vindication  of  grievances  of 
particular  individuals,^^  or  for  the  enforcement  of  debts  of  individual 


L.  ed.  239;  Ehode  Island  v.  Massachu- 
setts, 12  Pet.  (U.  S.)  657,  736,  9  L.  ed. 
1233. 

[b]  Controversy  Between  a  State 
and  Citizens  of  Another  State.  —  Louis- 
iana V  Texas,  176  TJ.  S.  1,  23,  20  Sup. 
Ct.  251,  44  L.  ed.  347;  Georgia  v.  Stan- 
ton, 6  Wall.  (U.  S.)  50,  71,  18  L.  ed. 
721. 

57.  United  States  v.  Michigan,  190 
TJ.  S.  379,  396,  23  Sup.  Ct.  742,  47  L. 
ed.  1103;  United  States  v.  Texas,  143 
U.  S.  621,  638,  12  Sup.  Ct.  488,  36  L. 
ed.  285,  to  determine  the  boundary  Hue 
between  such  state  and  a  territory,  this 
is  not  a  political  quection.  See  United 
States  V.  North  Carolina,  136  U.  S.  211, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  920,  34  L.  ed.  336,  wherein 
the  question  of  jurisdiction  was  not 
raised  or  discussed,  but  the  court  as- 
sumed jurisdiction  of  an  action  of  debt 
brought  by  the  United  States  against 
a  state  upon  certain  bonds  issued  by 
such  state. 

[a]  The  state  consents  to  be  sued  in 
such  ease  when  admitted  to  the  Union. 
United  States  v.  Texas,  143  U.  S.  621, 
646,  12  Sup.  Ct.  488,  36  L.  ed.  285.  See 
■the  title  "States  and  Territories." 

58.  Minnesota  v.  Hitchcock,  185  U. 
S.  373,  22  Sup.  Ct.  650,  46  L.  ed.  964. 
See  the  title  "United  States." 

[a]  A  suit  by  a  state  against  a 
federal  officer,  in  which  the  United 
States  is  the  real  party  in  interest  ad- 
verse to  the  state,  which  involves  the 
title  to  real  estate,  is  one  of  a  justici- 
able nature.  Minnesota  v.  Hitchcock, 
185  U.  S.  373,  388,  22  Sup.  Ct.  650,  46 
L.  ed.  954. 

59.  Virginia  v.  West  Virginia,  220 
U.  S.  1,  31  Sup.  Ct.  330,  55  L.  ed.  353; 
Kansas  v.  Colorado,  185  U.  S.  125,  139, 
22  Sup.  Ct.  552,  46  L.  ed.  838;  Wiscon- 
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sin  V.  Pelican  Ins.  Co.,  127  U.  S.  265, 
287,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1370,  32  L.  ed.  239. 

[a]  Jurisdiction  will  not  be  declined 
on  the  ground  that  there  is  no  way  of 
enforcing  the  court's  decree,  but  it  will 
be  presumed  that  the  legislature  will 
provide  for  the  satisfaction  of  any  de- 
cree that  may  be  rendered.  Virginia  v. 
West  Virginia,  206  U.  S.  290,  317,  27 
Sup.  Ct.  732,  51  L.  ed.  1068;  Ehode 
Island  V.  Massachusetts,  12  Pet.  (U.  S  ) 
657,  749,  9  L.  ed.  1233.  See  South  Da- 
kota V.  North  Carolina,  192  U.  S.  286, 
318,  24  Sup.  Ct.  269,  48  L.  ed.  448, 
where  in  a  suit  to  enforce  state  bonds 
secured  by  a  mortgage  the  court  made 
a  decree  for  the  foreclosure  of  the 
mortgage  and  a  sale  of  the  security, 
leaving  the  question  of  a  deficiency 
judgment  against  the  state  to  be  de- 
termined later  if  necessary. 

[b]  The  eleventh  amendment  does 
not  affect  the  jurisdiction  in  such 
eases:  Virginia  v.  West  Virginia,  206 
U.  S.  290,  319,  27  Sup.  Ct.  732,  51  L.  ed. 
1068;  Kansas  v.  Colorado,  206  U.  S.  46, 
83,  27  Sup.  Ct.  655,  51  L.  ed.  956;  Co- 
hens V.  Virginia,  6  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  261, 
407,  5  L.  ed.  257.    See  supra,  I,  B,  3. 

60.  Virginia  v.  West  Virginia,  206 
U.  S.  290,  317,  27  Sup.  Ct.  732,  51  L. 
ed.  1068;  South  Dakota  v.  North  Caro- 
lina, 192  U.  S.  286,  316,  24  Sup.  Ct.  269, 
48  L.  ed.  448;  United  States  v.  Texas. 
143  U.  S.  621,  646,  12  Sup.  Ct.  488,  36 
L.  ed.  285;  Rhode  Island  v.  Massachu- 
setts, 12  Pet.  (U.  S.)  657,  720,  9  L. 
ed.  1233. 

61.  See  supra,  II,  A,  4. 

62.  Virginia  v.  West  Virginia,  246 
U.  S.  565,  38  Sup.  Ct.  400,  62  L.  ed. 
883. 

83.     South  Dakota  v.  North  Carolina, 
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citizens  of  the  plaintiff  state."*  It  is  not  essential,  however,  that  the 
state  have  a  pecuniary  interest  in  the  controversy,  but  it  may  invoke 
jurisdiction  as  parens  patriae,  trustee,  guardian,  or  representative  of 
all  or  a  considerable  portion  of  its  citizens.*'® 

In  passing  on  this  class  of  controversies,  the  court  does  not  take  the 
place  of  a  legislature ;  ^^  but  it  must  determine  them  according  to  rec- 
ognized principlesi  of  law."^  It  will  interfere  to  enjoin  the  action  of  a 
state  only  in  cases  of  serious  magnitude  and  where  the  case  is  clearly 
and  fully  proved.®* 

The  jurisdiction  extends  to  suits  by  one  state  against  another  with 
regard  to  the  boundary  line  between  them,"*  or  to  prevent  the  diver- 
sion '°  or  pollution  ^^  of  the  waters  of  a  river  flowing  through  both 
states,  and  of  a  suit  by  one  state  to  compel  the  payment  of  the  bonds 
of  another  state  which  it  owns,'^  of  a  suit  to  enforce  an  agreement  be- 


192  U.  S.  286,  312,  24  Sup.  Ct.  269,  48 
L.  ed.  448. 

[a]  State  Action  Necessary.  —  "In 
order  that  a  controversy,  between 
states,  justiciable  in  this  court,  can  be 
held  to  exist,  something  more  must  be 
put  forward  than  that  the  citizens  of 
one  state  are  injured  by  the  maladmin- 
istration of  the  laws  of  another.  The 
states  cannot  make  war,  or  enter  into 
treaties,  though  they  may,  with  the 
consent  of  Congress,  make  compacts 
and  agreements.  When  there  is  no 
agreement,  whose  breach  might  create 
it,  a  controversy  between  states  does 
not  arise  unless  the  action  complained 
of  is  state  action,  and  acts  of  state  of- 
ficers in  abuse  or  excess  of  their  pow- 
ers cannot  be  laid  hold  of  as  in  them- 
selves committing  one  state  to  a  dis- 
tinct collision  with  a  sister  state." 
Louisiana  v.  Texas,  176  IT.  S.  1,  22,  20 
Sup.  Ct.  251,  44  L.  ed.  347,  quoted  with 
approval  in  Oklahoma  v.  Atchison,  T. 
&  S.  F.  E.  Co.,  220  U.  S.  277,  288,  31 
Sup.  Ct.  434,  55  L.  ed.  465. 

64.  New  Hampshire  v.  Louisiana, 
108  U.  S.  76,  2  Sup.  Ct.  176,  27  L.  ed. 
656.   See  also  supra,  II,  F,  14. 

[a]  Assigned  Claims  of  Citizens. 
There  is  no  jurisdiction  of  an  aetionj 
brought  by  a  state  against  another 
state  to  enforce  claims  of  its  citizens 
assigned  to  it  for  the  purposes  of  the 
suit  only.  New  Hampshire  v.  Louisi- 
ana, 108  U.  S.  76,  2  Sup.  Cf.  176,  27  L. 
ed.  656.  See  also  Louisiana  v.  Texas, 
176  U.  S.  1,  16,  20  Sup.  Ct.  251,  44  L. 
ed.  347. 

65.  Kansas  v.  Colorado,  185  IT.  S. 
125,   22   Sup.   Ct.   552,   46   L.   ed.    838, 

66.  Missouri   v.   Illinois,    200    U.   S. 


4&6,  519,  26  Sup.  Ct.  268,  50  L.  ed.  572. 

67.  Missouri   v.   Illinois,   200    U.   S. " 
496,   519,   26    Sup.    Ct.   268,   50   L.   ed. 
572. 

68.  Missouri  v.  Illinois,  200  U.  S. 
496,  521,  26  Sup.  Ct.  268,  50  L.  ed.  572 
citing  Kansas  v.  Colorado,  185  IT.  S. 
125,  22  Sup.  Ct.  552,  46  L.  ed.  838, 
wherein  the  court  refused  to  decide 
the  questions  involved  on  demurrer,  but 
remitted  the  parties  to  their  proofs. 

69.  Louisiana  u.  Mississippi,  202  U. 
S.  1,  35,  26  Sup.  Ct.  408,  50  L.  ed.  913; 
Rhode  Island  v.  Massachusetts,  12  Pet. 
(U.  S.)  657,  721,  9  L.  ed.  1233. 

[a]  The  most  numerous  class  of 
controversies  between  states  ' '  of  which 
this  court  has  entertained  jurisdiction 
is  that  of  controversies  between  two 
states  as  to  the  boundaries  of  their 
territory,  such  as  were  determined'  be- 
fore the  revolution  by  the  King  in 
Council,  and  under  the  Articles  of  Con- 
federation (where  there  was  no  na- 
tional judiciary)  by  committees  or 
commissioners  appointed  by  Congress." 
Wisconsin  v.  Pelican  Ins.  Co.,  127  U. 
S.  265,  288,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1370,  32  L.  ed. 
239,  citing  Story  on  the  constitution, 
§  1681,  and  many  cases  in  whiei  such 
jurisdiction  has  been  assumed. 

70.  Kansas  v.  Colorado,  206  U  S. 
46,  85,  27  Sup.  Ct.  655,  51  L.  ed.  956; 
Kansas  v.  Colorado,  185  IT.  S.  125,  22 
Sup.  Ct.  552,  46  L.  ed.  838. 

71.  Missouri  v.  Illinois,  200  IT.  S. 
496,  520,  26  Sup.  Ct.  268,  50  L.  ed.  572; 
Missouri  v.  Illinois,  180  U.  S.  208,  21 
Sup.  Ct.  331,  45  L.  ed.  497. 

72.  South  Dakota  v.  North  Carolina, 
192  U.  S.  286,  312,  24  Sup.  Ct.  269,  48 
L.    ed.    448,    and    to    subject    property 
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tween  two  states,"  or  of  a  suit  for  an  accounting  and  to  determine  and 
adjudicate  the  amount  due  one  state  from  another  state.^* 

(IV.)  Controversies  Between  a  State  and  Citizens  of  Another  State.  —  The 
supreme  court  has  original  jurisdiction  of  suits  hy  a  state  against 
citizens  of  another  state,'^  provided  the  case  is  one  in  which  the  state 
has  a  direct  interest  in  obtaining  the  relief  sought.''*  There  is  no  juris- 
diction where  the  primary  object  is  to  protect  the  citizens  of  the  state 
generally  against  the  violation  of  its  laws  by  the  persons  sued.'' 

d.  Exclusive  and  Concurrent  Original  Jurisdiction.  —  The  con- 
stitutional grant  of  original  jurisdiction  to  the  supreme  court  in  certain 
classes  of  cases  does  not  give  it  exclusive  jurisdiction  in  those  cases, 
and  congress  may  confer  concurrent  jurisdiction  on  other  courts." 
But  it  has  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  all  actions  against  ambassadors  and 
other  public  ministers,'^  though  its  jurisdiction  is  concurrent  with  that 
of  the  district  courts  in  all  actions  by  ambassadors  and  other  public 
ministers,  and  cases  in  which  a  consul  or  vice  consul  may  be  a  party.*" 
Where  a  State  Is  a  Party.—  The  judicial  code  provides  that  the  su- 
preme court  shall  have  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  all  controversies  of  a 
civil  nature  where  a  state  is  a  party,**  except  between  a  state  and  its 


mortgaged  by  the   defendant   state  as 
security  therefor  to  their  payment. 

[a]  That  the  plaintiff  state  ac- 
quired the  honds  by  gift  from  a  third 
person  who  could  not  invoke  such  juris- 
diction is  immaterial.  South  Dakota  v. 
North  Carolina,  192  IT.  ®.  286,  312,  24 
Sup.  Ct.  269,  48  L.  ed.  448. 

73.  Virginia  v.  West  Virginia,  246 
U.  S.  565,  38  Sup.  Ct.  40O,  62  L.  ed. 
883,  regardless  of  the  fact  that  con- 
gress has  power  to  enforce  such  agree- 
ment by  legislation. 

74.  Virginia  v.  West  Virginia,  206 
U.  S.  290,  317,  27  iSup.  Ct.  732,  51  L. 
ed.  1068. 

75.  Wisconsin  v.  Pelican  Ins.  Co., 
127  IT.  S.  265,  287,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1370,  32 
L.  ed.  239;  Pennsylvania  v.  Quicksil- 
ver Min.  Co.,  10  Wall.  (U.  S.)  553,  19 
L.  ed.  998;  Georgia  v.  Stanton,  6  Wall. 
(U.  S.)  50,  75,  18  L.  ed.  721. 

[a]  A  citizen  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia is  not  a  citizen  of  a  state,  and 
the  supreme  court  has  no  original  jur- 
isdiction over  a  controversy  between  a 
state  and  a  citizen  of  the  District  of 
Columbia.  In  re  Massachusetts,  197  U. 
S.  482,  487,  25  Sup.  Ct.  512,  49  L.  ed. 
845.   See  also  supra,  II,  F,  4. 

[b]  A  corporation  is  to  be  deemed 
a  citizen  of  the  state  which  creates  it. 
Wisconsin  v.  Pelican  Ins  Co.,  127  TJ. 
S.  265,  287,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1370,  32  L.  ed. 
239.   See  also  supra,  II,  F,  12. 
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76.  Florida  v.  Anderson,  91  TJ.  S. 
667,  675,  28  L.  ed.  290. 

[a]  See  Georgia  v.  Tennessee  Cop- 
per Co.,  206  U.  S.  230,  27  Sup.  Ct.  618, 
51  L.  ed.  1038,  holding  court  had  jur- 
isdiction of  a  suit  by  a  state  against 
a  foreign  corporation  to  enjoin  it  from 
discharging  noxious  gas  from  its  works 
in  another  state  over  the  plaintiff's  ter- 
ritory. 

[b]  The  constitution  is  "not  to  be 
interpreted  as  conferring  such,  jurisdic- 
tion in  every  case  in  which  the  state 
elects  to  make  itself  strictly  a  party 
plaintiff  of  record  and  seeks  not  to 
protect  its  own  property,  but  only  to 
vindicate  the  wrongs  of  some  of  its 
people,  or  to  enforce  its  own  laws  or 
public  policy  against  wrongdoers, '  gen- 
erally." Oklahoma  v.  Atchison,  T.  & 
8.  F.  R.  Co.,  220  U.  S.  277,  289,  31  Sup. 
Ct.  434,  55  L.  ed.  465. 

77.  Oklahoma  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S. 
F.  E.  Co.,  220  U.  S.  277,  31  Sup.  Ct. 
434,  55  L.  ed.  465  (of  a  suit  to  enjoin 
carriers  from  charging  alleged  unrea- 
sonable freight  rates);  Oklahoma  v. 
Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.,  220  U.  S.  290, 
31  Sup.  Ct.  437,  65  L,  ed.  469,  of  a  suit 
to  enjoin  carriers  from  bringing  intox- 
icating liquor  into  the  state. 

78.  See  infra,  this  section. 

79.  See  19  Standard  Proc.  821. 

80.  See  19  Standard  Proc.  821. 

81.  Act  March  3,  1911,  e.  231,  §  233^ 
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citizens,*^  or  between  a  state  and  citizens  of  other  states,  or  aliens,  in 
which  latter  cases  it  shall  have  original,  but  not  exclusive,  jurisdiction.^^ 

e.  Practice  in  Original  Proceedings  in  Supreme  Court.  —  In  the 
absence  of  any  constitutional  provision  or  any  act  of  congress  on  the 
subject,  the  practice  and  procedure  in  original  actions  and  suits  in  the 
supreme  court,  is  fixed  by  rules  and  orders  of  that  court.^*  In  an 
original  suit  in  equity  the  court  will  ordinarily  frame  its  proceedings 
according  to  those  formerly  adopted  in  the  English  chancery  courts  in 
analogous  cases,^^  though  it  is  not  bound  to  follow  this  practice  when 
to  do  so  would  embarrass  the  case  by  unnecessary  technicalities  or  de- 
feat the  purposes  of  justice.*^ 

3.  Power  To  Issue  Writs.  —  a.  In  General.  —  The  supreme  court 
is  given  power  to  issue  writs  of  ne  exeat,^'  scire  f  acias,^^  habeas  corpus,** 
and  all  writs  not  specifically  provided  for  by  statute,  which  may  be 
necessary  for  the  exercise  of  its  jurisdiction,  and  agreeable  to  the 
usages  and  principles  of  law.°° 


36  St.  at  L.  1156,  (re-enactment  of 
Eev.  St.,  §687);  California  v.  South- 
ern Pac.  Co.,  157  U.  S.  229,  258,  15  Sup. 
Ct.  591,  39  L.  ed.  683. 

[a]  Over  Controversies  Between 
Two  or  More  States.  —  Kansas  v.  Colo- 
rado, 185  U.  S.  125,  22  Sup.  Ct.  552, 
46  L.  ed.  838. 

[b]  Of  a  Suit  by  ttie  United  States 
Against  a  State.  —  United  States  v. 
Texas,  143  U.  S.  621,  643,  12  Sup  Ct. 
488,  36  L.  ed.  285. 

82.  Act  March  3,  1911,  e.  231,  §233, 
36  St.  at  L.  1156;  California  v.  South- 
ern Pac.  Co.,  157  V.  S.  229,  258,  15  Sup. 
Ct.  591,  39  L.  ed.  683. 

83.  Act  March  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §233, 
36  St.  at  L.  1156;  California  v.  South- 
ern Pac.  Co.,  157  V.  8.  229,  258,  15  Sup. 
Ct.  591,  39  L.  ed.  683. 

84.  Florida  v.  Georgia,  17  How.  (IT. 
S.)  478,  15  L.  ed.  181. 

85.  California  v.  Southern  Pac.  Co., 
157  U.  S.  229,  249,  15  Sup.  Ct.  591,  39 
L.  ed.  683;  United  States  v.  Texas,  143 
U.  S.  621,  647,  12  Sup.  Ct.  488,  36  L. 
ed.  285;  Florida  v.  Georgia,  17  How. 
(U.  S.)  478,  15  L.  ed.  181;  Rhode  Island 
V.  Massachusetts,  12  Pet.  (U.  S.)  657, 
735,  739,  9  L.  ed.  1233,  14  Pet.  210,  10 
L.  ed.  423,  15  Pet.  233,  267,  10  L.  ed. 
721.  ' 

86.  California  ■».  Southern  Pac.  Co., 
157  U.  S.  229,  249,  15  Sup.  Ct.  591,  39 
L.'ed.  683;  Florida  v.  Georgia,  17  How. 
(U.  S.)  478,  15  L.  ed.  181.  See  Rhode 
Island  V.  Massachusetts,  13  Pet.  (U.  S.) 
23,  10  L.  ed.  41,  wherein  the  court  re- 

28 


fused  to  apply  the  rules  of  time  gov- 
erning in  suits  between  individuals,  in 
view  of  the  character  of  the  parties 
and  the  nature  of  the  controversy. 

[a]  Iji  a  suit  between  two  states 
the  court  will  so  mould  the  rules  of 
chancery  practice  and  pleading  as  to 
bring  the  case  to  a  final  hearing  on  its 
real  merits.  Rhode  Island  v.  Massa- 
chusetts, 14  Pet.  (U.  S.)  210,  257,  10 
L.  ed.  423. 

[bj  "In  the  exercise  of  original 
jurisdiction  in  the  determination  of 
the  boundary  between  sovereign  states, 
this  court  proceeds  only  upon  the  ut- 
most circumspection  and  deliberation, 
and  no  order  can  stand  in  respect  to 
which  full  opportunity  to  be  heard  has 
not  been  afforded."  Iowa  v.  Illinois, 
151  U.  S.  238,  14  Sup.  Ct.  333,  38  L. 
ed.  145. 

87.  Act  Ma.r.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §261, 
36  St.  at  L.  1162,  Comp.  St.,  1916, 
§1238.  See  generally  the  title  "Ne 
Exeat." 

88.  See  preceding  note,  and  gener- 
ally the  title  "Scire  Facias." 

89.  See  10  Standard  Proc.  914,  917. 

90.  See  preceding  note,  and  Hudson 
V.  Parker,  156  U.  S.  277,  281,  15  Sup. 
Ct.  450,  39  L.  ed.  424. 

Certiorari,  see  infra,  II,  H,  3,  d. 

[a]  Supersedeas.  —  See  the  title 
"Supersedeas  and  Stay  of  Proceed- 
ings" and  In  re  McKenzie,  180  U.  S. 
536,  21  Sup.  Ct.  468,  45  L.  ed.  657;  In 
re  Claasen,  140  U.  S.  200,  11  Sup.  Ct. 
735,  35  L.  ed.  409. 
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b.  Mandamus.  —  The  supreme  court  has  power  to  issue  writs  of 
mandamus  only  in  cases  in  which  it  has  original  or  appellate  jurisdic- 
tion." The  writ  cannot  be  used  to  perform  the  office  of  an  appeal  or 
writ  of  error.'^  It  will  issue  to  compel  the  circuit  court  of  appeals,'' 
or  the  trial  court,'*  to  take  jurisdiction  in  a  proper  case.  Except  where, 
on  the  face  of  the  re6ord  no  jurisdiction  has  attached,  mandamus  will 
not  issue  to  compel  a  judge  of  the  trial  court  to  dismiss  a  case  on  the 
ground  that  it  does  not  really  and  substantially  involve  a  controversy 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  that  court.^^  It  will  issue  to  compel  the 
remanding  of  a  case  removed  from  a  state  to  a  federal  court,  where  it 
,is  apparent  from  the  record  that  the  latter  court  has  no  jurisdiction 
whatever  of  the  case.^*   The  contrary  is  true,  however,  where  the  record 


91.  In  re  Massachusetts,  197  U.  S. 
482,  488,  25  Sup.  Ct.  512,  49  L.  ed.  845; 
In  re  Glaser,  198  U.  S.  171,  25  Sup.  Ct. 
653,  49  L.  ed.  1000;  Marbury  v.  Madi- 
son, 1  Cranch  (U.  S.)  137,  175,  2  L.  ed. 
60.    See  19  Standard  Pkoc.  240. 

[a]  The  judicial  code  provides  that 
(1)  the  supreme  court  shall  have  power 
to  issue  writs  of  mandamus,  in  cases 
warranted  by  the  principles  and  usages 
of  law,  to  any  courts  appointed  under 
the  authority  of  the  United  States,  or 
to  persons  holding  office  under  the 
authority  of  the  United  States,  where  a 
state,  or  an  ambassador,  or  other  pub- 
lic minister,  or  a  consul,  or  vice  consul 
is  a  party.  Act  March  3,  1911,  c.  231, 
§234,  36  St.  at  L.  1156  (re-enactment 
of  Eev.  St.,  §688).  See  In  re  Winn, 
213  U.  S.  458,  29  Sup.  Ct.  515,  53  L.  ed. 
873;  American  Const.  Co.  v.  Jackson- 
ville, T.  &  K.  "W.  E.  Co.,  148  U.  S.  372, 
379,  13  Sup.  Ct.  168,  37  L.  ed.  486.  (2) 
A  writ  issued  under  this  provision  is 
for  the  purpose  of  revising  and  cor- 
recting proceedings  in  a  ease  already 
instituted  in  the  courts,  and  is  deemed 
a  part  of  the  appellate  jurisdiction  of 
the  court,  and  is  subject  to  such  regu- 
lations as  congress  may  make.  In  re 
Winn,  213  U.  S.  458,  29  Sup.  Ct.  515, 
53  L.  ed.  873. 

92.  American  Const.  Co.  «.  Jackson- 
ville, T.  &  K.  W.  E.  Co.,  148  U.  S.  372, 
379,  13  Sup.  Ct.  158,  37  L.  ed.  486,  cit- 
ing Ex  parte  Whitney,  13  Pet.  404,  10 
L.  ed.  221;  Ex  parte  Schwab,  98  U.  S. 
240,  25  L.  ed.  105;  Ex  parte  Perry,  102 
U.  S.  183,  26  L.  ed.  43;  Ex  parte  Mor- 
gan, 114  U.  S.  174,  5  Sup.  Ct.  825,  29 
L.  ed.  135.  See  generally  the  title 
"Mandamus." 

[a]  Mandamus  cannot  be  used  to 
sevtew  a  ruling  or  interlocutory  order 
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(1)  made  during  the  progress  of  the 
trial  (American  Const.  Co.  v.  Jackson- 
ville, T.  &  K.  W.  E.  Co.,  148  U.  S.  372, 
13  Sup.  Ct.  158,  37  L.  ed.  486,  citing 
Bank  of  Columbia  v.  Sweeny,  1  Pet. 
(U.  S.)  567,  7  L.  ed.  265;  Life  &  Fire 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Adams,  9  Pet.  (U.  S.)  673, 
9  L.  ed.  234),  or  (2)  to  review  a  final 
judgment  or  decree  of  the  trial  court 
sustaining  a  plea  to  the  jurisdiction, 
even  if  no  appeal  or  writ  of  error  is 
given  by  law.  American  Const.  Co.  v. 
Jacksonville,  T.  &  K.  W.  E.  Co.,  148 
U.  S.  372,  379,  13  Sup.  Ct.  158,  37  L.  ed. 
486),  citing  Ex  parte  Newman,  14 
Wall.  (U.  S.)  152,  20  L.  ed.  877;  Ex 
parte  Baltimore  &  Ohio  E.  Co..  108 
V.  S.  566,  2  Sup.  Ct.  876,  27  L.  ed.  812; 
In  re  Burdett,  127  U.  S.  771,  8  Sup. 
Ct.  1394,  32  L.  ed.  321;  In  re  Pennsyl- 
vania Co.,  137  U.  S.  451,  453,  11  Sup. 
Ct.  141,  34  L.  ed.  738. 

93.  Matter  of  Christensen  Engr. 
Co.,  194  U.  S.  458,  24  Sup.  Ct.  729,  48 
L.  ed.  1072. 

94.  In  re  Pollitz,  206  U.  S  323,  27 
Sup.  Ct.  729,  51  L.  ed.  1081;  Gross- 
mayer's  Petitioner,  177  U.  S.  48,  20 
Sup.  Ct.  535,  44  L.  ed.  665;  In  re  Ho- 
horst,  150  U.  S.  653,  663,  14  Sup.  Ct. 
221,  37  L.  ed.  1211. 

95.  In  re  Cleland,  218  U.  S.  120,  30 
Sup.  Ct.  647,  64  L.  ed.  962. 

96.  In  re  Winn,  213  U.  S.  458,  29 
Sup.  Ct.  515,  53  L.  ed.  873. 

[a]  Even  Though  the  Aggrieved 
Party  May  Also  Be  Entitled  to  a  Writ 
of  Error  or  an  Appeal.  —  The  remedy 
by  writ  of  error  or  appeal  is  not  ade- 
quate under  such  circumstances.  In  re 
Winn,  213  V.  S.  458,  29  Sup.  Ct.  515, 
53  L.  ed.  873. 
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shows  that  the  right  of  removal  depends  on  the  determination  of  ques- 
tions of  fact."' 

c.  Prohibition.  —  The  judicial  code  gives  to  the  supreme  court 
power  to  issue  writs  of  prohibition  to  the  district  courts  when  proceed- 
ing as  courts  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction."*  In  cases  in 
which  the  supreme  court  possesses  neither  original  nor  appellate  juris- 
diction it  cannot  grant  prohibition  as  ancillary  thereto."" 

d.  Certiorari.^  —  Under  the  authority  conferred  on  it  to  issue  all 
writs  not  specifically  provided  for  by  statute,  which  may  be  necessary 
for  the  exercise  of  its  jurisdiction,  and  agreeable  to  the  usages  and 
principles  of  law,^  the  supreme  court  may  issue  writs  of  certiorari  in 
all  proper  cases.*  "Where  it  possesses  neither  briginal  nor  appellate 
jurisdiction  the  supreme  court  cannot  grant  certiorari  as  ancillary 
thereto.*  Under  this  provision,  certiorari  will  lie  only  when  a  writ  of 
error  or  an  appeal  will  not.'' 

Other  sections  of  the  judicial  code  authorize  the  supreme  court, 
under  specified  circumstances,  to  require,  by  certiorari,  to  be  certified 
to  it  for  review  as  upon  error  or  appeal,  judgments  and  decrees  of  the 
circuit  courts  of  appeals,"  of  the  court  of  appeals  for  the  District  of 


97.  In  re  Winn,  213  U.  S.  458,  29 
Sup.  Ct.  515,  53  L.  ed.  873. 

98.  Act  March  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §234, 
36  St.  at  L.  1156,  re-enactment  of  Rev. 
St.,  §688. 

See  generally  the  titles  "Admiral, 
ty;"  "ProMbition." 

99.  In  re  Massachusetts,  197  U.  S. 
482,  488,  25  Sup.  Ct.  512,  49  L.  ed.  845. 
See  21  Standard  Peoc.  815. 

1.  See  generally  the  title  "Oertior- 

2.  Act  March  3,  1911,  e.  231,  §261, 
36  St.  at  L.  1162,  Comp.  St.  1916,  § 
1238. 

3.  United  States  v.  Dickinson,  213 
V.  S.  92,  100,  29  Sup.  Ct.  485,  53  L.  ed. 
711;  In  re  Tampa  S.  E.  Co.,  168  U.  S. 
583,  587,  18  Sup.  Ct.  177,  42  L.  ed.  589; 
In  re  Chetwood,  165  U.  S.  443,  461,  17 
Sup.  Ct.  385,  41  L.  ed.  782;  American 
Const.  Co.  V.  Jacksonville,  T.  &  K.  W. 
E.  Co.,  148  U.  S.  372,  380,  13  Sup.  Ct. 
158,  37  L.  ed.  486.  See  4  Standard 
Pkoc.  054,  et  seq. 

[a]  The  writ  will  issue  to  correct 
excesses  of  jurisdiction,  when  the  cir- 
cumstances imperatively  demand  that 
form  of  interposition,  as  ior  the  pur- 
pose of  reviewing  an  order  adjudging 
certain  persons  in  contempt  for  violat- 
ing an  order  which  the  court  of  orig- 
inal jurisdiction  had  no  authority  to 
make.  In  re  Chetwood,  165  IT.  S.  443, 
462,  17  Sup.  Ct.  385,  41  L.  ed.  782. 

[b]  This  provision  does  not  author- 


ize it  to  review  the  proceedings  of  mili- 
tary tribunals  by  certiorari.  In  re  Vi- 
dal,  179  U.  S.  126,  21  Sup.  Ct.  48,  45  L. 
ed.  118. 

4.  In  re  Massachusetts,  197  U.  S. 
482,  488,  25  Sup.  Ct.  512,  49  L.  ed.  845. 

5.  Fields  v.  United  States,  205  U. 
S.  292,  27  Sup.  Ct.  543,  51  L.  ed.  807; 
Whitney  v.  Dick,  202  U.  S.  132,  26  Sup. 
Ct.  584,  50  L.  ed.  963;  In  re  Tampa  S. 
E.  Co.,  168  U.  S.  583,  18  Sup.  Ct.  177, 
42  L.  ed.  689. 

6.  See  4  Standard  Prog.  954,  955. 

[a]  The  power  extends  to  every 
case  pending  in  the  courts  of  appeals 
in  which  the  decision  of  those  courts 
would  otherwise  be  final.  Forsyth  v. 
Hammond,  166  U.  S.  506,  513,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  665,  41  L.  ed.  1095. 

[b]  "The  question  at  what  stage 
of  the  proceedings  (1)  and  under  what 
circumstances,  the  case  should  be  re- 
quired, by  certiorari  or  otherwise,  to 
be  sent  up  for  review,  is  left  to  the 
discretion  of  this  court,  as  the  exigen- 
cies of  each  ease  require."  American 
Const.  Co.  V.  Jacksonville,  T.  &  K  W. 
E.  Co.,  148  U.  S.  372,  385,  13  Sup.  Ct. 
158,  37  L.  ed.  486.  (2)  The  power  may 
be  exercised  before  or  after  any  deci- 
sion by  the  court  of  appeals,  and  ir- 
respective of  any  ruling  or  determina- 
tion therein.  Forsyth  v.  Hammond,  166 
U.  8.  506,  513,  17  Sup.  Ct.  665,  41  L. 
ed.  1095.    See  The  Three  Friends,  166 
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Colupibia,''  of  the  supreme  courts  respectively,  of  Hawaii,  Porto  Rico,' 
and  the  JPhilippine  Islands,'  and  of  the  highest  courts  of  the  states." 

4.  Appellate  Jurisdiction.  —  a.  General  Principles,  —  The  consti- 
tution gives  to  the  supreme  court  appellate  jurisdiction,  both  as  to  law 
and  fact,  in  all  cases  to  which  the  judicial  power  of  the  United  States 
extends,  except  in  those  cases  in  which  it  has  original  jurisdiction,^* 
and  with  such  exceptions  and  under  such  regulations  as  the  congress 
shall  make.*^  In  view  of  the  latter  provision,  its  appellate  jurisdiction 
extends  only  to  the  eases  enumerated  in  the  acts  of  congress  on  the  sub- 
ject," the  enumeration  in  such  acts  of  those  cases  to  which  its  juris- 
diction extends  being  deemed  to  exclude  all  eases  not  so  enumerated." 
Where  the  appellate  jurisdiction  is  described  in  general  terms  so  as  to 


U.  S.  1,  49,  17  Sup.  Ct.  495,  41  L.  ed. 
897. 

[c]  Where  the  case  is  reviewable 
either  on  certiorari  or  writ  of  error, 

and  both  have  been  applied  for,  and 
the  ease  is  important  enough  to  re- 
quire examination,  certiorari  may  be 
allowed  ■without  deciding  whether  a 
federal  question  was  involved,  or 
whether  jurisdiction  depended  solely 
on  diverse  citizenship.  Montana  Min. 
Co.  V.  St.  Louis  Min.  &  Mill  Co.,  204 
XT.  S.  204,  213,  27  Sup.  Ct.  254,  51  L. 
ed.  444. 

[d^  In  Admiralty  Cases.  —  The 
Three  Friends,  166  IT.  S.  1,  49,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  495,  41  L.  ed.  897.  ' 

7.  See  infra,  II,  H,  4,  b,  (IV). 

8.  See  infra,  II,  H,  i,  b,  (III). 

9.  See  infra,  II,  H,  4,  b,  (V). 

10.  See  infra,  II,  H,  4,  c,  (II),  (A); 
II,  H,  4,  c,  (II),  (G). 

11.  Const.,  Art.  Ill,  §2.  See  Co- 
hens v.  Virginia,  6  Wheat.  (U,  S.)  264, 
398,  5  L.  ed.  237. 

[a]  That  the  case  is  one  of  which 
the  supreme  court  would  have  had 
original  jurisdiction  does  not  necessar- 
ily deprive  it  of  appellate  jurisdiction, 
as  in  a  ease  arising  under  the  consti- 
tution or  a  law  of  the  United  States, 
to  which  a  state  is  a  party.  Cohens  v. 
Virginia,  6  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  264,  395,  5 
L.  ed.  257. 

[b]  The  judicial  action  of  all  in- 
ferior courts  established  by  congress 
may  be  subjected  to  the  appellate  jur- 
isdiction of  the  supreme  court;  and 
this  even  though  they  are  not  courts 
in  which  the  judicial  power  conferred 
by  the  constitution  may  be  deposited. 
United  States  v.  Coe,  155  U.  S.  76,  86, 
15  Sup.  Ct.  16,  39  L.  ed.  76. 
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12.  Const.,  Art.  Ill,  §2;  St.  Louis 
I.  M.  &  S.  E;  Co.  V.  Taylor,  210  V.  S. 
281,  292,  28  Sup.  Ct.  610,  52  L.  ed. 
1061;  United  States  v.  Bitty,  208  U.  S. 
393,  399,  28  Sup.  Ct.  396,  52  L.  ed.  543. 

13.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  E.  Co.  17. 
Taylor,  210  U.  S.  281,  292,  28  Sup.  Ct. 
616,  52  L.  ed.  1061. 

[a]  Its  Appellate  Jurisdiction  (1) 
Is  Purely  Statutory.  —  Heike  v.  United 
States,  217  U.  S.  423,  30  Sup.  Ct.  539, 
54  L.  ed.  821;  United  States  v.  Sanges, 
144  U.  S.  310,  319,  12  Sup.  Ct.  609,  36 
L.  ed.  445.  (2)  It  "can  exercise  no 
appellate  jurisdiction  except  in  the 
cases,  and  in  the  manner  and  form,  de- 
fined and  prescribed  by  congress." 
American  Const.  Co.  v.  Jactsonville,  T. 
&  K.  W.  E.  Co.,  148  U.  S.  372,  378,  13 
Sup.  Ct.  158,  37  L.  ed.  486. 

[b]  Jurisdiction  To  Review  Ei- 
rectly.  — /»  re  ©laser,  198  U.  S.  171, 
25  Sup.  Ct.  653,  49  L.  ed.  1000. 

14.  United  States  v.  American  Bell 
Tel.  Co.,  159  U.  S.  548,  16  Sup.  Ct.  69, 
40  L.  ed.  255;  Maynard  v.  Hecht,  151 
U.  S.  324,  14  Sup.  Ct.  353,  38  L.  ed. 
179;  Durousseau  v.  United  States,  6 
Cranch  (U.  S.)  307,  3  L.  ed.  232;  Unit- 
ed States  V.  More,  3  Cranch  (U.  S.) 
159,  172,  2  L.  ed.  397. 

[a]  But  since  this  restriction  rests 
on  implication  founded  on  the  mani- 
fest intent  of  the  legislature,  it  can  be 
sustained  only  when  that  manifest  'n- 
tent  appears.  United  States  v.  Amer- 
ican Bell  Tel.  Co.,  159  U.  S.  548,  16 
Sup.  Ct.  69,  40  L.  ed.  255;  Durousseau 
V.  United  States,  6  Cranch  (U.  S.)  307, 
3  L.  ed.  232. 


UNITED  STATES  COURTS 


357 


comprehend  the  particular  case,  no  presumption  can  be  indulged  of  an 
intention  to  oust  or  restrict  such  jurisdiction." 

Ancillary  Jurisdiction.  —  In  accordance  with  the  general  rule  already- 
treated,"  the  appellate  jurisdiction  over  ancillary  proceedings  follows 
that  of  the  main  case.^' 

Who  May  Invoke  the  Jurisdiction.  —  The  jurisdiction  can  only  be  in- 
voked by  a  party  having  a  personal  interest  in  the  litigation.^^ 

b.  Jurisdiction  To  Review  Judgments  and  Decrees  of  Courts  of 
United  States  und  Its  Possessions.  —  (I.)  To  Review  Judgments  and  De- 
crees of  Federal  District  Courts.  —  (A.)  General  Statement.  —  The  judicial 
code  provides  that  appeals  and  writs  of  error  may  be  taken  from  the 
district  courts,  including  those  of  Hawaii  and  Porto  Rico,  direct  to  the 
supreme  court  in  any  ease  in  which  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  is  in 
issue,"  from  final  sentences  and  decrees  in  prize  cases  ;^°  in  any  ease 
that  involves  the  construction  or  application  of  the  constitution  of  the 
United  States ;  in  any  case  in  which  the  constitutionality  of  any  law  of 
the  United  States,  or  the  validity  or  construction  of  any  treaty  made 
under  its  authority  is  drawn  in  question ;  and  in  any  case  in  which  the 
constitution  or  law  of  a  state  is  claimed  to  be  in  contravention  of  the 
constitution  of  the  United  States.^^  There  is  no  pecuniary  limit  upon 
the  appellate  jurisdiction  in  such  cases.^^ 

Jurisdiction  as  Between  the  Supreme  Court  and  the  Circuit  Courts  of  Appeals. 
The  line  of  division  between  cases  reviewable  directly  by  the  supreme 
court  and  those  reviewable  by  the  circuit  courts  of  appeals  is  based 
upon  the  nature  of  the  case  and  the  questions  of,  law  raised.^^  Juris- 
diction as  between  the  two  courts  in  ancillary  proceedings  depends 
upon  that  in  the  main  case.^*    That  a  case  involves  grounds  warranting 


15.  United  States  v.  American  Bell 
Tel.  Co.,  159  U.  S.  548,  16  Sup.  Ct.  69, 
40  L.  ed.  255. 

[a]  Any  statute  claimed  to  have 
that  effect  must  be  examined  in  the 
light  of  the  objects  of  the  enactment, 
the  purposes  it  is  to  serve  and  the  mis- 
chiefs it  is  to  remedy;  and  in  view  of 
the  rule  that  the  operation  of  such  a 
statute  must  be  restrained  within  nar- 
rower limits  than  its  words  import  if 
the  court  is  satisfied  that  the  literal 
meaning  of  its  language  would  extend 
to  cases  which  the  legislature  never 
intended  to  include  in  it.  United  States 
V.  American  Bell  Tel.  Co.,  159  U.  S. 
548,  16  Sup.  Ct.  69,  40  L.  ed.  255. 

18.    See  supra,  11,  A,  4,  b. 

17.  Looney  v.  Eastern  Tex.  E.  Co., 
247  U.  S.  214,  38  Sup.  Ct.  460,  62  L.  ed. 
1084;  Arkadelphia  Milling  Co.  v.  St. 
Louis  S.  W.  E.  Co.,  249  U.  S.  134,  39 
Sup.  Ct.  237,  63  L.  ed.  517;  Eiehel  v. 
United  States  Fid.  &  Guar.  Co.,  245 
U.  S.  102,  38  Sup.  Ct.  47,  62  L.  ed.  177. 

18.  McCandless  v,  Pratt,  211  U,  S. 


437,  29  Sup.  Ct.  144,  53  L.  ed.  271.  See 
infra,  II,  H,  4,  o,  (II),  (E),  and  2 
Standard  Proc.  194. 

19.  See  infra,  II,  H,  4,  b,  (I),  (B). 

20.  See  infra,  II,  H,  4,  b,  (X),  (C). 

21.  See  infra,  II,  H,  4,  b,  (1),  (D). 

22.  Kirby  v.  American  Soda  Foun- 
tain Co.,  194  U.  S.  141,  24  Sup.  Ct.  619, 
48  L.  ed.  911;  Giles  v.  Harris,  189  U. 
S.  475,  485,  23  Sup.  Ct.  639,  47  L.  ea. 
909;  The  Paquete  Habana,  175  U.  S. 
677,  2'0  Sup.  Ct.  290,  44  L.  ed.  320. 

23.  MacEadden  v.  United  States, 
213  U.  S.  288,  29  Sup.  Ct.  490,  53  L,. 
ed.  801. 

Where  jurisdiction  is  iu  issue  see  in- 
fra, II,  H,  4,  b,  (I),  (B,  (2). 

Where  constitutional  or  treaty  ques- 
tion involved,  see  infra,  II,  H,  4,  b, 
(I),  (D),  (2). 

24.  See  infra,  this  note;  also  supra, 
II,  A,  4. 

[a]  The  circuit  court  of  appeals 
has  jurisdiction  of  an  appeal  in  ancil- 
lary proceedings  where  it  would  have 
had    jurisdiction    in    the    main    case, 
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a.  direct  review  by  the  supreme  court  does  not  deprive  the  circuit  court 
of  appeals  of  jurisdiction  which  it  would  otherwise  have ;  the  defeated 
party  has  his  election  to  take  the  case  to  either  court,  where  all  the 
questions  involved  will  be  considered.^^  As  a  rule,  however,  he  is  not 
entitled  to  have  the  case  reviewed  on  the  merits  by  both  eourts,^^  and 
having  made  his  election  is  bound  by  it.^'  Thus,  after  final  judgments 
in  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  is  rendered  against  appellant  or  plaintiff 
in  error,  he  cannot  invoke  the  jurisdiction  of  the  supreme  court  directly 
on  another  appeal  or  writ  of  error  to  review  the  judgment  of  the  trial 
eourt.^*  So  too,  a  writ  of  error  sued  out  from  the  supreme  court  while 
the  case  is  pending  in  the  court  of  appeals  will  be  dismissed  where  the 
whole  case  is  open  to  review  in  each  court  on  the  merits,^^  as  will  an 
appeal  taken  to  the  supreme  court  where  the  case  is  subsequently  taken 
to  the  court  of  appeals  and  there  decided  against  the  appellant.^"  A 
judgment  or  decree  entered  by  the  trial  court  pursuant  to  a  mandate  of 
the  circuit  court  of  appeals  cannot  be  reviewed  by  the  supreme  court 


though  it  would  have  had  none  if  the 
ancillary  suit  had  been  an  original  one. 
Ohio  E.  Com.  v.  Worthington,  110  C.  C. 
A.  85,  187  Fed.  965,  a.ffirmed,  225  U.  S. 
101,  32  Sup.  Ct.  653,  56  L.  ed.  1004. 

[b]  But  it  has  no  jurisdiction  of 
an  appeal  in  an  ancillary  suit  where  the 
assignments  of  error  are  directed 
solely  to  the  question  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  trial  court  in  the  principal 
suit.  Ky.  State  Board  of  Control  v. 
Lewis,  176  Fed.  556,  100  C.  C.  A.  208. 

25.  Ohio  R.  Com.  v.  Worthington, 
225  U.  S.  101,  104,  32  Sup.  Ct.  663,  56 
L.  ed.  1004,  affirming  110  C.  C.  A.  85, 
187  Fed.  965;  MacFadden  v.  United 
States,  213  U.  S.  288,  29  Sup.  Ct.  490, 
53  L.  ed.  801;  Huguley  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Galeton  Cotton  Mills,  184  U.  S.  290,  22 
Sup.  Ct.  452,  46  L.  ed.  546;  American 
Sugar  Eefining  Co.  v.  New  Orleans,  181 
U.  S.  277,  21  Sup.  Ct.  646,  45  L.  ed. 
859.  See  also  infra,  II,  H,  4,  b,  (I),  (B) 
and  (D). 

26.  United  States  v.  Jahn,  155  U.  S. 
109,  15  Sup.  Ct.  39,  39  L.  ed.  87,  as 
•where  an  objection  to  the  jurisdiction 
is  overruled  and  final  judgment  is  then 
rendered  on  the  merits.  See  Pullman's 
Palace  Car  Co.  v.  Central  Transp.  Co., 
171  U.  S.  138,  18  Sup.  Ct.  808,  43  L.  ed. 
108,  holding  that,  under  the  eireum- 
stances,,  an  appeal  to  the  supreme 
court  was  not  waived  by  also  appeal- 
ing to  the  court  of  appeals. 

27.  Shapiro  v.  United  States,  235  U. 
S.  412,  35  Sup.  Ct.  122,  59  L.  ed.  291; 
Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Westhus,  228  U.  S. 
519,  33  Sup.  Ct.  593,  57  L.  ed.  947. 
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[a]  But  where  a  party  has  resorted 
to  both  methods  he  cannot  be  compelled 
to  elect  which  he  will  pursue.  Lamar  v. 
United  States,  241  U.  S.  103,  36  Sup. 
Ct.  535,  60  L.  ed.  912. 

28.  MacFadden  v.  United  States, 
213  U.  S.  288,  293,  29  Sup.  Ct.  490,  53 
L.  ed.  801;  Spreckels  Sugar  Eefining 
Co.  V.  McClain,  192  U.  S.  397,  407,  24 
Sup.  Ct.  376,  48  L.  ed.  496;  American 
Sugar  Eefining  Co.  v.  New  Orleans,  181 
U.  S.  277,  21  Sup.  Ct.  646,  45  L.  ed. 
859;  Loeb  v.  Columbia  Township  Trus- 
tees, 179  U.  S.  472,  478,  21  Sup.  Ct. 
174,  25  L.  ed.  280;  Carter  v.  Roberts, 
177  U.  S.  496,  20  Sup.  Ct.  713,  44  L. 
ed.  861;  Eobinson  v.  Caldwell,  165  U. 
S.  359,  17  Sup.  Ct.  343,  41  L.  ed.  745. 

29.  Cincinnati,  H.  &  D.  E.  Co.  v. 
Thiebaud,  177  U.  S.  615,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
822,  44  L.  ed.  911;  Columbus  Constr. 
Co.  1).  Crane  Co.,  174  U.  S.  600,  19  Sup. 
Ct.  721,  43  L.  ed.  1102. 

30.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Thus,  where  no  question  of  jur- 
isdiction is  certified  on  defendant's  ap- 
peal to  the  supreme  court,  and  pend- 
ing such  appeal  he  invokes  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court  of  appeals  on  the 
whole  case,  and  the  latter  court  decides 
against  him,  his  appeal  to  the  supreme 
court  will  be  dismissed  though  the  su- 
preme court  would  have  had  jurisdic- 
tion to  consider  the  whole  case,  in- 
cluding questions  as  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  trial  court,  because  of  the  fed- 
eral questions  involved.  Eobinson  v. 
Caldwell,  165  U.  S.  359,  17  Sup.  Ct. 
343,  41  L.  ed.  745.   In  such  c»se  after 
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on  the  ground  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  trial  court  is  in  issue,"  or  a 
constitutional  question  is  involved  j''^  nor  can  a  judgment  which  has 
been  affirmed  by  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  f^  but  the  fact  that  the 
ease  was  previously  taken  to  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  and  the  pro- 
ceedings were  there  dismissed  for  want  of  jurisdiction  does  not  preclude 
a  direct  review  by  the  supreme  court.'* 

(B.)  Wheke  Jurisdiction  Is  in  Issue.  —  (1.)  In  General.  —  The  judicial 

code  provides  that  appeals  and  writs  of  error  may  be  taken  from  the 
district  courts,  including  those  of  Hawaii  and  Porto  Rico,  direct  to  the 
supreme  court  in  any  case  in  which  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  is  in 
issue.^^    The  jurisdiction  challenged  must  be  that  of  the  court  render- 


the  final  decree  upon  the  merits  the  su- 
preme court  can  properly  take  cogni- 
zance of  the  ease,  in  respect  to  any 
question  involved  in  it,  only  upon  cer- 
tiorarL 

31.  Aspen  Min.  &  S,  Co.  v.  Billings, 
150  U.  8.  31,  14  Sup,  Ct.  1,  37  L.  ed. 
986. 

[a]  See  Brown  v.  Alton  Water  Co., 
222  U.  S.  325,  32  Sup.  Ct.  156,  56  L.  ed. 
221,  wherein  it  was  held  that  since  the 
supreme  court  had  no  power  to  review 
a  decree  of  the  circuit  court  of  appeals 
solely  because  of  a  question  of  juris- 
diction it  could  not  review  a  judgment 
of  the  circuit  court  on  the  question  of 
jurisdiction  based  on  a  decision  of  the 
court  of  appeals  in  the  case,  though 
such  a  question  might  have  been  taken 
directly  to  the  supreme  court  in  the 
first  instance. 

[b]  The  remedy  in  such  case  is  by 
certification  of  the  jurisdictional  ques- 
tion by  the  court  of  appeals,  or  by 
certiorari.  Brown  v.  Alton  Water  Co., 
222  U.  S.  325,  32  Sup.  Ct.  156,  56  L. 
ed.  221;  Aspen  Min.  &  S.  Co.  v.  Bill- 
ings, 150  U.  S.  31,  14  Sup.  Ct.  4,  37 
L.  ed.  986. 

32.  Shapiro  v.  United  States,  235  U. 
S.  412,  35  Sup.  Ct.  122,  59  L.  ed.  291. 

33.  United  States  v.  Larkin,  208  U. 
S.  333,  28  Sup.  Ct.  417,  52  L.  ed.  517, 
unless  the  proceedings  and  judgment 
in  the  latter  court  were  void  for  want 
of  jurisdiction. 

34.  Davis  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St. 
L.  E.  Co.,  217  U.  S.  157,  171,  30  Sup. 
Ct.  463,  54  L.  ed.  708;  Excelsior  W.  P. 
Co.  V.  Pacific  Bridge  Co.,  185  U.  S.  282, 
22  Sup.  Ct.  681,  46  L.  ed.  910. 

35.  Act  Jan.  28,  1915,  c.  22,  see.  2, 
38  St.  at  L.  804,  Comp.  St.  1916,  §1215; 


Act  March  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §238,  36  St. 
at  L.  1157,  re-enactment  of  Act  March 
3,  1891,  c.  517,  §5,  subd.  1,  26  St.  at  L. 
827,  conferring  similar  jurisdiction  on 
the  supreme  court  to  review  judgments 
and  decrees  of  the  circuit  and  district 
courts.  Many  cases  hereinafter  cited 
arose  under  the  Act  of  1891  and  relate 
to  the  right  to  review  judgments  and 
decrees  of  the  circuit  courts,  but  the 
principles  therein  enunciated  are 
deemed  to  be  equally  applicable  under 
the  code. 

[a]  Where  the  Jurisdiction  Is  in 
Issue.  —  Wetmore  'V.  Kymer,  169  U.  S. 
115,  18  Sup.  Ct.  293,  42  L.  ed.  682; 
Olds  V.  Hettler  Lumb.  Co.,  195  Fed.  9, 
115  C.  C.  A.  91;  Morrisdale  Coal  Co.  v. 
Pennsylvania  E.  Co.,  183  Ted.  929,  938. 
106  C.  C.  A.  269. 

[b]  To  warrant  a  review  under  this 
provision,  there  (1)  must  have  been  a 
final  judgment  in  the  court  below 
(Wecker  v.  National  Enameling  &  S. 
Co.,  204  U.  S.  176,  27  Sup.  Ct.  184.  51 
L.  ed.  430;  Bowker  v.  United  States, 
186  U.  S.  135,  22  Sup.  Ct.  802,  46  L.  ed. 
1090;  American  Const.  Co.  v.  Jackson- 
ville, T.  &  K.  W.  E.  Co.,  148  U.  S.  372, 
382,  13  Sup.  Ct.  758,  37  L.  ed.  486;  Mc- 
Lish  V.  Eoff,  141  U.  S.  661,  12  Sup.  Ct. 
118,  35  L.  ed.  893);  but  (2)  it  is  not 
essential  that  such  judgment  be  based 
on  the  ground-  of  want  of  jurisdiction. 
United  States  v.  Jahn,  155  U.  S.  109, 
112,  15  Sup.  Ct.  39,  39  L.  ed.  87,  in 
other  cases  only  the  question  of  juris- 
diction is  open  to  consideration. 

[e]  The  statute  is  equally  applicable 
though  the  jurisdiction  of  the  lower 
court  depends  entirely  on  diversity  of 
citizenship.  St.  Louis  Cotton  Compress 
Co.  V.  American  Cotton  Co.,  125  Fed. 
196,  201,  60  C.  C.  A.  80. 
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ing  the  decree  sought  to  be  reviewed,^'  and  its  jurisdiction  as  a.  federal 

court.'' 

(2.)  Appellate  Jurisdiction  as  Setween  Supreme  Court  and  Circuit  Courts  of 
Appeals.  —  If  the  only  question  presented  is  that  of  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  trial  court,  the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  the  supreme  court  is  ex- 
clusive.'^ Ordinarily,  if  the  jurisdiction  is  in  issue  and  the  court  holds 
that  it  has  no  jurisdiction,  the  adverse  party  should  have  the  question 
certified  and  take  his  appeal  or  writ  of  error  directly  to  the  supreme 
court.^°  If  other  questions  are  presented  as  well  as  that  of  jurisdiction, 
the  defeated  party  may  take  the  case  to  the  supreme  court  on  the 
question  of  jurisdiction  alone,  or  he  may  take  it  to  the  court  of  appeals 
on  all  the  questions  involved;*"  and  this  has  been  held  to  be  true  even 
where  the  trial  court  dismisses  the  case  for  want  of  jurisdiction.*^    If 


36.  Stevirmae  Oil  &  Gas  Co.  v.  Ditt- 
man,  245  U.  S.  210,  38  Sup.  Ct.  116,  62 
L.  ed.  248;  Empire  State-Idaho  Min.  & 
Devel.  Co.  v.  Hanley,  205  U.  S.  225, 
232,  27  Sup.  Ct.  476,  51  L.  ed.  779. 

[a]  In  a  suit  to  set  aside  a  judg- 
ment, it  is  the  jurisdiction  in  the  sec- 
ond suit  and  not  that  in  the  action  in 
which  the  first  judgment  was  rendered, 
which  may  be  reviewed  in  this  way. 
Stevirmae  Oil  &  Gas  Co.  v.  Dittman, 
245  U.  S.  210,  38  Sup.  Ct.  116,  62  L, 
ed.  248. 

37.  See  infra,  II,  H,  4,  b,  (I),  (B), 
(3). 

38.  Louie  v.  United  States  (C.  C. 
A.)  264  Fed.  295;  Phillips  Co.  v.  Grand 
Trunk  W.  R.  Co.,  195  Fed.  12,  115  C.  C. 
A.  94;  Olds  V.  Hettler  Lumb.  Co.,  195 
Fed.  9,  115  C.  C.  A.  91;  Mitchell  Coal 
&  Coke  Co.  V,  Pennsylvania  E.  Co.,  192 
Fed.  475,  112  C.  C.  A.  637;  Coler  v. 
Grainger  County,  74  Fed.  16,  20  C.  C. 
A.  267. 

[a]  The  court  of  appeals  has  no 
jurisdiction  though  the  question  of 
jurisdiction  arose  in  a  case  in  which 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  trial  court  de- 
pended solely  on  diversity  of  citizen- 
ship. St.  Louis  Cotton  Compress  Co.  V. 
American  (3otton  Co.,  125  Fed.  196,  201, 
60  C.  C.  A.  80. 

39.  Robinson  v.  Caldwell,  165  U.  S. 
359,  361,  17  Sup.  Ct.  343,  41  L.  ed.  745; 
United  States  v.  Jahn,  155  U.  S.  109, 
114,  15  Sup.  Ct.  39,  39  L.  ed.  87;  Mor- 
risdale  Coal  Co.  v.  Pennsylvaia  E.  Co., 
183  Fed.  929,  939,  106  C.  C.  A.  269; 
Hays  V.  Eichardson,  121  Fed.  536,  57 
C.  C.  A.  598;  Excelsior  Wooden-Pipe 
Co.  n.  Pacific  Bridp-e  Co.,  109  Fed.  497, 
48  C.  C.  C.  349;  Dudley  r.  Board  of 
Comrs.,  103  Fed.  209,  43  C.  C.  A,  184; 
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Evans-Snider-Buel  Co.  v.  McCaskill,  101 
Fed.  658,  41  C.  C.  A.  577;  The  Alliance, 
70  Fed.  273,  17  C.  C.  A.  124;  Cabot  v. 
McMaster,  65  Fed.  53.3,  13  C.  C.  A.  39; 
Davis  &  Eankin  Bldg.  &  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Barber,  60  Fed.  465,  9  C.  C.  A.  79. 

40.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  supra, 
n,  H  4,  b,  (I),  (A). 

[a]  Independent  Question  of  Gen- 
eral Law.  —  If  the  trial  court  decides, 
and  the  assignments  of  error  present, 
an  independent  question  of  general  law 
as  well  as  one  of  jurisdiction,  the  court 
of  appeals  has  power  to  hear  and  decide 
all  the  questions.  Olds  v.  Hettler  Lunib. 
Co.,  195  Fed.  9,  115  C.  C.  A.  91;  Phil- 
lips Co.  V.  Grand  Trunk  "W.  E.  Co.,  195 
Fed.  12,  115  C.  C.  A.  94. 
,  [b]  That  a  question  of  general  law 
is  Involved  only  collaterally  or  inci- 
dentally to  the  main  question  of  juris- 
diction does  not  authorize  a  review  by 
the  court  of  appeals.  Olds  v.  Hettler 
Lumb.  Co.,  195  Fed.  9,  115  C.  C.  A.  91. 

[c]  Whether  the  giving  of  a  forth- 
coming bond  amounted  to  a  waiver  of 
an  objection  to  the  jurisdiction  is  a 
question  of  jurisdiction  only.  Olds  v. 
Hettler  Lumb.  Co.,  195  Fed.  9,  115  C. 
C.  A.  91. 

[d]  Where  a  question  of  jurisdic- 
tion exists  as  to  one  of  several  joint 
defendants  and  a  question  on  the  mer- 
its as  to  the  others,  the  entire  case  may 
be  taken  to  the  court  of  appeals,  which 
may  consider  the  question  of  jurisdic- 
tion though  as  to  one  defendant  that 
was  the  sole  question  below.  Phillips 
Co.  V.  Grand  Trunk  W.  R.  Co.,  195  Fed. 
12,115  C.  C.  A.  94. 

41.  Coler  v.  Grainger  County,  74 
Fed.  16,  21,  20  C.  C.  A.  267.  See  Phil- 
lips Co,  V,  Grand  Trunk  W.  E.  Co.,  195 
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the  jurisdiction  is  sustained  and  a  judgment  or  decree  on  the  merits 
is  then  rendered  in  favor  of  the  party  objecting  to  the  jurisdiction,  the 
adverse  party  must  take  the  case  to  the  court  of  appeals  ;*^  and  if  the 
question  of  jurisdiction  arises  in  that  court  it  may  be  certified  to  the 
supreme  court.*^  If  the  jurisdiction  is  sustained  and  judgment  on  the 
merits  is  rendered  in  favor  of  the  party  maintaining  the  jurisdiction, 
the  adverse  party,  at  his  election,  may  either  have  the  question  of  juris- 
diction certified  and  take  the  ease  directly  to  the  supreme  court,  or 
carry  the  whole  case  to  the  court  of  appeals.**  If  he  goes  to  the  court 
of  appeals,  the  question  may  be  certified  by  it  to  the  supreme  court.*^ 
If  the  jurisdiction  is  sustained  and  the  party  who  succeeds  on  the 
merits  has  ground  of  complaint  in  respect  of  the  judgment  he  has  re- 
covered he  may  also  carry  the  case  to  the  court  of  appeals  on  the  merits 
by  cross-appeal  or  writ  of  error  if  the  adverse  party  has  taken  the 


Fed.  12,  115  C.  C.  A.  94;  Morrisdale 
Coal  Co.  V.  Pennsylvania  E.  Co.,  183 
Fed.  929,  938,  106  C.  C.  A.  269,  affirm- 
ing  176  Fed.  748. 

42.  Anglo-American  Provision  Co. 
V.  Davis  Provision  Co.,  191  U.  S.  376, 
24  Sup.  Ct.  93,  48  L.  ed.  228;  Robin- 
son 17.  Caldwell,  165  TT.  S,  359,  361,  17 
Sup.  Ct.  343,  41  L.  ed.  745;  United 
States  V.  Jahn,  155  U.  S.  109,  114, 
15  Sup.  Ct.  39,  39  L.  ed.  87;  Excelsior 
Wooden-Pipe  Co,  v.  Pacific  Bridge  Co., 
48  C.  C.  A.  349,  109  Fed.  497;  Bvana- 
Snider-Buel  Co.  v.  MeCaskill,  101  Fed. 
658,  41  C.  C.  A,  577. 

[a]  But  see  Morrisdale  Coal  Co.  v. 
Pennsylvania  R.  Co.,  106  C.  C.  A.  269, 
183  Fed.  929,  942,  wherein  it  is  said 
that  if  the  case  goes  to  trial  or  hear- 
ing on  a  question  of  jurisdiction  and 
on  the  merits  "the  party  dissatisfied 
with  the  final  judgment  or  decree, 
whether  he  be  the  plaintifE  or  defend- 
ant, may  waive  9,11  errors  on  the  mer- 
its and  take  the  case  directly  to  the 
supreme  court,  on  appeal  or  error,  with 
a  certificate  from  the  lower  court  on 
the  question  of  jurisdiction,  or  he  may 
assign  errors  on  the  merits  and  on  the 
question  of  jurisdiction,  and  take  the 
whole  case,  on.  appeal  or  error,  to  the 
proper  circuit  court  of  appeals."  Cited 
in  Phillips  Co.  «.  Grand  Trunk  W.  R. 
Co.,  195  Fed.  12,  115  C.  C,  A.  94, 

43,  Anglo- American  Provision  Co.  v. 
Davis  Provision  Co.,  191  IT,  S.  37ft,  24 
Sup.  St.  93,  48  L.  ed.  228;  Eofcinson 
V.  Caldwell,  165  TJ.  S.  359,  361,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  343,  41  L.  ed.  745;  United  States 
V.  Jahn,  155  U.  8.  109,  114,  15  Sup.  Ct. 
39,  39  L.   ed.   87;      Excelsior  Wooden- 


Pipe  Co.  V.  Pacific  Bridge  Co.,  109 
Fed.  497,  48  C.  C.  A.  349;  Evans- 
Snider-Buel  Co.  v.  McCaskill,  101  Fed. 
658,  41  C.  C.  A.  577.  See  Morrisdale 
Coal  Co.  V.  Pennsylvania  E.  Co.,  183 
Fed.  929,  942,  106  C.  C.  A.  286.  See 
generally  the  title  "Case  and  Question 
Ceitified,  Reserved  or  Reported." 

44.  Boston  &  Me.  E.  E.  i:  Gokey, 
210  U.  S.  155,  28  Sup.  Ct.  657,  52  L.  ed. 
1002;  Robinson  v.  Caldwell,  165  U.  S. 
359,  361,  17  Sup.  Ct.  343,  41  L.  ed. 
745;  United  States  v.  Jahn,  155  U.  S. 
109,  114,  15  Sup.  Ct.  39,  39  L.  ed.  87; 
McLish  1/.  Eoff,  141  U.  S.  661,  668,  12 
Sup.  Ct.  118,  35  L.  ed.  893;  Morrisdale 
Coal  Co.  V,  Pennsylvania  E.  Co.,  183 
Fed.  929,  942,  106  C.  C.  A.  269;  Toledo 
Traction  Co.  v.  Cameron,  137  Fed.  48, 
52,  69  C.  C.  A.  28;  Excelsior  Wooden- 
Pipe  Co.  V.  Pacific  Bridge  Co.,  109  Fed. 
497,  48  C.  C.  A.  349;  Evans-Snider- 
Buel  Co.  V.  MeCaskill,  101  Fed.  658,  41 
C.  C.  A.  577. 

45.  Eobinson  v.  Caldwell,  165  U.  S. 
359,  361,  17  Sup.  Ct.  343,  41  L.  ed. 
745;  United  States  v.  Jahn,  155  U.  S. 
109,  114,  15  Sup.  Ct.  39,  39  L.  ed.  87; 
McLish  V.  Eoff,  141  U.  S.  661,  668,  13 
Sup.  Ct.  118,  35  L.  ed.  893;  Toledo 
Traction  Co.  t;.  Cameron,  137  Fed.  48, 
52,^69  C.  C.  A.  28;  Excelsior  Wooden- 
Pipe  Co.  V.  Pacific  Bridge  Co.,  109  Fed. 
497,  48  C.  C.  A.  349;  Evans-Snider- 
Buel  Co.  V.  McCaskill,  101  Fed.  658, 
41  C.  C.  A.  577. 

[a]  Xu  such  case  the  court  of  axv 
peals  may  defer  decision  on  the  other 
questions  until  the  answer  of  the  su- 
preme court  has  been  received.  Morris- 
dale Coal  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co., 
183  Fed.  929,  942,  106  C.  C.  A.  269. 
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cause  there,  or  independently  if  the  adverse  party  has  carried  the  ease 
to  the  supreme  court  on  the  question  of  jurisdiction  alone.*'  In  the 
latter  case  the  court  of  appeals  will  suspend  a  decision  upon  the  merits 
until  the  question  of  jurisdiction  has  been  determined.*^  Instead  of 
certifying  questions  as  to  jurisdiction  in  eases  before  it,  the  court  of 
appeals  may  decide  them,  in  which  case  its  decision  may  be  reviewed  by 
certiorari.** 

(3.)  When  Jurisdiction  Is  To  Be  Deemed  in  Issue. — The  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  is  in  issue  whenever  the  power  of  the  court  to  hear  and 
determine  the  cause,  as  defined  or  limited  by  the  constitution  or  stat- 
utes of  the  United  States,  is  in  controversy  and  is  denied.*^  The  juris- 
diction referred  to  is  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  as  a  federal  court, 
and  not  its  general  authority  as  a  judicial  tribunal.^"    The  jurisdiction 


46.  Robinson  v.  Caldwell,  165  IT.  S. 
359,   361,   17   Sup.   Ct.   343,   41   L.   ed. 

'  745;  United  States  v.  Jahn,  155  IT.  S. 
109,  114,  15  Sup.  Ct.  39,  39  L.  ed.  87; 
Excelsior  Wooden-Pipe  Co.  v.  Pacifie 
Bridge  Co.,  109  Fed.  497,  48  C.  C.  A. 
349;  Evans-Snider-Buel  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Caskill,  101  Ped.  658,  41  C.  C.  A.  577. 
[a]  The  suing  out  of  a  writ  of  er- 
ror  to  the  supreme  court  upon  the 
question  of  jurisdiction  by  cue  party 
does  not  bar  the  right  of  the  other  to 
subsequently  take  the  case  to  the 
court  of  appeals  upon  the  other  ques- 
tions involved.  Northern  Pac.  E.  Co. 
V.  Glaspell,  4  U.  S.  App.  238,  1  C.  C.  A. 
327,  49  Fed.  482. 

47.  ^  Eobinson  v.  Caldwell,  165  tJ.  S. 
359,  361,  17  Sup.  Ct.  343,  41  L.  ed. 
745;  United  States  v.  Jahn,  155  U.  S. 
109,  114,  15  Sup.  Ct.  39,  39  L.  ed.  87; 
Excelsior  Wooden-Pipe  Co.  v.  Pacific 
Bridge  Co.,  109  Fed.  497,  48  C.  C.  A. 
349;  Evans-Snider-Buel  Co.  v.  McCas- 
kill,  101  Fed.  658,  41  C.  C.  A.  577; 
Northern  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Glaspell,  4  U. 
S.  App.  238,  49  Fed.  482,  1  C.  C.  A. 
327. 

48.  Boston  &  Me.  E.  E.  v.  Gokey, 
210  U.  S.  155,  28  Sup.  Ct.  667,  52  L.  ed. 
1002;  United  States  v.  Jahn,  155  U.  S. 
109,  113,  15  Sup.  Ct.  39,  39  L.  ed.  87; 
Coler  V.  Grainger  County,  74  Fed.  16, 
21,  20  C.  C.  A.  267. 

[a]  "In  every  case  in  which  the 
complaining  party  has  the  right  or  has 
and  exercises  the  option  to  carry  his 
case  to  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  for 
review,  that  court  may  decide  the  ques- 
tion of  jurisdiction  as  well  as  the  ques- 
tion on  the  merits,  for  the  power  of 
that  court  to  certify  the  question  of 
jurisdiction ,  to  the  supreme  court  m- 
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sumes  the  power  to  decide  it."  Unitedl 
States  V.  Jahn,  155  U.  S.  109,  113,  15 
Sup.  Ct.  39,  39  L.  ed.  87,  quoted  in 
Evans-Snider-Buel  Co.  v.  McCaskill,  41 
C.  C.  A.  577,  101  Fed.  658. 

[b]  Where  the  jurisdictional  ques- 
tion is  first  raised  after  verdict  for 
plaintiff,,  and  the  jurisdiction  is  sus- 
tained, on  writ  of  error  the  court  of 
appeals  may  first  certify  the  question 
of  jurisdiction  to  the  supreme  court,  or 
it  may  decide  the  whole  case  in  the 
first  instance.  Toledo  Traction  Co.  v. 
Cameron,  137  Fed.  48,  52,  69  C.  C.  A. 
28. 

49.  United  States  v.  Congress  Const. 
Co.,  222  U.  S.  199,  32  Sup.  Ct.  44,  56  L. 
ed.  163;  O'Neal  v.  United  States,  190 
U.  S.  36,  23  Sup.  Ct.  776,  47  L.  ed.  945. 
See  United  States  v.  New  York  Steam 
Fitting  Co.,  235  U.  S.  327,  35  Sup.  Ct. 
108,  59  L.  ed.  253. 

50.  Geneva  Furniture  Mfg.  Co.  v.  S. 
Karpeu  &  Bros.,  238  U.  S.  254,  35  Sup. 
Ct.  788,  59  L.  ed.  1295;  Darnell  v.  Il- 
linois Cent.  E.  Co.,  223  U.  S.  734,  32 
Sup.  Ct.  760,  56  L.  ed.  635;  Fore  Eiver 
Shipbuilding  Co.  v.  Hagg,  219  U.  S. 
175,  31  Sup.  Ct.  185,  55  L.  ed.  163; 
Davis  V.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  E. 
Co.,  217  U.  S.  157,  30  Sup.  Ct.  463,  54 
L.  ed.  708;  Steamship  JefEerson,  215 
U.  8.  130,  137,  30  Sup.  Ct.  54,  54  Xi.  ed. 
125;  Scully  v.  Bird,  209  U.  S.  481,  485, 
28  Sup.  Ct.  597,  52  L.  ed.  899;  Bien 
V.  Eobinson,  208  U.  S.  423,  28  Sup.  Ct. 
379,  52  L.  ed.  556;  United  States  v. 
Larkin,  208  U.  S.  333,  28  Sup.  Ct.  417, 
52  L.  ed.  517;  Board  of  Trade  v.  Ham- 
mond Blev.  Co.,  198  U.  S.  424,  25  Sup. 
Ct.  740,  49  L.  ed.  1111;  Courtney  v. 
Pradt,  196  U.  S.  89,  25  Sup.  Ct.  208,  49 
L.  ed.  398;     ScJiweer  v.  Brown,     195 
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of  the  court  as  a  federal  court  is  in  issue  where  the  question  is  whether 
the  requisite  diversity  of  citizenship  exists,"^  or  where  a  libel  in  ad- 
miralty is  dismissed  on  the  ground  that  there  is  no  basis  for  admiralty 
jurisdiction,^^  or  where  it  is  contended  that  the  action  has  been  brought 
in  the  wrong  district,^^  or  where  it  is  held  that  a  case  has  not  been  duly 
removed  from  a  state  court.^*  There  is  also  a  right  to  a  direct  review 
of  the  decision  of  the  lower  court  as  to  whether  it  has  jurisdiction  of 
the  person  or  property  of  the  defendant.^'     - 


V.  S.  171.  25  Sup.  Ct.  15,  49  L.  ed. 
144;  Bache  v.  Hunt,  193  U.  S.  523,  24 
Sup.  Ct.  547,,  48  L.  ed.  774;  Louisville 
Trust  Co.  V.  Knott,  191  U.  S.  225,  24 
Sup.  Ct.  119,  48  L.  ed.  159;  Mexican 
Cent.  K.  Co.  v.  Eekman,  187  TJ.  S.  429, 
23  Sup.  Ct.  211,  47  L.  ed.  245;  Blythe 
V.  Hinckley,  173  U.  S.  501,  19  Sup.  Ct. 
497,  43  L.  ed.  783;  Fidelity  Tr.  Co.  v. 
Gaskell,  195  Fed.  865,  115  C.  C.  A.  527; 
Mitchell  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania E.  Co.,  192  Fed.  475,  112  C.  C.  A. 
637;  Morrisdale  Coal  Co.  v.  Pennsyl- 
Tania  R.  Co.,  183  Fed.  929,  943,  106 
C.  C.  A.  296. 

Compare,  G.  &  C.  Merriam  Co.  v, 
Saalfield,  241  U.  S.  22,  36  Sup.  Ct.  477, 
60  L.  ed.  868. 

Contra.  —  St.  Louis  Cotton  Compress 
Co.  V.  American  Cotton  Co.,  125  Fed. 
196,  201,  60  C.  C.  A.  80. 

[a]  ' '  When  the  issue  regarding  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  trial  court  is  con- 
ditioned, not  by  its  power  as  a  court 
of  the  United  States,  but  by  its  gen- 
eral authority  as  a  judicial  tribunal,  or 
by  the  general  principles  of  juris- 
prudence and  the  general  rules  of 
practice  regarding  the  disposition  of 
the  claims  of  interveners  and  other 
parties  to  equity  and  ancillary  pro- 
ceedings, or  by  the  principles  and  rules 
■which  govern  the  proceedings  of  courts 
of  concurrent  jurisdiction  between 
themselves,  its  decision  is  reviewable 
in  the  circuit  court  of  appeals."  Fidel- 
ity Tr.  Co.  V.  Gaskell,  195  Fed.  865, 
115  C.  C.  A.  527. 

51.  Mexican  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Eek- 
man, 187  TJ.  S.  429,  23  Sup.  Ct.  211,  47 
L.  ed.  245,  whether  in  an  action  by  a 
guardian,  his  citizenship  or  that  of  his 
ward  controls. 

Jurisdiction  as  defendent  on  the 
citizenship  of  the  parties,  see  supra, 
II,  F. 

52.  The  Ira  M.  Hedges,  218  U.  S. 
264,  270,  31  Sup.  Ct.  17,  54  L.  ed.  1039, 
(since  all  admiralty  jurisdiction  be- 
longs to  courts  o£  the  United  States  as 


such);  The  Steamship  Jefferson,  215 
U.  S.  130,  30  Sup.  Ct.  54,  54  L.  ed. 
125. 

53.  Male  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  E. 
Co.,  240  U.  S.  97,  36  Sup.  Ct.  351,  60 
L.  ed.  544;  United  States  v.  Congress 
Const.  Co.,  222  U.  S.  199,  56  L.  ed. 
163,  32  Sup.  Ct.  44;  Davidson  Bros. 
Marble  Co.  v.  United  States,  213  U.  S. 
10,  29  Sup.  Ct.  324,  53  L.  ed.  675. 

[a]  Whether  defendant  corporation 
was  doing  business  in  the  district  in 
which  it  was  sued  and  whether  the  per- 
son on  whom  process  was  served  was 
its  agent  may  be  brought  to  the  su- 
preme court  by  direct  appeal.  Hern- 
don-Carter  Co.  v.  James  N.  Norris,  Son 
&  Co.,  224  U.  S.  496,  32  Sup.  Ct.  550, 
56  L.  ed.  857;  Mechanical  Appliance 
Co.  V.  Castleman,  215  U.  S.  437,  30  Sup. 
Ct.   1^5,   54  L.   ed.  272. 

54.  Powers  «.  Chesapeake  &  O.  E. 
Co.,  169  U.  S.  92,  96,  18  Sup.  Ct.  264, 
42  L.  ed.  673. 

[a]  That  the  Bemoval  Proceedings 
Were  Invalid.  —  Eemington  v.  Central 
Pac.  E.  Co.,  198  U.  S.  95,  25  Sup.  Ct. 
577,  49  L.  ed.  959. 

55.  6.  &  C.  Merriam  Co.  v.  Saal- 
field, 241  U.  S.  22,  36  Sup.  Ct.  477,  60 
L.  ed.  868. 

[a]  As  where  (1)  an  action  against 
non-resident  aliens  is  dismissed  on  the 
ground  that  the  property  involved  is 
not  within  the  district  (Chase  ■».  Wetz- 
lar,  225  U.  S.  79,  32  Sup.  Ct.  659,  56 
L.  ed.  79),  or  (2)  where  a  suit  is  dis- 
missed for  want  of  proper  service  of 
process  on  the  defendant.  Stewart  v, 
Eamsay,  242  U.  S.  128,  37  Sup.  Ct.  44, 
61  L.  ed.  192,  service  on  non-resident 
defendant  temporarily  in  state  as  wit- 
ness. See  Conley  v.  Mathieson  Alkali 
Works,  190  U.  S.  406,  23  Sup.  Ct.  728, 
47  L.  ed.  1113,  and  Geer  v.  Mathieson 
Alkali  Works,  190  U.  S.  428,  23  Sup. 
Ct.  807,  47  L.  ed.  1122,  wherein  the 
supreme  court  directly  reviewed  a 
judgment  and  a  decree  of  the  circuit 
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There  is  no  right  to  a  direct  review  where  the  only  question  involved  is 
as  to  the  proper  remedy,^'  or  the  right  of  the  court  to  proceed  in  a 
particular  way,''  or  whether  a  bill  presents  a  ease  for  equitable  relief,'^ 
or  whether  the  federal  court  will  enforce  a  cause  of  action  based  on  a 
state  statute,^"  or  where  the  question  involves  merely  a  conflict  between 
courts  concerning  the  right  to  adjudicate  upon  a  particular  subject 
matter  growing  out  of  a  priority  of  jurisdiction  in  another  forum/"  or 
the  action  of  courts  of  concurrent  jurisdiction  in  their  relations  to  each 
other,^^  as  whether  a  federal  court  will  interfere  in  matters  already 
before  a  state  court  having  concurrent  jurisdiction,*^  or  will  interfere 
to  annul  a  judgment  of  a  state  eourt,*^  or  whether  the  judgment  of  a 
state  court  is  res  adjudicata ;  **  or  where  the  question  involved  relates 
only  to  the  general  powers  and  practice  of  the  court  as  a  court  of 
equity, '^  or  to  the  jurisdiction  of  a  state  court  in  which  the  proceedings 


court  dismissing  an  action  and  a  suit 
oa  the  ground  that  the  summonses 
were  not  legally  served  on  the  defend- 
ant before  removal,  though  the  ques- 
tion of  its  right  to  do  so  was  not 
raised. 

[b]  Foreign  Corporations.  —  Failure 
to  properly  serve  a  foreign  corporation 
defendant.  Davis  v.  Cleveland,  C,  C. 
&  St.  L.  E.  Co.,  217  IJ.  S.  157;  30  Sup. 
Ct.  463,  54  L.  ed.  708  (156  Fed.  775, 
84  C.  C.  A.  453);  Kendall  v.  American 
Automatic  Loom  Co.,  198  U.  S.  477,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  768,  49  L.  ed.  1133;  Board  of 
Trade  v.  Hammond  Elevator  Co.,  198 
U.  S.  424,  25  Sup.  Ct.  740,  49  L.  ed. 
1111.  See  Remington  v.  Central  Pac. 
E.  Co.,  198  U.  S.  95,  25  Sup.  Ct.  577, 
49  L.  ed.  959;  St.  Louis  Cotton  Com- 
press Co.  V.  American  Cotton  Co.,  125 
Fed.  196,  60  C.  C.  A.  80. 

[e]  Insufficiency  o  f  Summons. 
Where  a  motion  to  quash  the  summons 
for  insuflciency  is  denied.  Shepard  v. 
Adamas,  168  U.  S.  618,  18  Sup.  Ct.  214, 
42  L.  ed.  602. 

[d]  Where  an  action  was  dismissed 
on  the  ground  that,  under  the  inter- 
state commerce  act,  application  for  the 
relief  sought  should  first  have  been 
made  to  the  interstate  commerce  com- 
mission. Mitchell  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v. 
Pennsylvania  E.  Co.,  192  Fed.  475,  112 
C.  C.  A.  637. 

56.  Ely  the  v.  Hinckley,  173  U.  S. 
501,  19  Sup.  Ct."  497,  43  L.  ed.  783; 
Smith  V.  McKay,  161  U.  S.  355,  16  Sup. 
Ct.  490,  40  L.  ed.  731;  World's  Colum- 
bian Exposition  Cases,  18  U.  S.  App, 
42,  56  Fed.  654,  6  C.  C.  A.  58. 

[»]   A  plea  that  an  action  was  barred 
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because  the  claim  on  which  it  was 
based  was  not  enforced  by  intervention 
in  receivership  proceedings  within  the 
time  limited  by  an  order  of  court,  is  a 
plea  in  bar  and  not  one  to  the  juris- 
diction. Texas  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Horn, 
151  U.  S.  110,  14  Sup.  Ct.  259,  38  L.  ed. 
91 ;  Texas  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Saunders,  151 
XT.  S.  105,  14  Sup.  Ct.  257,  38  L.  ed. 
90. 

57.  iSchweer  v.  Brown,  195  U.  S.  171, 
25  Sup.  Ct.  15,  49  L.  ed.  144,  where  the 
question  was  as  to  the  right  of  the 
bankruptcy  court  to  decree  the  payment 
of  money  in  a  summary  proceeding  un- 
der particular  circumstances. 

58.  Scully  V.  Bird,  209  IT.  S.  481, 
485,  28  Sup.  Ct.  597,  52  L.  ed.  899. 

59.  Fore  Eiver  Shipbuilding  Co.  v. 
Hagg,  219  TJ.  S.  175,  31  Sup.  Ct.  185, 
55  L.  ed.  163,  penal  statute. 

60.  Eailroad  Com.  v.  Louisville  & 
N.  E.  Co.,  225  TJ.  S.  272,  32  Sup.  Ct. 
756,  56  L.  ed.  1087,  question  of  comity. 

61.  Fidelity  Tr.  Co.  v.  Gaskell,  195 
Fed.   865,  115  C.  C.  A.  527. 

62.  Louisville  Trust  Co.  v.  Knott, 
191  U.  S.  225,  24  Sup.  Ct.  119,  48  L.  ed. 
139. 

[a]  Whether  proceedings  in  a  state 
court  afford  a  defense  bfecause  of  any 
control  acquired  by  said  court  over  the 
subject  matter.  Huntington  v.  Laidley, 
176  tr.  S.  668,  679,  20  Sup.  Ct.  526,  44 
L.  ed.  630. 

.  63.  Blythe  v.  Hinckley,  173  IT.  S. 
501,  19  Sup.  Ct.  497,  43  L.  ed.  783. 

64.  Huntington  v.  Laidley,  176  TJ.  S. 
668,  679,  20  Sup.  Ct.  526,  44  L.  ed.'  630, 
a  question  affecting  the  merits. 

65.  Fidelity    Trust    Co,   v.    Gaskell, 
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started.^®    Further  cases  in  which  no  review  may  be  had  will  be  found 
in  the  note.*^ 

(4.)  Certification  and  Scope  of  Eeview.  —  The  statute  provides  that, 
when  a  review  is  sought  on  this  ground,  the  question  of  jurisdiction 
alone  shall  be  certified  to  the  supreme  court  from  the  court  below  for 
decision,^*  ■  a  certification  is  therefore  essential  to  obtain  a  review." 
And  as  a  rule,  a  formal  certificate  is  essential,^"  though  it  has  been  held 
unnecessary  to  use  the  word  ' '  certify, "  '^  it  being  sufficient  if  the  rec- 
ord affirmatively  shows  that  the  trial  court  sends  up  for  decision  a 
single  definite  question  of  jurisdiction/'' 


195  Fed.  865,  115  C.  C.  A.  527;  Taylor 
V.  Easton,  180  Fed.  363,  103  C.  C.  A. 
509. 

66.  Kansas  City  N.  W.  E.  Co.  v, 
Zimmerman,  210  U.  S.  336,  28  Sup.  Ct. 
730,  52  L.  ed.  1084,  no  direct  review 
where  jurisdiction  was  denied  on  the 
sole  ground  that  the  state  court  had 
none. 

67.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Contempt.  —  A  contention  that 
on  the  facts  no  case  of  contempt  was 
made  out  goes  to  the  merits,  and  not 
to  the  jurisdiction.  O'Neal  v.  United 
States,  190  U.  S.  36,  23  Sup.  Ct.  776, 
47  L.  ed.  94S. 

[b]  Bankruptcy, —  (1)  An  errone: 
ous  decision  by  the  bankruptcy  court 
that  one  could  not  be  adjudged  a 
bankrupt  because  engaged  in  a  busi- 
ness not  covered  by  the  act  (Denver 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Klug,  186  U.  S. 
202,  22  Sup.  Ct.  899,  46  L.  ed.  1127), 
or  (2)  an  erroneous  decision  against  an 
asserted  right  of  exemption  and  a  con- 
sequently erroneous  holding  that  the 
property  was  assets  of  the  bankrupt's 
estate.  Lucius  v.  Cawthon-Coleman 
Co.,  196  V.  8.  149,  25  Sup.  Ct.  214,  49 
L.  ed.  425. 

[c]  Intervention.  —  There  is  no 
right  to  a  direct  review  of  a  decree 
dismissing  a  petition  to  intervene  on 
the  ground  that  the  petitioner  had  no 
such  interest  in  the  subject  matter  as 
would  entitle  him  to  intervene.  Keat- 
ley  V.  Furey.  226  V.  S.  399,  33  Sup.  Ct. 
121.  57  L.  ed.  273. 

68.  Act  March  3,  1911,  e.  231,  §238, 
36  St.  at  L.  1157,  i^ame  provision  was 
contained  in  Act  March  3,  1891,  c.  517, 
§5,  subd.  1,  26  St.  at  L.  827.  See 
Columbus  Ry.  L.  &  P.  Co.  v.  Columbus, 
249  U.  S.  399,  39  Sup.  Ct.  349,  63  L.  ed. 
669;  Schweer  v.  Brown,  195  U.  S.  171, 
25  Sup.  Ct.  15,  49  L.  ed.  144. 


69.  Robinson  v.  Caldwell,  165  IT.  S. 
359,  17  Sup.  Ct.  343,  41  L.  ed.  745; 
Van  Wagenen  v.  Sewall,  160  U.  S.  369, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  370,  40  L.  ed.  460;  Ansbro 
V.  United  States,  159  U.  S.  695,  16 
Sup.  Ct.  187,  40  L.  ed.  310;  Davis  & 
Rankin  Bldg.  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Barber,  157 
U.  S.  673,  15  Sup.  Ct.  719,  39  L.  ed. 
853;  Colvin  v.  Jacksonville,  157  U.  8. 
368,  15  Sup.  Ct.  634,  39  L.  ed.  736; 
Maynard  v.  Hecht,  ISIU.  S.  324,  14 
Sup.  Ct.  353,  38  L.  ed.  179. 

[a]  "If  both  a  question  of  juris- 
diction and  other  questions  were  before 
tlie  court  below,  and  a  writ  of  error  is 
allowed  in  the  usual  and  general  form 
to  review  its  judgment,  without  certi- 
fying or  specifying  the  question  of 
jurisdiction,  this  court  cannot  take 
jurisdiction  under  this  clause  of  the 
statute."  Chappell  v.  United  States, 
160  U.  S.  499,  16  Sup.  Ct.  397,  40  L.  ed. 
510. 

70.  United  States  v.  Larkin,  208  U. 
S.  333,  28  Sup.  Ct.  417,  52  L.  ed.  517; 
Courtney  f.  Pradt,  196  U.  S.  89,  25  Sup. 
Ct.  208,  49  L.  ed.  398;  Filhiol  v.  Tor- 
ney,  194  U.  S.  356,  24  Sup.  Ct.  698,  48 
L.   ed.   1014. 

71.  Chappell  v.  United  States,  160 
U.  S.  499,  16  Sup.  Ct.  397,  40  L.  ed. 
510;  Shields  v.  Coleman,  157  U  S.  168, 
15  Sup.  Ct.  570,  39  L.  ed.  660. 

72.  Chappell  v.  United  States,  160 
U.  S.  499,  16  Sup.  Ct.  397,  40  L.  ed. 
510;  Shields  v.  Coleman,  157  U.  S.  168, 
15  Sup.  Ct.  370,  39  L.  ed.  660. 

[a]  ^'In  order  to  maintain  the  ap- 
pellate jurisdiction  of  this  court  under 
this  clause,  the  record  must  distinctly 
and  unequivocally  show  that  the  court 
below  sends  up  for  consideration  a 
single  and  definite  question  of  jurisdic- 
tion. This  may  appear  in  either  of 
two  ways:  by  the  terms  of  the  decree 
appealed  from  and  of  the  order  allow- 
ing the  appeal,  or  by  a  separate  certi- 
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The  certificate  must  be  made  at  the  term  at  which  the  judgment  is 
rendered.'^  It  is  doubtful  whether  it  may  be  amended  thereafter, 
except  to  correct  mere  clerical  errors.^* 

Force  and  Effect  of  Certtficate.  —  The  certificate  may  be  looked  to  to 
determine  when  and  how  the  question  of  jurisdiction  was  raised,  when 


fieate  oi  the  court  below  (citing  numer- 
ous cases)."  Huntington  v.  Laidley, 
176  TJ.  S.  668,  20  Sup.  Ct.  526,  44  L.  ed. 
630,  quoted  with  approval  in  Arkansas 
V.  Sehlierholz,  179  U.  S.  598,  600,  21 
Sup.  Ct.  229,  45  L.  ed.  335.  See  also 
Courtney  v-  Pradt,  196  IT.  S.  89,  25  Sup. 
Ct.  208,  49  L.  ed.  398. 

[b]  The  Court  Is  Not  Beciuired  to 
Search  the  Record.  —  Van  Wagenen  v. 
Sewall,  160  U.  S.  369,  16  Sup.  Ct.  370, 
40  L.  ed.  460.  "No  mere  suggestion 
that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  was 
in  issue  will  answer.  This  court  will 
not  of  itself  search,  nor  follow  counsel 
in  their  search  of  the  record  to  ascer- 
tain whether  the  judgment  of  the  trial 
court  did  or  did  not  turn  on  some  ques- 
tion of  jurisdiction."  Shields  v.  Cole- 
man, 157  TJ.  S.  168,  15  Sup.  Ct.  370, 
39  L.  ed.  660,  quoted  with  approval  in 
Chappell  V.  United  States,  160  U.  S. 
499,  16  Sup.  Ct,  397,  40  L.  ed.  510; 
Arkansas  v.  Sehlierholz,  179  U.  S.  598, 
601,  21  Sup.  Ct.  229,  45  L.  ed.  336. 

[c]  Cases  where  the  record  has  been 
held  sufficient  to  warrant  a  review. 
Fair  v.  Kohler  Die  &  Specialty  Co., 
228  U.  S.  22,  33  Sup.  tt.  410,  67  L.  ed. 
716;  United  States  v.  Larkin,  208  V. 
S.  333,  28  Sup.  Ct.  417,  52  L.  ed.  517; 
Smith  V.  McKay,  161  U.  S.  355,  16 
Sup.  Ct.  490,  40  L.  ed.  731;  Shields  v. 
Coleman,  157  U.  S.  168,  15  Sup.  Ct. 
370,  39  L.  ed.  660;  In  re  Lehigh  Min. 
&  Mfg.  Co.,  156  U.  S.  322,  15  Sup.  Ct. 
375,  39  L.  ed.  438. 

[dj  An  order  allowing  a.  writ  of  er- 
ror and  reciting  that  plaintiff's  petition 
"had  been  dismissed  by  the  judgment 
of  this  court  upon  consideration  solely 
of  the  question  of  this  court's  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  action, ' '  is  suflScient  to  take 
the  place  of  the  required  certificate. 
McAllister  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co., 
243  V.  S.  302,  37  Sup.  Ct.  274,  61  L.  ed. 
735. 

[e]  A  decree  showing  that  the  case 
was  dismissed  for  want  of  jurisdiction 
is  sufficient  to  take  the  place  of  a  cer- 
tificate. Herndon-Carter  Co.  v.  James 
N.  Norris,  Son  &  Co.,  224  U.  S.  496,  32 
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Sup.  Ct.  650,  56  L.  ed.  857.  See  Steam- 
ship JoflEeison,  215  U.  S.  130,  30  Sup. 
Ct.  54,  54  L.  ed.  125;  Excelsior  Wooden 
Pipe  Co.  V.  Pacific  Bridge  Co.,  185  U.  S. 
282,  285,  22  Sup.  Ct.  681,  46  L.  ed.  910. 

[f  ]  Cases  where  the  record  has  been 
held  insuf&cient  to  warrant  a  review. 
Filhiol  V.  Torney,  194  U.  S.  356,  24 
Sup.  Ct.  698,  48  L.  ed.  1014;  Chappell 
V.  United  States,  160  U.  S.  499,  16  Sup. 
Ct.  397,  40  L.  ed.  510;  Smith  v.  Mc- 
Kay, 161  U.  S.  355,  16  Sup.  Ct.  490,  40 
L.  ed.  731;  The  Bayonne,  159  U.  S. 
687,  16  Sup.  Ct.  185,  40  L.  ed.  306. 

[g]  Defects  in  certificate  cured 
where  the  record  clearly  shows  that  the 
only,  matter  tried  and  decided  was  one 
of  jurisdiction.  Davis  v.  Cleveland,  C, 
C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.,  217  U.  S.  167,  30 
Sup.  Ct.  463,  54  L.  ed.  708.  See  Chicago 
V.  Mills,  204  U.  S.  321,  27  Sup.  Ct.  286, 
51  L.  ed.  504. 

73.  Herndon-Carter  Co.  v.  James  N. 
Norris,  Son  &  Co.,  224  U.  S.  496, 
32  Sup.  Ct.  550,  56  L.  ed.  857; 
United  States  v.  Larkin,  208  U.  S.  333, 
28  Sup.  Ct.  417,  52  L.  ed.  517;  The 
Bayonne,  159  U.  S.  687,  16  Sup.,  Ct. 
186,  40  L.  ed.  306;  Colvin  v.  Jackson- 
ville, 158  U.  S.  456,  15  Sup.  Ct.  634,  39 
L.  ed.  1053. 

[a]  Where  the  certificate  is  sup- 
plied by  a  decree. la  due  form,  showing 
a  dismissal  for  want  of  jurisdiction 
only,  the  appeal  may  be  perfected  sub- 
sequently within  two  years,  as  are 
other  appeals.  Herndon-Carter  Co.  v. 
James  N.  Norris,  Son  &  Co.,  224  U.  S. 
496,  32  Sup.  Ct.  550,  56  L.  ed.  857. 

74.  Patch  V.  Wabash  R.  Co.,  207  U. 
S.  277,  28  Sup.  Ct.  80,  52  L.  ed.  204, 
wherein  the  court  says  that,  since  the 
certificate  is  an  act  of  record,  it  is  ex- 
tremely questionable  whether  an  amend- 
ment, not  designed  to  correct  a  mere 
clerical  mistake,  and  which  was  made- 
after  tlie  expiration  of  the  term,  and 
after  the  writ  of  error  had  been  sued 
out,  and  without  leave  of  the  supreme 
court  could  be  considered. 
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the  record  does  not  otherwise  show  those  facts,'*  but  it  cannot  take  the 
place  of  a  bill  of  exceptions."' 

It  ordinarily  controls  in  determining  the  grounds  on  which  the  deci- 
sion below  was  based."  Such  a  certificate  cannot  operate  to  narrow  a 
jurisdiction  otherwise  conferred.'^ 

Questions  Open  for  Consideration  in  Supreme  Court.  —  The  statute  ex- 
pressly provides  that  only  the  question  of  jurisdiction  shall  be  certified 
up  for  decision,'^  and  hence  only  the  question  of  jurisdiction  will  be 
considered.^"  The  court  may  review  the  decision  of  the  lower  court  on 
questions  of  fact  involved  in  determining  the  question  of  jurisdiction.^^ 

(C.)  In  Prize  Cases.  —  Appeals  and  writs  of  error  may  be  taken  di- 
rectly to  the  supreme  court  from  final  sentences  and  decrees^^  of  the 


75.  Nichols  Lumber  Co.  v.  Franson, 
203  U.  S.  278,  27  Sup.  Ct.  102,  51  L.  ed. 
ISl. 

76.  Nichols  Lumber  Co.  v.  Franson, 
203  U.  S.  278,  27  Sup.  Ct.  102,  51  L.  ed. 
181,  if  may  not  be  looked  to  in  deciding 
the  jurisdictional  question  for  the  pur- 
pose of  supplying  elements  of  decision 
which  cannot  be  properly  considered  in 
an  action  at  law  without  a  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions, such  as  the  evidence,  etc. 

[a]  "It  is  the  better  practice  in 
every  case  of  direct  review  on  a  ques- 
tion of  jurisdiction  to  make  apparent 
on  the  record  by  a  bill  of  exceptions, 
or  other  appropriate  mode,  the  fact 
that  the  question  of  jurisdiction  was 
raised  and  passed  upon,  and  the  ele- 
ments upon  which  the  decision  of  the 
question  was  based."  Nichols  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Franson,  203  TJ.  S.  278,  27  Sup. 
Ct.  102,  51  L.  ed.  181. 

77.  Scully  V.  Bird,  209  U.  S.  481,  28 
Sup.  Ct.  597,  52  L.  ed.  899,  it  cannot  be 
assumed  that  the  opinion  and  order  of 
the  court  and  its  certificate  are  incon- 
sistent as  to  the  grounds  for  dismissal, 
but  the  latter  will  be  accepted. 

78.  Giles  v.  Harris,  189  U.  S.  475. 
486,  23  Sup.  Ct.  639,  47  L.  ed.  909. 

79.  See  supra,  note  68. 

80.  Public  Service  Co.  v.  Corboy, 
250  U.  S.  153,  39  Sup.  Co.  440,  63  L.  ed. 
905;  Columbus  Ey.,  Light  &  Power  Co. 
V.  Columbus,  249  U.  S.  399,  39  Sup.  Ct. 
349,  63  L.  ed.  669;  iStevirmae  Oil  & 
Gas  Co.  V.  Dittman,  245  U.  S.  210,  38 
Sup.  Ct.  116,  62  L.  ed.  248;  Venner  v. 
Great  Northern  E.  Co.,  209  U.  S.  24, 
28  Sup.  Ct.  328,  52  L.  ed.  666;  Chicago 
V.  Mills,  204  U.  S.  321,  326,  27  Sup.  Ct. 
286,  51  L.  ed.  504;  Hennessy  v.  Eich- 
ardson  Drug  Co.,  189  U.  S.  25,  33,  23 
Sup.  Ct.  532,  47  L.  ed.  697;     Mexican 


Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Eekman,  187  U.  S.  429, 
23  Sup.  Ct.  211,  47  L.  ed.  245;  Excel- 
sior W.  P.  Co.  v.  Pacific  Bridge  Co., 
185  U.  S.  282,  22  Sup.  Ct.  681,  46  L.  ed. 
910;  United  States  v.  Jahn,  155  U.  S. 
109,  15  Sup.  Ct.  39,  39  L.  ed.  87  (all 
contentions  on  the  merits  will  be 
deemed  to  have  been  waived) ;  Greeley 
V.  Lowe,  155  IT.  S.  58,  76,  15  Sup.'Ct. 
24,  39  L.  ed.  69;  Mexican  Cent.  E.  Co. 
V.  Pinkney,  149  U.  S.  194,  201,  13  Sup. 
Ct.  859,  37  L.  ed.  699;  Sehunk  v.  Mo- 
line,  Milburn  &  Stoddart  Co.,  147  IT.  S. 
500,  13  Sup.  Ct.  416,  32  L.  ed.  255. 

[a]  The  trial  court  cannot,  by  treat- 
lug  a  question  of  merits  as  one  of 
jurisdiction,  enable  the  supreme  court 
to  decide  the  question  of  merits,  except 
in  so  far  as  it  bears  on  the  question  of 
jurisdiction.  Huntington  v.  Laidley, 
176  IT.  S.  668,  679,  20  Sup.  Ct.  526,  44 
L.   ed.   630. 

Scope  of  review  where  case  decided 
on  its  merits,  see  infra,  II,  H,  4,  b,  (I). 
(D),  (4);II,J,  4,  e,  (II),  (M). 

81.  Wetmore  v.  Eymer,  169  U.  S. 
115,  18  Sup.  Ct.  293,  42  L.  ed.  682,  the 
parties  are  not  concluded  by  a  judg- 
ment dismissing  the  case  for  want  of 
jurisdiction  even  though  it  involves  a 
question   of   fact. 

[a]  The  decision  may  be  set  aside 
if  it  is  clearly  wrong,  even  on  a  ques- 
tion of  fact.  Commercial  Mut.  Ace. 
Co.  V.  Davis,  213  U.  S.  245,  29  Sup.  Ct. 
445,  53  L.  ed.  782. 

82.  Act  Jan.  28,  1915,  c.  22,  §2,  38 
St.  at  L.  804,  -Comp.,  St.  1916,  §  1215; 
Act  March  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §  238,  36  St. 
at  L.  1157,  re-enactment  of  Act  March 
3,  1891,  c.  517,  §5,  subdiv.  2,  26  St.  at 
L.  827. 

[a]    "Without  any  certificate  of  the 
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district  courts,  including  those  of  Hawaii  and  Porto  Rico,  in  prize 
cases,  without  regard  to  the  amount  in  dispute.^' 

(D.)  Constitutional  and  Treaty  Questions.  —  (1.)  In  General.-  The  judi- 
cial code  provides  that  appeals  and  writs  of  error  may  be  taken  from 
the  district  courts,  including  those  of  Hawaii  and  Porto  Rico,  directly 
to  the  supreme  court  in  any  case  that  involves  the  construction  or  ap- 
plication of  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,^*  in  any  case  in 
which  the  constitutionality  of  any  law  of  the  United  States,*^  or  the 
validity  or  construction  of  any  treaty  made  under  its  authority, ^°  is 
drawn  in  question ;  and  in  any  case  in  which  the  constitution  or  law  of 
a  state  is  claimed  to  be  in  contravention  of  the  constitution  of  the 
United  States.*''  These  provisions  do  not  authorize  a  review  of  judg- 
ments in  favor  of  the  accused  in  criminal  cases  at  the  instance  of  the 
government.^* 

(2.)  Appellate  Jurisdiction  as  Between  the  Supreme  Court  and  the  Circuit 
Courts  of  Appeals.  —  Where  the  jurisdiction  of  the  trial  court  is  invoked 
solely  on  the  ground  that  the  suit  is  one  arising  under  the  federal  eon- 
stitution,*^  or  that  it  involves  the  validity  or  construction  of  any  treaty 


district  judge  as  to  the  importance  of 
any  particular  case."  The  Paquete 
Habana,  175  V.  S.  677,  20  Sup.  Ct.  290, 
44  L.  ed.  320. 

83.  The  Paquete  Habana,  175  U.  S. 
677,  20  Sup.  Ct.  290,  44  L.  ed.  320. 

84.  Act  Jan.  28,  1915,  c.  22,  §2,  38 
St.  at  L.  804;  Comp.,  St.  1916,  §1215; 
Act  March  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §238,  36  St. 
at  L.  1157.  See  Cosmopolitan  Min. 
Co.  V.  Walsh,  193  U.  S.  460,  468,  24  Sup. 
Ct.  489,  48  L.  ed.  749. 

85.  See  acts  cited  in  preceding  note, 
and  also  Chappell  v.  United  States,  160 
U.  S.  499,  16  Sup.  Ct.  397,  40  L.  ed. 
510. 

86.  See  acts  cited  in  preceding  note, 
and  also  Collins  v.  Miller  (TJ.  S.),  40 
Sup.  Ct.  347;  Mitchell  v.  Furman,  180 
U.  S.  402,  427,  21  Sup.  Ct.  430,  45  L.  ed. 
596;  Orjielas  v.  Euiz,  161  TJ.  S.  502, 
507,  16  Sup.  Ct.  686,  40  L.  ed.  787. 

[a]  The  reciprocal  agreement  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  France 
entered  into  under  the  authority  of  §3 
of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1897,  is  to  be  re- 
garded as  a  treaty  within  the  meaning 
of  this  provision,  even  if  it  is  not  tech- 
nically one.  Altman  &  Co.  v.  United 
States,  224  U  S.  583,  32  Sup.  Ct.  593, 
56  L.  ed.  894. 

87.  See  acts  cited  in  preceding  note 
and  also  Railroad  Com.  v.  Louisville  & 
N.  E.  Co.,  225  U.  S.  272,  32  Sup.  Ct. 
766,  56  L.  ed.  1087;  City  of  Paducah 
,v.  East  Tenn.  Tel.  Co.,  182  Fed.  625, 
106   C.   C.  A.   333. 
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Order  granting  or  denying  inter- 
locutory injunction  against  enforce- 
ment of  alleged  unconstitutional  state 
law.   See  Comp.  St.  1916,  §1243. 

88.  United  States  v.  Dickinson,  213 
U.  S.  92,  99,  29  Sup.  Ct.  485,  53  L.  ed. 
711;  United  States  v.  Sanges,  144  U.  S. 
310,  12  Sup.  Ct.  609,  36  L.  ed.  445. 
Cornpare  infra,  II,  H,  4,  b,  (I),  (F). 

89.  New  York  v.  Consolidated  Gas 
Co.  (U.  8.),  40  Sup.  Ct.  511;  Raton 
Waterworks  Co.  v.  Eaton,  249  U.  S. 
552,  39  Sup.  Ct.  384,  63  L.  ed.  768; 
Carolina  Glass  Co.  v.  South  Carolina, 
240  U.  S.  305,  36  Sup.  Ct.  293,  60  L.  ed. 
658;  Union  &  Planters'  Bank  v.  Mem- 
phis, 189  U.  S.  73,  23  Sup.  Ct.  604,  47 
L.  ed.  712;  Filhiol  v.  Maurice,  185  U. 
S.  108,  22  Sup.  Ct.  560,  46  L.  ed.  827; 
Huguley  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Galeton  Cotton 
Mills,  184  U.  S.  290,  295,  22  Sup.  Ct. 
462,.  46  L.  ed.  546;  Railroad  Com.  v. 
Morgan's  L.  &  T.  E.  &  S.  S.  Co.,  195 
Fed.  66,  115  C.  0.  A-  127;  City  of 
Paducah  v.  East  Tenn.  Tel.  Co.,  182 
Fed.  625,  106   C.  C.  A.  333. 

[a]  Where  it  involves  only  the  con- 
stitutionality of  a  statute  or  the  con- 
struction or  application  of  the  consti- 
tution. Spreckels  Sugar  Refining  Co. 
V.  McCIain,  192  U.  S.  397,  407,  24  Sup. 
Ct.  376,  48  L.  ed.  496. 

[b]  The  circuit  court  of  appeals 
may  decline  to  take  jurisdiction  in 
such  a  case.  Cincinnati,  H.  &  D.  R. 
Co.  V.  Thiebaud,  177  U.  S.  615,  20  Sup. 
Ct.  822,  44  L.  ed.  911;     Carter  v.  Rob- 
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made  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States,^"  the  circuit  courts  of 
appeals  have  no  jurisdiction,  but  the  appeal  or  writ  of  error  must  be 
taken  direct  to  the  supreme  court. 

But  if  both  such  constitutional  or  treaty  questions  and  other  ques- 
tions are  involved,  the  defeated  party,  at  his  election,  may  take  the  case 
either  to  the  court  of  appeals,  or  directly  to  the  supreme  court,^^  but 
a  party  is  bound  by  his  election,  and  having  resorted  to  the  former 
method  cannot  thereafter  secure  a  second  review  by  resort  to  the  latter 
method.'^  The  same  general  rule  applies  where  constitutional  ques- 
tions are  involved  in  a  ease  where  there  is  diversity  of  citizenship,^^  or 
in  a  criminal  case,^*  or  in  a  case  involving  both  the  construction  of  a 


erts,   177  U.   S.  496,  500,  20  Sup.   Ct. 
713,   44   L.   ed.    861. 

90.  Filhiol  V.  Maurice,  185  U.  S.  108, 
22  Sup.  Ct.  560,  46  L.  ed.  827;  Huguley 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Galeton  Cotton  Mills,  184 
U.  S.  290,  22  Sup.  Ct.  452,  46  L.  ed. 
546. 

91.  Pomona  v.  Sunset  Tel.  &  Tel. 
Co.,  224  U.  S.  330,  342,  32  Sup.  Ct. 
477,  56  L.  ed.  788;  MacFadden  v. 
United  States,  213  U.  S.  288,  293,  29 
Sup.  Ct.  490,  53  L.  ed.  801;  Spreekels 
Sugar  Refining  Co.  v.  McClain,  192  U. 
S.  397,  407,  24  Sup.  Ct.  376,  48  L.  ed. 
496.  See  Cincinnati,  H.  &  D.  E.  Co. 
V.  Thiebaud,  177  U.  S.  615,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
822,  44  L.  ed.  911;  Carter  v.  Roberts, 
177  tl.  S.  496,  20  Sup.  Ct.  713,  44  L.  ed. 
861.  See  also  Alaska  Pacific  Fisheries 
V.  Alaska,  249  V.  S.  63,  39  Sup.  Ct. 
208,  63  L.  ed.  474,  (an  Alaska  case), 
and  supra,  II,  H,  4,  b,  (I),  (A). 

[a]  The  supreme  court  wiU  enter- 
tain a  direct  review  in  a  revenue  case 
involving  not  only  a  question  of  clas- 
sification and  amount  of  duty,  but  also 
one  as  to  the  constitutionality  of  a 
law  of  the  United  States  or  as  to  the 
validity  or  construction  of  a  treaty. 
Altman  &  Co.  v.  United  States,  224 
U.  S.  583,  32  Sup.  Ct.  593,  56  L.  ed. 
894. 

Aa  to  the  finality  of  the  decision  of 
the  circuit  court  of  appeals,  see  infra, 
II,  H,  4,  b,  (VI). 

92.  Shapiro  v.  United  States,  235 
U.  S.  412,  35  Sup.  Ct.  122,  59  L.  ed. 
291;  Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Westhus,  228 
U.  S.  519,  33  Sup.  Ct.  593,  57  L.  ed. 
947,  not  even  by  injecting  a  constitu- 
tional question  into  the  case  after  re- 
view by  the  circuit  court  of  appeals 
and  remand  to  the  district  court.  See 
supra,  II,  H,  4,  b,  (I),  (A). 

93.  Ohio  R.  R.  Com.  v.  Worthington, 
225  U.  S.  101,  104,  32  Sup.  Ct.  653,  56 


L.  ed.  1004;  Huguley  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Gale- 
ton  Cotton  Mills,  184  U.  S.  290,  295,  22 
Sup.  Ct.  452,  46  L.  ed.  546,  if  origin- 
ally placed  on  both  grounds,  or  if  the 
constitutional  question  arises  after 
jurisdiction  has  attached  on  the  ground 
of   diverse   citizenship. 

[a]  There  is  no  right  to  a  direct  re- 
view (1)  by  the  supreme  court  where 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  below 
depends  solely  on  diverse  citizenship. 
Shine  v.  Fox  Bros.  Mfg.  Co.,  216  U.  S. 
609,  30  Sup.  Ct.  575,  54  L.  ed.  636. 
(2)  But  the  supreme  court  has  juris- 
diction where  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
trial  court  is  invoked  by  the  plaintiff 
solely  on  the  ground  of  diverse  citizen- 
ship, and  constitutional  questions  are 
raised  by  the  defendant.  Loeb  v.  Co- 
lumbia  Township  Trustees,  179  U.  S. 
472,  477,  21  Sup.  Ct.  174,  25  L.  ed.  280. 
See  alfo  American  Sugar  Refining  Co. 
V.  New  Orleans,  181  U.  S.  277,  282,  21 
Sup.   Ct.  646,  45  L.  ed.  859. 

^b]  Where  Both  Parties  Appeal. 
Where  jurisdiction  is  invoked  both  on 
the  ground  of  diverse  citizenship  and 
on  constitutional  grounds,  and  both 
parties  appeal,  the  appeal  may  be  taken 
directly  to  the  supreme  court  which 
may  consider  all  the  questions  involved. 
Respondent  is  not  required  to  appeal 
to  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  in  such 
case,  though  the  prayer  of  the  com- 
plainant on  the  constitutional  grounds 
was  denied,  but  may  prosecute  a  cross- 
appeal.  Field  V.  Barber  Asphalt  Pav. 
Co.,  194  U.  S.  618,  24  Sup.  Ct.  784,  48 
L.  ed.  1142. 

94.  MacFadden  v.  United  States, 
213  U.  S.  288,  293,  29  Sup.  Ct.  490,  53 
L.  ed.  801  (as  where  it  is  claimed  that 
the  judgment  involves  a  denial  of  con- 
stitutional rights);  Rakes  v.  United 
States,  212  U.  S.  55,  29  U.  S.  244,  53 
L.  ed.  401. 
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treaty  and  of  the  federal  statutes."''  The  court  to  which  such  a  case  is 
taken  may  determine  all  the  questions  arising  on  the  record;'^  or,  if  it 
is  taken  to  the  court  of  appeals,  that  court  may  certify  the  constitution- 
al or  treaty  questions  to  the  supreme  court,  and  proceed  as  thereupon 
advised.'^ 

(3.)  Essentials  to  Jurisdiction  of  Supreme  Court. —  (a.)  In  General—  Juris- 
diction depends  on  the  existence  of  a  constitutional  question  at  the  time 
when  the  writ  of  error  is  sued  out  or  the  appeal  taken.'*  The  question 
must  have  arisen  in  the  particular  proceeding  in  which  the  judgment 
or  decree  sought  to  be  reviewed  was  rendered."*  A  definite  issue  in 
regard  to  such  question  must  have  been  raised  in  the  court  below,^  and 
the  record  must  show  that  such  was  the  case.* 


95.  See  Pettit  v.  Walshe,  194  U.  S. 
205,  216,  24  Sup.  Ct.  657,  48  L.  ed.  938, 
holding  that  the  supreme  court  has 
jurisdiction  in  habeas  corpus  proceed- 
ings in  an  extradition  case,  where  a 
determination  of  the  questions  involved 
depends  in,  part,  at  least,  on  the  mean- 
ing of  certain  provisions  of  a  treaty, 
though  it  is  also  necessary  or  appro- 
priate for  the  court  to  construe  the 
acts  of  congress  passed  to  carry  such 
provisions  into  effect. 

96.  Spreckels  Sugar  Refining  Co.  v. 
McCIain,  192  U.  S.  397,  407,  24  Sup. 
Ct.  376,  48  L.  ed.  496;  American  Sugar 
Refining  Co.  v.  New  Orleans,  180  V.  S. 
277,  282,  21  Sup.  Ct.  646,  45  L.  ed. 
859;  Field  v.  Barber  Asphalt  Pav.  Co., 
194  U.  S.  618,  24  Sup.  Ct.  784,  48  L.  ed. 
1142;  Cincinnati.  H.  &  D.  R.  Co.  v. 
Thiebaud,  177  U.  S.  615,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
822,  44  L.  ed.  911;  Carter  v.  Roberts, 
177  U.  S.  496,  500,  20  Sup.  Ct.  713,  44 
L.  ed.  861. 

97.  American  Sugar  Refining  Co.  v. 
New  Orleans,  180  U.  S.  277,/  282,  21 
Sup.  Ct.  646,  45  L.  ed.  859;  Loeb  v. 
Columbia  Township  Trustees,  179  U.  S. 
472,  21  Sup.  Ct.  174,  25  L.  ed.  280; 
Carter  v.  Roberts,  177  U.  S.  496,  500, 
20  Sup.  Ct.  713,  44  L.  ed.  861. 

[a]  If  the  circuit  court  of  appeals 
entertains  an  appeal  from  an  unappeal- 
able order  of  the  district  court  in  such 
a  case,  the  supreme  court  on  appeal 
from  the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court 
of  appeals,  will  reverse  the  judgment 
and  remand  the  case  to  it  with  direc- 
tions to  dismiss  the  appeal.  New  York 
V.  Consolidated  Gas  Co  (U.  S.),  40 
Sup.  Ct.  511. 

98.  Williamson  v.  United  States, 
207  U.  S.  425,  434,  28  Sup.  Ct.  163,  52 
L.  ed.  278.     Compare,  supra,  II,  A,  2, 
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[a]  That  such  question  suibseciuent- 
ly  becomes  moot  does  not  deprive  the 
court  of  jurisdiction  to  decide  the  other 
questions  in  the  case.  Williamson  v. 
United  States,  207  U.  S.  425,  434,  28 
Sup.  Ct.  163,  52  L.  ed.  278, 

[b]  That  such  question  has  been 
foreclosed  by  subsequent  decisions  of 
the  supreme  court  will  not  justify  a 
dismissal.  Pierce  v.  United  States  (U. 
S.),  40  Sup.  Ct.  205;  Michigan  Cent. 
R.  Co.  V.  Vreeland,  227  U.  S.  59,  33 
Sup.  Ct.  192,  57  L.  ed.  417. 

99.     See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Thus,  (1)  an  order  committing 
one  for  contempt  for  failure  to  obey 
an  interlocutory  order  directing  the 
return  of  certain  papers  is  not  direct- 
ly reviewable  by  the  supreme  court, 
though  a  constitutional  question  was 
involved  in  the  original  order,  where 
such  original  order  was  not  void  (Wise 
V.  Mills,  220  U.  S.  549,  31  Sup.  Ct.  597, 
55,  L.  ed.  579);  and  (2)  the  same  is 
true  of  a  denial  of  a  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  to  procure  the  release  of  one 
committed  for  contempt  under  such 
circumstances.  Wise  v.  Henkel,  220 
U.  S.  556,  31  Sup.  Ct.  599,  55  L.  ed. 
581. 

1.  Rakes  v.  United  States,  212  U.  S. 
55,  29  Sup.  Ct.  244,  53  L.  ed.  401,  con- 
struction or  application  of  the  con- 
stitution or  the  constitutionality  of  a 
federal  statute. 

2.  Filhiol  V.  Maurice,  185  U.  S.  108, 
22  Sup.  Ct.  560,  46  L.  ed.  827;  Cincin- 
nati, H.  &  D.  R.  Co.  V.  Thiebaud,  177 
U.  S.  615,  20  Sup.  Ct.  822,  44  L.  ed. 
911;  Muse  V.  Arlington  Hotel  Co.,  168 
U.  S.  430,  435,  18  Sup.  Ct.  109,  42  L.  ed. 
531;  Ansbro  v.  United  States,  159  U. 
S.  695,  697,  16  Sup.  Ct.  187,  40  L.  ed. 
310.     See    Cerecedo   v.   United   States, 
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The  claim  of  unconstitutionality  need  pot  necessarily  be  made  in  the 
pleading  of  the  party  invoking  the  jurisdiction,  but  it  is  sufficient  if 
the  constitutional  right  is  duly  claimed  in  the  case.^  The  person  raising 
the  question  must  have  a  legal  interest  in  its  determination,  however.* 

Jurisdiction  does  not  depend  upon  whether  the  right  claimed  under 
the  constitution  has  been  upheld  or  denied  ;^  but  one  who  invokes  the 
protection  of  the  constitution  and  whose  contention  is  sustained  cannot 
take  the  case  directly  to  the  supreme  court  though  judgment  is  rend- 
ered against  him  on  the  merits.^ 


239  U.  S.  1,  36  Sup.  Ct.  3,  60  L.  ed. 
113. 

[a]  There  is  no  jurisdiction  where 
the  record  does  not  show  that  a  eontro- 
versy  on  the  subject  was  called  to  the 
attention  of  the  lower  court  prior  to 
the  hearing,  or  that  the  court  below 
considered  or  necessarily  passed  on  an 
issue  of  that  character.  Arkansas  v. 
Sehlierholz,  179  V.  S.  598,  601,  21  Sup. 
Ct.  229,  45  L.  ed.  335. 

[b]  A  record  showing  a  general 
exception  to  an  instruction  that  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  recover  in  his  action 
under  a  state  law  is  insufScient,  where 
it  does  not  affirmatively  show  that  such 
exception  was  on  the  ground  that  said 
statute  was  in  violation  of  the  federal 
constitution,  or  that  any  issue  as  to  its 
constitutionality  was  raised  by  the 
pleadings,  or  that  its  constitutionality 
was  otherwise  presented,  or  was  con- 
sidered or  passed  upon.  Cincinnati,  H. 
&  D.  E.  Co.  i;.  Thiebaud,  177  U.  S.  615, 
20  Sup.  Ct.  822,  44  L.  ed.  911. 

[c]  An  assignment  of  errors  cannot 
(1)  be  availed  of  to  import  questions 
into  the  case  which  the  record  does  not 
show  were  raised  below.  Ansbro  v. 
United  States,  159  TJ.  S.  695,  16  Sup. 
Ct.  187,  40  L.  ed.  310.  (2)  It  is  not 
sufSoient  that  the  point  was  raised  in 
the  assignment  of  errors.  Cineinnati, 
H.  &  D.  E.  Co.  V.  Thiebaud,  177  U.  S. 
615,  20  Sup.  Ct.  822,  44  L.  ed.  911. 

[d]  Certificate  of  Trial  Judge To 

determine  whether  such  a  question  is 
involved  the  supreme  court  must  look 
into  the  record  without  regard  to  the 
certificate  of  the  trial  judge.  There  is 
no  authprity  for  the  making  of  such  a 
certificate.  Cosmopolitan  Min.  Co.  v. 
Walsh,  193  V.  8.  460,  468,  24  Sup.  Ct. 
489,  48  L.  ed.  749. 

[e]  The  opinion  of  the  lower  court 
may   be   looked   to,   when   annexed   to 

,   ,  and  transmitted  as  part  of  the  record, 


to  ascertain  whether  either  party 
claimed  that  a  state  statute  was  in 
contravention  of  the  federal  constitu- 
tion. It  may  not,  however,  be'looked  to 
to  ascertain  matters  which  should 
properly  be  made  to  appear  in  a  bill 
of  exceptions,  or  by  an  agreed  state- 
ment of  facts,  or  by  the  pleadings. 
Memphis  v.  CumTierland  Tel.  &  Tel. 
Co.,  218  TJ.  S.  624,  31  Sup.  Ct.  115, 
54  L.  ed.  1185;  Loeb  v.  Columbia 
Township  Trustees,  179  U.  S.  472,  481, 
21  Sup.   Ct.l74,  45  L.  ed.  280. 

3.  Memphis  v.  Cumberland  Tel.  & 
Tel.  Co.,  218  V.  S.  624,  31  Sup.  Ct. 
115,  54  L.  ed.  1185. 

[a]  Such  a  claim  by  the  defendant 
may  be  made  the  basis  of  a  direct  re- 
view, as  where  the  question  is  raised 
by  demurrer.  Loeb  v.  Columbia  Town- 
ship Trustees,  179  U.  S.  472,  21  Sup. 
Ct.  174,  45  L.  ed.  280. 

4.  Lampasas  v.  Bell,  180  TJ.  S.  276, 
283,  21  Sup.  Ct.  368,  45  L.  ed.  527. 

[a]  Hust  Have  Personal  Interest. 
Stearns  v.  Wood,  236  TJ.  S.  75,  35  Sup. 
Ct.  229,  59  L.  ed.  475.  See  infra,  II, 
H,  4,  c,  (II),  (P). 

5.  Loeb  V.  Columbia  Township 
Trustees,  179  TJ.  S.  472,  21  Sup.  Ct. 
174,  45  L.  ed.  174;  Holder  v.  Aultman 
M.  &  Co.,  169  TJ.  S.  81,  18  Sup.  Ct. 
269,  42  L.  ed.  669. 

[a]  If  a  claim  by  either  party  that 
a  state  statute  is  Invalid  under  the 
federal  constitution  is  either  sustained 
or  rejected,  the  supreme  court  may  re- 
view the  judgment  at  the  instance  of 
the  unsuccessful  party,  whether  plain- 
tiff or  defendant.  Connolly  v.  Union 
Sewer  Pipe  Co.,  184  U.  S.  540,  544,  22 
Sup.  Ct.  431,  46  L.  ed.  679;  Loeb  v. 
Columbia  Tp.  Trustees,  179  U.  S.  472, 
477,  21  Sup.  Ct.  174,  45  L.  ed.  280. 

6.  Anglo-American  Provision  Co.  v. 
Davis  Provision  Co.,  191  U.  S.  376,  24 
Sup.  Ct.  93,  48  L.  ed.  228. 
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(b.)  Question  Must  Be  Meal  and  Substavtial.  —  Though  it  is  not  essential 
that  the  claim  be  well  founded  in  fact,^  it  must  be  real  and  substantial  ;* 
and  the  record  must  show  that  such  is  the  case.^  The  supreme  court  will 
not  take  jurisdiction  where  the  federal  question  is  obviously  frivolous 
or  plainly  unsubstantial,  either  because  it  is  manifestly  devoid  of 
merit,^"  or  because  its  unsoundness  so  clearly  results  from  the  previous 
decisions  of  the  supreme  court  as  to  foreclose  the  subject  and  leave  no 
room  for  inference  that  the  question  sought  to  be  raised  can  be  the  sub- 
ject of  controversy.^^    There  is,  however,  no  right  to  dismiss  an  appeal 


7.  Payerweather  v.  Eitch,  195  IT,  S. 
276,  299,  25  Sup.  Ct.  58,  49  L.  ed.  193; 
Penn  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Austin,  168 
U.  S.  685,  695,  18  Sup.  Ct.  223,  42  L.  ed. 
626. 

8.  Manila  Inv.  Co.  v.  Trammell,  239 
U.  S.  31,  36  Sup.  Ct.  12,  60  L.  ed.  129; 
Penu  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Austin,  168 
TJ.  S.  685,  695,  18  Sup.  Ct.  223.  42  L.  ed. 
626.   See  infra,  II,  H,  4,  c,  (II),  (H). 

[a]  It  must  have  some  foundation 
of  plausibility.  Montana  Catholic 
Missions  v.  Missoula  County,  200  IT.  S. 
118,  130,  26  Sup.  Ct.  197,  50  L.  ed.  398. 

[b]  A  mere  averment  of  a  consti- 
tutional question  is  not  sufficient.  Par- 
rell  V.  O'Brien,  199  U.  S.  89,  100,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  727,  50  L.  ed.  101;  Newbury- 
port  Water  Co.  v.  Newburyport,  193 
U.  8.  561,  576,  24  Sup.  Ct.  553,  48  L.  ed. 
795. 

[e]  A  mere  claim  in  words  is  not 
sufficient.  Memphis  v.  Cumberland 
Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.,  218  U.  S.  624,  31  Sup. 
Ct.  115,  54  L.  ed.  1185;  Pacific  Electric 
B.  Co.  V.  Los  Angeles,  194  U.  S.  112, 
118,  24  Sup.  Ct.  586,  48  L.  ed.  896; 
Lampasas  v.  Bell,  180  U.  S.  276,  21 
iSup.  Ct.  368,  45  L.  ed.  527. 

[d]  Where  Question  Has  Become 
Moot.  —  United  States  v.  American- 
Asiatic  Steamship  Co.,  242  U.  S.  537, 
37  Sup.  Ct.  233,  61  L.  ed.  479. 

9.  Memphis  v.  Cumberland  Tel.  & 
Tel.  Co.,  218  V.  S.  624,  629,  31  Sup. 
Ct.  115.  54  L.  ed.  1185  (it  must  appear 
on  the  record  by  a  statement  in  legal 
and  logical  form  such  as  is  required  in 
good  pleading);  Lampasas  v.  Bell,  180 
U.  S.  276,  282,  21  Sup.  Ct.  368,  45  L  ed. 
527. 

10.  Toop  V.  Ulysses  Land  Co.,  237 
U.  S.  580,  35  Sup.  Ct.  739,  59  L.  ed. 
1127;  'Franklin  v.  United  States,  216 
U.  S.  559,  30  Sup.  Ct.  434,  54  L.  ed. 
615;  Hannis  Distilling  Co.  v  Balti- 
more, 216  U.  S.  285,  30  Sup.  Ct.  326, 
54  L.  ed.  482;     Goodrich  v.  Ferris,  214 
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U.  g.  71,  29  Sup.  Ct.  580,  53  L.  ed. 
914;  American  E.  Co.  v.  Castro,  204 
U.  S.  453,  27  Sup.  Ct.  466,  51  L.  ed. 
564;  Farrell  v.  O'Brien,  199  U.  S. 
89,  100,  25  Sup.  Ct.  727,  50  L.  ed.  101; 
Newburyport  Water  Co.  v.  Newbury- 
port, 193  U.  S.  561,  576,  24  Sup.  Ct. 
553,  48  L.  ed.  795. 

[a]  When  Question  Not  Friyolous, 
A  contention  that  a  congressman  was 
exempt  from  arrest  for  a  criminal  of- 
fense at  a  time  when  congress  was  not 
in  session  was  held  not  to  be  frivolous 
in  Williamson  v.  United  States,  207  U. 
S.  425,  434,  28  Sup.  Ct.  163,  52  L.  ed. 
278.  So  also  the  question  whether  a 
senator  had  waived  his  alleged  priv- 
ilege from  arrest  was  held  not  to  be 
frivolous  in  Burton  v.  United  States, 
196  U.  S.  283,  295,  25  Sup.  Ct.  243,  49 
L.  ed.  482. 

[b]  The  statute  authorizing  clerk 
to  retain  one  per  cent,  of  moneys  re- 
ceived, kept  and  paid  out  by  him  (in 
this  case  cash  bail),  as  compensation 
for  his  services  is  not  open  to  the  con- 
stitutional objections  that  it  deprives 
the  defendant  of  his  liberty  or  property 
without  due  process,  takes  his  property 
for  public  use  without  compensation, 
violates  the  equal  privileges  clause  of 
the  constitution,  and  requires  exces- 
sive bail.  These  objections  are  too  in- 
substantial to  support  jurisdiction  of 
the  supreme  court.  Berkman  v.  United 
States,  250  U.  S.  114,  39  Sup.  Ct.  411, 
63  L.  ed.  877. 

11.  Brolan  v.  United  States,  236  U. 
S.  216,  35  Sup.  Ct.  285,  59  L.  ed.  544; 
David  Kaufman  &  Sons  Co.  v.  Smith, 
216  U.  S.  610,  30  Sup.  Ct.  419,  54  L.  ed. 
636;  Hannis  Distilling  Co.  v.  Mayor, 
etc.,  of  Baltimore,  216  U.  S.  285,  30 
Sup.  Ct.  326,  54  L.  ed.  482;  Bakes  v. 
United  States,  212  U.  S.  55,  29  Sup.  Ct 
244,  63  L.  ed.  401. 

[a]  Unless  such  decisions  have  been 
made  since  the  writ  of  error  was  sued 
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or  writ  of  error  because  of  want  of  substantiality  in  the  claim  upon 
which  the  jurisdiction  is  predicated  where  the  subject  matter  of  the 
controversy  is  per  se  and  inherently  federal,^^  but  there  may  be  a  right 
to  affirm  the  judgment  or  decree  on  motion  under  such  circumstances." 
(e.)  Where  Construction  or  AppUoation  of  Constitution  Involved.  —  The  con- 
struction or  application  of  the  constitution  must  have  been  necesssarily 
and  directly  involved  in  order  to  confer  jurisdiction  under  this  provi- 
sion.^* A  case  may  be  said  to  involve  the  construction  or  application 
of  the  constitution  when  a  title,  right,  privilege,  or  immunity  is  claimed 
under  that  instrument.^' 

(d.)  Where  Constitutionality  of  Federal  Statute  Drawn  in  Question. —The  con- 
stitutionality of  the  statute  must  have  been  drawn  in  question  neces- 
sarily and  directly,  and  not  merely  incidentally."  While  alleged 
errors  in  construction  of  a  statute  do  not  alone  confer  jurisdiction 
under  the  provision,"  jurisdiction  exists  where  it  is  claimed  that  the 
statute  as  construed  and  applied  is  unconstitutional.^^ 


out,  in  which  event  the  supreme  court 
■will  retain  jurisdiction  to  dispose  of 
other  questions  raised  in  the  record. 
Pierce  v.  United  States  (U.  S.),  40  Sup. 
Ct.  205. 

12.  Equitable  Life  Assur.  Soc.  v. 
Brown,  187  U.  S.  308,  23  Sup.  Ct.  123, 
47  L.  ed.  190. 

13.  Equitable!  Life  Assur.  See.  v. 
Brown,  187  XT.  S.  308,  23  Sup.  Ct.  123, 
47  L.  ed.  190. 

14.  Cornell  v.  Green,  163  U.  S.  75, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  969,  41  L.  ed.  76. 

[a]  A  holding  that  a  former  judg- 
ment was  res  judicata,  and  that  the 
court  rendering  it  had  jurisdiction  is 
not  converted  into  one  involving  the 
'Construction  and  application  of  the 
constitution  by  an  argumentative  aver- 
ment that  to  give  effect  to  such  former 
judgment,  under  the  circumstances 
would  deprive  a  party  of  due  process 
of  law.  Empire  State-Idaho  Min.  & 
Devel.  Co.  v.  Hanley,  205  U.  S.  225, 
27  Sup.  Ct.  476,  51  L.  ed.  779. 

15.  Ansbro  v.  United  States,  159  U. 
S.  695,  697,  16  Sup.  Ct.  187,  40  L.  ed. 
310.  Compare,  Sugarman  v.  United 
States,  249  U.  S.  182,  39,  Sup.  Ct.  191, 
63  L.  ed.  550,  and  infra,  II,  J,  4. 

[a]  Thus,  (1)  there  is  a  right  to  a 
direct  review  under  this  provision 
where  there  is  involved  a  question  as 
to  the  power  of  congress  under  the 
constitution  (Cummings  v.  Chicago,  188 
U.  8.  410,  426,  23  Sup.  Ct.  472,  47  L. 
ed.  525),  or  (2)  a  question  as  to  I 
■whether  a  senator   (Burton  v.  United' 


States,  196  U.  S.  283,  295,  25  Sup.  Ct. 
243,  49  L.  ed.  482),  or  (3)  a  congress- 
man (Williamson  v.  United  States,  207 
U.  S.  425,  28  Sup.  Ct.  163,  52  L.  ed. 
278)  is  exempt  from  'arrest  during  his 
term  of  ofSce,  or  (4)  where  it  is  con- 
tended that,  by  giving  effect  to  the 
judgment  of  a  state  court,  one  has  been 
deprived  of  his  property  without  due 
process  of  law.  Fayerweather  v.  Ritch, 
195  U.  S.  276,  297,  25  Sup.  Ct.  58,  49 
L.  ed.  193.  (5)  The  same  is  true  of 
the  contention  that  defendant  was  un- 
lawfully detained  in  custody  because 
the  indictment  under  which  he  was 
held  was  not  'a  charge  of  crime  within 
the  meaui-ng  of  the  constitutional  pro- 
vision relating  to  interstate  extradi- 
tion. Pierce  v.  Creecy,  210  U.  S  387, 
400,  28  Sup.  Ct.  714,  52  L.  ed.  1113. 

[b]  But  there  is  no  right  to  a  direct 
review  where  the  questions  urged  be- 
low merely  call  for  the  construction 
and  application  of  the  constitution  and 
laws  of  a  state,  or  the  application  of 
principles  of  general  law.  Cosmopol- 
itan Hin.  Co.  V.  Walsh,  193  U.  S.  460, 
471,  24  Sup.  Ct.  489,  48  L.  ed.  749. 

16.  Ansbro  v.  United  States,  159  U. 
S.  695,  16  Sup.  Ct.  187,  40  L.  ed.  31'0. 

17.  Shaw  V.  United  States,  212  U. 
8.  559,  29  Sup.  Ct.  687,  53  L.  ed.  652- 
American  Sugar  Ref.  Co.  v.  United 
States,  211  U.  S.  155,  161,  29  Sup.  Ct 
89,  53  L.  ed.  129. 

18.  Towne  v.  Eisner,  245  U.  8.  418 

L^  ^7V.^*-  ^5^'  «3  L.  ed.  372,  even 
though  the  words  construed  may  be  the 
same  in  the  constitution  and  statute. 
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(e.)  Validity  and  Construction  of  Treaty.  —  The  treaty  must  be  directly 
involved,  and  the  rights  of  the  parties  must  rest  upon  its  construction 
or  validity.^' 

(f.)  Where  State  Law  Claimed  To  Be  Unconstitutional.  — ^lieve  is  a  right  to 
a  direct  review  under  this  provision  where  it  is  claimed  that  a  state 
constitution  or  law  is  repugnant  to  the  federal  constitution;^"  as  that 
a  state  statute,^^  or  a  municipal  ordinance  passed  with  legislative 
authority,^^  violates  existing  contract  obligations,  or  that  a  state  stat- 
ute interferes  with  interstate  commerce.^^  An  assertion  of  mere  errors 
of  construction  of  a  statute  furnishes  no  basis  for  jurisdiction  on  con- 
stitutional groundSj^*  unless  it  is  contended  that  as  construed  and  ap- 


Compare,  infra,  II,  H,  4,  b,  (I),  (D), 
(3),  (f);  II,  H,  4,  e,  (U),  (G),  (2). 

19.  Sloan  v.  United  States,  193  U. 
S.  614,  620,  24  Sup.  Ct.  670,  48  L.  ed. 
814.  See  Compania  General  de  Tobacos 
V.  Alhambra  C.  &  C.  Mfg.  Co.,  249  U. 
S.  72,  39  Sup.  Ct.  224,  63  L.  ed.  484; 
Cordova  v.  Grant,  248  U.  S.  413,  39 
Sup.  Ct.  138,  63  L.  ed.  334  (involving 
title  to  land  between  present  and 
former  channel  of  Eio  Grande  river); 
Chin  Eong  v.  Backus,  241  U.  S.  1,  36 
Sup.  Ct.  490,  60  L.  ed.  859  (involving 
exclusion  of  Chinese);  McGovern  v. 
Philadelphia  &  R.  E.  Co.,  235  U.  S.  389, 
35  Sup.  Ct.  127,  59  L.  ed.  283. 

[a]  Some  right,  title,  privilege  or 
immunity  dependent  on  the  treaty  must 
be  so  set  up  or  claimed  as  to  require 
the  trial  court  to  pass  on  the  validity 
or  construction  in  disposing  of  the 
right  asserted.  Sloan  v.  United  States. 
193  U.  S.  614,  620,  24  Sup.  Ct.  570,  48 
L.  ed.  814;  Filhiol  v.  Maurice,  185 
U.  S.  108,  22  Sup.  Ct.  560,  46  L.  ed. 
827;  Muse  v.  Arlington  Hotel  Co.,  168 
U.  S.  430,  435,  18  Sup.  Ct.  109,  42  L.  ed. 
531. 

20.  Greene  v.  Louisville  &  I.  E.  Co., 
244  U.  S.  499,  37  Sup.  Ct.  673,  61  L.  ed. 
1280,  Ann.  Cas.  1917B,  88;  Giles  v. 
Harris,  189  U.  S.  475,  486,  23  Sup.  Ct. 
639,  47  L.  ed.  909. 

[a]  Orders  of  state  railroad  com- 
mission  fixing  rates  are  state  laws  with- 
in the  meaning  of  this  section.  Arka- 
delphia.  Milling  Co.  v.  St.  Louis  S.  W. 
R.  Co.,  249  U.  S.  134,  39  Sup.  Ct.  237, 
63  L.  ed.  517.  Compare,  infra,  II,  H, 
4,  c,  (II),  (G),  (2),  note  58. 

[b]  Jurisdiction  Extends  to  Ancil- 
lary  Proceedings.  —  Arkadelphia  Mil- 
ling Co.  V.  St.  Louis  S.  W.  R.  Co.,  249 
U.  S.  134,  39  Sup.  Ct.  237,  63  L.  ed. 
517.    See  supra,  II,  A,  4,  b. 

21.    Hays  v.  Port  of  Seattle  (U.  S.), 
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40  Sup.  Ct.  125;  Cleveland  v.  Cleve- 
land  City  R.  Co.,  194  U.  S.  517,  529,  24 
Sup.  Ct.  756,  48  L.  ed.  1102;  Penn  Mut. 
Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Austin,  168  U.  S.  685, 
18  Sup.  Ct.  223,  42  L.  ed.  626.  Compare, 
infra,  II,  H,  4,  c,  (II),  (G),  (2). 

[a]  "It  is  part  of  the  duty  of  the 
federal  courts,  under  the  impairment 
of  the  obligation  of  contract  clause  in 
the  constitution,  to  decide  whether  there 
be  a  valid  contract  and  what  its  con- 
struction is,  and  whether,  as  construed, 
there  is  any  subsequent  legislation,  by 
municipality  or  by  the  state  legislature, 
which  impairs  its  obligations."  Mer- 
cantile Trust  &  Dep.  Co.  v.  Columbus, 
203  U.  S.  311,  320,  27  Sup.  Ct.  83,  51 
L.  ed.  198. 

22.  Vicksburg  v.  Vicksburg  Water- 
works Co.,  202  U.  S.  453,  26  Sup.  Ct. 
660,  50  L.  ed.  1102;  Knoxville  Water 
Co.  V.  Knoxville,  200  U.  S.  22,  26  Sup. 
Ct.  224,  50  L.  ed.  353;  Penn  Mut.  Life 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Austin,  168  U.  S.  685,  18 
Sup.  Ct.  223,  42  L.  ed.  626. 

[a]  The  contrary  is  true  where  the 
ordinance  was  passed  without  legis- 
lative authority.  Memphis  v.  Cumber- 
land Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.,  218  U.  S.  624,  31 
Sup.  Ct.  115,  54  L.  ed.  1186. 

23.  Holder  v.  Aultman,  M.  &  Co., 
169  U.  S.  81,  88,  18  Sup.  Ct.  269,  42  L, 
ed.  669. 

24.  Rakes  v.  United  States,  212  U. 
S.  55,  29  Sup.  Ct.  244,  53  L.  ed.  401. 

[a]  "The  mere  construction  of  a, 
state  statute  does  not  of  itself  present 
a  federal  question."  Knop  v.  Monon-, 
gahela  Eiver  Consol.  C.  &  C.  Co.,  211 
U.  S.  485,  29  Sup.  Ct.  188,  53  L.  ed. 
294.   See  also  supra,  note  17. 

[b]  Where  the  statute  is  not 
claimed  to  be  invalid,  but  merely  to  be 
inapplicable  to  the  facts,  there  is  no 
jurisdiction.     Knop     v.     Monongahela 
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plied  the  statute  is  unconstitutional.^" 

(4.)  Scope  of  Eeview. — Unless  the  case  was  disposed  of  below  on  the 
sole  ground  of  lack  of  jurisdiction  and  that  question  was  therefore 
alone  certified,^^  the  supreme  court,  having  jurisdiction  on  the  ground 
that  a  constitutional  or  treaty  question  is  involved,  may  dispose  of  the 
entire  case,^'  including  any  question  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  trial 
court  appearing  on  the  record,  whether  properly  certified  or  not,^*  and 
regardless  of  the  disposition  made  of  the  qiiestion  upon  which  appel- 
late jurisdiction  is  based.^'  It  may  decide  the  case  on  local  questions 
only,  and  omit  to  decide  the  federal  questions,^"  or  decide  them  ad- 
versely to  the  party  raising  them,^^  provided  the  federal  questions  are 
not  merely  colorable  or  fraudulently  set  up  for  the  mere  purpose  of 


Eiver   Consol.  C.  &  C.   Co.,  211   U.  S. 
485,  29  Sup.  Ct.  188,  53  L.  ed.  294. 

25.  See  Towne  v.  Eisner,  245  V.  S. 
418,  38  Sup.  Ct.  158,  62  L.  ed.  372,  and 
supra,  II,  H,  4,  b,  (I),  (D),  (3),  (e); 
infra,  11,  H,  4,  e,  (H),  (G),  (2). 

26.  See  supra,  11,  H,  4,  b,  (I),  (B), 
(4),  and  Columbus  Ey.  L.  &  P.  Co.  v. 
Columbus,  249  U.  S.  399,  39  Sup.  Ct. 
349,  63  L.  ed.  669. 

27.  Columbus  Ey.,  Light  &  Power 
Co.  V.  Columbus,  249  U.  S.  399,  39  Sup. 
Ct.  349,  63  L.  ed.  669;  McCurdy  v. 
United  States,  246  U.  S.  263,  38  Sup. 
Ct.  289,  62  L.  ed.  706;  Cincinnati  v. 
Cincinnati  &  H.  Traction  Co.,  245  U.  S. 
446,  38  Sup.  Ct.  153,  62  L.  ed.  389; 
Greene  v.  Louisville  &  I.  E.  Co.,  244 
U.  S.  499,  37  Sup.  Ct.  673,  61  L.  ed. 
1280,  Ann.  Cas.  1917  E,  88;  Van  Dyke 
V.  Geary,  244  U.  S.  39,  37  Sup.  Ct.  483, 
61  L.  ed.  973;  Prolan  v.  United  States, 
236  U.  S.  216,  35  Sup.  Ct.  285,  59  L.  ed. 
544;  Eailroad  Com.  v.  Louisville  & 
N.  E.  Co.,  225  U.  S.  272,  32  Sup.  Ct. 
7f6,  56  L.  ed.  1087;  Williamson  v. 
United  States,  207  U.  S.  425,  28  Sup. 
Ct.  163,  52  L.  ed.  278;  Burton  v.  United 
States,  196  U.  S.  283,  295,  25  Sup.  Ct. 
243,  49  L.  ed.  482;  Holder  v.  Aultman, 
M.  &  Co.,  169  U.  S.  81,  88,  18  Sup.  Ct. 
269,  42  L.  ed.  669;  Penn  Mut.  Life  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Austin,  168  U.  S.  685,  695,  18 
Sup.  Ct.  223,  42  L.  ed.  626;  Chappell 
V.  United  States,  160  U.  S.  499,  509,  16 
Sup.  Ct.  397,  40  L.  ed.  510;  Horner  v. 
United  States,  No.  2,  143  U.  8.  570,  576, 
12  Sup.  Ct.  522,  36  L.  ed.  266. 

See  supra,  11,  A,  4,  a;  infra,  II,  J,  4. 

[a]  May  Eeview  Alleged  Error  in 
Instructions  as  Damages.  —  Camp  v. 
Gress,  250  U.  S.  308,  39  Sup.  Ct.  478, 
63  L,  ed.  997. 


[b]  Construction  as  Well  as  Con- 
stitutionality of  Statute.  —  Towne  v. 
Eisner,  245  U.  S.  418,  38  Sup.  Ct.  158, 
62  L.  ed.  372. 

28.  Eailroad  Com.  v.  Louisville  & 
N.  E.  Co.,  225  U.  S.  272,  32  Sup.  Ct. 
756,  56  L.  ed.  1087;  Pilhiol  v.  Torney, 
194  U.  S.  356,  24  Sup.  Ct.  698,  48  L.  ed. 
1014;  Eobinson  v.  Caldwell,  165  U.  S. 
359,  17  Sup.  Ct.  343,  41  L.  ed.  745; 
Chappell  V.  United  States,  160  U.  S. 
499,  509,  16  Sup.  Ct.  397,  40  L.  ed.  510. 

[a]  It  may  determine  whether  the 
amount  involved  was  sufficient  to  con- 
fer jurisdiction  on  the  trial  court, 
though  the  question  of  jurisdiction  ia 
not  certified.  Scott  v.  Donald,  165  U. 
S.  58,  71,  17  Sup.  Ct.  265,  41  L.  ed. 
632. 

[b]  Though  the  Question  of  Juris- 
diction Is  Certified.  —  Giles  v.  Harris, 
189  U.  S.  475,  486,  23  Sup.  Ct.  639,  47 
L.  ed,  909. 

29.  McGowan  v.  Parish,  237  U.  S. 
285,  35  Sup.  Ct.  543,  69  L.  ed.  955. 

30.  Greene  v.  Louisville,  &  I.  E.  Co., 
244  U.  S.  499,  37  Sup.  Ct.  673,  61  L.  ed. 
1280,  Ann.  Cas.  1917E,  88;  Siler  v. 
Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  213  U.  S.  175, 
29  Sup.  Ct.  451,  53  L.  ed.  753. 

31.  Goldman  v.  U.  S.,  245  U.  S.  474, 
38  Sup.  Ct.  166,  62  L.  ed.  410;  Siler  v. 
Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  213  U.  S.  175, 
29  Sup,  Ct.  451,  53  L.  ed.  753. 

[a]  If  the  question  upon  which  the 
light  of  review  is  based  has  been  al- 
ready decided  but  since  the  writ  of 
error  was  sued  out,  the  supreme  court 
will  retain  jurisdiction  to  determine 
any  other  questions  raised  in  the  rec- 
ord. Pierce  v.  United  States  (U.  S.), 
40  Sup.  Ct.  205.  Compare,  supra,  11,  H, 
4,  b,  (I),  (D),  (3),  (b). 
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endeavoring  to  give  the  court  jurisdiction,^^ 

(B,)  To  Beview  Judgments  and  Decrees  in  Bankruptcy  Proceedings, 
The  appellate  jurisdiction  of  the  supreme  court  in  bankruptcy  proceed- 
ings is  fixed  by  the  provisions  of  the  bankruptcy  act,  which  have  been 
re-enacted  in  the  judicial  code.^^  This  subject  is  treated  elsewhere  in 
this  work.^* 

(F.)  In  Criminal  Cases.—  The  United  States  is  given  the  right  to 
take  a  writ  of  error  direct  to  the  supreme  court  in  criminal  cases  under 
certain  specified  circumstances.^^ 


32.  Siler  v.  Louisville  &  N,  E.  Co., 
213  U,  6.  175,  29  Sup.  Ct.  451,  53  L.  ed. 
753,  See  supra,  II,  H,  4,  b,  (I),  (D), 
(3),  (b). 

33.  See  Act  March  3,  1911,  c,  231, 
§252,  36  St.  at  L.  1159,  Comp.,  St. 
1916,  §  1229.  See  also  Munsuri  v. 
Fricker,  222  V.  S.  121,  32  Sup.  Ct.  70, 
56  L.  ed.  121;  Tefft,  Weller  &  Co. 
V.  Munsuri,  222  XJ.  S.  114,  32  Sup.  Ct. 
67,  56  L.  ed.  118. 

[a]  Decision  of  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals made  final  by  act  of  Jan.  28, 
1915,  c.  22,  §4,  38  St.  at  L.  803,  804, 
Comp.  St.,  1916,  §1120a.  See  Central 
Trust  Co.  V.  Lueders  &  Co.,  239  U,  S, 
11,  36  Sup,  Ct.  1,  60  L.  ed.  119. 

34.  See  the  title  "Banlirnptcy 
Proceedings." 

35.  Act  of  March  2,  1907,  e.  2564, 
34  St.  at  L.  1246,  Comp.  St,  1916, 
§1704,  providing  that  a  writ  of  error 
may  be  taken  by  and  on  behalf  of  the 
United  States  from  the  district  (or 
circuit)  courts  in  the  following  cases: 
I'From  a  decision  or  judgment  quash- 
ing, setting  aside,  or  sustaining  a  de- 
murrer to,  any  indictment,  or  any 
count  thereof,  where  such  decision  or 
judgment  is  based  upon  the  invalidity 
or  construction  of  the  statute  upon 
which  the  indictment  is  founded.  From 
a  decision  arresting  a  judgment  of 
conviction  for  insufficiency  of  the  in- 
dictment, where  such  decision  is  based 
upon  the  invalidity  or  construction  of 
the  statute  upon  which  the  indictment 
is  founded.  From  a  decision  or  judg- 
ment sustaining  a  plea  in  bar,  when 
the  defendant  has  not  been  put  in 
jeopardy."  See  United  States  v 
Comyns,  248  U.  S.  349,  39  Sup,  Ct,  98! 
63  L.  ed.  287.  ' 

[a]  This  act  was  not  repealed  by 
the  code,  since  it  is  not  expressly  re- 
pealed, is  not  superseded  by  any  other 
regulations  of  the  matter,  and  is  a 
special    provision.      United    States    ^(. 
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Winslow,  227  U.  S.  202,  33  Sup.  Ct. 
253,  57  L.  ed.  481. 

[b]  This  provision  does  not  violate 
the  5tli  Amendment  and  is  valid.  Tay- 
lor V.  United  States,  207  U,  S.  120,  127, 
28  Sup.  Ct.  53,  52  L.  ed.  130, 

[c]  It  is  not  invalid  because  it  does 
not  give  the  accused  a  right  to  take 
the  case  to  the  supreme  court  when  a 
demurrer  to  the  indictment  is  over- 
ruled. United  States  v.  Bitty,  208  U, 
S.  393,  399,  28  Sup.  Ct.  396,  52  L.  ed, 
543, 

[d]  The  jurisdiction  is  limited  to  a 
consideration  of  the  particular  ques- 
tions specified  in  the  statute;  (1)  the 
whole  case  is  not  open  to  review. 
United  States  v.  Dickinson,  213  U.  S. 
92,  102,  29  Sup.  Ct.  485,  53  L.  ed.  711. 
711;  United  States  v.  Keitel,  211  U.  S. 
370,  398,  29  Sup.  Ct.  123,  53  L.  ed.  230. 
(2)  This  provision  confers  no  author- 
ity on  the  supreme  court  to  issue  cer- 
tiorari at  the  instance  of  the  govern- 
ment to  review  a  judgment  of  the  cir- 
cuit court  of  -appeal  reversing  a  judg- 
ment of  conviction  in  a  criminal  case. 
United  States  v.  Dickinson,  213  U.  S. 
92,  102,  29  Sup.  Cf.  485,  53  L.  ed.  711. 

[e]  "The  word  'construction'  is 
employed  in  the  statute  in  its  com- 
mon signification,  and  hence  (1)  in- 
cludes both  construction  and  interpre- 
tation, although  there  may  be  an  ab- 
stract difference  between  them." 
United  States  v.  Keitel,  211  U.  S.  370, 
386,  29  Sup.  Ct.  123,  53  L.  ed.  230,  fol- 
lowed in  United  States  v.  Biggs,  211 
U.  S.  507,  518,  29  Sup.  Ct.  181,  53  L.  ed. 
305.  (2)  The  supreme  court  has  no 
authority  to  revise  the  action  of  the 
court  below  as  to  the  mere  construc- 
tion of  an  indictment.  United  States 
V.  Biggs,  211  U.  S.  507,  518,  29  Sup.  Ct. 
181,  53  L.  ed.  305;  United  States  v. 
Keitel,  211  U.  S.  370,  397,  29  Sup.  Ct. 
123,  53  L.  ed.  203.  (3)  Its  review  must 
be   confined  to   a  construction  of  the 
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(G.)  Claims  Against  United  States. —  The  supreme  court  has  sole  and 
exclusive  jurisdiction  to  review  cases  brought  in  the  district  court  as 
well  as  in  the  court  of  claims,  upon  claims  against  the  United  States,^" 
except  in  admiralty  suits  against  the  United  States  or  its  corporate 
agents  arising  out  of  their  ownership  of  tugs,  merchant  vessels,  and 
cargo,  in  which  the  procedure  is  the  same  as  in  other  admiralty  suits.^' 

(II.)  Courts  of  Alaska. —  Appeals  and  writs  of  error  may  be  taken 
and  prosecuted  from  final  judgments  and  decrees  of  the  district  court 
for  the  district  of  Alaska,  direct  to  the  supreme  court  in  same  eases 
and  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  case  of  other  district  courts.^^ 

(III.)  Judgments  and  Decrees  of  Courts  of  Hawaii  and  Porto  Eico. 
Formerly  the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  the  federal  supreme  court  with 
the  respect  to  the  judgments  and  decrees  of  the  local  and  federal  courts 
of  Hawaii  and  those  of  Porto  Rico  differed  considerably.  But  in  1915, 
section  244  of  the  judicial  code  governing  appellate  jurisdiction  in  the 
ease  of  Porto  Rico  was  repealed,  and  section  246  of  the  code  amended, 
making  the  jurisdiction  as  to  Porto  Riean  courts  the  same  as  in  the 
case  of  Hawaii.^®  Writs  of  error  and  appeals  from,  the  final*"  judg- 


statute  involved  in  the  decision.  United 
States  V.  Colgate  &  Co.,  250  U.  S.  '300, 
39  Sup.  Ct.  465,  63  L.  ed.  992.  See 
United  States  v.  New  South  Farm  & 
Home  Co.,  241  U.  S.  64,  36  Sup.  Ct.  505, 
60  L.  ed.  890,  Ann.  Cas.  1917C,  455 
holding  that  a  ruling  sustaining  a  de- 
murrer to  an  indictment  involved  a 
construction  of  the  statute  iu  question. 

[f]  Where  demurrer  is  sustained 
because  the  court  overlooked  a  statute, 
the  decision  is  based  upon  a  construc- 
tion of  the  statute,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act.  United  States  v.  Nixon,  235 
U.  S.  231,  35  Sup.  Ct.  49,  59  L.  ed.  207. 

[g]  In  reviewing  a  decision  or 
judgment  sustaining  a  special  plea  in 
bar,  (1)  the  court  is  confined  to  the 
ruling  on  such  a  plea,  and  cannot  con- 
sider grounds  of  a  demurrer  to  the  in- 
dictment. United  States  v.  Mason,  213 
U.  S.  115,  122,  29  Sup.  Ct.  480,  53  L.  ed. 
725.  (2)  The  quashing  of  an  indict- 
ment is  a  decision  "sustaining  a  spe- 
cial plea  in  bar"  within  the  meaning 
of  the  statute  although  the  ruling  tooJE 
the  form  of  granting  a  motion  to  quash. 
United  States  v.  Thompson  (U.  S.),  40 
Sup.  Ct.  289.  (3)  This  section  of  the 
statute  is  not  limited  like  the  previous 
sections,  to  judgments  based  on  the 
invalidity  or  construction  of  the  stat- 
ute upon  which  the  indictment  is 
founded.  United  States  v.  Oppenheim- 
er,  242  U.  S.  85,  37  Sup.  Ct.  68,  61  L. 
ed.  161,  3  A.  L.  E.  516. 

36.    J.     Homer    Priteh    v.     United 


States,  248  U.  S.  458,  89  Sup.  Ct.  158, 
63  L.  ed.  359  reviewing  previous  incon- 
sistent cases  and  settling  the  law. 

As  to  claims  against  the  United 
States^  see  the  title  "United  States." 

37.  See  Act  Mar.  9,  1920,  c.  — ,  §3, 
Comp.  St.  Supp.  §1251%b;  and  the 
title  "Admiralty." 

38.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §247, 
36  St.  at  L.  1158,  Comp.  St.  1916, 
§1224.   See  supra,  II,  H,  4,  b,  (I). 

39.  Act  Jan.  28,  1915,  c.  22,  §§2 
and  3,  38  St.  at  L.  804,  Comp.  St.  1916, 
§1223. 

[a]  As  to  the  law  formerly  gov- 
erning review  of  Porto  Kican  cases, 
see  Act  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §244,  36  St.  at 
L.  1157,  and  the  following  cases:  Mon- 
agas  V.  Albertucci,  235  U.  S.  81,  35 
Sup.  Ct.  95,  59  L.  ed.  139;  People  of 
Porto  Eico  V.  Emmanuel,  235  U.  S.  251, 

35  Sup.  Ct.  33,  59  L.  ed.  215;  Aran  v. 
Zurrinaeh,  222  U.  S.  395,  32  Sup.  Ct. 
162,  56  L.  ed.  246;  Fraenkl  v.  Cereeedo, 
216  U.  S.  295,  30  Sup.  Ct.  322,  54  L.  ed. 
486;  Kent  v.  Porto  Eico,  207  U.  S.  143, 
28  Sup.  Ct.  65,  52  L.  ed.  127;  American 
E.  Co.  !■.  Castro,  204  U.  S.  453,  27  Sup. 
Ct.  466,  51  L.  ed.  564;  Eodriguez  v. 
United  States,  198  U.  S.  156,  164,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  617,  49  L.  ed.  994;  Crowley  v. 
United  States,  194  U.  S.  461,  24  Sup. 
Ct.  731,  48  L.  ed.  1075;  Amado  v. 
United  States,  195  U.  S.  172,  175,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  13,  49  L.  ed.  145.  ' 

40.  Act  March  3,  1911,  e.  231,  §246, 

36  St.  at  L.  1158;  Act  Jan.  28,  1915, 
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ments  and  decrees  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  territory  of  Hawaii  and 
of  the  supreme  court  of  Porto  Eico  may  be  taken  and  prosecuted  to  the 
supreme  court  of  the  United  States  in  the  same  classes  of  cases  in  which 
they  may  be  taken  and  prosecuted  from  the  Judgments  and  decrees  of 
the  highest  court  of  a  state.*^  All  other  cases,  civil  or  criminal,  in  such 
courts  may,  by  certiorari,  be  required  by  the  federal  supreme  court  to 
be  certified  to  it  for  review  as  upon  error  or  appeal.*^  By  the  same 
changes  in  the  judicial  code,  the  former  jurisdiction  by  error  or  appeal 
in  cases  involving  over  five  thousand  dollars,  is  abolished  and  conferred 
on  the  circuit  court  of  appeals.*^ 

Appeals  and  writs  of  error  from  judgments  and  decrees  of  the  fed- 
eral district  courts  for  Hawaii  and  for  Porto  Eico  may  be  taken  and 
prosecuted  to  the  United  States  supreme  court  in  the  same  classes  of 
cases  in  which  they  may  be  so  taken  and  prosecuted  from  other  federal 
district  courts.**  Appellate  jurisdiction  in  bankruptcy  eases  in  Hawaii 
and  Porto  Eico  are  governed  by  the  bankruptcy  act.*^ 

(IV.)  To  Keview  Judgments  and  Decrees  of  Courts  of  District  of  Columbia. 
The  federal  supreme  court  has  jurisdiction  to  review  upon  writ  of  error 
or  appeal  any  final*^  judgment  or  decree  of  the  court  of  appeals  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  in  cases  in  which  the  jurisdiction  of  the  trial  court 
is  in  issue,*^  in  prize  cases,*^  in  cases  involving  the  construction  or  ap- 
plication of  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,*^  or  the  validity  or 
construction  of  any  treaty  made  under  its  authority,^"  in  cases  in  which 
the  constitution,  or  any  law  of  a  state  is  claimed  to  be  in  contravention 
of  the  constitution  of  the  United  States  ;^^  in  cases  in  which  the  validity 
of  any  authority  exercised  under  the  United  States,  or  the  existence  or 
scope  of  any  power  or  duty  of  an  ofificer  of  the  United  States  is  drawn 
in  question  ;^^  and  in  cases  in  which  the  construction  of  any  law  of  the 


0.  22,  §2,  38  St.  at  L.  804,  Comp.  St. 
1916,  §1223. 

[a]  Eight  Extends  Only  to  Final 
Judgments  or  Decrees.  —  Cotton  v.  Ter- 
ritory of  Hawaii,  211  U.  S.  162,  29  Sup. 
Ct.  85,  53  L.  ed.  131. 

41.  See  statutes  cited  in  previous 
note,  and  also  Equitable  Life  Assur. 
Soe.  ■;;.  Brown,  187  U.  S.  309,  23  Sup. 
Ct.  123,  47  L.  ed.  190. 

Jurisdiction  to  review  judgments  of 
state  courts,  see  infra,  II,  H,  4,  c. 

[a]  Writ  of  error  held  proper  meth- 
od of  review  in  case  tried  without  a 
jury.  'Hapai  v.  Brown,  239  U.  S  502, 
36  Sup.  Ct.  201,  60  L.  ed.  407. 

42.  Act  Jan.  28,  1915,  c.  22,  §2,  38 
St.  at  L.  804,  Comp.  St.  1916,  §1223. 

43.  See  Act  Jan.  28,  1915,  c.  22,  §2, 
38  St.  at  L.  804,  Comp.  St.  1916, 
§  1126a,-  Inter-Island  Steam  Nav.  Co.  v. 
Ward,  242  U.  S.  1,  37  Sup.  Ct.  1,  61  L. 
ed.  113,  and  infra,  II,  I. 

44.  Act  Jan.  28,  1915,  c.  22,  §2,  38 
St.  at  L.  804,-  Comp.  St.  1916,   §1215; 
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Act  March  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §238,  36  St. 
at  L.  1157.    See  supra,  II,  H,  4,  b,  (I). 

45.  See  supra,  11,  H,  4,  b,  (I),  (E); 
Tefft,  Weller  &  Co.  v.  Munsuri,  222  U. 
S.  114,  32  Sup.  Ct.  67,  66  L.  ed.  118; 
and    the    title    "Bankruptcy   Proceed-' 
Ings." 

46.  Hartranft  v.  Mollowny,  247  U. 
8.  295,  38  Sup.  Ct.  518,  62  L.  ed.  1123. 

47.  Act  March  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §250, 
subsec.  1,  36  St.  at  L.  1159,  Comp.  St. 
1916,  §1227.  See  supra,  II,  H,  4,  b, 
(I),  (B). 

48.  See  act  cited  in  preceding  note, 
and  also  supra,  II,  H,  4,  b,  (I),  (C). 

49.  See  preceding  note,  and  also 
supra,  II.  H,  4,  b,  (I),  (D). 

50.  See  preceding  note. 

51.  See  preceding  note. 

52.  See  preceding  note  and  also 
United  States  ex  rel.  Arant  v.  Lane, 
245  tr.  S.  166,  38  Sup.  Ct.  94,  62  L.  ed. 
223. 

[a]  Conclusion  of  Court  Imma- 
terial.—  "It  is  sufficient  if  the  .valid- 
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United  States  is  drawn  in  question  by  the  defendant.'^  The  jurisdic- 
tion extends  onljV  to  the  cases  enumerated  in  the  statute,^*  which  is  to 
be  strictly  construed  to  effectuate  the  intention  of  congress  to  restrict 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  supreme  court.^^  There  is  no  right  of  review  in 
criminal  cases.^^ 

Certiorari  and  Certification.  —  The  judicial  code  authorizes  the  supreme 
court  to  cause  to  be  certified  to  it  for  review  cases  which  would  other- 
wise be  final  in  the  court  of  appeals  for  the  district.^^  It  also  authorizes 
the  court  of  appeals  in  any  case  in  which  its  judgment  or  decree  is 
made  final,  to  certify  questions  of  law  to  the  federal  supreme  court,  in 


ity  c£  the  authority  is  drawn  in  ques- 
tion, irrespective  of  the  conclusion 
reached  by  the  court  below."  Smoot 
V.  Heyl,  227  U.  S.  518,  33  Sup.  Ct.  336, 
57  L.  ed.  621. 

[b]  There  is  no  jurisdiction  where 
the  only  contention  is  that  the  facts 
shown  did  not  warrant  the  exercise  of 
the  power  given  by  a  concededly  valid 
law.  United  States  v.  Fisher,  227  U.  S. 
445,  33  Sup.  Ct.  329,  57  L.  ed.  591. 

[c]  In  mandamus  proceedings  to 
compel  the  secretary  of  the  navy  to 
record  the  petitioner's  name  on  the 
register  of  retired  officers  of  the  navy 
as  paymaster's  clerk,  there  is  no  juris- 
diction where  the  case  was  made  and 
the  decision  was  had  upon  the  issue 
whether,  under  the  statutes  invoked 
by  the  petitioner  as  the  ground  of  his 
right  to  the  relief  sought,  he  was  or 
was  not  a  paymaster's  clerk,  entitled 
to  be  entered  upon  such  register. 
United  States  ex  rel.  Foreman  v.  Meyer, 
227  U.  S.  452,  33  Sup.  Ct.  331,  57  L.  ed. 
594. 

[d]  The  validity  of  an  authority  is 
drawn  in  question  where  plaintiff  chal- 
lenges the  validity  of  a  building  regu- 
lation of  the  district  as  applied  to  his 
land.  Smoot  f.  Heyl,  227  U.  S.  518,  33 
Sup.  Ct.  336,  57  L.  ed.  621. 

[e]  A  rule  of  practice  established 
by  the  commissioner  of  patents,  pursu- 
ant to  statutory  authority,  is,  as  to 
him  and  the  primary  examiner,  an 
authority  exercised  under  the  United 
States.  United  States  ex  rel.  Stein- 
metz  V.  Allen,  192  U.  S.  543,  24  Sup. 
Ct.  416,  48  L.  ed.  555. 

53.  Washington  R.  &  Elee.  Co.  v. 
Seala,  244  U.  S.  630,  37  Sup.  Ct.  654, 
61  L.  ed.  1360,  federal  employers'  lia- 
bility act. 

[a]  This  provision  refers  to  the 
construction  of  laws  having  general 
application     throughout     the     United 


States,  and  not  to  local  laws  applicable 
to  the  District  of  Columbia  alone. 
American  Security  &  Trust  Co.  v. 
Comrs.  of  D.  C,  224  U.  S.  491,  32  Sup. 
Ct.  553,  56  L.  ed.  856.  See  also  New- 
man V.  United  States  ex  rel.  Frizzell, 
238  U.  S.  637,  35  Sup.  Ct.  881,  59  L. 
ed.  1446  (§§1538-1540  of  the  district 
code  are  of  general  application  within 
this  rule) ;  Washington,  A.  &  Mt.  V.  E. 
Co.  V.  Downey,  236  U.  S.  190,  35  Sup, 
Ct.  406,  59  L.  ed.  533. 

54.  In  re  Massachusetts,  197  U.  S. 
482,  487,  25  Sup.  Ct.  512,  49  L.  ed.  845. 

[a]  Cannot  Issue  writs  of  mandamus 
or  prohibition  except  in  aid  of  existing 
jurisdiction.  In  re  Massachusetts,  197 
U.  S.  482,  25  Sup.  Ct.  512,  49  L.  ed.  845. 
See  supra,  II,  H,  3. 

[b]  The  code  section  governs  cases 
in  which  the  judgment  of  the  court  of 
appeals  was  not  rendered  until  after 
the  code  went  into  effect,  though  the 
cause  of  Action  acdrued  prior  to  that 
date.  Washington  Home  for  Incurables 
V.  American  Security  &  Trust  Co.,  224 
U.  S.  486,  32  Sup.  Ct.  654,  56  L.  ed.  854. 

55.  American  Security  &  Trust  Co. 
V.  Comrs.  of  D.  C,  224  U.  S.  491,  32 
Sup.  Ct.  553,  56  L.  ed.  856. 

56.  Hartranft  v.  Mollowny,  247  U. 
S.  295,  38  Sup.  Ct.  518,  62  L.  ed.  1123. 
See  Sinclair  v.  District  of  Columbia. 
192  U.  S.  16,  24  Sup.  Ct.  212,  48  L.  ed! 
322,  and  cases  there  cited. 

57.  Jud.  Code,  §251,  36  St.  at  L. 
1151;  Comp.  St.  1916,  §1228. 

[a]  Jurisdiction  not  limited  to  cases 
in  which  final  judgment  has  been  en- 
tered, but  merely  to  those  cases  in 
which  the  judgment  when  entered  is 
final.  George  A.  Fuller  Co.  v  Otis  Elev. 
Co.,  245  U.  S.  489,  38  Sup.  Ct.  180,  62 
L.  ed.  422. 

[b]  Where  Improvldently  granted 
to  review  matters  apparently  but  not 
in  fact  arising  on  the  record  below,  the 
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which  event  the  latter  may  give  its  instructions  or  may  require  the 
whole  record  and  cause  to  be  sent  up  for  review  as  upon  error  or  ap- 
peal.^^ 

The  scope  of  the  review,  except  when  based  alone  upon  the  issue  of  jur- 
isdiction, extends  to  all  questions  presented  by  the  record,  regardless 
of  the  disposition  made  of  the  question  upon  which  appellate  jurisdic- 
tion was  based.^^  But  nonjurisdictional  questions  not  presented  below 
cannot  be  considered.*" 

(V.)  To  Review  Judgments  and  Decrees  of  Courts  of  Philippine  Islands. 
Formerly  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  had  jurisdiction  to 
review,  in  certain  specified  eases,  the  judgments  and  decrees  of  the  su- 
preme court  of  the  Philippines,  on  appeal  or  writ  of  error,  in  the  same 
manner  as  in  the  ease  of  judgments  from  the  district  courts  of  the 
United  States.®^  Appeal  and  error  are  no  longer  available,  but  the  su- 
preme court  may  by  certiorari  or  otherwise  cause  cases  which  would 
have  been  subject  to  review  under  the  previous  law,  to  be  certified  to 
it  for  review,  with  the  same  power  and  authority  and  with  like  effect 
as  if  brought  up  by  writ  of  error  or  appeal.^^  The  jurisdiction  extends 
to  all  eases  in  which  the  constitution,  or  any  statute,  treaty,  title,  right, 
or  privilege  of  the  United  States  is  involved,"^  or  in  which  the  value  in 


■writ  will  be  dismissed  leaving  the 
judgment  below  unaffected  by  the  or- 
der granting  the  writ.  Tyrrell  v.  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  243  U.  S.  1,  37  Sup. 
Ct.  361,  61  L.  ed.  557. 

58.  See  statute  cited  in  previous 
note,  and  United  States  ex  ret.  Arant 
V.  Lane,  245  U.  S.  166,  38  Sup.  Ct.  94, 
62  L.  ed.  223.  See  also  the  title  "Case 
and  Question  Certified,  Reserved  or 
Beported." 

59.  McGowan  v.  Parish,  237  TJ.  S. 
285,  35  Sup.  Ct.  543,  59  L.  ed.  955.  See 
supra,  II,  H,  4,  b,  (I),  (B),  (4);  II,  H, 
4,  b,  (I),  (D),  (4). 

60.  Magruder  v.  Drury,  235  IT.  S. 
106,  35  Sup.  Ct.  77,  59  L.  ed.  151. 

61.  Act  Aug.  29,  1916,  o.  416,  §27, 
39  St.  at  L.  555,  Comp.  St.  1916, 
§1225a;  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §248, 
36  St.  at  L.  1158.  See  Gauzon  v.  Com- 
pania  General  de  Tobacos,  245  U.  S. 
86,  38  Sup.  Ct.  46,  62  L.  ed.  165. 

[a]  The  proper  method  of  review  in 
revenue  cases  was  (1)  by  appeal  rath- 
er than  writ  of  error.  Gsell  v.  InsuJar 
Collector  of  Customs,  239  IT.  S.  93,  36 
Sup.  Ct.  39,  60  L.  ed.  163.  (2)  The 
same  is  true  of  a  suit  for  divorce,  ali- 
mony and  division  of  property  (De  La 
Eama  v.  De  La  Kama,  241  V,  S.  154, 
36  Sup.  Ct.  518,  60  L.  ed.  932,  Ann. 
Gas.  1917C,  411),  and  (3)  in  an  equity 
case  generally  (Montelibano  v.  La 
Compania   General,   241   U.  S.   456,   36 
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Sup.  Ct.  617,  60  L.  ed.  1099),  or  (4)  in 
a  habeas  corpus  proceeding.  Fisher  v. 
Baker,  203  U.  S.  174,  27  Sup.  Ct.  135, 
51  L.  ed.  142,  7  Ann.  Cas.  1018. 

62.  Act  Sept.  6,  1916,  c.  448,  §5,  39 
St.  at  L.  727;   Comp.  St.  1916,   §1225b. 

63.  Act  March  3,  1911,  c.  231, 
§248,  36  St.  at  L.  1158;  Act  Aug.  29, 
1916,  c.  416,  §27,  39  St.  at  L.  555, 
Comp.  St.  1916,  §1225a.  See  Compania 
General  de  Tobacos  v.  Alhambra  C.  & 
C.  Mfg.  Co.,  249  U.  S.  72,  39  Sup.  Ct. 
224,  63  L.  ed.  484  (treaty  held  not  in- 
volved); Board  of  Public  Utility 
Comrs.  V.  Manila  Elec.  E.  &  L.  Co.,  249 
U.  S.  262,  39  Sup.  Ct.  272,  63  L.  ed. 
596;  McMicking  v.  Schields,  238  U  S. 
99,  35  Sup.  Ct.  665,  59  L.  ed.  1220. 

[a]  A  decision  as  to  the  proper 
classification  of  a  commodity  under  the 
Philippine  tariff  act  involves  a  statute 
of  the  United  States,  justifying  direct 
appeal  to  supreme  court.  Gsell  v.  In- 
sular Collector  of  Customs,  239  U.  S. 
93,  36  Sup.  Ct.  39,  60  L.  ed.  163. 

[b]  Where  a  Section  of  the  Organic 
Act  Is  Involved.  —  Eeavis  v.  Fianza, 
215  U.  S.  16,  30  Sup.  Ct.  1,  54  L.  ed. 
7^. 

[c]  Where  the  questions  involved 
cannot  be  determined  without  consid- 
ering the  effect  of  the  change  of  sov- 
ereignty resulting  from  the  treaty  of 
Paris  with  Spain,  though  the  petition 
of   the   plaintiffs   contains  no    distinct 
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controversy  exceeds  twenty-five  thousand  dollars,"*  or  in  which  the  title 
or  possession  of  real  estate  exceeding  in  value  the  sum  of  twenty-five 
thousand  dollars,  to  be  ascertained  by  the  oath  of  either  party  or  of 
other  competent  witnesses  is  involved  or  brought  in  question.^^ 

The  facts  may  be  reviewed  on  an  appeal,*®  but  not  on  writ  of  error.®' 
The  federal  supreme  court  will  defer  to  the  construction  placed  by 
Philippine  supreme  court  on  the  local  laws®*  unless  it  is  clearly  erton- 
eons.®'  Objections  not  assigned  as  errors  or  not  raised  below  will  not 
be  considered.'" 

(VI.)  To  Review  Judgments  and  Decrees  of  the  Circuit  Courts  of  Appeals. 
The  judicial  code  provides  that  in  any  case  in  which  the  judgment  or 
decree  of  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  is  not  made  final  by  its  provisions 
there  shall  be  of  right  an  appeal  or  writ  of  error  to  the  supreme  court,'^ 
where  the  matter  in  controversy  shall  exceed  one  thousand  dollars, 


claim  thereunder.  Vilas  v.  Manila,  220 
U.  S.  345,  352,  31  Sup.  Ct.  416,  55  L. 
ed.  491. 

64.  See  acts  cited  in  preceding 
note,  and  also  Board  of  Public  Utility 
Comrs.  V.  Manila  Blec.  E.  &  L.  Co.,  249 
U.  S.  262,  39  Sup.  Ct.  272,  63  L.  ed. 
596;  Export  &  Import  Lumb.  Co.  v. 
Port  Banga  Lumb.  Co.,  237  U.  S.  388, 
35  Sup.  Ct.  604,  59  L.  ed.  1009. 

Jurisdiction  as  dependent  on  value  or 
amount  in  controversy,  see  supra,  II, 
E  and  the  title  "Jurisdiction." 

[a]  The  amount  in  controversy  on 
the  appeal  is  the  determining  criterion. 
Export  &  Import  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Port 
Banga  Lumb.  Co.,  237  IT.  S.  388,  35 
Sup.  Ct.  604,  59  L.  ed.  1'009.  See  supra, 

11,  E,  3,  i,  (I). 

[b]  The  court  has  no  power  to  cre- 
ate an  exception  in  divorce  cases,  and 
hence  an  appeal  'will  lie  from  a  decree 
dismissing  a  suit  for  divorce  in  which 
the  plaintiff  wife  claimed  a  share  of 
the  community  property  in  excess  of 
the  jurisdictional  amount.  De  La  Rama 
V.  De  La  Eama,  201  U.  S.  303,  26  Sup. 
Ct.  485,  50  L.  ed.  765.  Sae  also  Villa- 
nueva  v.  Villanueva,  239  U.  S.  293,  36 
Sup.  Ct.  109,  60  L.  ed.  293. 

65.  See  acts  cited  in  preceding  note 
and  also  Harty  v.  Victoria,  226  U.  S. 

12,  33  Sup.  Ct.  4,  57  L.  ed.  103. 

[a]  Appeal  will  be  dismissed  where 
the  requisite  amount  is  not  involved. 
Enriquez  v.  Enriquez  (No.  2),  222  U. 
S.  127,  32  Sup.  Ct.  64,  56  L.  ed.  124; 
Enriquez  v.  Enriquez,  222  U.  S.  123,  32 
Sup.  Ct.  62,  56  L.  ed.  122.  See  also 
supra,  II,  E. 

[b]  In  determining  whether  the 
constitution    or     any    statute,    treaty. 


title,  right,  or  privilege  of  the  United 
States  is  involved  the  general  princi- 
ples elsewhere  discussed  should  be  ap- 
plied.   See  supra,  II,  H,  4,  b,  (I),  (D). 

66.  Philippine  Sugar  Estates  Dev. 
Co.  V.  Government  of  Philippine  Isl., 
247  V.  a.  385,  38  Sup.  Ct.  513,  62  L. 
ed.  1177;  Strong  v.  Eepide,  213  U.  S. 
419,  428,  29  Sup.  Ct.  521,  53  L.  ed.  853, 
when  the  courts  below  differ  as  to 
them. 

[a]  Where  the  courts  below  con- 
curred in  the  findings  they  will  not  be 
reviewed  unless  clearly  erroneous. 
Montelibano  v.  La  Compania  General, 
241  U.  S.  455,  36  Sup.  Ct.  617,  60  L.  ed. 
1099. 

[b]  Becord  must  contain  oral  and 
documentary  evidence  on  which  court 
below  acted.  Cardona  v.  Quinones,  240 
U.  S.  83,  36  Sup.  Ct.  346,  60  L.  ed.  538. 

67.  Tayabas  Land  Co.  v.  Manila  E. 
Co.,  250  U.  S.  22,  39  Sup.  Ct.  420,  63 
L.  ed.  819. 

[a]  Conclusions  as  to  facts  which 
find  support  in  the  record  will  not  be 
reviewed.  Gauzon  v.  Compania  General 
de  Tobacos,  245  U.  S.  86,  38  Sup.  Ct. 
46,  62  L.  ed.  165. 

68.  Ibanez  v.  Hongkong  &  Shanghai 
Banking  Corp.,  246  U.  S.  621,  38  Sup. 
Ct.  410,  62  L.  ed.  903. 

69.  Philippine  Sugar  Estates  Dev. 
Co.  V.  Government  of  Philippine  Isl., 
247  U.  S.  385,  38  Sup.  Ct.  513,  62  L. 
ed.  1177. 

70.  De  La  Eama  v.  De  La  Eama,  241 
U.  S.  154,  36  Sup.  Ct.  518,  60  L.  ed. 
932,  Ann.  Cas.  1917C,  411. 

71.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §241, 
36  St.  at  L.  1157;  Comp.  St.  1916, 
§1218.     See    also    Howard    v.    United 
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exclusive  of  costs.''^  The  right  of  review  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that 
the  case  might  have  been  taken  directly  to  the  supreme  court  in  the  first 
instance."  But  the  action  of  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  cannot  be  re- 
viewed by  a  direct  appeal  to  the  supreme  court  from  the  district  court 
after  an  appeal  to  the  circuit  court  and  a  remand  by  it  to  the  district 
court  for  further  proceedings/*  The  right  of  review  exists  where  jur- 
isdiction is  originally  invoked  on  constitutional  grounds,'^  or  where  the 
cause  of  action  is  based  on  a  statute  of  the  United  States,'^  except  in 


States,  184  IT.  S.  676,  681,  22  Sup.  Ct. 
543,  46   L.   ed.   754;   Northern  Pac.   E. 
Co.  V.  Amato,  144  U.   S.  466,   471,  12 
"Sup.  Ct.  740,  36  L.  ed.  506. 

A9  to  cases  in  which  made  final,  see 
infra,  tlis  section. 

[a]  The  supreme  court  has  jurisdic- 
tion to  pass  upon  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  of  appeals  when  involving 
the  question  of  the  finality  of  its  judg- 
ment. Aztec  Mining  Co.  v.  Eipley,  151 
TJ.  S.  79,  14  Sup.  Ct.  236,  38  L.  ed.  80. 
See  also  New  York  v.  Consolidated  Gas 
Co.  (U.  S.),  40  Sup.  Ct.  611. 

[b]  Scope  of  Eeview.  —  See  Yazoo 
&  M.  V.  E.  Co.  V.  Wright,  235  U.  S.  376, 
35  Sup.  Ct.  130,  59  L.  ed.  277. 

72.  See  act  cited  in  preceding  note, 
and  also  San  Pedro,  L.  A.  &  S.  L.  E. 
Co.  V.  United  States,  247  V.  S.  307,  38 
Sup.  Ct.  498,  62  L.  ed.  1129;  EaUroad 
Com.  V.  Worthington,  225  IT.  S.  101, 
32  Sup.  Ct.  653,  56  L.  ed.  1004. 

Jurisdiction  as  dependent  on  value 
or  amount  in  controversy,  see  supra,  II, 
E,  and  the  title  "Jurisdiction." 

[a]  Where  there  is  no  amount  in 
controversy,  there  is  no  right  of  ap- 
peal, as  in  habeas  corpus  proceedings. 
Whitney  v.  Dick,  202  U.  S.  132,  135, 
26  Sup.  Ct.  684,  50  L.  ed.  963.  See 
supra,  II,  E,  2. 

73.  Northern  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  Amato, 
144  U.  S.  465,  47%  12  Sup.  Ct.  740,  36 
L.  ed.  506.  Compare  Alaska  Pacific 
Fisheries  v.  Alaska,  249  U.  S.  53,  39 
Sup.  Ct.  208,  63  L.  ed.  474,  and  supra, 
II,  H,  4,  b,  (I),  (A). 

74.  Shapiro  v.  United  States,  235 
U.  S.  412,  36  Sup.  Ct.  122,  59  L.  ed. 
291.    See  supra,  II,  H,  4,  b,  (I),  (A). 

75.  Benedict  v.  New  York,  250  U.  S. 
321,  39  Sup.  Ct.  476,  63  L.  ed.  1005; 
Chaloner  v.  Sherman,  242  U.  S.  455,  37 
Sup.  Ct.  136,  61  L.  ed.  427;  Chicago 
Junction  E.  Co.  v.  King,  222  U.  S.  222, 
32  Sup.  Ct.  79,  56  L.  ed.  173.    Compare 
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Alaska  Pacific  Fisheries  v.  Alaska,  249 
U.  S.  53,  39  Sup.  Ct.  208,  63  L.  ed.  474, 
Alaska  cases. 

[a]  Where  the  case  arises  under 
the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the  United 
States.  —  Bankers  Casualty  Co.  v.  Min- 
neapolis, St.  P.  &  S.  S.  M.  E.  Co.,  192 
U.  S.  371,  380,  24  Sup.  Ct.  325,  48  L, 
ed.  484. 

[b]  A  constitutional  question  which 
arises  only  at  the  trial  does  not  give 
jurisdiction.  Chicago  Junction  E.  Co. 
t:  King,  222  U.  S.  222,  32  Sup.  Ct.  79, 
56  L.  ed.  173. 

76.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  E.  Co.  v.  Wulf, 
226  U.  S.  570,  33  Sup.  Ct.  135,  57  L. 
ed.  355,  Ann.  Cas.  1914B,  134;  United 
States  F.  &  G.  Co.  v.  Bray,  225  U.  S. 
205,  32  Sup.  Ct.  620,  56  L.  ed.  1055; 
Chicago  Junction  E.  Co.  v.  King,  222 
U.  S.  222,  32  Sup.  Ct.  79,  56  L.  ed.  173; 
Northern  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  Soderberg,  188 
U.  S.  526,  23  Sup.  Ct.  365,  47  L.  ed.  575; 
Florida  C.  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Bell,  176  U. 
S.  321,  20  Sup.  Ct.  399,  44  L.  ed.  486. 

What  is  federal  question,  see  infra, 
II,  J,  4. 

[a]  Federal  Corporation  a  Party. 
Texas  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Hill,  237  U.  S. 
208,  35  Sup.  Ct.  675,  59  L.  ed.  918; 
Northern  Pao.  E.  Co.  v.  Amata,  144 
U.  S.  465,  471,  12  Sup.  Ct.  740,  36  L. 
ed.  506.   But  see  infra^  II,  J,  4. 

[b]  In  a  suit  in  the  nature  of  a 
creditor's  bill  by  the  holder  of  notes  of 
a  national  bank  on  behalf  of  himself 
and  all  other  creditors  to  enforce  the 
extra  liability  imposed  by  the  federal 
statute.  Wyman  v.  Wallace,  201  U.  S. 
230,  240,  26  Sup.  Ct.  495,  50  L.  ed.  738. 

[c]  Determined  by  Party's  State- 
ment of  His  Cause  of  Action.  —  Butte 
&  Superior  Copper  Co.  v.  Clark-Mon- 
tana Eealty  Co.,  249  U.  S.  12,  39  Sup. 
Ct.  231,  63  L.  ed.  447.  See  also  Norton 
V.  Whiteside,  239  U.  S.  144,  36  Sup.  Ct. 
97,  60  L.  ed.  186,  and  supra,  II,  A,  2. 


UNITED  STATES  COVETS 


383 


those  classes  of  eases  where  the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  of  appeals 
is  made  finall.'^ 

Subject  to  its  right  to  certify  questions  of  law  to  the  suprenie  court/* 
and  to  the  right  of  the  latter  court  to  require  to  be  certified  to  it  for 
decision  cases  in  which  the  decision  of  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  is 
made  final/^  the  judgments  and  decrees  of  the  circuit  courts  of  appeals 
are  final  in  all  cases  in  which  the  jurisdiction  is  dependent  entirely 
upon  the  opposite  parties  to  the  suit  or  controversy  being  aliens  and 
citizens  of  the  United  States,*"  or  citizens  of  different  states,*^  and  also 


77.  See  Alaska  Pac.  Fisheries  v. 
Alaska,  249  U.  S.  53,  39  Sup.  Ct.  208, 
63  L.  ed.  474;  Central  Trust  Co.  v. 
Lueders  &  Co.,  239  IT.  S.  11,  36  Sup. 
Ct.  1,  60  L.  ed.  119;  and  infra,  this 
section. 

78.  See  Dillon  v.  Strathearn  Steam- 
ship Co.,  248  U.  S.  182,  39  Sup.  Ct.  83, 
63  L.  ed.  199,  and  the  title  "Case  and 
Question  Certiaed,  Reserved,  or  Ke- 
ported." 

79.  See  Alaska  Pae.  Fisheries  v. 
Alaska,  249  U.  S.  53,  39  Sup.  Ct.  208, 
63  L.  ed.  474;  Union  Pae.  K.  Co.  v. 
!Board  of  Comrs.,  247  U.  S.  282,  38  Sup. 
Ct.  510,  62  L.  ed.  1110,  and  Jud.  Code, 
§240,  36  St.  at  L.  1157.  Comp.  St.  1916, 
§1217.    See  also  supra,  II,  H,  3. 

[a]  Dismissal  of  writ  when  improT- 
idently  granted,  see  Fumess,  W.  & 
Co.  V.  Yang-Tsze  Ins.  Assn.,  242  U.  S. 
430,  37  Sup.  Ct.  141,  61  L.  ed.  409. 

[b]  Scope  of  review  after  second 
appeal  as  affected  by  denial  of  certio- 
rari on  previous  appeal,  see  Hamilton- 
Brown  Shoe  Co.  V.  Wolf  Bros.  &  Co., 
240  U.  S.  251,  36  Sup.  Ct.  269,  60  L.  ed. 
629. 

Requirements  on  applications  for  cer- 
tiorari, see  Comp.  St.,  1919,  Supp. 
§1217,  par.  12. 

80.  Act  March  3,  1911,  §128,  36  St. 
at  L.  1133;  Comp.  St.,  1916,  §1120. 

[a]  The  word  "aliens"  as  here 
used  "embraces  subjects  or  citizens  of 
foreign  countries,  and  not  merely  per- 
sons resident  in  this  country,  who  owe 
allegiance  to  another."  Hennessy  v. 
Eichardson  Drug  Co.,  189  U.  S.  25,  34, 
23  Sup.  Ct.  532,  47  L.  ed.  697. 

[b]  This  provision  applies  to  an 
action  by  an  assignee  in  which  it  is 
essential  to  show  that  the  action  might 
have  been  brought  by  the  assignor  if 
he  had  not  assigned  the  claim.  Benja- 
min V.  New  Orleans,  169  TJ.  S.  161,  18 
Sup.  Ct.  298,  42  L.  ed.  700. 


81.  See  act  cited  in  preceding  note 
and  also  Southern  Pac.  Co.  v.  Stewart, 
245  U.  S.  359,  38  Sup.  Ct.  130,  62  L.  ed. 
345;  Eagle  Glass  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Rowe, 
245  U.  S.  275,  38  Sup.  Ct.  80,  62  L.  ed. 
286;  Lovell  v.  Newman  &  Son,  227 
U.  S.  412,  33  Sup.  Ct.  375,  67  L.  ed. 
577;  Shulthis  v.  McDougal,  225  U.  S. 
561,  32  Sup.  Ct.  704,  56  L.  ed.  1205; 
Standard  Paint  Co.  v.  Trinidad  Asphalt 
Mfg.  Co.,  220  U.  S.  446,  31  Sup.  Ct. 
456,  55  L.  ed.  536;  Wyman  v.  Wallace, 
201  U.  S.  230,  241,  26  Sup.  Ct.  495,  50 
L.  ed.  738;  Cochran  v.  Montgomery 
County,  199  U.  S.  260,  26  Sup.  Ct.  68, 
50  L.  ed.  182;  Bonin  v.  Gulf  Co.,  198 
IT.  iS.  115,  25  Sup.  Ct.  608,  49  L.  ed. 
970;  Bankers  Mut.  Casualty  Co.  v. 
Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  S.  M.  E.  Co., 
192  U.  S.  371,  24  Sup.  Ct.  325,  48  L.  ed. 
484;  Continental  Nat.  Bank  v.  Buford, ' 
191  U.  S.  119,  24  Sup.  Ct.  54,  48  L.  ed. 
119;  Ex  parte  Jones,  164  U.  S.  691,  17 
Sup.  Ct.  222,  41  L.  ed.  601;  American 
Const.  Co.  V.  Jacksonville,  T.  &  K.  W. 
E.  Co.,  148  V.  S.  372,  382,  13  Sup.  Ct. 
158,  37  L.  ed.  486.  See  Louisville  &  N. 
E.  Co.  V.  Cook  Brew.  Co.,  223  U.  S.  70, 
32  Sup.  Ct.  189,  56  L.  ed.  355. 

[a]  Citizens  of  different  states 
claiming  lands  under  grants  of  differ, 
ent  states,  since  in  such  ease  jurisdic- 
tion depends  solely  on  diverse  citizen- 
ship. Stevenson  v.  Fain,  195  IT.  S. 
165,  25  Sup.  Ct.  6,  49  L.  ed.  142. 

[b]  An  appeal  to  the  supereme  court 
will  be  dismissed  where,  if  the  allega- 
tions as  to  diversity  of  citizenship  were 
stricken  from  the  bill,  the  federal 
court  would  have  had  no  jurisdiction. 
Weir  V.  Eountree,  216  IT.  S.  607,  30  Sup. 
Ct.  418,  64  L.  ed.  635;  Empire  State- 
Idaho  Min.  &  Devel.  Co.  v.  Hanley, 
198  IT.  S.  292,  25  Sup.  Ct.  591,  49  L.  ed. 
1056;  Arbuckle  v.  Blackburn,  191  IT. 
S.  405,  415,  24  Sup.  Ct.  148,  48  L.  ed. 
239. 

[c]  It  Is  not  final  unless  jurisdiction 
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in  all  cases  arising  under  the  patent  laws,^^  under  the  trade-mark 
laws/^  under  the  copyright  laws,**  under  the  revenue  laws,*^  under  the 
criminal  laVs,*®  in  admiralty  cases,®^  and  in  all  cases  in  which  writs  of 
error  and  appeals  lie  from  the  district  court  of  Alaska.^*  And  by  re- 
cent enactment,  judgments  and  decrees  of  the  circuit  court  of  appeals 
are  made  final  in  all  proceedings  and  causes  arising  under  the  bank- 
ruptcy act  and  in  all  controversies  arising  in  such  proceedings  and 
causes,*^  in  all  causes  arising  under  the  employers'  liability  act,^°  and 
the  safety  appliance  act,®^  the  limited  hours  of  service  act,®^  and  under 
all  amendments  or  supplements  to  these  acts,  past  and  future,"'  and  also 
in  all  cases  coming  from  the  courts  of  our  possessions  in  the  "West  In- 


depended  wholly  on  diverse  citizenship. 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  E.  Co.  v.  Wulf,  226 
U.  S.  570,  33  Sup.  Ct.  135,  57  L.  ed. 
355,  Ann.  Oas.  1914B,  134;  Northern 
Pac.  E.  Co.  V.  Soderberg,  188  U.  8.  526, 
23  Sup.  Ct.  365,  47  L.  ed.  675;  Howard 
V.  United  States,  184  IT.  S.  676,  681, 
22  Sup.  Ct.  543,  46  L.  ed.  754;  Sonnen- 
theil  V.  Christian  Moerlein  Brewing 
Co.,  172  IT.  S.  401,  19  Sup.  Ct.  233,  43 
L.   ed.   492. 

[d]  This  provision  does  not  affect 
the  right  of  a  direct  review  by  the 
supreme  court  in  any  case  in  which 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  federal  court 
trying  the  case  is  in  issue.  St.  Louis 
Cotton  Compress  Co.  v.  American  Cot- 
ton Co.,  125  Fed.  196,  201,  60  C.  C,  A. 
80. 

82.  See  act  referred  to  in  preced- 
ing note. 

[a]  This  provision  does  not  apply 
to  a  suit  by  the  United  States  to  can- 
cel a  patent,  and  an  appeal  will  lie  to 
the  supreme  court  from  a  decree  of  the 
court  of  appeals  in  such  case.  United 
States  V.  American  Bell  Tel.  Co.,  159  U. 
S.  548,  16  Sup.  Ct.  69,  40  L.  ed.  255. 

83.  Act  of  Jan.  28,  1915,  c.  22,  §2, 
38  St.  at  L.  803;  Comp.  St.  1916,  §1120. 
See  also  Hutchinson,  Pierce  &  Co.  v. 
Loewy,  217  U.  S.  457,  30  Sup.  Ct.  613, 
54  L.  ed.  838,  under  act  Feb.  20,  1905, 
c.  592,  §§17  and  18,  33  St.  at  L.  724. 

[a]  Under  former  acts  the  contrary 
was  the  case.  See  the  following:  G.  & 
C.  Merriam  Co.  v.  Syndicate  Pub.  Co., 
237  U.  S.  618,  35  Sup.  Ct.  708,  59  L.  ed. 
1148,  and  eases  cited. 

84.  Act  March  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §128, 
36  St.  at  L.  1133;  Comp.  St.  1916, 
§1120. 

85.  See  act  cited  in  previous  note, 
and  also  American  Sugar  Eef.  Co.  v. 
United  States,  211  U.  S.  155,  29  Sup. 
Ct.  89,  53  L.  ed.  129. 
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86.  See  act  referred  to  in  previous 
note,  and  also  MacPadden  ,v.  United 
States,  213  U.  S.  288,  29  Sup.  Ct.  490, 
53  L.  ed.  801. 

[a]  A  writ  of  scire  facias  upon  a 
recognizance!  to  answer  a  criminal 
charge  is  a  case  arising  under  the 
criminal  laws,  even  if  it  is  technically 
a  civil  action.  Hunt  v.  United  States, 
166  U.  S.  424,  17  Sup.  Ct.  609,  41  L.  ed. 
1063. 

87.  See  act  referred  to  in  previous 
note  and  also  the  title   "Admiralty." 

[a]  Proceedings  for  the  limitation 
of  liability  of  shipowners.  Oregon  E. 
&  N.  Co.  V.  Balfour,  179  U.  S.  55,  21 
Sup.  Ct.  28,  45  L.  ed.  82. 

88.  Act  March  3,  1911,  ,e.  231,  §134, 
36  St.  at  L.  1134.  See  also  Alaska 
Pacific  risheries  v.  Alaska,  249  U.  S. 
53,  39  Sup.  Ct.  208,  63  L.  ed.  474,  even 
though  involving  a  constitutional  ques- 
tion. 

[a]  Subject  to  the  power  of  the 
court  to  certify  questions  to  the  su- 
preme court.  See  Jud.  Code,  §134,  and 
Alaska  Pacific  Fisheries  v.  Alaska,  249 
U.  S.  53,  39  Sup.  Ct.  208,  63  L.  ed.  474. 
See  also  the  title  "Case  and  Question 
Certified,  Reserved,  or  Reported." 

89.  Act  Jan.  28,  1915,  c.  22,  §4,  38 
St.  at  L.  804;  Comp.  St.  1916,  §1120a; 
Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Lueders  &  Co.,  239 
U.  S.  11,  36  Sup.  Ct.  1,  60  L.  ed.  119, 
even  though  involving  a  constitutional 
question. 

90.  Act  Sept.  6,  1916,  e.  448,  §2,  39 
St.  at  L.  727;  Comp.  St.  1916,  §1120a; 
Carolina,  C.  &  O.  E.  Co.  v.  Stroup,  244 
U.  S.  649,  37  Sup.  Ct.  743,  61  L.  ed. 
1371. 

91.  See  preceding  note. 

92.  See  preceding  note. 

93.  See   preceding   note. 
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dies."*  It  has  also  been  held  that  the  action  of  the  circuit  courts  of 
appeals  in  cases  brought  to  it  from  the  supreme  courts  of  Hawaii  and 
Porto  Rico  respectively,  and  not  involving  a  federal  question  or  di- 
versity of  citizenship,  cannot  be  reviewed  in  the  supreme  court  by  writ 
of  error  or  appeal."^ 

Where  the  decision  of  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  in  the  main  suit  is 
final,  it  is  also  final  in  ancillary  proceedings,^'*  and  proceedings  in  inter- 
vention.^^ On  the  other  hand,  where  it  is  reviewable  in  the  main  suit, 
it  is  likewise  reviewable  by  the  supreme  court  in  the  ancillary  proceed- 
ings."* 

The  test  in  general,  of  whether  a  judgment  or  decree  of  the  circuit 
court  of  appeals  is  reviewable  by  the  supreme  court  is  the  source  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  trial  court,  whether  such  jurisdiction  rests  upon  the 
character  of  the  parties  or,  with  the  statutory  exceptions,  upon  the  na- 
ture of  the  ease.""  If  the  jurisdiction  of  the  trial  court  is  originally 
invoked  solely  on  a  ground  which  would  not  of  itself  make  the  case 
subject  to  direct  review  by  the  supreme  court  and  the  case  is  taken  to 
the  circuit  court  of  appeals,  its  decision  is  none  the  less  final  because, 
by  reason  of  questions  arisii^  during  the  progress  of  the  cause,  the 
case  might  have  been  taken  directly  to  the  supreme  court  in  the  first 
instance.^    But  if  the  jurisdiction  of  the  trial  court  is  shown  by  plain- 


94.  Clen  v.  Jorgensen  (C.  C.  A.), 
265  Fed.  120. 

95.  Inter-Islanii  Steam  Nav.  Co.  v. 
Ward,  242  U.  S.  1,  37  Sup.  Ct.  1,  61  L. 
ed.  113,  even  though  such  cases  are  not 
by  the  terms  of  the  judicial  code,  made 
final  in  the  circuit  court  of  appeals. 

96.  Arkadelphia  MOliug  Co.  v.  St. 
Louis  S.  W.  R.  Co.,  249  U.  S.  134,  39 
Sup.  Ct.  237,  63  L.  ed.  517;  Eouse  v. 
Hornsby,  161  U.  S.  588,  16  Sup.  Ct. 
610,  40  L.  ed.  817;  Carey  v.  Houston 
&  T.  C.  E.  Co.,  161  U.  S.  115,  16  Sup. 
Ct.  537,  40  L.  ed.  638;  Gregory  v.  Van 
Ee,  160  U.  S.  643,  16  Sup.  Ct.  431,  40 
L.  ed.  566;  Eouse  v.  Letcher,  156  U.  S. 
47,  15  Sup.  Ct.  266,  39  L.  ed.  341.  See 
supra,  II,  A,  4,  b;  II,  H,  4,  a. 

[a]  Where  jnrisdictiou  in  the  main 
case  depends  on  diversity  of  citizen- 
ship, (1)  its  judgments  and  decrees  in 
ancillary  proceediugs  are  also  final 
(Pope  V.  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  E.  Co., 
173  U.  S.  573,  19  Sup.  Ct.  500,  43  L.  ed. 
814),  and  (2)  this  is  true  though  an- 
other ground  of  jurisdiction  is  devel- 
oped in  the  course  of  the  proceedings. 
Pope  V.  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  E.  Co., 
173  U.  S.  573,  19  Sup.  Ct.  600,  43  L.  ed. 
814. 

97.  Shulthis  v.  McDougal,  225  TT.  S. 
561,  32  Sup.  Ct.  704,  56  L.  ed.   1205; 

25 


Eouse  V.  Letcher,  156  U.  S.  47,  15  Sup. 
Ct.  266,  39  L.  ed.  341. 

[aj  This  is  true  though  another 
ground  of  jurisdiction  is  developed  in 
the  course  of  the  proceedings.  St.  Louis, 
K.  C.  &  G.  E.  Co.  V.  Wabash  E.  Co., 
217  IT.  S.  247,  30  Sup.  510,  54  L.  ed. 
752,  holding  that  the  rule  applies  to  a 
petition  to  enforce  rights  granted  by 
the  decree  in  intervention. 

98.  Eichel  v.  United  States  Fid.  & 
Guar.  Co.,  245  TJ.  S.  102,  38  Sup.  Ct. 
47,  62  L.  ed.  177. 

99.  Memphis  v.  Cumberland  Tel. 
Co.,  218  U.  S.  624,  31  Sup.  Ct.  115,  54 
L.  ed.  1185;  MaoPadden  v.  United 
States,  213  U.  S.  288,  29  Sup.  Ct.  490, 
53  L.  ed.  801;  Huguley  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Galeton  Cotton  Mills,  184  U.  S.  290, 
22  Sup.  Ct.  452,  46  L.  ed.  546  (juris- 
diction as  originally  invoked) ;  Amer- 
ican Sugar  Eefining  Co.  v.  New  Orleans, 
181  U.  S.  277,  280,  21  Sup.  Ct.  646,  4S 
L.  ed.  859. 

[a]  Whether  jurisdiction  does  or 
does  not  depend  solely  on  diverse  cit- 
izenship is  to  be  determined  by  an  in- 
spection of  the  plaintiff's  declaration 
in  the  court  below.  Florida  C.  &  P 
E.  Co.  V.  Bell,  176  U.  S.  321,  20  Sup. 
Ct.  399,  24  L.  ed.  486. 

1.  Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Westhus,  228 
U.  S.  519,  33  Sup.   Ct.   593,  57  L.  ed. 

Vol.  XXV 


386 


UNITED  STATES  COURTS 


tiff 's  statement  of  the  case  to  rest  upon  two  distinct  grounds,  one  where 
the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  appeals  is  made  final  and  one 
where  it  is  not,  the  latter  ground  controls  and  the  judgment  or  decree 
of  the  court  of  appeals  is  reviewable  by  the  supreme  court.^  Thus,  such 
judgment  or  decree  is  reviewable  where  the  jurisdiction  is  invoked 
both  on  the  ground  that  the  case  is  one  arising  under  the  constitution 
or  laws  of  the  United  States  and  also  that  it  is  a  revenue  case,^  or  is 


947,  after  decision  by  eireuit  court  of 
appeals  and  remand  to  trial  court, 
though  constitutional  question  raised. 
See  Southern  Pac.  Co.  v.  Stewart,  245 
U.  S.  359,  38  Sup.  Ct.  130,  62  L.  ed. 
345. 

[a]  Thus,  (1)  if  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  trial  court  is  invoked  by  the  plain- 
tiff solely  on  the  ground  of  diverse 
citizenship,  the  judgment  or  decree  of 
the  court  of  appeals  is  not  reviewable 
by  the  supreme  court  though  other 
grounds  of  jurisdiction  subsequently 
develop.  Shulthis  v.  McDougal,  225  TJ. 
S.  561,  32  Sup.  Ct.  704,  56  L.  ed.  1205 
(regardless  of  questions  that  may  have 
been  brought  into  the  suit  by  the  an- 
swers or  in  the  course  of  the  subse- 
quent proceedings)  ;  Spencer  v.  Duplan 
Silk  Co.,  191  IT.  S.  526,  24  Sup.  Ct.  174, 
48  L.  ed.  287  (though  unsuccessful  de- 
fendant subsequently  invokes  the  con- 
stitution or  laws  of  the  United  States); 
Huguley  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Galeton  Cotton 
Mills,  184  U.  S.  290,  295,  22  Sup.  Ct. 
452,  46  L.  ed.  546;  American  Sugar 
Refining  Co.  v.  New  Orleans,  181  U.  S. 
277,  21  Sup.  Ct.  646,  45  L.  ed.  859 
(though]  a  constitutional  question  is 
raised  by  way  of  defence);  Pope  v. 
Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.,  173  U.  S. 
572,  19  Sup.  Ct.  500,  43  L.  ed.  814; 
Third  St.  &  S.  R.  Co.  V.  Lewis,  173 
U.  S.  457,  19  Sup.  Ct.  451,  43  L.  ed. 
766;  Ex  parte  Jones,  164  U.  S.  691, 
17  Sup.  Ct.  222,  41  L.  ed.  601;  Press 
Pub.  Co.  V.  Monroe,  164  U.  S.  105,  17 
Sup.  Ct.  40,  41  L.  ed.  367;  Borgmeyer 
v.  Idler,  159  V.  S.  408,  16  Sup.  Ct.  34, 
40  L.  ed.  199;  Colorado  Cent.  Consol. 
Min.  Co.  V.  Turck,  150  IT.  S.  138,  14 
Sup.  Ct.  35,  37  L.  ed.  1030.     So  also, 

(2)  if  the  jurisdiction  of  the  trial 
court  is  invoked,  because  the  case 
arises  under  the  criminal  laws  of  the 
United  States  (MacPadden  v.  United 
States,  213  U.  S.  288,  293,  29  Sup.  Ct. 
490,  53  L.  ed.  801;  Gary  Mfg.  Co.  «. 
Acme  Flexible  Clasp  Co.,  187  U.  S. 
427,  23  Sup.  Ct.  211,  47  L.  ed.  244),  or 

(3)  under  the  patent  laws  (Cary  Mfg. 
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Co.  V.  Acme  Flexible  Clasp  Co.,  187  U. 
S.  427,  23  Sup.  Ct.  211,  47  L.  ed.  244), 
the  judgment  or  decree  of  the  court  of 
appeals  is  not  reviewable  though  other 
grounds  of  jurisdiction  are  developed, 
as  where  the  constitutional  rights  of 
the  plaintiff  in  error  are  claimed  to 
have  been  violated. 

[b]  If  a  case  is  removed  to  the 
federal  court  on  the  sole  ground  of 
diversity  of  citizenship,  the  fact  that 
a  federal  question  was  also  involved 
and  that  removal  might  have  been  (but 
was  not)  based  upon  the  latter  ground 
does  not  give  the  supreme  court  juris- 
diction to  review  by  -yvrit  of  error  the 
decision  of  the  circuit  court  of  appeals. 
Southern  Pac.  Co.  v.  Stewart,  245  U.  S. 
359,  38  Sup.  Ct.  130,  62  L.  ed.  345. 

2.  Christiansen  v.  King  County,  239 
U.  S.  356,  36  Sup.  Ct.  114,  60  L.  ed. 
327;  Vicksburg  v.  Henson,  231  U.  S. 
259,  34  Sup.  Ct.  95,  58  L.  ed.  209; 
Standard  Paint  Co.  v.  Trinidad  Asphalt 
Mfg.  Co.,  220  U.  S.  446,  31  Sup.  Ct. 
456,  55  L.  ed.  536;  MacPadden  v. 
United  States,  213  U.  S.  288,  29  Sup. 
Ct.  490,  53  L.  ed.  801;  Huguley  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Galeton  Cotton  Mills,  184  U.  S. 
290,  22  Sup.  Ct.  452,  46  L.  ed.  546. 

[a]  Propositions  as  to  grounds  other 
than  diverse  citizenship  may  be  certi- 
fied in  such  case,  or ,  the  final  judg- 
ment of  the  court  of  appeals  may  be 
reviewed  by  writ  of  error  or  appeal. 
American  Sugar  Refining  Co.  v  New 
Orleans,  181  U.  S.  277,  281,  21  Sup. 
Ct.  646,  45  L.  ed.  859. 

[b]  The  grounds  of  jurisdiction  as. 
serted  in  the  bill  or  petition  control, 
regardless  of  questions  arising  in  the 
subsequent  progress  of  the  case.  Lovell 
V.  Newman  &  Son,  227  U.  S.  412,  33 
Sup.  Ct.  375,  57  L.  ed.  577;  Shulthis 
V.  McDougal,  225  U.  S.  561,  32  Sup.  Ct. 
704,  56  L.  ed.  1205;  MePadden  v. 
United  States,  213  U.  S.  288,  29  Sup. 
Ct.  490,  53  L.  ed.  801. 

3.  Altman  &  Co.  v.  United  States, 
224  U.  S.  583,  32  Sup.  Ct.  593,  56  L.  ed, 
894;     Spreckels  Suga,r  Refining  Co.  v. 
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between  citizens  of  different  states,*  or  where  jurisdiction  is  invoked 
as  to  one  of  two  defendants  on  the  ground  that,  as  to  him,  the  cause  of 
action  arose  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  though  jurisdiction 
as  to  the  other  defendant  was  dependent  on  diverse  citizenship.^  It 
must,  however,  appear  that  the  question  the  presence  of  which  is 
claimed  to  warrant  a  review  by  the  supreme  court  was  really  and  sub- 
stantially involved  f  it  is  not  enough  that  it  may  be  inferred  argument- 
atively  from  the  plaintiff's  pleading,'  or  that  he  has  alleged  in  terms 
that  the  ease  is  one  arising  under  the  constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States,  where  the  facts  alleged  do  not  show  it  to  be  such.^ 

(VII.)  Canal  Zone.  —  The  act  providing  for  the  method  of  review  of 
the  judgments  of  the  district  court  of  the  canal  zone  by  the  circuit 
court  of  appeals  of  the  fifth  district,  makes  its  appellate  jurisdiction 
"subject  to  the  right  of  review  or  appeal  to  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States  as  in  other  cases  authorized  by  law.'" 

c.  Jurisdiction  To  Beview  Judgments  of  State  Courts. —  (I-)  In  Gen- 
eral. —  The  provisions  of  the  constitution^"  which  give  the  supreme  court 
appellate  jurisdiction  in  certain  cases  are  broad  enough  to  authorize  a 
review  by  it  of  the  judgments  and  decrees  of  the  state  courts  in  the 
cases  so  enumerated.^^   In  view  of  the  further  provision  that  its  ap- 


McClain,    192   V.  S.    397,   24  Sup.   Ct. 
376,  48  L.  ed.  496. 

4.  Harriman  Nat.  Bank  v.  Seldom- 
ridge,  249  U.  S.  1,  39  Sup.  Ct.  244,  63 
L.  ed.  443;  Chaloner  v.  Sherman,  242 
U.  S.  455,  37  Sup.  Ct.  136,  61  L.  ed. 
427;  Lovell  v.  Newman  &  Son.  227 
IT.  S.  412,  33  Sup.  Ct.  375,  57  E.  .ed. 
577;  Henuingsen  v.  V.  S.  Tid.  &  Guar. 
Co.,  208  U.  S.  404,  28  Sup.  Ct.  389,  52 
L.  ed.  547;  Northern  Pac.  R.  Co.  v. 
Soderberg,  188  V.  S.  526,  23  Sup.  Ct. 
365,  47  L.  ed.  575;  Howard  v.  United 
States,  184  U.  S.  676,  681,  22  Sup.  Ct. 
543,  46  L.  ed.  754.  See  Norton  v. 
"Whiteside,  239  U.  S.  144,  36  Sup.  Ct. 
97,  60  L.  ed.  186;  Missouri,  K.  &  T. 
E.  Co.  V.  Wulf,  226  V.  S.  670,  33  Sup. 
Ct.  135,  57  L.  ed.  355,  Ann.  Cas.  1914B, 
134. 

[a]  Suit  to  quiet  title  involving  ap- 
plication of  treaty  and  laws  of  United 
States.  Wilson  Cyplress  Co.  v.  Del 
Pozo,  236  U.  S.  635,  35  Sup.  Ct.  446, 
59  L.  ed.  758. 

5.  Sonnentheil  v.  Christian  Moer- 
lein  Brewing  Co.,  172  U.  S.  401,  19  Sup. 
Ct.  233,  43  L.  ed.  492. 

6.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Tur- 
konis,  238  U.  S.  439,  35  Sup.  Ct.  902, 
59  L.  ed.  1397;  Empire  State-Idaho 
Min.  &  Pevel.  Co.  v.  Hanley,  198  U.  S. 
292,  298,  25  Sup.  Ct.  691,  49  L.  ed. 
1066;  Arbuckle  v.  Blackburn,  191  U. 
S.  405,  24  Sup.  Ct.  148,  48  L.  ed.  239. 


See  Butte  &  Superior  Copper  Co.  v. 
Clark-Montana  Realty  Co.,  249  U.  S. 
12,  39  Sup.  Ct.  231,  63  L.  ed.  447,  and 
supra,  II,  H,  4,  b,  (I),  (D),  (3),  (b). 
[a]  Claim  of  federal  question  must 
not  be  devoid  of  merit  because  frivol- 
ous or  foreclosed  by  previous  decisions. 
G-.  &  C.  Merriam  Co.  v.  Syndicate  Pub. 
Co.,  237  U.  S.  618,  35  Sup.  Ct.  708,  59 
L.  ed.  1148,  and  see  supra,  II,  H,  4,  b, 
(I),  (D),  (3),  (b);  infra,  II,  H,  4,  c, 
(II),   (H.) 

7.  Lovell  V.  Newman  &  Son,  227  U. 
S.  412,  33  Sup.  Ct.  375,  57  L.  ed.  577; 
Shulthis  V.  McDougal,  225  U.  S.  561, 
32  Sup.  Ct.  704,  56  L.  ed.  1205.  See 
Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Western  Union 
Tel.  Co.,  237  U.  S.  300,  35  Sup.  Ct.  598, 
59  L.  ed.  965;  Eoman  Catholic  Church 
V.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.,  237  U.  S.  575, 
3S  Sup.  Ct.  729,  59  L.  ed.  1119. 

8.  Norton  v.  Whiteside,  239  U.  S. 
144,  36  Sup.  Ct.  97,  60  L.  ed.  186; 
MeCormick  v.  Oklahoma  City,  236  U. 
S.  657,  35  Sup.  Ct.  455,  59  L.  ed.  771. 

9.  See  Act  Aug.  24,  1912,  c.  390, 
§9,  37  St.  at  L.  565. 

10.  Art.  Ill,  §2. 

11.  In  cases  arising  under  the  con- 
stitution, laws,  and  treaties  of  the 
United  States.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S. 
E.  Co.  V.  Taylor,  210  U.  S.  281,  28  Sup. 
Ct.  616,  52  L.  ed.  1061;  Cohen  v.  Vir- 
ginia, 6  Wheat,  (U.  S.)   264,  413,  5  L. 

Vol.  XXV 


388 


TJNITED  STATES  COURTS 


pellate  jurisdiction  must  be  exercised  with  such  exceptions,  and  subject 
to  such  regulations  as  the  congress  shall  make,^^  its  jurisdiction  to 
review  the  judgments  and  decrees  of  state  courts  extends  only  to  the 
cases  enumerated  in  the  acts  of  congress  on  the  subject,  even  though  a 
wider  jurisdiction  might  be  permitted  under  the  constitutional  grant 
of  power.^^ 

(U.)  Statutory  ProTisions. —  (A.)  In  General.— The  judicial  code  as 
amended  in  1916,  authorizes  the  supreme  court  to  review,  upon  a  writ 
of  error,  certain  final  judgments  or  decrees  in  suits  in  state  courts,  in 
which  certain  specified  federal  questions  are  raised.^*  It  also  authorizes 
the  supreme  court  by  certiorari  or  otherwise  to  require  to  be  certified 
to  it  for  review  certain  other  final  judgmentsi  of  such  courts  involving 
the  same  and  some  other  federal  questions,  with  the  same  effect  as  if 
brought  up  by  writ  of  error.^^  The  difference  between  the  two  remedies 
is  that  writ  of  error  is  allowed  as  of  right  in  the  cases  in  which  the 
statute  makes  it  an  appropriate  remedy,  while  certiorari  is  granted  or 
refused  in  the  exercise  of  the  court 's  discretion.^"    The  question  of  citi- 


ed.    257.     Martin    v.    Hunter's    Leasee, 
1   Wheat.   (XT.  S.)   304,  4  L.  ed.  97. 

12.  Const.  Art.  Ill,  §  2;  St.  Louis, 
I.  M.  &  S.  E.  Co.  V.  Taylor,  210  U.  S. 
281,  28  Sup.  Ct.  616,  52  L.  ed.  616. 

13.  Waters-Pierce  Oil  Co.  v.  Texas, 
212  U.  S.  86,  97,  29  Sup.  Ct.  220,  53 
L.  ed.  417;  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  E.  Co. 
V.  Taylor,  210  U.  S.  281,  28  Sup.  Ct. 
616,  52  L.  ed.  1061. 

[a]  Bight  of  review  is  specifically 
limited  by  the  terms  of  the  statute. 
Appleby  v.  Buffalo,  221  U.  S.  524,  31 
Sup.  Ct.  699,  55  L.  ed.  838. 

14.  See  Jud.  Code,  §  237,  as  amended 
by  Act  Sept.  6,  1916,  c.  448,  §2,  39  St. 
at  L.  726,  Comp.  St.  1916,  §1214,  and 
infra,  this  section. 

[a]  The  statute  further  provides 
that  such  judgment  or  decree  may  be 
reversed  or  affirmed,  and  that  "the 
writ  shall  have  the  same  effect  as  if 
the  judgment  or  decree  complained  of 
had  been  rendered  or  passed  in  a  court 
of  the  United  States.  The  supreme 
court  may  reverse,,  modify,  or  affirm 
the  judgment  or  decree  of  such  state 
court,  and  may,  at  their  discretion, 
award  execution,  or  remand  the  same 
to  the  court  from  which  it  was  removed 
by  the  writ."  See  Stanley  v.  Schwalby, 
162  U.  S.  255,  279,  16  Sup.  Ct.  754, 
40  L.  ed.  960,  and  eases  therein  cited. 

[b]  By  Writ  of  Error.  —  See  Stein- 
feld  V.  Zeckendorf,  239  U.  S.  26,  36 
Sup.  Ct.  14,  60  L.  ed.  126. 
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What  is  a  suit,  see  infra,  II,  H,  4, 
c,   (II),   (B). 

What  are  federal  questions,  see 
infra,  II,  H,  2,  c,  (II),  (G). 

As  to  the  effect  of  tlie  amendment  of 
191 6i  see  infra,,  II,  H,  4,  e,  (II),  (G). 

15.  See  act  cited  in  previous  note 
and  also  infra,  this  section. 

[a]  The  words  "or  otherwise"  in 
the  phrase  "by  certiorari  or  other- 
wise," add  nothing  of  substance  to 
the  thought  expressed  by  the  act  of 
1916.  Chicago  Great  West.  E.  Co.  v. 
Basham,  249  U.  S.  164,  39  Sup.  Ct.  213, 
63   L.  ed.  534. 

[b]  The  saving  clause  in  the  act  of 
1916  preserving  for  a  period  of  six 
months  the  previously  existing  method 
of  review  in  respect  of  judgments 
entered  before  the'  act  took  effect,  ap- 
plies only  to_  judgments  which  had  be- 
come final  before  the  act  became  effec- 
tive. Andrews  v.  Virginian  E.  Co.,  248 
U.  S.  272,  39  Sup.  Ct.  101,  63  L.  ed. 
236;  Chicago  Great  West.  E.  Co.  v. 
Basham,  249  U.  S.  164,  39  Sup.  Ct.  213, 
63  L.  ed.  534.  See  infra,  II,  H,  4,  c, 
(II),   (E). 

16.  See  Ireland  v.  Woods,  246  TJ.  S. 
323,  38  Sup.  Ct.  319,  62  L.  ed.  745; 
Philadelphia  &  E.  Coal  &  Iron  Co.  v. 
Gilbert,  245  XT.  S.  162,  38  Sup.  Ct.  58, 
62  L.  ed.  221;  and  the  titles  "Cer- 
tiorari" and  "Writ  of  Error." 
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zenship  is  immaterial."    The  jurisdiction  exists  in  criminal  eases,"  in 
habeas  corpus  proceedings,"  and  in  suits  to  which  the  United  States 

is  a  party.^" 

(B.)  What  Is  a  Suit.—  The  term  "suit,"  as  used  in  the  statute,  has 
been  defined  to  be  "any  proceeding  in  a  court  of  justice  by  which  an 
individual  pursues  that  remedy  in  a  court  of  justice  which  the  law  af- 
fords him."^^  It  includes  proceedings  to  obtain  writs  of  prohibition^^ 
and  mandamus.^^ 

(C.)  Must  Be  a  Judgment  ob  Decree  of  a  Court. — There  must  be  a  judg- 
ment or  decree  of  a  court ;  a  mere  order  of  a  judge  at  chambers  is  not 
reviewable.^* 

(D.)  Highest  State  Court.— To  warrant  a  review  the  judgment  or  de- 
cree must  be  that  of  the  highest  court  of  the  state  in  which  a  decision 
in  the  suit  could  be  had.^^  It  is  immaterial  whether  it  is  rendered  in 
the  exercise  of  original  or  appellate  jurisdiction,^^  provided  it  has  be- 
come final.^'  Though  review  by  a  higher  court  is  discretionary  with 
such  court,  its  discretion  must  be  invoked.^^  Whether  the  state  appel- 


17.  Barrington  v.  Missouri,  205  IT. 
S.  483,  27  Sup.  Ct.  582,  51  L.  ed.  890; 
French  v.  Hopkins,  124  U.  S.  524,  8 
Sup.  Ct.  689,  31  L.  ed.  536. 

18.  Cohen  v.  Virginia,  6  Wheat. 
(U.  S.),  264,  5  L.  ed.  257. 

19.  Tinsley  v.  Anderson,  171  TJ.  S. 
101,  18  Sup.  Ct.  805,  43  L.  ,ed.  91. 

20.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  Stanley 
V.  Schwalby,  162  V.  S.  255,  278,  16  Sup. 
Ct.  754,  40  L.  ed.  960. 

21.  Weston  v.  City  Council  of 
Charleston,  2  Pet.  (U.  S.)  449,  464,  7  L. 
ed.  481,  wherein  Chief  Justice  Marshall 
says  that  the  term  suit  "is  a.  very 
comprehensive  one  *  *  *.  The  modes 
of  proceeding  may  be  various,  but  if  a 
light  is  litigated  between  the  parties 
in  a  court  of  justice,  the  proceeding 
by  which  the  decision  of  the  court  is 
sought  is  a  suit. ' '  Quoted  with  approval 
in  TTpshur  County  v.  Eich,  135  U.  S. 
467,' 474,  10  Sup.  Ct.  651,  34  L.  ed.  196. 
See  also  supra,  I,  B,  2,  and  11,  a. 

22.  Weston  v.  City  Council  of 
Charleston,  2  Pet.  (U.  S.)  449,  464,  7 
h.  ed.  481. 

23.  Hartman  v.  Greenhow,  102  U. 
S..672,  675,  26  L.  ed.  271,  final  judg- 
ment denying  an  application  for  a  writ 
of  mandamus  is  reviewable. 

24.  McKnight  v.  James,  155  TJ.  S. 
685,  15'  Sup.  Ct.  248,  39  L.  ed.  310, 
where,  under  the  state  law,  it  is  not 
regarded  as  a  judgment  or  decree  of 
the   court. 

See   14  Standard  Pboo,   763. 


25.  Hiawassee  Eiv.  Power  Co.  v. 
Carolina-Tennessee  Power  Co.  (U.  S.), 
40  Sup.  Ct.  330;  McKnight  v.  James, 
155  U.  S.  685,  15  Sup.  Ct.  248,  39  L.  ed. 
310;  Fisher  v.  Perkins,  122  U.  S.  522, 
7  Sup.  Ct.  1227,  30  L.  ed.  1192. 

[a]  It  is  not  essential  that  the 
judgment  or  decree  be  that  of  the 
highest  court  actually  existing  in  the 
state,  (1)  but  the  judgment  or  decree 
of  a  subordinate  court  is  reviewable, 
where,  nnder  the  state  law,  it  is  the 
highest  state  court  in  which  the  parti- 
cular case  is  cognizable.  Kentucky  v.  ■ 
Powers,  201  U.  S.  1,  37,  26  Sup.  Ct. 
387,  50  L.  ed.  633;  Gregory  v.  Mc- 
Veigh, 23  Wall.  (U.  S.)  294,  306,  23  L. 
ed.  156;  Downham  v.  Alexandria,  9 
Wall.  (IJ.  S.)  659,  19  L.  ed.  807;  Cohen 
V.  Virginia,  6  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  264,  5  L. 
ed.  257.  (2)  But  to  warrant  a  review 
in  such  case  it  must  affirmatively  ap- 
pear on  the  face  of  the  record  that  a 
decision  could  not  have  been  had  in 
the  highest  state  court.  Mullen  i). 
Western  Union  Beef  Co.,  173  U.  S.  116, 
19  Sup.  Ct.  404,  43  L.  ed.  635;  Fisher 
V.  Perkins,  122  U.  S.  522,  7  Sup.  Ct. 
1227,  30  L.  ed.  1192. 

26.  Hartman  v.  Greenhow,  102 
U.  S.  672,  676,  26  L.  ed.  271,  judgment 
of  highest  state  court  denying  an  ap- 
plication for  mandamus  made  directly 
to  it  is  reviewable. 

27.  See  infra,  II,  H,  4,  c,  (II),  (E). 

28.  Stratton  v.  Stratton,  239  U.  S. 
55,  36  Sup.  Ct.  26,  60  L.  ed.  142. 
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late  court  rightfully  assumed  jurisdiction  is  a  matter  of  state  law  which 
cannot  be  questioned  by  the  United  States  supreme  court.^* 

Where  the  highest  court  of  a  state  refuses  to  exercise  jurisdiction  -jq  review 
the  judgment  or  decree  of  a  lower  court,  the  latter  court  is  the  highest 
state  court  to  which  the  case  can  be  carried,  and  its  judgment  or  de- 
cree may  be  directly  reviewed  by  the  federal  supreme  court.^" 

Remand  hy  Appellate  Court.  —  Where  on  appeal  or  error,  a  case  is  re- 
manded by  the  highest  state  court  to  an  inferior  court  for  further  pro- 
ceedings according  to  law,  the  federal  supreme  court  cannot  review  a 
subsequent  judgment  or  decree  by  such  inferior  court  even  though  it 
is  the  necessary  result  of  such  previous  decision  by  the  highest  state 
court,^^  and  though  the  highest  state  court  would  refuse  to  reconsider 
its  former  decision  and  would  affirm  the  judgment  or  decree  for  that 
reason  f^  but  the  defeated  party  must  again  take  the  case  to  the  high- 
est state  court,  or  at  least  attempt  to  do  so.'^  Where  the  highest  appel- 


29.  Pacific  Gas  &  Elec.  Co.  v.  Police 
Court  (U.  S.),  40  Sup.  Ct.  79. 

30.  Norfolk  &  S.  T.  Co.  v.  Virginia, 
225  U.  S.  264,  32  Sup.  Ct.  828,  56  L.  ed. 
1082;  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Crovo, 
220  U.  S.  364,  31  Sup.  Ct.  399,  55  L.  ed. 
498;  Sullivan  v.  Texas,  207  U.  S.  416, 
28  Sup.  Ct.  215,  52  L.  ed.  274;  Mis- 
souri, K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  V.  Elliott,  184 
U.  S.  530,  535,  22  Sup.  Ct.  446,  46  L.  ed. 
673;  Bergemann  v.  Backer,  157  U.  S. 
655,  659,  15  Sup.  Ct.  727,  39  L.  ed.  45. 
Compare,  Stratton  v.  Stratton,  239  U. 
S.  55,  36  Sup.  Ct.  26,  60  L.  ed.  142. 

[a]  Where  the  state  supreme  court 
denies  a  motion  to  require  the  certifi- 
cation to  it  of  the  record  from  the 
court  of  appeals  below,  the  latter  is 
the  highest  court.  Cuyahoga  E.  Power 
Co.  V.  Northern  Eealty  Co.,  244  TJ.  S. 
300,  37  Sup.  Ct.  643,  61  L.  ed.  1153; 
Second  Nat.  Bank  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
242  XT.  S.  600,  37  Sup.  Ct.  236,  61  L.  ed, 
518. 

[b]  The  state  court  of  appeals, 
where  the  supreme  court  denies  an  ap- 
plication for  a  writ  of  error  to  review 
its  judgment  is  the  high  court  within 
meaning  of  rule.  El  Paso  &  S.  W.  K, 
Co.  V.  Eichel,  226  U.  S.  590,  33  Sup.  Ct. 
179,  57  L.  ed.  369;  Bacon  v.  Texas,  163 
U.  S.  207,  215,  16  Sup.  Ct.  1023,  41  L. 
ed.  132;  Stanley  v.  Schwalby,  162  U. 
S.  255,  269,  16  Sup.  Ct.  754,  40  L.  ed. 
960. 

[c]  Where  the  highest  state  court 
dismisses  an  appeal  or  writ  of  error 
for  defects  in  perfecting  it,  there  is  no 
right  of  review.  Newman  v.  Gates, 
204  tr.  S.  89,  27  Sup.  Ct.  220,  51  L.  ed. 
385. 
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[d]  The  highest  state  court  will  he 
deemed  to   have  declined   jurisdiction 

where  it  refuses  to  entertain  an  appeal 
or  allow  a  writ  of  error,  unless  it  af- 
firmatively appears  on  the  face  of  the 
record,  by  an  aflS.rmance  in  express 
terms  of  the  judgment  or  decree  sought 
to  be  reviewed,  that  such  refusal  was 
an  exercise  by  it  of  jurisdiction  to  re- 
view the  case  on  the  merits.  Norfolk 
&  S.  T.  Co.  V.  Virginia,  225  U.  S.  264, 
32  Sup.  Ct.  828,  56  L.  ed.  1082. 

31.  Great  Western  Tel.  Co.  v.  Burn- 
ham,  162  U.  S.  339,  16  Sup.  Ct.  850,  40 
L.  ed.  991, 

[a]  Judgment  of  Trial  Court  After 
Kemand.  —  Where  the  state  supreme 
court  reverses  a  judgment  overruling  a 
demurrer  to  an  answer  and,  upon  sug- 
gestion by  defendant  that  he  may  ask 
leave  to  amend,  remands  the  case  for 
further  proceedings  according  to  law, 
and  the  trial  court  thereupon  sustains 
the  demurrer,  and,  the  defendant  not 
moving  to  amend,  but  electing  to  stand 
on  his  answer,  gives  judgment  for 
plaintiff,  a  writ  of  errors  to  review 
such  judgment  will  be  dismissed.  Me- 
Comb  V.  Knox  County  Com'rs.,  91  TJ.  S. 
1,  23  L.  ed.  185, 

As  to  finality  of  judgment  remand- 
ing case  for  further  proceedings,  see 
infra,  II,  H,  4,  c,  (II),   (E). 

32.  Great  Western  Tel.  Co.  v.  Burn- 
ham,  162  U.  S.  339,  16  Sup.  Ct.  850,  40 
L.  ed.  991. 

83.  Great  Western  Tel.  Co.  v.  Burn- 
ham,  162  U.  S.  339,  16  Sup.  Ct.  850,  40 
L.  ed.  991,  he  must  at  least  present  a 
petition  for  leave  to  appeal. 
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late  court  affirms  the  judgment  of  the  trial  court  and  remands  the  case 
to  the  latter  for  execution  of  its,  the  appellate  court's,  judgment,  the 
writ  of  error  must  be  directed  to  the  appellate  rather  than  the  trial 
court  as  the  "highest"  court.'* 

(E.)  Final  Judgment  ob  Decree. — By  the  express  provisions  of  the 
statute  the  jurisdiction  is  limited  to  the  review  of  final  judgments  and 
decrees.'^  A  judgment  or  decree  is  final  within  the  meaning  of  this 
provision  when  it  finally  determines  the  particular  cause.^'  Finality  is 
to  be  determined  by  the  face  of  the  record  and  the  formal  character  of 
the  judgment  rendered  rather  than  by  its  effect  on  the  ultimate  rights 
of  the  parties.^^  Hence  a  judgment  remanding  a  case  to  an  inferior 
court  for  further  proceedings  is  not  final  even  though  it  conclusively 
settles  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  further  proceedings  both  in  the  trial 
and  state  appellate  courts,'*  but  a  judgment  remanding  with  directions 


34.  Second  Nat.  Bank  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  242  U.  S.  600,  37  Sup.  Ct.  236, 
61  L.  ed.  518.  But  see  apparently 
contra,  Eothschild  v.  Knight,  184  U.  S. 
334,  339,  22  Sup.  Ct.  391,  46  L.  ed.  573; 
McDonald  v.  Massachusetts,  180  U.  S. 
311,  21  Sup.  Ct.  389,  45  L.  ed.  542.  See 
also  Great  Western  Tel.  Co.  v.  Burn- 
ham,  162  U.  S.  339,  16  Sup.  Ct.  850, -40 
L.  ed.  991. 

35.  Act  March  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §237, 
36  St.  at  L.  1156;  Louisiana  Nav.  Co. 
V.  Oyster  Com.,  226  XJ.  S.  99,  33  Sup. 
Ct.  78,  57  L.  ed.  138;  Newman  v. 
Gates,  204  U.  S.  89,  27  Sup.  Ct.  220, 
51  L.  ed.  385;  Clarke  v.  McDade,  165 
U.  S.-  168,  17  Sup.  Ct.  284,  41  L..  ed. 
673;  Union  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Kirch- 
off,  160  U.  S.  374,  16  Sup.  Ct.  318,  40 
L.  ed.  461;  Hartman  v.  Greenhow, 
102  U.  S.  672,  26  L.  ed.  271. 

[a]  The  writ  of  error  wiU  be  dis- 
missed where  the  record  does  not  con- 
tain the  final  judgment  to  which  it  is 
directed.  People  v.  Chicago,  226  U.  S. 
451,  33  Sup.  Ct.  178,  57  L.  ed.  295. 

[b]  Where  Reriew  Is  by  Certiorari. 
Bruce  v.  Tobin.  245  IT.  S.  18,  38  Sup. 
Ct.  7,  62  L.  ed.  123. 

36.  Detroit  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Michigan 
E.  E.  Com.,  240  U.  S.  564,  36  Sup.  Ct. 
424,  60  L.  ed.  802;  Weston  v.  Charles- 
ton, 2  Pet.  iV.  S.)  449,  464,  7  L.  ed. 
481. 

[a]  Judges  Equally  Divided.  —  It  is 
none  the  less  final  because  it  is  ren- 
dered upon  an  equal  division  of  opinion 
among  the  judges  composing  the  court. 
Hartman  v.  Greenhow,  102  IT.  S.  672, 
675,  26  L.  ed.  271.  See  the  title 
"Courts." 

37.  Bruce  v.  TobJa,  245  TJ.  S.  18,  38 


Sup.  Ct.  7,  62  L.  ed.  123;  Louisiana 
Nav.  Co.  V.  Oyster  Com.,  226  U.  S.  99, 
33  Sup.  Ct.  78,  57  L.  ed.  138. 

[a]  The  term  is  not  confined  to  - 
those  judgments  and  degrees  in  which 
the  right  is  finally  decided  so  that  it 
can  never  again  be  litigated  between 
the  parties.  Weston  v.  Charleston,  2 
Pet.  499,  464,  7  L.  ed.'481.  See  Detroit 
&  M.  E.  Co.  V.  Michigan  E.  E.  Com., 
240  U.  S.  564,  36  Sup.  Ct.  424,  60  L.  ed. 
802;  Holmes  v.  Jennison,  14  Pet.  (U.  S.) 
540,  563,  10  L.  ed.  679. 

[b]  Prohibition  is  a  distinct  suit 
and  the  judgment  finally  disposing  of 
it  is  a  final  judgment  even  though  it 
does  not  determine  the  merits  of  the 
principal  suit.  Mt.  Vernon-Woodberry 
Cotton  Duck  Co.  v.  Alabama  I.  P.  Co., 
240  U.  S.  30,  36  Sup.  Ct.  234,  60  L.  ed. 
507. 

[c]  Judgment  awarding  writ  of 
mandate  to  enforce  or^er  of  railroad ' 
commission  is  final  though  it  leaves  the 
validity  of  such  order  to  be  tested,  as 
provided  by  statute,  in  a  suit  in  equity 
in  the  circuit  court.  Detroit  &  M.  R. 
Co.  V.  Michigan  R.  E.  Com.,  240  IT.  S. 
564,  36  Sup.  Ct.  424,  60  L.  ed.  802. 

38.  Bruce  v.  Tobin,  245  IT.  S.  18,  38 
Sup.  Ct.  7,  62  L.  ed.  123;  State  of 
Washington  ex  rel.  Grays  Harbor  Log, 
Co.  V.  Coats-Pordney  Log.  Co.,  243  IT. 
S.  251,  37  Sup.  Ct.  295,  61  L.  ed.  702; 
Great  Western  Tel.  Co.  v.  Burnham, 
162  IT.  S.  339,  16  Sup.  Ct.  850,  40  L.  ed. 
991;  Davis  v.  Crouch,  94  U.  S.  514, 
517,  24  L.  ed.  281;  Kimball  v.  Evans, 
93  U.  S.  320,  23  L.  ed.  920.  See  Morgan 
V.  Thompson,  124  Ped.  203,  205,  59  C, 
C.  A.  672. 

[$i]    A  judgment  of  affirmance,   on 
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to  enter  a  specified  judgment,  is  final.^°  It  seems  that  the  judgment  is 
not  final  until  the  power  to  grant  a  rehearing  or  review  has  heen 
finally  determined.*" 

(F.)  Who  May  Invoke  Jukisdiction. —  The  party  invoking  the  juris- 
diction of  the  supreme  court  must  be  interested  in  and  affected  ad- 
versely by  the  decision  of  the  state  court,*^  and  the  interest  must  be  of 
a  personal  and  not  of  an  ofScial  nature.*^ 


a  second  appeal  after  reversal  and  re- 
mand for  a  new  trial,  is  the  only  final 
judgment  reviewable  by  the  supreme 
court  even  though  the  state  court  re- 
gards itself  as  bound  by  its  decision 
on  the  first  a,ppeal  as  the  law  of  the 
case.  Coe  v.  Armour  Fertilizer  Works, 
237  U.  S.  413.  35  Sup.  Ct.  625,  59  L.  ed. 
1027;  Chesapeake  &  O.  E.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Cabe,  213  TJ.  S.  207,  214,  29  Sup.  Ct. 
430,  .^3  L.  ed.  765. 

[b]  Separate  Branch  of  Case. — In 
condemnatioa  proceedings,  the  affirm- 
ance, upon  certiorari,  of  the  judgment 
below  as  to  the  propriety  and  necessity 
of  the  condemnation,  and  the  remand- 
ing of  the  case  for  a  hearing  or  trial 
as  to  the  damages,  is  not  a  final  judg- 
ment, since  the  proceedings  to  de- 
termine the  public  necessity  of  the  tak- 
ing cannot,  under  the  laws  of  Wash- 
ington, be  regarded  as  a  distinct  and 
separate  branch  of  the  case  inpendent 
of  the  ascertainment  and  payment  of 
proper  compensation.  State  of  Wash- 
ington ex  rel.  Grays  Harbor  Log.  Co.  v. 
Coats-Fordney  Log.  Co.,  243  U.  S.  251, 
37  Sup.  Ct.  295,  61  L.  ed.  702,  refusing 
to  follow  Wheeling  &  B.  Bridge  Co.  v. 
Wheeling  Bridge  Co.,  138  U.  S.  287,  11 
Sup.  Ct.  301,  34  L.  ed.  967,  wherein  an 
opposite  conclusion  was  reached  on  the 
ground  that  the  proceedings  to  de- 
termine the  necessity  were  a  separate 
branch  of  the  case  in  which  an  appeal 
could  be  and  was  taken. 

Bight  to  review  previous  decision 
which  is  law  of  case,  see  infra,  II,  H, 
4,  c,  (11),  (M). 

39.  Eio  Grande  Western  E.  Co.  v. 
Stringham,  239  17.  S.  44,  36  Sup.  Ct.  5, 
60  L.  ed.  136. 

40.  Chicago  Great  Western  E.  Co.  v. 
Basham,  249  U.  S.  164,  39  Sup.  Ct.  213, 
63  L.  ed.  534;  Andrews  v.  Virginian 
E.  Co.,  248  V.  S.  272,  39  Sup.  Ct.  101, 
63  L.  ed.  236,  even  though  the  exercise 
of  the  right  to  review  be  discretionary. 

fa]  For  the  purpose  of  determining 
the  time  within  which  to  apply  for  writ 
of  error  or  certiorari,  the  judgment  be- 
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comes  final  when  a  petition  for  rehear- 
ing has  been  overruled.  Citizens'  Bank 
V.  Opperman,  249  U.  S.  448,  39  Sup.  Ct. 
330,  63  L.  ed.  701. 

41.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Estherville, 
215  U.  S.  341,  30  Sup.  Ct.  152,  54,  L.  ed. 
223. 

[a]  TMs  is  equally  true  whether  a 
light,  title,  privilege  or  immunity  is 
claimed  under  federal  law,  which  the 
statute  provides  must  be  "specially 
set  up  or  claimed,"  or  whether  the 
constitutionality  of  a  state  statute  or 
authority  is  involved.  Tyler  v.  Judges, 
179  U.  S.  405,  408,  21  Sup.  Ct.  206,  46 
L.  ed.  252. 

[b]  Where  the  state  court  sustains 
a  state  statute  claimed  to  violate  the 
federal  constitution  Braxton  County 
Court  V.  West  Virginia,  208  XT.  S.  192, 
28  Sup.  Ct.  275,  52  L.  ed.  450;  Chad- 
wick  V.  Kelley,  187  U.  S.  540,  23  Sup. 
Ct.  175,  47  L.  ed!  293. 

[c]  The  right  or  immunity  must  be 
one  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  and  not 
of  a  third  person  Texas  &  P.  E.  Co. 
V.  Johnson,  151  XJ.  S.  81,  98,  14  Sup. 
Ct.  250,  38  L.  ed.  81.  To  same  effect. 
Conde  v.  York,  168  U.  S.  642,  648,  18 
Sup.   Ct.   234,  42   L.   ed.   611. 

[d]  In  order  that  a  state  statute 
may  be  "drawn  in  question"  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute  conferring 
jurisdiction  "it  must  appear  that  the 
plaintiff  in  error  has  a  right  to  draw 
it  in  question  by  reason  of  an  interest 
in  the  litigation  which  has  suffered,  or 
may  suffer,  by  the  decision  of  the  state 
court  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  the 
statute."  Tyler  v.  Judges  of  Ct.,  etc., 
179  IT.  S.  405,  407,  21  Sup.  Ct.  206,  45 
L.  ed.  252. 

[e]  Complaining  Party  Must  Belong 
to  Class  Injuriously  Affected.  —  The 
Winnebago,  205  XT.  S.  354,  360,  27  Sup. 
Ct.  509,  51  L.  ed.  836;  New  York  ex 
rel.  Hatch  v.  Eeardon,  204  IT.  S.  152, 
160,  27  Sup.  Ct.  188,  51  L.  ed.  415; 
Tyler  ii.  Judges  of  Ct.,  etc.,  179  IT.  S. 
405,  21  Sup.  Ct.  206,  45  L.  ed.  252. 

42.    See  infra,  this  note.  , 
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(G.)  Particulab  Federal  Questions  and  Mods  of  Review.  —  (1.)  Where  a 
Treaty,  Statute,  or  Authority  of  the  United  States  Is  Drawn  in  Question.  —  (a.) 
By  Writ  of  Error.  —  Jurisdietion  exists  to  review  by  writ  of  error  where 
is  drawn  in  question  the  validity  of  a  treaty^^  or  statute**  of,  or  an 
authority  exercised  under,*^  the  United  States,  and  the  decision  is 
against  their  validity.*"  The  authority  intended  by  the  statute  is  one 
having  a  real  existence,  derived  from  competent  governmental  power.*' 
The  statute  refers  to  a  personal  authority,  and  not  the  assertion  of  an 
abstract  right  created  by  a  statute.** 

So  far  as  this  class  of  cases  is  concerned,  it  is  not  enough  that  the 
suit  involved  the  construction  or  application  of  a  treaty,  statute,  or 
authority  but  the  validity  of  such  treaty,  statute,  or  authority  must 
have  been  drawn  in  question.*^    The  validity  of  a  statute,  treaty,  or 


[a]  PuTjUc  Officer.  —  (1)  Where  tke 
state  court  sustains  a  state  statute 
claimed  to  violate  the  federal  constitu- 
tion, the  judgment  will  not  be  reviewed 
at  the  instance  of  the  county  court. 
(Braxton  County  Court  v.  West  Vir- 
ginia, 208  TJ.  S.  192,  28  Sup.  Ct.  275,  52 
L.  ed.  450),  or  (2)  of  a  state  officer 
acting  in  the  interest  of  taxpayers. 
Smith  V.  Indiana,  ex  rel.  Lewis,  191 
V.  S.  138,  148,  24  Sup.  Ct.  51,  48  L.  ed. 
125.  To  same  effect  Stewart  v.  Kan- 
sas City,  239  V.  S.  14,  36  Sup.  Ct.  15, 
59  L.  ed.  120. 

43.  Pickering  v.  Lomax,  145  TJ.  S. 
310,  12  Sup.  Ct.  860,  36  L.  ed.  716.  See 
Erie  R.  Co.  v.  Ha^lilton,  248  U.  S. 
369,  39  Sup.  Ct.  95,  63  L.  ed.  307. 

44.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  E.  Co.  v. 
Taylor,  210  V.  S.  281,  28  Sup.  Ct.  616, 
52  L.  ed.  1061;  Martin  v.  Hunter's 
Lessee,  1  Wheat,  (U  S.)  304,  352,  4 
L.  ed.  97. 

45.  Sweringen  v.  St.  Louis,  185  IT. 
S.  38,  46,  22  Sup.  Ct.  569,  46  L.  ed. 
795.  See  Eust  Land  &  Lumb.  Co.  v. 
Jackson,  250  U.  S.  71,  39  Sup.  Ct.  424, 
63  L.  ed.  850;  refusal  of  state  court 
in  suit  between  private  parties,  turn- 
ing on  the  location  of  state  boundary, 
to  await  the  outcome  of  a  pendiog  suit 
between  states  in  the  United  States 
supreme  court,  did  not  draw  in  ques- 
tion the  validity  of  a  federal  author- 

■ity. 

[a]  "So  far  as  the  judgment  of  the 
state  court  against  the  validity  of  an 
authority  set  up  by  the  defendant  un- 
der the  United  States  necessarily  in- 
volves the  decision  of  a  question  of 
law,  it  must  be  reviewed  by  this  court, 
whether  that  question  depends  upon 
the  constitution,  laws  or  treaties  of  the 
United  States,  or  upon  the  local  law, 


or  upon  principles  of  general  juris- 
prudence." Stanley  v.  Schwalby,  162 
U.  S.  255,  278,  16  Sup.  Ct.  754,  40  L.  ed, 
960. 

[b]  Where  state  court  holds  that 
president  had  no  authority  to  approve 
a  deed  to  Indian  lauds.  Pickering  v. 
Lomax,  145  U.  S.  310,  12  Sup.  Ct.  860, 
36  L.  ed.  716. 

46.  As  to  the  favorable  or  unfavor- 
able character  of  the  decision,  see  infra, 
II,  H,  2,   c,   (II),    (K). 

47.  Millingar  v.  Hartupee,  6  Wall. 
258,  261,  18  L.  ed.  829,  something 
more  than  a  bare  assertion  of  such  an 
authority  is  essential. 

rederal  question  must  be  real  and 
not  fictitious,  see  infra,  II,  H,  2,  e, 
(II),  (H). 

48.  Telluride  Power  Transmission 
Co.  V  Eio  Grande  Western  E.  Co.,  175 
U.  S."  639,  643,  20  Sup.  Ct.  245,  44  L. 
ed.  305,  citing  Daniels  v.  Tearney,  102 
U.  S.,  415,  26  L.  ed.  187;  Sharpe  V. 
Doyle,  102  U.  S.  686,  26  L.  ed.  277; 
Millingar  v  Hartupee,  6  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
258,  18  L.  'ed.  829;  Buck  v.  Colbath, 
3  Wall.  (U.  S.)  334,  18  L.  ed.  257; 
McGuire  v.  Com.,  B  Wall.  (U.  S.)  387, 
18  L.  ed.  226. 

49.  Erie  E.  Co.  v.  Hamilton,  248 
U.  S.  369,  39  Sup.  Ct,  95,  63  L.  ed.  307; 
Stadelman  v.  Miner,  246  U.  S.  544,  38 
Sup.  Ct.  359,  62  L.  ed.  875.  See  Jett 
Bros.  Distilling  Co.  v  City  of  Carroll- 
ton  (U.  S.),  40  Sup.  Ct.  255,  and  infra, 
II,  H,  4,  c,  (II),  (G),  (2). 

[a]  "The  distinction  is  palpable 
between  a  denial  of  the  authority  and 
a  denial  of  a  right,  title,  privilege  or 
immunity  claimed  under  it."  Balti- 
more &  P.  E.  Co.  V.  Hopkins,  130  U.  S. 
210,  223,  9  Sup.  Ct.  503,  32  L.  ed.  908, 
quoted    with    approval    in    Abbott    v. 
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authority  is  not  denied  merely  because  rights  claimed  under  it  are  eon- 
troverted.'"  Hence  there  is  no  jurisdiction  where  the  decision  is  merely 
an  interpretation  of  the  authority  really  exercised,  and  not  a  denial  of 
authority,^^  or  where  the  question  goes  to  the  existence  of  an  authority 
rather  than  to  its  validity ,^^  or  where  the  state  court  holds  that  an  ex- 
isting authority  was  not  in  fact,  exercised.^^  The  supreme  court  has 
jurisdiction  where  a  state  court  fails  or  refuses  to  give  effect  to  a  valid 
judgment  of  a  federal  eourt,^*  or  decides  for  the  plaintiff  in  a  suit  to 
recover  property  which  the  defendant  claims  to  hold  under  authority 
of  the  United  States,^^  or  against  a  federal  officer  for  acts  done  pursu- 
ant to  federal  authority.*^ 


National  Bank  of  Commerce,  175  XJ.  S. 
409,  413,  20  Sup.  Ct.  153,  44  L.  ed.  217. 
[b]  Their  validity  is  drawn  in 
question  when  their  existence,  consti- 
tutionality, or  legality  is  denied  and 
the  denial  forms  the  subject  of  direct 
inquiry.  A  dispute  of  the  facts  upon 
which  the  authority  was  exercised  is 
not  a  dispute  of  its  validity.  Ireland 
V.  Woods,  246  TJ.  S.  323,  38  Sup.  Ct 
319,  62  L.  ed.  745. 

50.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  "The  validity  of  a  statute  is 
not  drawn  in  question  every  time  rights 
claimec"  under  such  statute  are  contro- 
verted, nor  is  the  validity  of  an  author- 
ity every  time  an  act  done  by  such 
authority  is  disputed."  Cook  County 
V.  Calumet,  etc..  Dock  Co.,  138  U.  S. 
635,  653,  11  Sup.  Ct..  435,  34  L  ed. 
1110,  quoted  with  approval  in  Swerin- 
gen  V.  St.  Louis,  185  TJ.  S.  38,  44,  22 
Sup.  Ct.  569,  46  L.  ed.  795.  _ 

51.  Sweringen  v.  St.  Louis,  185  XT. 
S.  38,  46,  22  Sup.  Ct.  569,  46  L.  ed. 
795. 

52.  Walsh  V.  Columbus,  H.  V.  &  A. 
R.  Co.,  176  IT.  S.  469,  475,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
393,  44  L.  ed.  548;  Millingar  v.  Hart- 
upee,  6  Wall.  (U.  S.)  258,  18  L.  ed. 
829.  See  also  New  Orleans  v.  New 
Orleans  Water  Works  Co.,  142  U.  S. 
79,  87,  12  Sup.  Ct.  142,  35  L.  ed.  943. 

53.  Bartlett  v.  Lock  wood,  160  U.  S. 
357,  16  Sup.  Ct.  334,  40  L.  ed.  455. 

64.  Donohue  v.  Vosper,  243  U.  S. 
59,  37  Sup.  Ct.  350,  61  _  L.  ed.  592; 
Waterman  v.  Canal-Louisiana  Bank  & 
Trust  Co.,  215  U.  S.  33,  46,  30  Sup.  Ct. 
10,  54  L.  ed.  80;  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co. 
V.  McGrew,  188  IT.  S.  291,  311,  23  Sup. 
Ct.  375,  47  L.  ed.  480  (such  a  case  is 
held  to  fall  within  the  first  class  of 
cases  named  in  the  statute  though  some 
of  the  ea,rlieT  cases  cited  regard  it  as 
falling  within  the  third  class);    Pitts- 
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Tjurgh,  C,  C,  &  St.  L.  E.  Co.  i;.  Long 
Island  Loan  &  Trust  Co.,  172  V.  S. 
493,  19  Sup.  Ct.  238,  43  L.  ed.  528; 
Crescent  City  Live  Stock,  etc.,  Co.  v. 
Butchers'  Union,  etc.,  120  IT.  S.  141, 
146,  7  Sup.  Ct.  472,  30  L.  ed.  614; 
Dupasseur  v.  Eochereau,  21  Wall.  (U. 
S.)  130,  22  L.  ed.  588. 

[a]  The  denial  of  a  right  claimed 
under  the  judgment  of  a  federal  court 
lays  the  foundation  for  a  review  in  the 
supreme  court.  Acme  Harvester  Co. 
V.  Beekman  Lumber  Co.,  222  IT.  S.  300, 
32  Sup.  Ct.  96,  56  L.  ed.  208;  Virginia- 
Carolina  Chem.  Co.  v.  Kirven,  215  IT.  S. 
252,  30  Sup.  Ct.  78,  54  L.  ed.  179. 

[b]  _  Judicial  Sales.  — ' '  With  respect 
to  writs  of  error  from  this  court  to 
judgments  of  state  courts  in  actions 
between  purchasers  under  judicial 
proceedings  in  the  federal  courts  and 
parties  making  adverse  claims  to  the 
property  sold,  *  *  *  the  writ  will 
lie,  if  the  validity  or  construction  of 
the  judgment  of  the  federal  court,  or 
the  regularity  of  the  proceedings  un- 
der the  exec^ition,  are  assailed;  but  if 
it  be  admitted  that  the  judgment  is 
valid,  and  these  proceedings  were  regu- 
lar, that  the  purchaser  took  the  title 
of  the  defendant  in  the  execution,  and 
the  issue  relates  to  the  title  to  the 
property,  as  between  the  defendant  in 
the  execution  or  the  purchaser  under 
it,  no  federal  question  is  presented." 
Avery  v.  Popper,  179  U.  S.  305,  314,  21 
Sup.  Ct.  94,  45  L.  ed.  203. 

5D.  Stanley  v.  Schwalby,  147  IT.  S 
508,  518,  13  Sup.  Ct.  418,  37  L.  ed.  259, 
s.  c,  162  U.  S.  255,  278,  16  Sup.  Ct. 
75-4,  40  L.  ed.  960. 

56.  Etheridge  v.  Sperry,  139  IT.  S. 
266,  11  Sup.  Ct.  563,  35  L.  ed.  171; 
Buck  r.  Colbath,  3  Wall,  (IT.  S.)  334, 
340,  18  L.  ed,  357. 
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(b.)  By  Certiorari.— By  the  amendment  of  1916  the  supreme  court  is 
authorized  to  require  state  decisions  of  the  class  here  under  discussion, 
to  be  certified  to  it  for  review,  with  like  effect  as  if  brought  up  by  writ 
of  error,  where  the  decision  is  in  fwvor  of  the  validity  of  the  federal 
treaty,  statute  or  authority .°' 

(2.)  Where  a  State  Statute  or  Authority  Is  Drawn  in  Question.  —  (a.)  By 
Writ  of  Error.  —  The  supreme  court  has  jurisdiction  by  writ  of  error  to 
review  state  decisions  where  is  drawn  in  question  the  validity  of  a  stat- 
ute of,^^  or  an  authority  exercised  underj^"  any  state,  on  the  ground  of 
their  being  repugnant  to  the  constitution,  treaties,  or  laws  of  the  United 
States,  and  the  decision  is  in  favor  of  their  validity.^"  The  validity  of 
the  statute  or  authority,  upon  some  federal  ground,  rather  than  its 
mere  construction  or  application,  must  have  been  drawn  in  question.^'- 
The  validity  of  a  statute  is  drawn  in  question  whenever  the  power  to 
enact,  it,  either  as  it  reads  by  its  terms  or  is  made  to  read  by  construc- 
tion, is  fairly  open  to  denial,  and  is  denied ;°^  and  the  word  "authority" 


57.  See  Act  Sept.  6,  1916,  c.  448,  §2, 
39  St.  at  L.  726,  Comp.,  St.  1916,  §1214. 

58.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  e.  231,  §237, 
36  St.  at  L.  1156,  as  amended  by  Act 
Sept.  16,  1916,  c.  448,  §2,  39  St.  at  L. 
726;  Comp.  St.  1916,  §1214.  See  Jett 
Bros.  Bistilling  Co.  v.  City  of  Carroll- 
ton,  40  Sup.  Ct.  255;  United  States 
Fidelity  &  Guar.  Co.  v.  Oklahoma,  250 
U.  S.  Ill,  39  Sup.  Ct.  399,  63  L.  ed. 
876  (decision  of  state  court  held  not 
based  or  dependent  upon  the  statute 
objected  to  as  impairing  contract  ob- 
ligation); Darling  v.  Newport  News, 
249  IT.  S.  540,  39  Sup.  Ct.  37l,  63  L.  ed. 
759;  Harding  v.  Illinois,  196  U.  S.  78, 
25  Sup.  Ct.  176,  49  L.  ed.  394. 

fa]  Thus,  a  judgment  dismissing  a 
suit  to  enjoin  state  ofScers  from  en- 
forcing a  statute  claimed  to  violate 
the  federal  constitution  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  a  suit  against  the  state  is 
reviewable.  General  Oil  Co.  v.  Grain, 
209  U.  S.  211,  28  Sup.  Ct.  475,  52  L.  ed. 
754. 

[b]  Any  enactment,  from  whatever 
source  originating,  to  which  a  state 
gives  the  force  of  law,  is  a  statute  of 
the  state  within  the  meaning  of  this 
provision.  Williams  v.  BrufEy,  96  U.  S. 
176,  24  L.  ed.  716.  See  Corn  Products 
Eef.  Co.  V.  Eddy,  249  U.  S.  427,  39 
Sup.  Ct.  325,  63  L.  ed.  689  (order  of 
board  of  health,  sustained  by  state 
pourt  decisions);  Lake  Erie  &  W.  E. 
Co.  V  State  Public  Utilities  Conisn., 
?!49  U.  S.  345,  39  Sup.  Ct.  345,  63  L.  ed. 
684  (order  of  state  public  utilities  com- 
mission requiring  railroad  to  restore  a 


side  track) ;     New  Orleans  "^aterworka 
Co.    V.    Louisiana    Sugar    Refining    Co., 
125  U.  S.  18,  8  Sup.  Ct.,741,  31  L.  ed 
607. 

59.  See  preceding  note,  also  Daniels 
V.  Tearney,  102  U.  S.  415,  418,  26  L.  ed. 
187,  authority  of  sheriff  in  taking 
bond. 

[a]  There  is  no  jurisdiction  where 
the  authority  of  a  state  court  to  pass 
on  a  question  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
a  federal  court  is  not  drawn  in  ques- 
tion, but  the  contention  is  only  that 
its  decision  on  such  question  was  er- 
roneous. Abbott  V.  Taeoma  Bank  of 
Commerce,  175  U.  S.  409,  413,  20  Sup 
Ct.  153,  44  L.  ed.  217. 

60.  See  infra,  II,  H,  2,  c,  (II),  (K). 

61.  See  Dana  v.  Dana,  250  U.  S. 
220,  39  Sup.  Ct.  449,  63  L.  ed.  947; 
Coon  V.  Kennedy,  248  U  S.  457,  39 
Sup.  Ct.  146,  63  L.  ed.  358;  Erie  E. 
Co.  V.  Hamilton,  248  U.  S.  369,  39  Sup. 
Ct.  95,  63  L.  ed.  307;  Stadelman  v. 
Miner,  246  U.  S.  544,  38  Sup  Ct.  359, 
62  L.  ed.  875. 

62.  Jett  Bros.  Distilling  Co.  v.  City 
of  Carrollton  (U.  S.),  40  Sup.  Ct.  255; 
Miller  v.  Cornwall  E.  Co.,  168  U  S 
131,  18  Sup.  Ct.  34,  42  L.  ed.  409.  See 
also  Ireland  v.  Woods,  246  U.  S.  323, 
38  Sup.  Ct.  319,  62  L.  ed.  745;  Towne 
V.  Eisner,  245  U  S.  418,  38  Sup.  Ct. 
158,  62  L.  ed.  372,  and  supra,  II,  H,  4, 
b,   (I),  (D),  (3),  (e). 

[a]  Where  the  law  as  administered 
and  justified  by  the  state  supreme 
court,  is  attacked,  although  the  law 
as  written  is  not  objected  to.     Myles 
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stands  upon  the  same  footing.*' 

The  supreme  court  has  jurisdiction  where  a  state  statute  is  upheld 
against  a  contention,  duly  made,  that  it  abridges  the  privileges  or  im- 
munities of  citizens  of  the  United  States,'*  or  deprives  them  of  their 
liberty  or  property  without  due  process  of  law,®^  or  denies  them  the 
equal  protection  of  the  laws,**  or  interferes  with  interstate  commerce.*' 
The  supreme  court  has  jurisdiction  where  the  state  court  overrules  a 
contention  that  existing  contract  obligations  are  denied  by  a  subse- 
quently enacted  state  statute.**  In  such  case  the  supreme  court  will 
determine  for  itself  the  existence  or  non-existence  of  the  contract,*" 
what  obligations  arose  from  it,'"  and  whether  its  obligations  have  been 
impaired  by  subsequent  legislation,^^  as  interpreted  and  applied  by  the 
state  courts.'^  This  rule  applies  though  the  contract  be  embodied  in  a 


Salt  Co.  17.  Board  of  Comrs.,  239  TJ.  S. 
478,  36  Sup.  Ct.  204,  60  L.  ed.  392,  L. 
E.  A.  1918E,  190. 

63.  Jett  Bros.  Distilling  Co.  v.  City 
of  Carrollton  (U.  S.),  40  Sup.  Ct.  255. 

64.  Western  Turf  Assn.  v.  Green- 
"berg,  204  U.  S.  359,  27  Sup.  Ct  384,  51 
L.  ed.  520. 

65.  "Western  Turf  Ass'n  v.  Green- 
berg,  204  U.  S.  359,  27  Sup.  Ct.  384, 
51  L.  ed.  520. 

66.  Western  Turf  Assn  v.  Green- 
berg,  204  U.  S.  359,  27  Sup.'  Ct.  384,  51 
L.  ed.  520. 

67.  Adams  Exp.  Co.  v.  Kentucky, 
214  U.  S.  218,  29  Sup.  Ct.  633,  53  L.  ed. 
972,  transportation   of  liquor. 

[a]  The  power  of  the  state  to  en- 
force a  penalty  against  a  carrier  for 
failure  to  furnish  cars  is  a  constitu- 
tional question.  St.  Louis  S.  W.  E. 
Co.  V.  Arkansas,  217  TJ.  S.  136,  30  Sup. 
Ct.   476,  54  L.  ed.  698. 

68.  Hartman  v.  Greenhow,  102  TJ. 
S.  672,  26  L.  ed.  271.  See  Cross  Lake 
Shooting  &  Fishing  Club  v.  Louisiana, 
224  TJ.  S.  632,  32  Sup.  Ct.  577,  56  L.  ed. 
924. 

[a]  Such  jurisdiction  extends  to 
doing  away  with  an  Interference  with 
contract  obligations,  but  not  to  remedy- 
ing an  erroneous  construction  of  con- 
tracts, or  to  seeing  that  they  are 
carried  out  according  to  the  interpreta- 
tion of  the  court,  apart  from  it.  Fisher 
V  New  Orleans,  218  U.  S.  438,  31  Sup. 
Ct.  57,  54  L.  ed.  1099. 

69.  Milwaukee  Elec.  E.  &  L.  Co.  v. 
State  of  Wisconsin  (TJ.  S.),  40  Sup. 
Ct.  306;  Fisher  v.  New  Orleans,  218 
U.  S.  438,  31  Sup.  Ct.  57,  54  L.  ed. 
1099;  Arkansas  So.  E.  Co.  v.  Louis- 
iana &  A.  E.  Co.,  218  U.  S.  431,  31  Sup. 
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Ct  56,  54  L.  ed,  1097;  Sullivan  v. 
Texas,  207  TJ.  S.  416,  28  Sup.  Ct.  215, 
52  L.  ed.  274;  Kies  v.  Lowrey,  199  TJ. 
S.  233,  26  Sup.  Ct.  27,  50  L.  ed.  167; 
Terre  Haute  &  I  E.  Co.  v.  Indiana  ex. 
rel.  Ketcham,  194  TJ.  S.  579,  587,  24 
Sup.  Ct.  767,  48  L.  ed.  1124. 

[a]  The  supreme  court  will  deter- 
mine for  itself  the  existence,  construc- 
tion and  validity  of  the  alleged  con- 
tract, and  whether  as  so  construed  it 
has  been  impaired  by  any  subsequent 
legislation  to  which  effect  has  been 
given  by  the  court  below.  Houston  & 
T.  C.  E.  Co.  V.  Texas,  177  TJ.  S  66,  77, 
20  Sup.  Ct.  545,  44  L.  ed.  673;  *McCul- 
lough  V.  Virginia,  172  TJ.  S.  102,  109,  19 
Sup.  Ct.  134,  43  L.  ed.  382;  McGahey 
V.  Virginia,  135  TT.i  S.  662,  685,  10  Sup. 
Ct.  972,  34  L.  ed.  304;  Jefferson  Branch 
Bank  ».  Skelly,  1  Black  436,  443,  17 
L.  ed.  173. 

70.  Detroit  TJnited  E.  Co  v.  Detroit, 
242  U.  S.  238,  37  Sup.  Ct.  87,  61'  L.  ed. 
268.  See  Southern  Wisconsin  E.  Co.  v. 
Madison,  240  TJ.  S.  457,  36  Sup  Ct. 
400,  60  L.  ed.  739. 

7J.  Detroit  TJnited  E.  Co.  v.  Detroit, 
242  TJ.  S.  238,  37  Sup.  Ct.  87,  61  L.  ed 
268;  Walsh  v.  Columbus,  H.  V.  &  a! 
E.  Co.,  176  U.  S.  469,  475,  20  Sup.  Ct 
393,  44  L.  ed.  548. 

[a]  AVhether  repeal  of  aJi  ordinance 
was  a  legislative  impairment  of  eon- 
tract  obligations  must  be  decided  by 
the  supreme  court  for  itself;  independ- 
ent of  decisions  of  the  state  courts. 
Grand  Trunk  W.  E.  Co.  v  South  Bend, 
227  TJ.  S  544,  33  Sup.  Ct.  303,  67  L.  ed. 
633,  44  L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.)  405. 

72.  Long  Sault  Devel.  Co.  v.  Call, 
242  U.  S.  272,  37  Sup.  Ct  79,  61  L.  ed. 
294;    Detroit  TJnited  E.  Co.  v.  Detroit, 
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state  statute.''^  Mere  errors  committed  by  a  state  court  in  passing  upon 
the  validity  or  effect  of  a  contract  under  laws  in  existence  when  it  was 
made  do  not  give  rise  to  a  federal  question/*  nor  does  a  change  in  the 
judicial  construction  of  a  statute/* 

(b.)  By  Certiorari. —  By  the  amendment  of  1916  the  supreme  court  is 
given  power  to  require  to  be  certified  to  it  for  review,  with  like  effect 
as  if  brought  up  by  writ  of  error,  state  decisions  of  the  class  here  under 
discussion,  when  the  decision  is  against  the  validity  of  the  state  statute 
or  authority/® 

(3.)  Where  a  Title,  Eight.  Privilege,  or  Immunity  Is  Claimed  Under  the 
Federal  Law.  —  Under  the  judicial  code  as  it  stood  prior  to  1916,  the  su- 
preme court  had  jurisdiction  where  any  title,  right,  privilege,  or  im- 
munity was  claimed  under  the  constitution,^''  or  any  treaty  or  statute 
of,'^  or  commission  held  or  authority  exercised  under,    the    United 


242  V.  S.  238,  37  Sup.  Ct.  87,  61  L.  ed. 
268,  "irrespective  of  the  process  of 
reasoning  by  which  the  decision  is 
reached,  or  the  precise  extent  to  which 
reliance  is  placed  upon  the  subsequent 
legislation. ' ' 

[a]  "In  deciding  this  question,  this 
court  is  not  limited  to  the  mere  con- 
sideration of  the  language  of  the  opin- 
ion of  the  state  court,  but  will  con- 
sider the  substance  and  effect  of  the 
decision,  and  will  for  itself  determine 
what  effect,  if  any,  was  given  by  it  to  " 
the  state  ^statute  in  question.  Long 
Sault  Devel.  Co.  v.  Call,  242  U  S.  272, 
37  Sup.  Ct.  79,  61  L.  ed.  294.  ' 

73.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Contract  Created  by  State 
Statute.  —  "This  rule  also  applies  to  a 
contract  alleged  to  be  raised  by  a  state 
statute,  although  the  general  principle 
is  undoubted  that  the  construction  put 
by  state  courts  upon  their  own  stat- 
utes will  be  followed  here."  "Walsh  v. 
Columbus,  H.  V.  &  A.  E.  Co  ,  176  U.  S. 
469,  475,  20  Sup.  Ct.  393,  44' L.  ed.  548. 

74.  Cross  Lake  Shootiag  &  Fishing 
Club  V.  Louisiana,  224  TJ.  S.  632,  32 
Sup.  Ct.  577,  56  L.  ed.  924,  even  though 
they  operate  to  impair  the  obligation 
of  the  contract.  See  also  Long  Sault 
Devel.  Co.  v.  Call,  242  TJ.  S.  272,  37 
Sup.  Ct.  79,  61  L.  ed.  294.  But  see 
Detroit  United  E.  Co.  v.  Detroit,  242 
TJ.  S.  238,  37  Sup.  Ct.  87,  61  L.  ed. 
268. 

[a]  To  confer  jurisdiction,  the  im- 
pairment must  be  by  some  subsequent 
legislation  of  the  state  which  has  been 
upheld  or  given  effect  in  the  judgment 
of  the  state  court  sought  to  be  re- 
viewed.    Hubert  v.  New  Orleans,   215 


U.  S.  170,  175,  30  Sup.  Ct.  40,  54  L.  ed. 
144;  McCuUough  v.  Virginia,  172  U.  S. 
102,  116,  19  Sup.  Ct.  134,  43  L.  ed. 
382;  Bacon  «.  Texas,  163  U.  S.  207, 
216,  16  Sup.  Ct.  1023,  41  L.  ed.  132. 

[b]  "Impairment  by  judicial  deci- 
sion does  not  raise  a  federal  question. ' ' 
Kryger  v.  Wilson,  242  TJ.  S.  171,  37 
Sup.  Ct.  34,  61  L.  ed.  229. 

75.  Cleveland  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Cleve- 
land, 235  U.  S.  50,  35  Sup.  Ct.  21,  68 
L.  ed.  127. 

76.  Act  Sept.  6,  1916,  e.  448,  §2, 
39  St.  at  L.  726,  Comp.  St.  1916,  §1214. 
See  infra,  II,  H,  4,  e,  (II),  (K). 

77.  Appleby  v.  Buffalo,  221  U.  S. 
524,  31  Sup.  Ct.  699,  55  L.  ed.  838; 
Kentucky  v.  Powers,  201  IT.  S.  1,  37,  26 
Sup.  Ct.-  387,  50  L.  ed.  633;  Abbott  v. 
Tacoma  Bank  of  Commerce,  175  U  S. 
409,  413,  20  Sup.  Ct.  153,  44  L.  ed.  217. 

[a]  Where  a  right  of  exemption 
from  liability  on  a  bond  is  claimed  on 
the  ground  that  the  statute  under 
which  it  was  given  violated  the  fed- 
eral constitution.  Daniels  v.  Tearney, 
102  U.  S.  415,  418,  26  L.  ed.  187. 

fb]  A  decision  construing  a  pre- 
existing statute  is  not  an  ex  post  facto 
law  within  the  meaning  of  the  consti- 
tution and  hence  presents  no  federal 
question.  Eoss  v.  Oregon,  227  U.  S. 
150,  33  Sup.  Ct.  220,  57  L.  ed.  458, 
Ann.  Cas.  1914C,  224. 

78.  Hammond  v.  Whittredge,  204 
U.  S.  638,  27  Sup.  Ct.  396,  51  L.  ed. 
6'06,  where  rights  under  a  statute  were 
claimed  and  the  statute  was  an  element 
in  the  decision. 

[a]  "To  raise  a  federal  question 
the  right  must  be  one  claimed  under  a 
particular  statute  of  the  United  States, 
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States,"  and  the  decision  was  against  the  title,  right,  privilege  or  im- 
munity,^" especially  set  up  or  claimed,  by  either  party,  under  such 
constitution,  statute,  treaty,  commission,  or  authority,^^  By  an  amend- 
ment this  law  has  been  changed  so  that  such  cases  are  no  longer  review- 
able by  writ  of  error,  but  the  supreme  court  may  require  them  to  be 
certified  to  it  "for  review  and  determination  with  the  same  power  and 
authority  and  with  like  effect  as  if  brought  up  by  writ  of  error."** 
Furthermore,  under  the  latter  provision  the  decision  may  be  either  in 
favor  of  or  against  the  title,  right,  etc.** 

A  right  is  denied  under  a  statute  where  the  statute  is  erroneously 
construed,**  or  where  a  particular  construction  to  which  the  party  ask- 
ing it  is  entitled  is  denied,*^  or  where  the  court  refuses  to  apply  the 
statute.*"  A  federal  question  is  involved  where  a  state  court  refuses  to 


the  validity,  eonatruetion  or  applicabil- 
ity of  ■which  -was  made  the  subject  of 
dispute  in  the  state  court;  and  the 
decision  upon  such  statute  must  have 
been  adverse  to  the  plaintiff  in  error." 
De  Lamar's  Nev.  G.  Min.  Co  «.  Nes- 
bitt,  177  IT.  S.  523,  527,  20  Sup.  Ct.  715, 
44  L.  ed.  872. 

[b]  One  who  insists  that  a  judg- 
ment cannot  be  rendered  against  him 
consistently  with  the  federal  statutes 
asserts  a  right  and  immunity  under 
such  statutes  although  they  may  not 
give  him  a  personal  or  afiSrmative  right 
which  could  be  enforced  by  a  direct 
suit  against  his  adversary.  Nutt  i>. 
Knut,  200  U.  S.  12,  26  Sup,  Ct.  216, 
50  L.  ed.  348. 

79.  Appleby  v.  Buffalo,  221  U.  S. 
524,  31  Sup.  Ct.  699,  55  L.  ed.  838; 
McNulta  V.  Loehridge,  141  U.  S.  327, 
331,  12  Sup.  Ct.  11,  35  L.  ed.  796.  See 
Eust  Land  &  Lumb  Co.  v.  Jackson,  250 
U.  S.  71,  39  Sup.  Ct.  424,  63  L.  ed.  850. 
.  80.    See  infra,  U,  H,  2,  c,  (II),  (K). 

81,  See  infra,  II,  H,  2,  c,  (II),  (I). 

82.  Act  Sept.  6,  1916,  c.  448,  §2,  39 
St.  at  L.  726,  Comp.  St.  1916,  §1214. 
See  Eust  Land  &  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Jackson, 
250  U.  S.  71,  39  Sup.  Ct.  424,  63  L.  ed. 
850;  Dana  v.  Dana,  250  IT,  S.  220,  39 
Sup.  Ct.  449,  63  L  ed.  947;  -Erie  E.  Co. 
V.  Hamilton,  248  V.  S.  369,  39  Sup.  Ct. 
95,  63  L.  ed.  307  (question  involving 
mere  construction  rather  than  valid- 
ity, of  treaty,  cannot  be  reviewed  by 
writ  of  error);  Ireland  v.  Woods,  246 
V.  S.  323,  38  Sup.  Ct.  319,  62  L.  ed. 
745;  Philadelphia  &  R  Coal  &  I.  Co. 
V.  Gilbert,  245  U.  S.  162,  38  Sup.  Ct, 
58,  62  L.  ed.  221. 
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Applicability  of  Cases  Prior  to 
Amendment.  —  Except  as  the  method 
of  securing  review  has  been  changed 
and  the  favorable  or  unfavorable  char- 
acter of  the  decision  has  become  im- 
material, the  rules  laid  down  under 
the  old  law,  as  to  when  "a  federal  title, 
right,  privilege,  or  immunity  is  claimed, 
would  seem  to  be  still  valid,  and  are 
therefore  set  forth  in  this  section. 

83.  See  the  act  cited  in  preceding 
note  and  also  infra,  II,  H,  4,  e,  (II), 
(K). 

84.  Seaboard  A.  L.  By.  v  Duvall, 
225  U,  S.  447,  32  Sup.  Ct.  790,  56  L.  ed. 
1171. 

85.  Seaboard  A.  L.  Ey,  v.  Duvall, 
225  IT  S.  447,  32  Sup,  Ct,  790,  56  L, 
ed.  1171. 

[a]  "Where  a  party  to  litigation  in 
a  state  court  insists,  by  way  of  objec- 
tion to  or  requests  for  instructions, 
upon  a  construction  of  a  statute  of  the 
ITnited  States  which  will  lead,  or,  on 
possible  findings  of  fact  from  the  evi- 
dence may  lead,  to  a  judgment  in  his 
favor,  and  his  claim  in  this  respect, 
being  duly  set  up,  is  denied  by  the 
highest  court  of  the  state,  then  the 
question  thus  raised  may  be  reviewed 
in  this  court."  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S. 
R.  Co.  V.  Taylor,  210  IT.  S.  281,  293,  28 
Sup.  Ct.  616,  52  L.  ed.  1061.  See  De 
Lamar's  Nev  G.  Min.  Co.  v.  Nesbitt, 
177  U.  S.  523'  527,  20  Sup.  Ct.  715,  44 
L.  ed.  872. 

[b]  Misleading  instructions  involv- 
ing employers'  liability  act.  Seaboard 
Air  Line  E.  v.  Padgett,  236  IT.  S.  668, 
35  Sup.  Ct.  481,  59  L.  ed.  777. 

86  Toledo  St.  L.  &  W.  E.  Co.  v. 
Slavin,  236  U.  S.  454,  35  Sup.  Ct.  306, 
59  L.  ed.  671. 
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recognize  the  right  to  remove  a  case  to  a  federal  court,'^  or  to  give  ef- 
fect to  a  valid  judgment  of  a  federal  court,*'  or  to  give  full  faith  and 
credit  to  the  public  acts,  records  and  judicial  proceedings  of  a  sister 
state,*'  or  holds  that  the  federal  constitution  and  statutes  do  not  re- 
quire it  to  give  force  and  effect  to  a  territorial  statute  ■,^°  but  not  be- 
cause full  faith  and  credit  is  denied  to  the  judgment  of  a  court  of  a 
foreign  country.'^  The  mere  erroneous  construction  of  a  statute  of 
another  state  in  the  attempt  to  apply  it  is  not  a  denial  of  faith  and 
credit  thereto,  and  does  not  give  rise  to  a  federal  question.^^ 

A  federal  question  arises  where  the  state  court  denies  a  claim  of  right 
or  immunity  based  on  the  bankruptcy  act,'^  or  the  interstate  commerce 


87.  Oakley  v.  Goodnow,  118  U.  S. 
43,  6  Sup.  Ct.  944,  30  L.  ed.  61;  Stone 
v.  South  Carolina,  117  U.  S.  430,  6  Sup. 
Ct.  799,  29  L.  ed.  962;  Chesapeake  & 
O.  R.  Co.  V.  White,  111  U.  S.  134,  137, 
4  Sup.  Ct.  353,  26  L.  ed.  378;  Balti- 
more &  O.  R.  Co.  V.  Koontz,  104  U.  S. 
5,  15,  26  L.  ed.  643;  New  Orleans,  M. 
&  T.  R.  Co.  1!.  Mississippi,  102  IT.  S. 
135,  141,  26  L.  ed.  96;  Removal  Cases, 
100  TJ.  S.  457,  472,  25  L.  ed.  593.  See 
also  the  title  "Eemoval  of  Causes." 

[a]  The  ruling  of  a  state  court  in 
proceeding  to  judgment  (1)  after  an 
order  of  removal  to  the  federal  court 
is  reviewable.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R. 
Co.  V.  McCabe,  213  U.  S.  207,  29  Sup. 
Ct.  430,  53  L.  ed.  765;  Southern  R. 
Co  V.  Allison,  190  U.  S.  326,  330,  23 
Sup.  Ct.  713,  47  L.  ed.  1078;  Missouri 
Pac.  R.  Co.  V.  Fitzgerald,  160  U.  S. 
656,  16  Sup.  Ct.  389,  40  L.  ed.  536.  (2) 
But  not  its  action  in  proceeding  to 
judgment  after  the  case  has  been  re- 
manded to  it  by  the  federal  court,  since 
it  is  the  latter  court  and  not  the  for- 
mer which  decides  against  the  federal 
right  in  such  case.  Missouri  Pae.  R 
Co.  V.  Pitzgerald,  160  TJ.  S.  556,  16  Sup'. 
Ct.  389,  40  L.  ed.  536. 

88.  While  some  of  the  earlier  cases 
regard  such  a  case  as  falling  within 
the  class  of  cases  here  under  discussion 
(involving  a  title,  right,  etc.),  in  Mutu- 
al Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  McGrew,  188  U.  S 
291,  311,  23  Sup.  Ct.  375,  47  L.  ed. 
480,  it  is  held  that  such  a  case  falls 
within  the  first  class  of  cases  covered 
by  the  statute  and  the  subject  is  there- 
fore treated  in  the  section  dealing  with 
the  first  class.  See  supra,  II,  H,  2,  e, 
(11),  (G),  (1). 

89.  American  Exp.  Co.  v.  Mullins, 
212  U.  S.  311,  29  Sup.  Ct.  381,  53  L.  ed. 
525;  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  McGrew, 
188  TJ.  S.  291,  311,  23  Sup.  Ct.  375,  47 


L.  ed.  480.  See  Hartford  L.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Johnson,  249  TJ  S.  490,  39  Sup.  Ct. 
336,  63  L.  ed.  722,' the  faith  and  credit 
to  which  a  public  act  or  record  is  en- 
titled at  home  must  be  made  to  appear. 

90.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v. 
Sowers,  213  U.  S.  55,  29  Sup.  Ct.  397 
53  L.  ed.  695. 

91.  Aetna  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Trpm- 
bley,  223  TJ.  S.  185,  32  Sup.  Ct.  3'09.  6S 
L.   ed.   398. 

92.  Pennsylvania  Fire  Ins.  Co.  «, 
Gold  Issue  Min  &  Mill.  Co.,  243  U.  S. 
93,  37  Sup.  Ct.  344,  61  L.  ed.  610; 
Bauholzer  v.  New  York  Life  Ins.  Co., 
178  U.  S.  402,  406,  20  Sup.  Ct.  972,  44 
L.  ed.  1124. 

[a]  Where  the  validity  of  a  law  of 
another  state  is  not  drawn  in  question, 
but  merely  its  construction.  Lloyd  v. 
Matthews,  155  TJ.  S  222,  227,  15  Sup. 
Ct.  70,  39  L.  ed.  128;  Glenn  v.  Garth, 
147  TJ.  S.  360,  368,  13  Sup.  Ct.  350,  37 
L.  ed.  203. 

93.  Lesser  v.  Gray,  236  TJ.  S.  70,  35 
Sup.  Ct  227,  59  L.  ed.  471;  Zavelo  v. 
Reeves,  227  U.  S.  625,  33  Sup.  Ct.  365, 
57  L.  ed.  676,  Ann.  Cas.  1914D,  664 
(where  the  state  court  overrules  de- 
fendant'a  contention  that  tha  claim 
sued  on  was  barred  and  discharged  by 
a  composition  with  creditors);  Acme 
Harvester  Co.  v.  Beekman  Lumber  Co., 
222  TJ.  S.  300,  32  Sup.  Ct.  96,  56  L.  ed. 
208,  an  adverse  ruling  on  the  conten- 
tion that  a  proper  construction  of  the 
act  would  deprive  the  state  court  of 
jurisdiction. 

[a]  An  action  by  a  trustee  in  bank- 
ruptcy to  recover  an  alleged  asset  of 
the  estate,  where  his  right  to  do  so  ia 
denied.  Rector  v.  City  Deposit  Bank, 
200  U.  S.  405,  26  Sup.  Ct.  289,  50  L.  ed. 
257,  followed  in  Rector  v.  Commercial 
Nat.  Bank,  200  TJ  S.  420,  26  Sup.  Ct. 
294,  50  L.  ed.  533. 
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aet,°*  or  the  federal  employers'  liability  aet,°'  or  the  statutes  relating 
to  national  banks,'"  or  the  statutes  relating  to  Indian  lands,*"  or  de- 
cides adversely  to  a  claim  of  title  under  a  federal  statute"*  or  a  grant 
of  land  by  the  United  States,**^  or  determines  a  claim  of  title  depend- 
ing upon  the  disputed  location  of  interstate  boundaries  fixed  by  federal 


94.  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  v.  Texas 
Packing  Co.,  244  U.  S.  31,  37  Sup.  Ct. 
487,  61  L.  ed  966;  St.'  Louis,  I.  M.  & 
S.  E.  Co.  V.  Starbird,  243  U.  S.  592,  37 
Sup.  Ct.  462,  61  L.  ed.  917;  Louisville 
&  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Ohio  Valley  Tie  Co.,  242 
U.  S.  288,  37  Sup.  Ct.  120,  61  L.  ed.  305; 
Chicago  M.  St.  P.  E.  Co.  v.  State  Pub- 
lie  Utilities  Comsn.,  242  TJ.  S.  333,  37 
Sup.  Ct.  173,  61  L.  ed.  341;  Georgia, 
Fla.  &  Ala.  E.  Co  v.  Blish  Milling  Co., 
241  V.  S.  190,  36  Sup.  Ct.  541,  60  L.  ed. 
948,  proper  construction  of  bill  of  la.d- 
ing;  Northern  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  Wall,  241 
U.  S.  87,  36  Sup.  Ct.  493,  60  L.  ed. 
905;  Southern  Pac.  Co.  v.  Schuyler, 
226  U.  S.  601,  33  Sup.  Ct.  277,  57  L.  ed. 
662,  whether  the  Hepburn  act  prohibits 
a  carrier  from  giving  free  interstate 
transportation  to  a  railway  mail  clerk 
not  on  duty  is  a  federal  question. 

95.  Chicago  E.  I.  &  P.  E.  Co.  v. 
Devine,  239  TJ.  S.  52,  36  Sup.  Ct.  27,  60 
L.  ed.  140. 

96.  Yates  v.  Jones  Nat.  Bank,  206 
U.  ^.  158,  27  Sup.  Ct  638,  61  L.  ed. 
1002;  Talbot  v.  Sioux'  City  First  Nat. 
Bank,  185  U.  S.  172,  179,  22  Sup.  Ct. 

612,  46  L.  ed.  857. 

[a]  Bight  of  a  national  bank  to 
purchase  or  subscribe  to  stock  in  an- 
other corporation  is  a  federal  question. 
California  Bank  v.  Kennedy,  167  TJ.  S. 
362,  17  Sup.  Ct.  831,  42  L.  ed.  198. 

[b]  A  claim  that  a  national  bank 
was  not  liable  for  any  part  of  the 
debts  of  a  firm  either  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  a  partner  or  a  part  owner 
of  the  firm  property  presents  a  federal 
question.  Merchants'  Nat.  pank  v. 
Wehrmann,  202  TJ.  S.  295,  26  Sup.  Ct. 

613,  50  L.  ed.  1036. 

[c]  A  holding  that  a  suit  by  a,  re- 
ceiver of  a  national  bank  was  barred 
by  a  state  statute  of  limitations  pres- 
ents a  federal  question.  Eankin.  «, 
Barton,  199  U.  S.  228,  26  Sup.  Ct.  29, 
50  L    ed.  163. 

[d]  Where  the  question  is  one  mere- 
ly of  interpretation  of  rules  made  by 
the  directors  of  the  bank  pursuant  to 
authority    conferred    by    the    national 
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hank  act,  no  federal  question  is  in- 
volved. Union  Nat.  Bank  v.  McBoyle, 
243  U.  S.  26,  37  Sup.  Ct.  370,  61  L.  ed. 

570; 

97.  Taylor  v.  Anderson,  197  Fed. 
383. 

[a]  Exemption  from  taxation  of 
Indian  lands  under  act  of  congress. 
Ward  V.  Board  of  County  Comrs  (U. 
S.),  40  Sup.  Ct.  419. 

98  Northern  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  Colburn, 
164  U.  S.  383,  17  Sup.  Ct.  98,  41  L.  ed. 
479. 

99.     See  infra,  this  note. 

fa]  The  following  presented  federal 
questions:  (1)  An  adjudication  that  a 
grant  from  the  United  States  conferred 
no  right  or  title  as  against  subse- 
quent deeds  from  a  state  (Shively 
17.  Bowlby,  152  U.  S.  1,  9,  14  Sup.  Ct. 
548,  38  L.  ed.  331);  (2)  a  contro- 
versy as  to  whether  a  homestead  entry 
is  community  property  (Wadkins  v. 
Producer  Oil  Co.,  227  U.  S.  368,  33 
Sup.  Ct.  380,  57  L.  ed.  551);  (3)  a 
controversy  as  to  the  ownership  of  ore 
based  on  a  dispute  as  to  whether  the 
patent  to  the  land  was  granted  under 
a  statute  which  required  parallelism  of 
end  lines  or  one  which  did  not  (Ken- 
nedy Min.  &  Mil.  Co.  v.  Argonaut  Min. 
Co.,  189  U.  S.  1,  5,  23  Sup.  Ct.  501,  47 
L.  ed._  685);  (4)  where  defendant's 
title  in  ejectment  depends  upon  a 
Spanish  grant  claimed  to  have  been 
perfected  under  a  treaty  with  Spain, 
and  a  patent  of  the  United  States  in 
alleged  confirmation  of  such  claim. 
(Mobile  Transp.  Co.  v.  Mobile,  187  U. 
S.  479,  23  Sup.  Ct.  170,  47  L.  ed.  266); 
(5)  a  contention  that  plaintiffs  in  error 
had  title  to  the  land  in  question  under 
a  patent  and  that  prior  to  the  date  of 
its  issuance  the  legal  title  had  not 
passed  out  of  the  United  States,  and 
hence  that  the  possession  of  defendant 
in  error  was  not  adverse.  Missouri 
Valley  Land  Co.  v.  Wiese,  208  U.  S. 
234,  28  Sup.  Ct.  294,  52  L.  ed.  466; 
Missouri  Valley  Land  Co.  v.  Wrich,  208 
U  S.  250,  28  Sup.  Ct.  299,  52  L.  ed. 
473. 
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treaties  and  laws,^  or  overrules  a  contention  that  a  deed  is  invalid  under 
a  federal  statute,''  or  that  the  court's  action  operated  to  deprive  the 
complaining  party  of  his  liberty  or  property  without  due  process  of 
law,^  or  a  contention  by  the  government  that  its  claims  to  vessels  in 
course  of  construction  are  superior  to  liens  of  creditors,*  or  decides 
adversely  to  a  claim  by  a  receiver  appointed  by  a  federal  court  of  im- 
munity from  suit  without  previous  leave  of  such  court,^  or  denies  a 
defense  that  an  action  is  barred  by  the  provisions  of  a  territorial  stat- 
ute.« 

But  a  federal  question  is  not  necessarily  involved  merely  because  the 
action  or  suit  is  brought  under  the  provisions  of  a  federal  statute,^  or 
by  or  against  a  receiver  appointed  by  a  federal  court,'  nor  because  an 
act  of  congress  or  a  patent  of  the  United  States  appears  in  a  chain  of 
title,^  since  the  only  controversy  in  such  cases  may  be  over  purely  local 
questions.^" 


1.  Cissna  v.  Tennessee,  246  U.  S. 
289,  38  Sup.  Ct.  306,  62  L.  ed.  720. 

2.  Sylvester  v.  Washington,  215  IT. 
S.  80,  30  Sup.  Ct.  25,  54  L.  ed.  101. 

3.  O'Neill  V.  Learner,  23*9  U.  S. 
244,  36  Sup.  Ct.  54,  60  L.  ed.  249; 
Provident  Sav.  Life  Assur.  Soc.  v.  Ken- 
tucky, 239  U.  S  103,  36  Sup.  Ct.  34,  60 
L.  ed.  167;  Keerl  v.  Montana,  213  U. 
S.  135,  29  Sup.  Ct.  469,  53  L.  ed.  734, 
■contention  that  the  action  of  the  court 
in  denying  the  defendant  the  benefit  of 
a  plea  of  once  in  jeopardy  operated  to 
deprive  him  of  his  liberty  without  due 
process  of  law.  See  Dana  v.  Dana,  250 
U.  S.  220,  39  Sup.  Ct.  449,  63  L.  ed. 
947,  under  1916  amendment  to  §  237  of 
Jud.  Code,  confining  right  of  review  to 
certiorari. 

[a]  But  a  mere  contention  that  in 
the  trial  of  a  negro  negroes  were  ex- 
cluded from  the  grand  and  petit  juries 
because  of  their  race  and  color,  which 
contention  was  overruled  by  the  court, 
does  not  present  a  question  for  review 
where  there  is  no  showing  of  such  an 
abuse  as  would  amount  to  a  denial  of 
due  process  of  law.  Thomas  v.  Texas, 
212  U.  S.  278,  29  Sup.  Ct.  393,  53  L.  ed. 
512. 

4.  United  States  v  Ansonia  Brass 
&  Copper  Co.,  218  V.' S.  452,  462,  31 
Sup.  Ct.  49,  54  L.  ed.  107. 

5.  McNulta  V.  Lochridge,  141  U.  S. 
327,  331,  12  Sup.  Ct.  11,  35  L.  ed    796. 

6.  El  Paso  &  N.  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Gutier- 
rez, 215  U.  S.  87,  30  Sup.  Ct.  21,  54  L. 
ed.  106. 

7  McMillen  v.  Ferrum  Kin.  Co., 
197  U.  S.  343,  25  Sup.  Ct.  533,  49  L.  ed. 
784;     Beals  v.  Cone,  188  U.  S.  184,  23 


Sup.  Ct.  275,  47  L.  ed.  435;  De  Lam- 
ar's Nev.  G.  Min.  Co  v.  Nesbitt,  177 
U.  S.  523,  20  Sup.  Ct.  715,  44  L.  ed. 
872. 

[a]  Although  the  safety  appliance 
act  is  relied  upon  to  sustain  an  action 
for  wrongful  death,  the  only  contro- 
versy beiug  as  to  matters  not  covered 
by  the  act,  namely  whether  a  breach  of 
the  rules  of  the  company  prevented 
recovery,  no  federal  question  was  in- 
volved. Minneapolis  St.  P.  &  Ste.  M. 
R.  Co.  V  Popplar,  237  U.  S.  369,  35 
Sup.  Ct.  609,  59  L.  ed.  1000. 

8.  Bausman  v.  Dixon,  173  TJ.  S.  113, 
19  Sup.  Ct.  316,  43  L.  ed.  633,  because 
the  judgment  is  against  such  a  re- 
ceiver. 

9  New  Orleans  v.  De  Armas,  9  Pet. 
(U.'  S.)   224,  9  L.  ed.  109. 

[a]  Not  "unless  such  title  involves 
the  construction  of  the  act  or  the  de- 
termination of  the  rights  of  the  party 
under  if'  Iowa  v.  Eood,  187  U.  S. 
87,  92,  23  Sup.  Ct.  49,  47  L.  ed.  86. 

[b]  An  issue  of  fact  as  to  where  by 
the  language  of  a  patent  was  the 
boundary  line  of  the  land  conveyed, 
does  not  give  rise  to  a  federal  question. 
Sweringeu  v.  St  Louis,  185  U.  S.  38, 
22  Sup.  Ct.  569,  46  L.  ed.  795. 

[o]  Who  is  entitled  to  lands  under 
a  patent  of  the  United  States,  is  not  a 
federal  question  where  the  paten,t  it- 
self was  not  attacked.  Eogers  v.  Clark 
Iron  Co.,  217  U.  S.  589,  30  Sup.  Ct.  693, 
54  L.  ed.  895. 

10.  See  Minneapolis  St.  P.  &  Ste. 
M.  E.  Co.  V.  Popplar,  237  U.  S. 
369,  35  Sup.  Ct.  609,  59  L.  ed.  1000, 
and  infra,  U,  H,  4,  c,  (II),  (M). 
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Ordinarily  the  construction  of  a  pleading,  and  the  meaning  to  be 
given  to  its  various  allegations  is  purely  a  local  question,^^  though  the 
contrary  may  be  true.^^ 

The  question  of  estoppel,^^  or  res  adjudieata/*  what  facts  constitute 
a  common  law  marriage/^  the  existence  of  the  relation  of  passenger 
and  carrier  under  the  general  law,^^  whether  the  obstruction  of  a  nav- 
igable river  wholly  within  a  state  was  authorized  by  such  state,^^  a  de- 
cision that  state  courts  have  jurisdiction  to  enforce  a  cause  of  action 
arising  under  the  laws  of  a  territory,^^  and  the  mere  refusal  of  a  jury 
trial,^^  are  ordinarily  not  federal  questions. 

A  holding  that  the  facts  relied  on  to  bring  a  case  within  the  federal 
constitution,^"  or  statutes^^  do  not  exist  does  not  give  rise  to  a  federal 
question. 

(H.)  Tedebal  Question  Must  Be  Eeal  and  Not  Fictitious. —  It  is  not  nec- 
essary to  lay  the  foundation  for  jurisdiction  that  the  claim  of  federal 
right  asserted  should  be  well  founded  ;^^  but  it  must  be  real  and  not 
fictitious.^^  A  mere  averment  of  a  federal  question  Is  not  sufficient  in 


11.  Vandalia  B.  Co.  v  Indiana,  297 
V.  S.  359,  367,  28  Sup.  Ct.  130,  52  L. 
ed.  246.  See  infm,  II,  H,  4,  c,  (II), 
(M). 

12.  Vandalia  E.  Co.  v.  Indiana,  207 
IT.  S.  359,  367,  28  Sup.  Ct.  130,  52  L.  ed. 
246,  a  case  may  arise  in  which  it  is 
apparent  that  a  federal  question  is 
sought  to  be  avoided  or  is  avoided  by 
giving  an  unreasonable  construction  to 
pleadings. 

13.  Parker  v.  McLain,  237  IT.  S.  469, 
35  Sup.  Ct.  632,  59  L.  ed.  1051;  Schae- 
fer  V.  Werling,  188  U.  S.  516,  23  Sup. 
Ct.  449,  47  L.  ed.  570  (that  a  city  is 
estopped  to  collect  an  assessment) ; 
Beals  V.  Cone,  188  IT.  S.  184,  23  Sup. 
Ct.  275,  47  L.  ed.  435,  whether  state- 
ments by  one  of  the  defendants  con- 
stituted an  estoppel. 

14.  Beals  v.  Cone,  188  U.  S.  184,  23 
Sup.  Ct.  275,  47  L.  ed.  435. 

[a]  But  a  plea  of  res  judicata 
based  on  a  fedeial  judgment  adjudicat- 
ing a  right  of  federal  origin,  involves 
a  federal  question.  Cumberland  Glass 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  DeWitt,  237  U.  S.  447,  35 
Sup.  Ct.  636,  59  L.  ed.  1042. 

15.  Keen  v.  Keen,  201  IT.  S  319,  26 
Sup.  Ct.  494,  50  L.  ed.  772. 

16.  Southern  Pac.  Co.  v.  Schuyler, 
226  U.  8.  601,  33  Sup.  Ct.  277,  57  L.  ed. 
662,  whether,  in  the  absence  of  statute, 
the  relation  of  passenger  and  carrier 
exists  in  case  of  gratuitous  passage 
furnished  to  a  railway  mail  clerk  not 
on  duty. 

17.  North  Shore  Boom  &  D.  Co.  v. 
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Nieomen  Boom  Co.,  212  U.  S.  406,  29 
Sup.  Ct.  355,  53  L.  ed.  574. 

18.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  s".  E.  Co.  v. 
Taylor,  210  U.  S.  281,  28  Sup.  Ct.  616, 
52  L    ed.  1061. 

19.  "Wilson  V.  North  Carolina,  169 
U.  S.  586,  595,  18  Sup.  Ct.  435,  42  L.  ed. 
865. 

20.  Preston  v.  Chicago,  226  IT.  S. 
447,  33  Sup.  Ct.  177,  57  L.  ed.  293,  Com- 
pare infra,  II,  H,  4,  c,  (II),  (J)  and 
(M). 

21.  Yosemite  Gold  Min.  &  Mill.  Co. 
V.  Emerson,  208  U.  S.  25,  28  Sup.  Ct. 
196,  52  L.  ed.  374;  Dower  v.  Eiehards, 
151  U  S.  658,  14  Sup.  Ct.  452,  38  h.  ed. 
305,  and  cases  cited. 

22.  United  States  v.  Ansonia  Brass 
&  Copper  Co.,  218  IT.  S.  452,  463,  31 
Sup.  Ct.  49,  54  L.  ed.  1107.  See  Penn- 
sylvania E.  Co.  V.  Olivit  Bros.,  243 
U.  S.  574,  37  Sup.  Ct.  468,  61  L.  ed. 
908;  Geneva  Furniture  Mfg.  Co.  v.  S. 
Karpen  &  Bros.,  238  IT.  S.  254,  35  Sup. 
Ct.  788,  59  L.  ed.  1295. 

23.  United  States  Fidelity  &  Guar. 
Co.  V  Oklahoma,  250  U.  S.  Ill,  39  Sup. 
Ct.  399,  63  L.  ed.  876;  Iowa  v.  Eood, 
187  U.  S.  87,  92,  23  Sup.  Ct.  49,  47  L. 
ed.  86  (there  must  be  at  least  a  plaus- 
ible foundation  for  such  claim);  Wil- 
son V.  North  Carolina,  169  U.  S.  586, 
595,  18  Sup.  Ct.  435,  42  L  ed.  865; 
Clarke  v.  McDade,  165  U.  S.  168,  17 
Sup.  Ct.  284,  41  L.  ed.  673;  Hamblin 
V.  Western  Land  Co.,  147  U.  S.  531, 
13  Sup.  Ct.  353,  37  L.  ed.  267. 

[a]     It  must  not  be  wholly  without 
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all  cases.^*  Jurisdiction  will  not  be  assumed  where  the  federal  ques- 
tion is  so  absolutely  without  merit  as  to  be  frivolous,^^  or  where  it  has 
been  foreclosed  by  previous  decisions  of  the  supreme  court.'"' 

Moot  Questions.  —  Jurisdiction  will  not  be  assumed  where  the  federal 
question  has  become  a  moot  one.^' 


foundation,  (I)  but  there  must  be  at 
least  color  of  ground  for  the  averment 
of  its  existence.  Sawyer  v.  Piper,  189 
U.  S.  154,  23  Sup.  Ct.  633,  47  L.  ed. 
757;  New  Orleans  Waterworks  Co.  v. 
Louisiana,  185  TJ.  S.  336,  344,  22  Sup. 
Ct.  691,  46  L  ed.  936;  Wilson  v.  North 
Carolina,  169  U.  S.  586,  595,  18  Sup. 
Ct.  435,  42  L.  ed.  865;  Hamblin  v. 
Western  Land  Co.,  147  U.  S.  531,  13 
Sup.  Ct.  353,  37  L.  ed.  267;  New 
Orleans  v.  New  Orleans  Waterworks 
Co.,  142  U.  S.  79,  87,  12  Sup.  Ct.  142, 
35  L.  ed.  943;  Millingar  v.  Hartupee, 
6  Wall.  (U.  S.)  258,  261,  18  L.  ed.  829. 
(2)  "There  must,  in  addition  to  the 
simple  setting  up  of  the  claim,  be  some 
color  therefor,  or,  in  other  words,  the 
claim  must  be  of  such  a  character  that 
its  mere  mention  does  not  show  it  des- 
titute of  merit;  there  must  be  some 
fair  ground  for  asserting  its  existence, 
and,  in  the  absence  thereof,  the  writ 
of  error  will  be  dismissed,  although  the 
claim  of  a  federal  question  was  plainly 
set  up."  New  Orleans  Waterworks 
Co.  V.  Louisiana,  185  U.  S.  336,  344,  22 
Sup.   Ct.   691,  46  L.   ed.   936. 

24.  Sawyer  v.  Piper,  189  U.  S.  154, 
23  Sup.  Ct.  633,  47  L.  ed.  757;  Equit- 
able Life  Assur.  Soc.  v.  Brown,  187 
V.  8.  308,  23  Sup.  Ct.  123,  47  L  ed. 
190;  Iowa  v.  Rood,  187  U.  S.  87',  92, 
23  Sup.  Ct.  49,  47  L.  ed.  86;  New 
Orleans  Waterworks  Co.  v.  Louisiana, 
185  V.  S.  336,  22  Sup.  Ct.  691,  46  L  ed. 
936;  Wilson  v.  North  Carolina,  169 
TJ.  S.  586,  595,  18  Sup.  Ct.  435,  42  L. 
ed.  865;  Hamblin  v.  Western  Land 
Co.,  147  U.  S.  531,  13  Sup.  Ct.  353,  37 
L  ed.  267;  New  Orleans  v.  New 
Orleans  Waterworks  Co.,  142  U.  S.  79, 
87,  12  Sup.  Ct.  142,  35  L.  ed.  943. 

[a]  Of  an  Authority  Exercised  Un- 
der the  United  States.  —  Millingar  v. 
Hartupee,  6  Wall.  (TJ.  S.)  258,  261,  18 
L.  ed.  829. 

25.  Pennsylvania  Hospital  v  Phila- 
delphia, 245  U.  S.  20,  38  Sup. 'Ct.  35, 
62  L.  ed.  124;  Erie  R.  Co.  v.  Solomon, 
237  U.  S.  427,  35  Sup.  Ct.  648,  59  L.  ed. 
1033;  Eastern  E.  Co  v.  Littlefield,  237 
U.  S.  140,  35   Sup.  Ct.  489,  59  L.   ed. 


878;  Easterling  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Pierce, 
235  U.  S.  380,  35  Sup.  Ct.  133,  59  L.  ed. 
279;  Deming  v.  Carlisle  Packing  Co., 
226  U.  S.  102,  33  Sup.  Ct.  80,  57  L.  ed. 
140;  Gring  v.  Ives,  222  U.  S.  365,  32 
Sup.  Ct.  167,  56  L.  ed.  235;  Vought  v. 
State,  217  U.  8.  590,  30  Sup.  Ct.  694, 
54  L.  ed  895;  Delmar  Jockey  Club  v. 
Missouri,  210  U.  S.  324,  28  Sup.  Ct. 
732,  62  L.  ed.  1080;  Equitable  Life 
Assur.  Soc.  V.  Brown,  187  V.  S.  308.  23 
Sup.  Ct.  123,  47  L.  ed.  190.  See  supra, 
11,  H,  4,  b,  (I),  (D),  (3),  (b). 

[a]  Per  questions  held  not  frivolous, 
see  Pennsylvania  E.  Co.  v.  Olivit  Bros., 
243  U.  S.  574,  37  Sup.  Ct.  468,  61  L.  ed. 
908;  Lehon  v.  Atlanta,  242  U  S.  53, 
37  Sup.  Ct.  70,  61  L.  ed.  145;  Seaboard 
Air  L.  E.  17.  Padgett,  236  V.  S.  668,  35 
Sup.  Ct.  481,  59  L.  ed.  777;  Missouri 
Valley  Land  Co.  v.  Wrich,  208  U.  S 
250,  28  Sup.  Ct.  299,  52  L.  ed.  473; 
Missouri  Valley  Land  Co.  v.  Wiese,  208 
TJ.  S.  234,  28  Sup.  Ct.  294,  52  L,  ed. 
466. 

[b]  Where  Eased  on  Obviously 
False  Assumption.  —  Parker  v.  McLain, 
237  U.  S.  469,  35  Sup.  Ct.  632,  59  L.  ed. 
1051. 

26.  Union  Nat.  Bant  v.  McBoyle, 
243  U.  S.  26,  37  Sup.  Ct.  370,  61  L.  ed.  ' 
570;  Gasquet  v  Lapeyre,  242  U.  S. 
367,  37  Sup.  Ct.'  165,  61  L.  ed.  367; 
King  V.  West  Virginia,  216  U.  S.  92,  30 
Sup.  Ct.  225,  54  L.  ed.  396;  Barring- 
ton  V.  Missouri,  205  U.  S.  483,  27  Sup. 
Ct.  582,  51  L  ed.  890;  Leonard  v. 
Vicksburg,  S.  '&  P.  E.  Co.,  198  V.  8. 
416,  422,  25  Sup.  Ct.  750,  49  L.  ed. 
1108;  Equitable  Life  Assur.  Soc.  v. 
Brown,  187  TJ.  S.  308,  23  Sup.  Ct.  123, 
47  L.  ed.  190.  See  supra,  II,"  H,  4,  b, 
(I),  (D),  (3),  (b). 

27.  Campbell  v.  California,  200  U.  S. 
87,  92,  26  Sup.  Ct.  182,  50  L.  ed.  382, 
by  reason  of  a  subsequent  statute. 

[a]  The  writ  of  error  will  be  dis- 
missed, though  no  such  motion  was 
made  in  the  state  appellate  courts. 
Kimball  v.  Kimball,  174  U.  S.  158,  19 
Sup.  Ct.  639,  43  L.  ed.  932. 

[b]  Supreme  court  ■will  determine 
of  ite  own  motion  whether  the  enaet- 
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(I.)  Necessity  fob  Eaising,  and  Manner  of  Eaising,  Question  in  State 
Court. —  (1.)  In  General.  —  The  federal  question  must  have  been  raised 
in  the  state  court,^*  at  the  proper  time^*  and  in  the  proper  way.^°  The 
state  practice  will  ordinarily  be  followed  in  determining  whether  the 
question  was  raised  at  the  proper  time,  and  as  to  whether  it  was  prop- 
erly presented  to  the  state  appellate  court  for  review.^^  The  decision 
of  the  state  court  as  to  whether  the  question  has  been  properly  and 
seasonably  presented  in  accordance  with  the  state  practice,  is  conclusive 
upon  the  federal  supreme  court  unless  it  appears  to  have  been  ren- 
dered in  a  spirit  of  evasion  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  the  federal 
right.^^ 


ment  of  a  subsequent  statute  has  so 
obviously  relieved  the  plaintiffs  in  er- 
ror from  the  burdeh  imposed  by  the 
judgment  below  as  to  render  the  ques- 
tion moot.  Campbell  v.  California,  200 
U.  S.  87,  92,  26  Sup.  Ct.  182,  50  L.  ed. 
382. 

28.  Hiawassee  Eiv.  Power  Co.  v. 
Carolina-Tennessee  Power  Co.  (U.  S.), 
40  Sup.  Ct.  330;  Valley  Steamship  Co. 
V.  Wattawa,  244  TJ.  S.  202,  37  Sup.  Ct. 
523,  61  L.  ed.  1084;  Rogers  v  Clark 
Iron  "Works,  217  II.  S.  589,  30  Sup.  Ct. 
693,  54  L.  ed.  895;  Cincinnati,  N.  O. 
&  T.  P.  E.  Co.  V.  Slade,  216  U.  S  78, 
30  Sup.  Ct.  230,  54  L.  ed.  390. 

[a]  Benefit  of  federal  employers' 
liability  act  must  be  claimed  in  state 
court.  While  "a  substantive  federal 
right  or  defense  duly  asserted  cannot 
be  lessened  or  destroyed  by  a  state 
rule  of  practice,"  it  must  be  asserted 
in  accordance  with  state  practice.  At- 
lantic Coast  Line  E.  Co.  v.  Mims,  242 
U.  S.  532,  37  Sup.  Ct.  188,  61  L.  ed.  476. 

29.  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Me- 
Grew,  188  U.  S.  291,  308,  23  Sup.  Ct. 
375,  47  L.  ed.  480;  Say  ward  v.  Denny, 
158  U.  S.  180,  15  Sup.  Ct.  777,  39  L.  ed. 
941;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Louis- 
ville, 166  IT.  S.  709,  17  Sup.  Ct.  725,  41 
L.  ed.  1173. 

Time  for  raising,  see  infra,  11,  H,  2, 
c,  (11),  (I),  (2). 

[a]  Where  no  appeal  is  taken  with- 
in the  time  prescribed,  by  the  state 
statute  from  an  order  refusing  to  re- 
move a  case  to  the  federal  court,  the 
supreme  court  will  not  review  the  final 
judgment  of  the  state  court  on  the 
ground  that  such  order  was  erroneous. 
Chesapeake  &  O.  E.  Co.  v.  McDonald', 
214  IT.  S.  191,  29  Sup.  Ct,  546,  53  L.  ed. 
963. 
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30.  Chesapeake  &  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Donald, 214  U.  S.  191,  29  Sup.  Ct.  546, 
53  L.  ed.  963;  'Giles  v.  Teasley,  193 
U.  S.  146,  160,  24  Sup.  Ct.  359,  48  L.  ed. 
655;  Say  ward  v.  Denny,  158  U.  S.  180, 
15  Sup.  Ct.  777,  39  L.  ed.  941. 

Manner  of  raising,  see  infra,  (II), 
(H),  2,  c,  (II),  (I),  (3). 

[a]  "The  proper  way  is  by  plead- 
ing, motion,  exception,  or  other  action, 
part,  or  being  made  part,  of  the  record, 
showing  that  the  claim  was  presented 
to  the  court."  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 
McGrew,  188  U.  S.  291,  308,  23  Sup. 
Ct.  375,  47  L.  ed.  480. 

31.  Hartford  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Johnson, 
249  IT.  S.  490,  39  Sup.  Ct.  336,  63  L.  ed. 
722;  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  v. 
Mims,  242  IT.  S.  532,  37  Sup.  Ct.  188, 
61  L.  ed.  476. 

[a]  Thus^  (1)  a  state  practice  that 
an  error  not  assigned  is  not  open  to 
review,  and  that  errors  assigned,  but 
not  noticed  or  relied  on  in  the  brief 
of  counsel,  will  be  deemed  waived,  will 
be  recognized  by  the  federal  supreme 
court.  Hulbert  v.  Chicago,  202  U.  S. 
275,  281,  26  Sup.  Ct.  617,  50  L.  ed. 
1026.  (3)  And  a  state  practice  that 
the  question  is  not  properly  presented 
by  sn  amended  motion  for  new  trial, 
ig  binding  on  the  federal  supreme 
court.  Barbour  v.  Georgia,  249  U  S. 
454,  39  Sup.  Ct.  316,  63  L.  ed.  704.' 

32.  Hartford  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  John- 
son, 249  V.  S.  490,  39  Sup.  Ct.  336,  63 
L.  ed  722;  Nevada-California-Oregon 
R.  Co.'  V.  Burrus,  244  II.  S.  103,  37  Sup. 
Ct.  576,  61  L.  ed.  1019;  Cincinnati, 
P.,  B.  S.  &  P.  Packet  Co.  v.  Bay,  200 
II.  S.  179,  26  Sup.  Ct.  208,  50  L.  ed.  428, 
it  is  sufficient  where  the  judge's  certi- 
ficate shows  that  it  was  not  treated  as 
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(2.)  Time  for  Raising.  —  The  proper  time  for  raising  the  question  is 
determined  by  the  state  practice,  as  to  which  the  decision  of  the  state 
court  is  ordinarily  conclusive.^*  It  is  usually  too  late  to  raise  the  fed- 
eral question  for  the  first  time  on  appeal  or  error  in  the  state  appellate 
court,^*  or  in  a  petition  for  rehearing  after  judgment,  ^^  or  in  arguments 


having  been  raised  too  late  under  the 
local  procedure. 

Compare,  Erie  R.  Co.  v.  Purdy,  185 
TT.  S.  148,  152,  22  Sup.Ct.  605,  46  L.  ed. 
847;  Garter  v.  Texas,  177  U.  S.  442, 
447,  20  Sup.  Ct.  687,  44  L.  ed.  839. 

[a]  Where  highest  state  court  treata 
federal  question  as  necessarily  in- 
volved and  decides  it,  meth,od  of  rais- 
ing is  immaterial.  Cissna  v.  Tennessee, 
246  U.  S.  289,  38  Sup.  Ct.  306,  62  L.  ed. 
720;  Chambers  v  Baltimore  &  O.  E. 
Co.,  207  U.  S.  142/  148,  28  Sup.  Ct.  34, 
52  L.  ed.  143. 

[b]  The  refusal  to  aUow  an  amend- 
ment of  an  answer  to  set  up  facts  in- 
volving a  federal  right,  -where  the 
amendment  was  offered  after  the  trial 
was  begun,  will  not  be  reviewed.  Nev- 
ada-Calif ornia-Oregon  E.  Co.  V  Bur- 
rus,  244  U.  S.  103,  37  Sup.  Ct.  576,  61 
L.  ed.  1019. 

33.  See  supra,  II,  ri,  4,  c,  (II),  (I), 

(1). 

34.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Estherville, 
216  U.  S.  341,  30  Sup.  Ct.  152,  54  L.  ed. 
223. 

[a]  The  proper  time  is  in  the  trial 
court,  where,  under  the  state  practice, 
the  highest  court  of  the  state  will  not 
revise  the  judgment  of  the  court  be- 
low on  questions  not  therein  raised. 
Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  McGrew,  188 
U.  S.  291,  308,  23  Sup.  Ct.  375,  47  L.  ed. 
480.  See  Jacobi  v.  Alabama,  187  IT.  S. 
133,  23  Sup.  Ct.  48,  47  L.  ed.  106;  Erie 
E.  Co.  V.  Purdy,  185  U  S.  148,  22  Sup. 
Ct.  605,  46  L.  ed.  847.' 

[b]  Before  Final  Judgment. —  (1) 
The  reeord  must  show  that  a  federal 
question  was  raised  in  the  state  court 
before  the  entry  of  final  judgment. 
Fowler  v.  Lamson,  164  U.  S.  252,  17 
Sup.  Ct.  112,  41  L.  ed.  424.  See  Tel- 
luride  Power  Transmission  Co.  v.  Rio 
Grande  W.  E.  Co  ,  175  V.  S.  639,  643, 
20  Sup.  Ct.  245,  44  L.  ed.  305;  Sim- 
merman  V.  Nebraska,  116  IT.  S.  54,  6 
Sup.  Ct.  333,  29  L.  ed.  535.  (2)  It  is 
not  sufBcient  where  the  question  was 
first  presented  in  the  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  where  the  grounds  on  which  it 
was  based  were  not  speQified,  and  na 


reference  to  the  constitution  was  made 
in  the  assignment  of  errors  in  the 
federal  supreme  court  and  no  notice  of 
the  question  was  ,taken  in  the  state 
supreme  court.  Keen  v.  Keen,  201  IT. 
S.  319,  26  Sup.  Ct,  494,  50  L.  ed,  772. 

[c]  In  Petition  For  Writ  of  Error, 
Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  McGrew,  188  U. 
S.  291,  308,  23  Sup  Ct.  375,  47  L.  ed. 
480.  See  El  Paso  &  S.  W.  E.  Co.  v. 
Eichel,  226  IT.  S.  590,  33  Sup,  Ct.  179, 
57  L,  ed.  369. 

[d]  An  assignment  of  errors  in  the 
state  supreme  court  is  insufficient  un- 
less the  record  shows  that  the  question 
was  passed  upon.  Fowler  v.  Lamson, 
164  IT.  S.  252, 17  Sup.  Ct,  112,  41  L.  ed. 
424. 

[e]  In  Briefs.  —  Not  when  it  was 
first  raised  in  the  closing  brief  of 
counsel.  Zadig  v  Baldwin,  166  IT.  S. 
486,  17  Sup.  Ct.'639,  41  L.  ed.  1087. 
See  also  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Grew, 188  U.  8.  291,  308,  23  Sup  Ct. 
375,  47  L.  ed.  480. 

[f}  The  refusal  of  the  state  su- 
preme court  to  entertain  and  decide 
the  federal  question  because  not 
raised  below,  cannot  be  reviewed.  Mis- 
souri Pae.  E.  Co  v.  Taber,  244  U.  S, 
200,  37  Sup.  Ct,  522,  61  L.  ed.  1082. 

35.  Kansas  City  Star  Co  v.  Julian, 
215  U.  S.  589,  30  Sup.  Ct.  406,  54  L.  ed, 
340;  Kansas  City  So.  R.  Co.  v.  Heurie, 
214  U  S.  491,  29  Sup.  Ct.  697,  53  L. 
ed.  1057;  McCorquodale  v..  Texas,  211 
U.  S.  432,  29  Sup.  Ct.  146,  53  L.  ed. 
269;  Disconto  Gesellschaft  v.  ITmbreit, 
208  U.  S.  570,  28  Sup.  Ct.  337,  52  L. 
ed.  625;  Montana  ex  rel.  Haire  v.  Rice, 
204  U.  S.  191,  27  Sup.  Ct.  281,  51  L, 
ed.  490;  French  v.  Taylor,  199  IT  S. 
274,  26  Sup.  Ct.  76,  60  L.  ed.  189; 
Corkran  Oil  &  Devel.  Co.  v.  Amaudet, 
199  U.  S.  182,  193,  26  Sup.  Ct.  41,  50 
L.  ed.  143;  McMillen  v.  Ferrum  Min. 
Co.,  197  IT.  S.  343,  25  Sup.  Ct.  533,  49 
L  ed.  784;  Capital  Nat.  Bank  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  172  U.  S.  425,  19  Sup.  Ct, 
202,  43  L.  ed.  502;  Miller  v.  Cornwall 
E.  Co.,  168  U.  S  131,  18  Sup.  Ct.  34,  42 
L.  ed.  409;  Sayward  v.  Denny,  158  U, 
S,  180,  15  Sup.  Ct.  777,  39  L.  ed.  941. 
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or  briefs  of  counsel,'"  unless  the  question  is  then  considered  and  de- 
cided,'' or  on  a  second  appeal  if  the  state  court  refuses  then  to  consider 
it,''  or  in  the  petition  for  writ  of  error,'^  or  assignment  of  errors*" 
made  for  the  purpose  of  securing  review  by  the  federal  supreme  court. 
These  rules  are  not  absolute,  however,  and  do  not  govern  a  case  where 
the  injured  party  was  not  bound  to  anticipate  the  possibility  of  a  de- 
cision or  ruling  denying  his  federal  rights.** 


[a]  Where  the  Rehearing  Is  Denied. 
Paraiso  v.  United  States,  207  U.  S.  368, 
28  Sup.  Ct.  127,  52  L.  ed    249. 

[b]  Where  the  Petition  Is  Denied 
Without  Opinion.  —  Jett  Bros.  Distill- 
ing Co.  V.  City  of  Carrollton  (XJ.  S.), 
40  Sup.  Ct.  255;  Godchaux  Co  v.  Esto- 
pinal  (U.  S.),  40  Sup.  Ct.  116;  Mutual 
Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  McGrew,  188  U.  S.  291, 
308,  311,  23  Sup.  Ct.  375,  47  L.  ed.  480. 

[c]  Where  the  petition  is  overruled 
without  passing  on  the  question. 
Waters-Pierce  Oil  Co.  v.  Texas  (No.  2), 
212  U.  S.  112,  118,  29  Sup.  Ct.  277,  53 
L.  ed.  431;  Pirn  v.  St  Louis,  165  U.  S. 
273,  17  Sup.  Ct.  322,  41  L.  ed.  714. 

36.  See  Hartford  L.  Ins.  Co  v. 
Johnson,  249  TJ.  S.  490,  39  Sup."  Ct. 
336,  63  L.  ed.  722,  as  to  Missouri  prac- 
tice. 

37.  McCorquodale  v  Texas,  211  TJ, 
S.  432,  29  Sup.  Ct.  146,  53  L.  ed.  269; 
Disconto  Gesellschaft  v.  Umbreit,  208 
U.  S.  570,  28  Sup.  Ct.  337,  52  L  ed.  625; 
Sullivan  v.  Texas,  207  U.  S.'  416,  28 
Sup  Ct.  216,  52  L.  ed.  274;  McKay  t>. 
Kalytou;  204  U.  S.  458,  463,  27  Sup.  Ct. 
346,  51  L.  ed.  666;  Montana  ex  rel. 
Haire  v.  Rice,  204  U.  S.  291,  27  Sup. 
Ct.  281,  51  L.  ed.  490;  French  V.  Tay- 
lor, 199  U.  S.  274,  26  Sup.  Ct.  76,  50  L. 
ed.  189;  Corkran  Oil  &  Devel  Co.  v. 
Arnaudet,  199  XJ.  S.  182,  193,  26  Sup. 
Ct.  41,  50  L.  ed.  143;  McMillen  v.  Per- 
rum  Min.  Co.,  197  U.  S  343,  25  Sup. 
Ct.  533,  49  L.  ed.  784;'  Mutual  Life 
Ins.  Co.  V.  McGrew,  188  U.  S.  291,  308, 
23  Sup.  Ct.  375,  47  L.  ed.  48'0. 

[a]  'if  the  state  supreme  court 
passes  on  it,  its  judgment  may  be  re- 
viewed though  the  question  was  not 
raised  or  insisted  upon  in  the  trial 
court.  Erie  R.  Co.  V.  Purdy,  185  U.  S. 
148,  22  Sup.  Ct.  605,  46  L.  ed.  847; 
Rothschild  v.  Knight,  184  U  S.  334, 
339,  22  Sup.  Ct.  391,  46  L.  ed."  573. 

[b]  Where  the  court  entertains  the 
motion  for  rehearing  and  decides  the 
question  against  the  contention  of  the 
plaintiff  in  error,  there  is  jurisdiction. 
Leigh  V.   Green,   193   U.   S,   79,   85,   24 
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Sup.  Ct  390,  48  L.  ed.  623;  Mallett  V. 
North  Carolina,  181  U.  S.  589,  21  Sup. 
Ct.  730,  45  L.  ed.  1015. 

38.  Bonner  v.  Gorman,  213  U.  S  86, 
29  Sup.  Ct.  483,  53  L.  ed.  709;  West- 
ern Electrical  Supply  Co.  v.  Abbeville 
Elec.  L.  &  P  Co.,  197  U. -S.  299,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  481,  "49  L.  ed.  765;  Yazoo  & 
M.  V.  R.  Co.  V.  Adams,  180  TJ  S.  1,  21 
Sup.  Ct.  240,  45  L.  ed.  395;  Union  Mut. 
Life  Ins.  Co  v.  Kirchoff,  169  U.  S.  103, 
18  Sup.  Ct.  260,  42  L.  ed.  677.  See  Mis- 
souri, K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  V.  Sealy,  248  U  S. 
363,  39  Sup.  Ct.  97,  63  L.  ed.  296.  ' 

39.  Thomas  v.  Iowa,  209  U.  S.  258, 

28  Sup.  Ct.  487,  52  L.  ed.  782;  Montana 
ex  rel.  Haired.  Rice,  204  U.  S.  291,  27 
Sup.  Ct.  281,  61  L.  ed.  490;  French  v. 
Taylor,  199  U.  S.  274,  26  Sup.  Ct.  76, 
50  L.  ed  189;  Corkran  Oil  &  Devel.  Co. 
V.  Arnaudet,  199  U.  S.  182,  193,  26  Sup. 
Ct.  41,  50  L.  ed.  143;  Simmerman  v. 
Nebraska,  116  U.  S.  54,  6  Sup    Ct.  333, 

29  L.  ed.  535. 

40.  Southwestern  Oil  Co.  v.  Texas, 
217  U.  S.  114,  30  Sup.  Ct  496,  54  L.  ed. 
688;  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Donald, 214  U.  S.  191,  29  Sup.  Ct.  546, 
53  L  ed.  963;  Thomas  v.  Iowa,  209  U. 
S.  258,  28  Sup.  Ct.  487,  52  L.  ed.  782; 
Osborne  v.  Clark,  204  U.  S.  565,  27  Sup. 
Ct.  319,  51  L.  ed.  619;  Montana  ex  rel. 
Haire  v.  Rice,  204  U.  S.  291,  27  Sup.  Ct. 
281,  61  L.  ed.  490;  French  v.  Taylor, 
199  U.  S.  274,  26  Sup.  Ct.  76,  50  L.  ed. 
189;  Corkran  Oil  &  Devel.  Co.  v.  Ar- 
naudet, 199  U.  S.  182,  193,  26  Sup.  Ct. 
41,  50  L.  ed.  143;  New  York  Cent.  & 
H  R.  Co.  V.  New  York,  186  U.  S.  269, 
273,  22  Sup.  Ct.  916,  46  L.  ed.  1158. 

[a]  In  So  Called  Specifications  of 
Error.  —  Clarke  v.  McDade,  165  U.  S. 
168,  17  Sup.  Ct.  284,  41  L.  ed.  673. 

[b]  The  review  is  conJSned  to  the 
assignments  of  error  made  and  passed 
upon  in  the  judgment  of  the  state 
court.  Watera-Pieree  Oil  Co.  v.  Texas 
(No.  2),  212  U.  S.  112,  29  Sup.  Ct.  277, 
53  L.  ed    431. 

41.  Saunders  v.  Shaw,  244  U.  S.  317, 
37  Sup.  Ct.  638,  61  L.  ed.  1163,  where 
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(3.)  Maimer  of  Raising.  —  Showing.  —  Under  the  provisions  of  the  judi- 
cial code,  the  alleged  federal  title,  right,  privilege,  or  immunity  must 
be  especially  set  up  or  claimed  in  the  state  court.*^  As  already  stated, 
the  time  and  manner  of  presenting  such  rights  are  governed  by  the 
state  practice,  as  to  which  the  decisions,  if  any,  of  the  state  courts  are 
ordinarily  conclusive.*^  However,  in  view  of  the  requirement  of  the 
code,  the  federal  courts  have  laid  down  general  rules.**  The  party 
claiming  such  rights  must  plainly  and  distinctly  indicate,  before  the 
case  is  disposed  of  in  the  state  court,  that  they  are  claimed  under  the 
constitution,  statutes,  or  treaties  of  the  United  States.**   He  must  bo 


the  claim  was  first  made  in  the  assign- 
ment of  errors  to  secure  review  by  fed- 
eral supreme  court,  on  a  decision  which 
remanded  the  case  in  such  way  as  to 
deprive  the  party  of  a  right  to  intro- 
duce evidence  in  his  defense. 

42.  Seaboard  A  L.  Ey.  v.  Duvall, 
225  U.  S.  477,  32  Sup.  Ct.  790,  56  L. 
ed.  1171;  Appleby  «.  Buffalo,  221  U.  S. 
524,  31  Sup.  Ct.  699,  55  L.  ed.  838; 
Chesapeake  &  O.  E.  Co.  v.  McDonald, 
214  U.  S.  191,  29  Sup.  Ct.  546,  53  L.  ed. 
963;  Paraiso  v  United  States,  207  U. 
S.  368,  28  Sup.'  Ct.  127,  52  L.  ed.  249; 
Montana  ex  rel.  Haire  v.  Eice,  204  U. 
S.  291,  27  Sup.  Ct.  281,  61  L.  ed  490; 
Otis  Co.  V.  Ludlow  Mfg.  Co.,  201 'U.  S. 
140,  26  Sup.  Ct  353,  50  L.  ed.  696; 
Mutual  Life  Ins".  Co.  v.  McGrew,  188 
U.  S.  291,  307,  23  Sup.  Ct.  375,  47  L. 
ed.  480;  Beals  v.  Cone,  188  U  S.  184, 
23  Sup.  Ct.  275,  47  L.  ed.  435;  Telluride 
Power  Transmission  Co.  v.  Eio  Grande 
W.  E.  Co.,  175  U  S.  639,  643,  20  Sup. 
Ct.  245,  44  L.  ed.'305;  Columbia  W.  P. 
Co.  V.  Columbia  Elec  St.  E.,  L.  &  P. 
Co.,  172  U.  S.  475,  488,  19  Sup.  Ct.  247, 
43  L.  ed.  521;  Green  Bay  &  M.  Canal 
Co.  V.  Patten  Paper  Co  ,  172  U.  S.  58, 
19  Sup.  Ct.  97,  43  L.  ed.  364;  P.  G. 
Oxley  Stave  Co.  v.  Butler  County,  166 
U.  S  648,  17  Sup.  Ct.  709,  41  L.  ed. 
1149;'  Chicago  &  N.  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Chi- 
cago, 164  U.  S.  454,  17  Sup.  Ct.  129,  41 
L.  ed  511;  Jersey  City  &  B.  B.  Co.  v. 
Morgan,  160  IT.  S.  288,  16  Sup.  Ct.  276, 
40  L.  ed.  430;  Say  ward  v.  Denny,  168 
U.  S.  180,  15  Sup.  Ct  777,  39  L.  ed. 
941;  Morrison  v.  Watson,  154  U.  S.  Ill, 
14  Sup.  Ct.  995,  38  L.  ed.  927;  French 
v.  Hopkins,  124  IT  S.  524,  8  Sup.  Ct. 
589,  31  L.  ed.  536;  Maxwell  v.  New- 
bold,  18  How.  (U.  S.)  511,  15  L.  ed. 
506. 

43.  See  supra,  II,  H,  4,  c,  (II),  (I), 


44.  See  infra,  this  section. 

45.  St.  Louis  I.  M.  &  S.  E.  Co.  v. 
Starbird,  243  U.  S  592,  37  Sup.  Ct.  462, 
61  L.  ed.  917;  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v. 
Smith,  H.  &  Co.,  204  V.  S.  551,  27  Sup. 
Ct.  401,  51  L.  ed,  612  (denial  that  de- 
fendant "was  bound  by  law"  to  do 
certain  things  is  insufficient) ;  Howard 
V.  Fleming,  191  U.  S.  126,  137,  24  Sup. 
Ct  49,  48  L.  ed.  121;  Michigan  Sugar 
Co'.  V.  Michigan,  185  IT.  S.  112,  22  Sup. 
Ct.  581,  46  L.  ed.  829;  Green  Bay  &  M. 
Canal  Co.  v.  Patten  Paper  Co.,  172  U. 
S.  58,  19  Sup.  Ct.  97,  43  L.  ed.  364;  F. 
G.  Oxley  Stave   Co.  v.  Butler   County, 

166  TJ.  S.  648,  17  Sup.  Ct.  709,  41  L. 
ed.  1149.    See  Levy  v.  Superior  Court, 

167  V.  S.  175,  177,  17  Sup.  Ct.  769,  42 
L.  ed.  126. 

[a]  It  must  have  been  called  to  the 
attention  of  the  court  (1)  in  some 
proper  way  (Giles  v.  Teasley,  193  U.  8. 
146,  160,  24  Sup.  Ct.  359,  48  L.  ed.  655; 
Dewey  v  Des  Moines,  173  U.  S.  193, 
199,  19  Sup.  Ct.  379,  43  L.  ed.  665; 
Sayward  v.  Denny,  158  U.  S.  180,  15 
Sup.  Ct.  777,  39  L.  ed.  941),  that  (2) 
he  is  asserting  and  relying  on  a  right, 
privilege  or  immunity  derived  from 
the  federal  constitution  or  laws  (El 
Paso  &  S  W.  E.  Co.  V.  Eichel,  226  U.  S. 
590,  33  Sup.  Ct.  179,  57  L.  ed.  369), 
and  (3)  such  provision  must  be  set 
forth.  New  York  Cent.  &  H.  E.  Co.  v. 
New  York,.  186  U.  S  269,  273,  22  Sup. 
Ct.  916,  46  L.  ed.  1158. 

[b]  "It  must  have  been  so  re- 
ferred to  and  mentioned  as  to  show 
that  it  was  present  in  the  minds  of  the 
parties  claiming  the  right,  or  must 
have  been  in  some  way  presented  to 
the  court."  Sweringen  c.  St.  Louis, 
185  U.  S.  38,  45,  22  Sup.  Ct  569,  46 
L.  ed.  795. 

Time  for  raising,  see  supra,  II,  H,  2, 
c,  (II),  (I),  (2). 
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declare  unmistakably ;  it  is  not  sufficient  if  his  purpose  is  left  to  mere 
inference.'*^  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  claim  be  asserted  in  any  par- 
ticular form  of  words  or  phrases,  however,*'  but  is  sufficient  if  it  ap- 
pears from  the  record  that  federal  rights  were  set  up  or  claimed  in 
■uch  manner  as  to  bring  the  matter  to  the  attention  of  the  court.*' 


46.  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  MoGrew, 
188  tr  S.  291,  308,  23  Sup.  Ct.  375,  47 
L.  ed."480;  Green  Bay  &  M.  Canal  Co. 
V.  Patten  Paper  Co.,  172  U.  S.  58,  19 
Sup.  Ct.  97,  43  L.  ed.  364;  F.  G.  Oxley 
Stave  Co.  v.  Butler  County,  166  IT.  S. 
648,  17  Sup.  Ct.  709,  41  L.  ed.  1149. 

[a]  The  statutory  teauliement  is 
not  met  lay  allegations  which  are  so 
general  in  character  that  (1)  the  pur- 
pose to  assert  a  federal  right  is  left  to 
mere  inference.  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co. 
V.  McGrew,  188  U.  S.  291,  309,  23  Sup. 
Ct.  375,  47  L.  ed.  375.  (2)  Thus,  a  gen- 
eral statement  t'hat  the  decision  of  a 
court  is  against  the  constitutional 
rights  of  the  objecting  party,  or 
against  the  fourteenth  amendment,  or 
that  it  is  without  due  process  of  law, 
is  insufScient.  Clarke  v.  McDade,  165 
TJ.  S.  168,  172,  17  Sup.  Ct.  284,  41  L. 
ed.  673.  See  Hiawassee  Eiv.  Power  Co. 
V  Carolina-Tennessee  Power  Co.  (IT. 
S.),  40  Sup.  Ct.  330. 

[b]  "A  mere  claim  in  the  court 
below,  (1)  that  there  has  been  a  de- 
nial of  due  process  of  law,  does  not  of 
itself  raise  a  federal  question  with 
sufficient  distinctness  to  give  us  juris- 
diction to  consider  whether  there  has 
been  a  violation  of  the  fourteenth 
amendment  of  the  constitution." 
Thomas  v.  Iowa,  209  U.  S.  258,  28  Sup. 
Ct.  487,  52  L.  ed  782.  (2)  So  also,  a 
mere  claim,  in  objections  to  the  confir- 
mation of  an  assessment  that  it  is  un- 
constitutional is  insufficient  where  the 
matter  is  never  afterwards  brought  to 
the  attention  of  the  trial  court  or  the 
State  supreme  .  court.  Hulbert  v.  Chi- 
cago, 202  TJ.  S.  275,  26  Sup.  Ct.  617,  50 
L.  ed.  1026. 

47.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  E.  Co.  v. 
Starbird,  243  XJ.  S.  592,  37  Sup  Ct. 
462,  61  L.  ed.  917;  Dewey  v.'  Dea 
Moines,  173  U.  S.  193,  199,  19  Sup.  Ct. 
379,  43  L.  ed.  665;  Green  Bay  &  M 
Canal  Co.  v.  Patten  Paper  Co.,  172 
U.  S.  58,  19  Sup.  Ct.  97,  43  L.  ed.  364 

[a]  It  is  not  always  necessary  to 
refer  to  the  precise  words  or  to  the 
particular  section  of  the  constitution, 
under  which  some  right,  title,  privilege 
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or  immunity  is  claimed,  but  it  is  suf- 
ficient if  it  appears  affirmatively  from 
the  record  that  a  right,  title,  privilege 
or  immunity  is  specially  set  up  or 
claimed  under  that  instrument,  or  un- 
der the  authority  of  the  United  States. 
F.  G.  Oxley  Stave  Co.  v.  Butler  County, 
166  U.  S.  648,  657,  17  Sup.  Ct.  709,  41 
L.   ed.  1149. 

[b]  A  federal  statute  need  not  be 
specially  pleaded  since  the  state  courts 
must  take  judicial  notice  of  it  St. 
Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  E.  Co.  v.  Starbird, 
243  U.  S.  592,  37  Sup.  Ct.  462,  61  L.  ed. 
917.  See  also  Jones  Nat,  Bank  v. 
Yates,  240  U.  S.  541,  36  Sup.  Ct    429, 

60  L.  ed.  788. 

48.  St.  Louis,  L  M.  &  S.  E  Co.  v. 
Starbird,  243  U.  S.  592,  37  Sup.  Ct.  462, 

61  L.  ed.  917;  Jones  Nat  Bank  v., 
Yates,  240  U.  S.  541,  36  Sup.  Ct.  429, 
60  L.  ed.  788;  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  E. 
Co.  V.  Elliott,  184  U.  S.  530,  534,  22 
Sup.  Ct.  446,  46  L.  ed.  673;  Green  Bay 
&  M.  Canal  Co.  v.  Patten  Paper  Co.,  172 
TJ.  S.  58,  19  Sup.  Ct.  97,  43  L.  ed.  364. 

[a]  Thus,  a  party  who  names  a  fed- 
eral act,  indicates  wherein  it  is 
claimed  to  be  applicable,  and  invokes 
its  protection,  sufficiently  asserts  a 
right  or  immunity  thereunder.  Kansas 
City  S.  E.  Co.  V.  Albers  Com.  Co.,  223 
TJ.  iS,  573,  32  Sup.  Ct.  316,  56  L.  ed. 
556. 

[b]  Raised  by  Answer. —  (1)  It  is 
sufficient  where  the  questions  were 
clearly  raised  by  the  answer,  and  the 
decree  rendered  could  not  have  been 
made  without  deciding  them  against  i 
defendant's  contention.  Wabash  E. 
Co.  V.  Adelbert  College,  208  TJ.  S.  38, 
609,  28  Sup.  Ct.  182,  52  L  ed.  379. 
See  also  Sage  v.  Hampe,  235'  TJ.  S.  99, 
35  Sup.  Ct.  94,  59  L.  ed.  147.  (2)  Aa 
where  the  answer  of  an  interstate  car- 
rier pleaded  a  provision  of  the  bill  of 
lading  the  effect  of  which  was  de- 
termined by  the  Cormack  amendment 
to  the  interstate  commerce  act.  St 
Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  E.  Co.  v.  Starbird', 
243  U.  S.  592,  37  Sup.  Ct.  462,  61  L  ed. 
917. 

[c]  The  question  was  held  to  have 
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In  cases  involving  the  constitutionality  of  state  statutes  or  authori- 
ties, less  particularity  is  required  in  asserting  the  federal  right  than  in 
cases  wherein  a  right,  title,  privilege  or  immunity  is  claimed  under  the 
United  States,  since  there  is  no  express  requirement  that  such  right  or 
privilege  must  be  specially  set  up  or  claimed.*'  The  right  must,  how- 
ever, have  been  called  to  the  attention  of  the  state  court  in  some  ade- 
quate way,  and  must  have  been  considered  and  decided  or  a  decision 
thereof  necessarily  involved  in  the  determination  of  the  case.'" 

In  every  case  it  must  appear  from  the  face  of  the  record  either  that 
the  validity  of  the  statute,  treaty,  or  authority  was  drawn  in  question 
or  that  the  right,  title,  privilege  or  immunity  was  specially  set  up  or 


been  sufficiently  raised  where  the  de- 
fendant bank  at  every  stage  showed 
its  intention  to  fely  on.  the  federal 
banking  laws  for  immunity  and  the 
state  supreme  court  made  a  certificate 
part  of  its  record  and  judgment,  to  the 
effect  that  it  became  and  was  material 
to  determine  the  question,  and  that  the 
decision  was  against  the  bank's  claim, 
it  not  being  necessary  for  the  bank  in 
the  first  instance  to  anticipate  the  spe- 
cific and  qualified  form  in  which  the 
immunity  finally  was  denied.  Mer- 
chants' Nat.  Bank  v.  Wehrmann,  202 
U.  S.  295,  26  Sup.  Ct  613,  50  L.  ed. 
1036. 

[d]  Where  the  highest  state  court 
treated  the  question  as  properly  raised 
and  decided  it,  the  objection  that  it 
was  not  raised  is  not  open  in  the  fed- 
eral supreme  court.  Atlantic  Coast  L. 
E.  Co.  V.  Mims,  242  IT.  S.  532,  37  Sup 
Ct.  188,  61  L.  ed.  476;  Cissna  v.  Ten- 
nessee, 246  TJ.  S.  289,  38  Sup  Ct.  306, 
62  L.  ed.  720. 

49.  Yazoo  &  M.  V.  E.  Co.  v.  Adams, 
180  U.  S.  1,  14,  21  Sup.  Ct.  240,  45  L. 
ed.  395. 

[a]  It  is  expressly  required,  how- 
eyer,  that  the  validity  of  the  state 
statute  or  authority  must  have  been 
"drawn  in  question."  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Estherville,  215  U.  S.  341,  30 
Sup.  Ct.  152,  54  L.  ed.  223;  Tyler  v. 
Judges  of  Eegistration,  179  TT.  S.  405| 
408,  21  Sup.  Ct.  2'06,  45  L.  ed.  252. 
_  [b]  It  is  sufficient  (1)  if  the  ques- 
tion appears  in  the  record  in  the  state 
court  and  was  decided,  or  the  decision 
thereof  was  necessarily  involved  in  the 
case,  though  it  was  not  specially  set 
up  (Harding  v.  Illinois,  196  U.  S.  78, 
86,  25  Sup.  Ct.  176,  49  L.  ed.  394; 
Tazoo  &  M.  V.'  E.  Co.  v.  Adams,  180 
U.  S.  1,  14,  21  Sup    Ct.  240,  45  L.  ed. 


395;  Columbia  Water  Power  Co.  v. 
Columbia  Blec.  St.  E.,  L.  &  P.  Co.,  172 
TJ.  S.  475,  488, 19  Sup.  Ct.  247,  43  L.  ed. 
521),  and  (2)  though  the  record  does 
not  in  terms  declare  that  the  question 
was  raised.  Tazoo  &  M.  V.  E.  Co.  v. 
Adams,  180  TJ.  S.  1,  14,  21  Sup.  Ct. 
240,  45  L.  ed    395. 

50.  Selover,  Bates  &  Co.  v.  Walsh, 
226  TT.  S.  112,  33  Sup.  Ct.  69,  57  L.  ed. 
146;  Tyler  v.  Judges  of  Eegistration, 
179  U  S.  405,  21  Sup.  Ct.  206,  45  L.  ed. 
252;  "Levy  v.  Superior  Court,  167  TJ. 
S.  175,  17  Sup.  Ct.  769,  42  L.  ed.  126. 

[a]  It  must  affirmatively  appear, 
that  (1)  it  was  presented  for  decision. 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Estherville,  215 
U  S.  341,  30  Sup.  Ct.  152,  64  L.  ed. 
223;  Harding  v.  Illinois,  196  U.  S.  78, 
25  Sup.  Ct.  176,  49  L.  ed.  394.  (2)  It 
is  not  necessary  that  the  federal  charac- 
ter of  the  suit  appear  in  the  plaintiff's 
statement  of  his  cause  of  action,  but  it 
is  sufficient  if  it  was  properly  raised 
and  decided. against  the  contention  of 
the  party  raising  it.  Houston  &  T.  C. 
E  Co.  V.  Texas,  177  U.  S.  66,  78,  20 
Sup.  ,Ct.  545,  44  L.  ed.  673. 

[b]  There  is  no  jurisdiction  where 
the  state  court  expressly  disclaims  de- 
cision of  the  question  because  it  was 
not  presented  by  proper  proceedings. 
Harding  v.  Illinois,  196  TJ.  S.  78,  88,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  176,  49  L.  ed.  394. 

[c]  Construing  Objection. —  Where 
it  is  objected  in  a  statfe  court  that  a 
state  court  is  "unconstitutional  and 
void,"  the  state  court  may  properly 
construe  the  objection  as  raising  the 
question  whether  the  statute  contra- 
venes the  state,  and  not  the  federal, 
constituti(On.  Miller  v.  Cornwall  E. 
Co.,  168  TJ.  S.  131,  18  Sup.  Ct.  34,  42 
L.  ed.  409. 
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claimed,  as  the  case  may  be."^  A  definite  issue  as  to  the  validity  of  the 
statute  or  the  possession  of  the  federal  right  must  be  distinctly  deduc- 
ible  from  the  record,"^  but  it  is  sufficient  in  either  case  if  it  appears 
that  the  federal  question  was  expressly  decided,^'  or  that  it  must  have 


51.  Seaboard  A.  L.  Ey.  v.  Duvall, 
225  Xr.  S.  477,  32  Sup.  Ct.  790,  56  L.  ed. 
1171;  Paraiso  v  United  States,  207 
tr.  S.  368,  28  Sup.  Ct.  127,  52  L.  ed. 
249;  Hooker  v.  Los  Angeles,  188  U.  S. 
314,  23  Sup.  Ct.  395,  47  L  ed.  487; 
Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  McGrew,  188 
U.  S.  291,  307,  23  Sup.  Ct.  375,  47  L.  ed. 
480;  New  York  Cent.  &  H.  E.  Co.  v. 
New  York,  186  U.  S.  269,  22  Sup.  Ct. 
916,  46  L.  ed.  1158;  Sweringen  v  St. 
Louis,  185  IT.  S.  38,  22  Sup.  Ct.  569,  46 
L.  ed.  793;  Green  Bay  &  M.  Canal  Co. 
V.  Patten  Paper  Co.,  172  U.  S.  68,  19 
Sup.  Ct.  97,  43  L.  ed.  364;  Levy  v. 
Superior  Court,  167  IT.  S.  175,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  769,  42  L.  ed.  126;  Dibble  v.  Bel- 
lingham  Bay  Land  Co.,  163  U.  S.  63,  70, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  939,  41  L.  ed.  72;  P.  G. 
Oxley  Stave  Co.  v.  Butler  County,  166 
V.  8.  648,  17  Sup.  Ct.  709,  41  L.  ed. 
1149;  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Chi- 
cago, 164  U.  S.  454,  17  Sup.  Ct.  129, 
41  L.  ed.  5li;  Sayward  v.  Denny,  158 
U.  S.  180,  15  Sup.  Ct.  777,  39  L.  ed. 
941 ;  Powell  v.  Brunswick  County,  150 
V.  S.  433,  439,  17  Sup.  Ct.  166,  37  L.  ed. 
1134;  French  v.  Hopkins,  124  IT.  S. 
524,  8  Sup.  Ct.  589,  31  L.  ed.  536;  Max- 
well V.  Newbold,  18  How.  (XT  S.)  511, 
15  L.  ed.  506;  Crowell  v.  Eaudell,  10 
Pet.    (U.   S.)    368,  9  L.   ed.  458. 

[a]  The  face  of  the  record  must 
show  that  the  validity  of  the  law  was 
drawn  in  question  as  in  conflict  with 
the  federal  constitution,  and  that  the 
decision  of  the  state  court  was  in  favor 
of  its  validity  Miller  v.  Cornwall  E. 
Co.,  168  IT.  S.  131,  18  Sup.  Ct.  34,  42 
L.  ed.  409. 

[b]  It  is  sufacient  if  it  appears  hy 
clear  and  necessary  Intendment  that 
the  question  must  have  been  raised. 
Crowell  V.  Eandell,  10  Pet.  (IT  S.)  368, 
9  L.  ed.  458. 

52.  Capital  Nat.  Bank  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  172  U.  S.  425,  19  Sup  Ct.  202, 
43  L.  ed.  502;  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co. 
V.  Louisville,  166  U.  S.  709,  17  Sup.  Ct. 
725,  41  L.  ed.  1173;  Sayward  v.  Denny, 
158  U.  S.  180,  15  Sup.  Ct.  777,  39  L  ed. 
941;  Powell  v.  Brunswick  County,' 150 
V.  a.  433,  14  Sup.  Ct.  166,  37  L.  ed. 
1134 
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[a]  The  statute  of,  or  authority 
exercised,  under  the  United  States, 
under  which  a  title  or  right  is  claimed, 
must  be  directly  in  issue.  There  is  no 
jurisdiction  where  the  statute  is  only 
collaterally  involved  and  plaintiffs  in 
error  asserted  no  rights  based  on  it. 
Conde  v.  York,  168  U.  S.  642,  648,  18 
Sup.  Ct.  234,  42  L.  ed.  611. 

[b]  The  writ  of  error  will  be  dis- 
missed where  no  definite  issue  as  to 
the  validity  of  the  state  statute  is  dis- 
tinctly deducible  from  the  record,  and 
no  decision  in  favor  of  its  validity  ap- 
pears therefrom,  and  the  judgment 
might  have  rested  on  grounds  not  in- 
volving its  validity.  Caro  v.  David- 
son, 197  TT.  S.  197,  25  Sup.  Ct.  428,  49 
L.  ed.  723. 

[c]  Validity  of  State  Statute  Must 
Be  Attacked.  —  See  Jett  Bros.  Distill- 
ing Co.  ■».  City  of  Carrollton  (U.  S.), 
40  Sup.  Ct.  255,  and  supra,  II,  H,  4,  c, 
(II),    (G),    (2). 

53.  Atlantic  Coast  L.  E.  Co.  v. 
Mims,  242  V.  S.  532,  37  Sup.  Ct.  188, 
61  L.  ed.  476;  Cincinnati,  P.,  B.  S.  & 
P.  Packet  Co.  v.  Bay,  200  XT.  S.  179, 
26  Sup.  Ct.  208,  50  L.  ed.  428;  German 
Sav.  &  Loan  Soc.  v.  Dormitzer,  192  XT. 
S.  125,  24  Sup.  Ct.  221,  48  L.  ed.  373; 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  E.  Co.  v.  Elliott,  184 
XT.  S.  530,  534,  22  Sup.  Ct.  446,  46  L. 
ed.  673;  Tullock  v.  Mulvane,  184  U.  S. 
497,  503,  22  Sup.  Ct.  372.  46  L.  ed.  657; 
Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  McGrew,  188 
U.  S.  291,  309,  23  Sup.  Ct.  375,  47  L. 
ed.  480.  See  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  So.  E. 
Co.  V.  Starbird,  243  IT.  S.  592,  37  Sup. 
Ct.  462,  61  L.  ed.  917,  and  infra,  II,  H, 
4,  e,  (II),  (J). 

[a]  It  is  sufficient  "where  it 
clearly  and  unmistakably  appears  from 
the  opinion  of  the  state  court  under 
review  that  a  federal  question  was  as- 
sumed by  the  highest  court  of  the  state 
to  be  in  issue,  was  actually  decided 
against  the  claim,  and  the  decision  of 
the  question  was  essential  to  the  judg- 
ment rendered."  Montana  ex  rel.  Haire 
V.  Eice,  204  XT.  S.  291,  299,  27  Sup.  Ct. 
281,  51  L.  ed.  490. 
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been  directly  involved  so  that  the  state  court  could  not  have  given 
judgment  without  deciding  it.°*  While  judicial  knowledge  of  the  law, 
state  and  federal,  cannot  be  resorted  to,  to  raise  controversies  not  pre- 
sented by  the  record,""  the  supreme  court  will  take  such  knowledge  into 
consideration  in  determining  whether  a  federal  right  was  sufficiently 
presented."* 

The  petition  for  writ  of  error"  or  the  assignments  of  error"  made 
for  the  purpose  of  bringing  the  ease  to  the  United  States  supreme 
court,  and  the  arguments  of  counsel  in  the  state  court,"'  form  no  part 


54.  GUes  V.  Teasley,  193  U.  S.  146, 
160,  24  Sup.  Ct.  359,  48  L.  ed.  655; 
Dewey  v.  Des  Moines,  173  U.  S.  193, 
199,  19  Sup.  Ct.  379,  43  L.  ed.  665;  Mc- 
CuUough  V.  Virginia,  172  U.  S.  102,  116, 
19  Sup.  Ct.  134,  43  L.  ed.  382;  Green 
Bay  &  M.  Canal  Co.  v.  Patten  Paper 
Co.,  172  U.  S.  58,  19  Sup.  Ct.  97,  43 
L.  ed.  364;  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v. 
Louisville,  166  U.  S.  709,  17  Sup.  Ct. 
'/•A5,  41  L.  ed.  1173;  Sayward  v.  Denny, 
158  U.  S.  180,  15  Sup.  Ct.  777,  39  L. 
ed.  941;  Powell  v.  Brunswick  County, 
150  V.  S.  433,  14  Sup.  Ct.  166,  37  L. 
ed.  1134. 

[a]  Where  the  record  shows  that 
the  trial  court  considered  that  plain- 
tifE  was  claiming  rights  under  a  fed- 
eral statute,  and  the  state  supreme 
court  necessarily  acted  upon  that  as- 
sumption in  the  opinion  which  it  de- 
livered. Lavagnino  v.  Uhlig,  198  U.  S. 
443,  451,  25  Sup.  Ct.  716,  49  L.  ed. 
1119. 

[b]  Where  the  necessary  effect  of 
the  ruling  was  to  deny  to  the  plaintiflE 
in  error  the  protection  of  the  federal 
statute.  Lavagnino  v.  Uhlig,  198  U.  S. 
443,  451,  25  Sup.  Ct.  716,  49  L.  ed.  1119. 

Necessity  for  decision  of  federal 
question,  see  infra,  II,  H,  4,  e,  (II), 
(J)  and  (L). 

55.  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  McGrsw, 
188  U.  S.  291,  23  Sup.  Ct.  375,  47  L. 
ed.  480. 

[a]  "Eesort  cannot  be  had  to  the 
expedient  of  importing  into  the  record 
the  legislation  of  the  state  as  judi- 
cially known  to  its  courts,  and  holding 
the  validity  of  such  legislation  to  have 
been  drawn  in  question,  and  a  decision 
necessarily  rendered  thereon,  in  ar- 
riving at  conclusions  upon  matters  ac- 
tually presented  and  considered." 
Powell  V.  Brunswick  County,  150  U.  S. 
433,  14  Sup.  Ct.  366,  37  L.  ed.  1134, 
quoted   in  Louisville    S^   N.   'B,,   Co,  v. 


Louisville,  166  U.  S.  709,  715,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  725,  41  L.  ed.  1173. 

[b]  Failure  to  claim  under  a  treaty 
cannot  be  supplied  by  judicial  knowl- 
edge as  to  such  treaty.  Mutual  Life 
Ins.  Co.  V.  McGrew,  188  TJ.  S.  291,  309, 
312,  23  Sup.  Ct.  375,  47  L.  ed.  480. 

56.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  E.  Co.  v. 
Starbird,  243  U.  S.  592,  37  Sup.  Ct.  462, 
61  L.  ed.  917.  See  Jones  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Yates,  240  U.  S.  541,  36  Sup.  Ct.  429, 
60  L.  ed.  788. 

57.  Hiawassee  Eiv.  Power  Co.  v. 
Caroliua-Tennessee  Power  Co.  (U.  's.), 
40  Sup.  Ct.  330;  Appleby  v.  Buffalo, 
221  U.  S.  524,  31  Sup.  Ct.  699,  55  L. 
ed.  838;  French  v.  Taylor,  199  U.  S. 
274,  26  Sup.  Ct.  76,  50  L.  ed.  189;  Cork- 
ran  Oil  &  Devel.  Co.  v.  Arnaudet,  199 
IT.  S.  182,  193,  26  Sup.  Ct.  41,  50  L. 
ed.  143;  Sayward  v.  Denny,  158  IT.  S, 
180,  15  Sup.  Ct.  777,  39  L.  ed.  941. 

[a]  That  in  the  writ  of  error  and 
petition  for  citation  it  is  stated  that 
certain  rights  and  privileges  were 
claimed  under  the  constitution  and 
that  the  state  court  decided  against 
them,  though  the  writ  was  allowed  by 
the  chief  justice  of  the  state  court. 
Hulbert  v.  Chicago,  202  U.  S.  275,  26 
Sup.  Ct.  617,  50  L.  ed.  1026. 

58.  Cleveland  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Cleve- 
land, 235  U.  S.  50,  35  Sup.  Ct.  21,  58  L. 
ed.  127;  Appleby  v.  Buffalo,  221  IT.  S. 
524,  31  Sup.  Ct.  699,  55  L.  ed.  838; 
French  v.  Taylor,  199  V.  S.  274,  26  Sup. 
Ct.  76,  50  L.  ed.  189;  Corkran  Oil  & 
Devel  Co.  v.  Arnaudet,  199  IT.  S.  182, 
26  Sup.  Ct.  41,  50  L.  ed.  143. 

59.  Zadig  v.  Baldwin,  166  IT.  S.  485, 
17  Sup.  Ct.  639,  41  L.  ed.  1087;  Say- 
ward V.  Denny,  158  IT.  S.  180,  15  Sup. 
Ct.  777,  39  L.  ed.  941. 

[a]  That  there  is  printed  in  the 
record  a  purported  extract  from  the 
closing  brief  of  counsel  presented  to 
the  state  supreme  court  in  which  a  fed- 
eral question  is  discussed,  and   that  it 
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of  the  record,  and  cannot  be  looked  to  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
whether  jurisdiction  exists,  nor  can  the  allowance  of  the  writ  of  error 
by  the  state  supreme  court."" 

(J.)  Eedeeal  Question  Must  Have  Been  Decided.  —  It  must  affirmatively 
of,  may  not  import  a  federal  question  into  the  record  where  such  ques- 
tion does  not  otherwise  arise,*^  but  it  may  make  more  certain  and  spe- 
cific that  which  is  too  general  and  indefinite  in  the  record,**  and  serve 
to  elucidate  the  determination  whether  a  federal  question  does  exist.'' 

Opinions  of  State  Courts.  —  By  rule  of  the  supreme  court,  the  opinions 
of  the  highest  state  courts  are  made  part  of  the  record,  and  hence  may 
be  considered.** 

The  certiiicate  of  the  highest  state  court,  or  of  the  presiding  judge  there- 
appear  that  the  federal  question  was  actually  decided,'*  or  that  the 
judgment  or  decree  as  rendered  could  not  have  been  given  without  de- 


ls asseited  in  oral  argument  that  such 
question  was  presented  in  the  oral  ar- 
gument in  the  state  supreme  court  is 
insufficient.  Zadig  v.  Baldwin,  166  TJ. 
e.  485,  17  Sup.  Ct.  639,  41  L.  ed.  1087, 

60.  Hiawassee  Eiv.  Power  Co.  v, 
Carolina-Tennessee  Power  Co.  (U.  S.), 
40  Sup.  Ct.  330. 

61.  Cleveland  &  P.  -E.  Co.  v.  Cleve- 
land, 1 235  U.  S.  50,  35  Sup.  Ct.  21,  58 
L.  ed.  127;  Eector  v.  City  Deposit 
Bank,  200  U.  S.  405,  26  Sup.  Ct.  289, 
50  L.  ed.  257;  Marvin  v.  Trout,  199  IT. 
S.  212,  223,  26  Sup.  Ct.  31,  50  L.  ed. 
157. 

[a]  It  Cannot  Confer  Jurisdiction. 
Seaboard  A.  L.  Ey.  v.  Duvall,  225  U.  S. 
477,  32  Sup.  Ct.  790,  56  L.  ed.  1171; 
Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Smith,  H.  & 
Co.,  204  U.  S.  551,  27  Sup.  Ct.  401,  51 
L.  ed.  612;  Marvin  v.  Trout,  199  U.  S. 
212,  223,  26  Sup.  Ct.  31,  50  L.  ed.  157; 
Allen  V.  Arguimbau,  198  TJ.  S.  149, 
25  Sup.  Ct.  622,  49  L.  ed.  990;  Fuller- 
ton  V.  Texas,  196  U.  S.  192,  25  Sup.  Ct. 
221,  49  L.  ed.  443;  Dibble  v.  Belling- 
ham  Bay  Land  Co.,  163  U.  S.  63,  69, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  939,  41  L.  ed.  72;  Sayward 
V.  Denny,  158  U.  S.  180,  15  Sup.  Ct. 
777,  39  L.  ed.  941;  Powell  v.  Bruns- 
wick County,  150  U.  S.  433,  14  Sup.  Ct. 
166,  37  L.  ed.  1134,;  Parmalee  v.  Law- 
rence, 11  "Wall.  (U.  S.)  36,  20  L.  ed. 
48. 

62.  Seaboard  A.  L.  Ey.  ^.  Duvall, 
225  U.  S.  477,  32  Sup.  Ct.  790,  56  L. 
ed.  1171;  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v. 
Smith,  H.  &  Co.,  204  XJ.  S.  551,  27  Sup. 
Ct.  401,  51  L.  ed.  612;  Marvin  v.  Trout, 
199  U.  S.  212,  223,  26  Sup.  Ct.  31,  50 
L.  ed.  157;  Dibble  v.  Bellingham.  Bay 
Land  Co.,  163  U.  S.  63,  69,  16  Sup.  Ct. 
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939,  41  L.  ed.  72;  Parmalee  v.  Law- 
rence, 11  Wall.  (U.  S.)  36,  20  L.  ed.  48. 
[a]  If  the  decision  of  the  state  su- 
preme court  does  not  show  with  suffi- 
cient clearness  the  constitutional  ques- 
tions decided,  the  defect  may  be  cured 
by  a  certificate  from  said  court  or  its 
chief  justice.  Sperry  &  Hutchinson  Co. 
V.  City  of  Tacoma,  199  Fed.  853. 

63.  Eector  v.  City  Deposit  Bant  Co., 
200  U.  S.  405,  412,  26  Sup.  Ct.  289,  50 
L.  ed.  527. 

[a]  It  is  suf&cieut  wihere,  though 
there  ia  no  opinion,  a  certificate  of  the 
court,  made  a  part  of  the  record,  shows 
that  the  objection  that  the  contract  in 
question  was  illegal  under  a  federal 
statute  was  relied  upon  and  was  neces- 
sarily considered.  Cincinnati,  P.,  B.  S. 
&  P.  Packet  Co.  v.  Bay.  200  TJ.  S.  179, 
26  Sup.  Ct.  208,  50  L.  ed.  428. 

64.  San  Jose  Land  &  Water  Co.  v. 
San  Jose  Eanch  Co.,  189  U.  S.  177,  180, 
23  Sup.  Ct.  487,  47  L.  ed.  763;  Sayward 
V.  Denny,  158  U.  S.  180,  15  Sup.  Ct. 
777,  39  L.  ed.  941. 

[a]  The  opinion  of  the  court  may 
be  examined  to  determine  whether  the 
question  was  presented  and  decided. 
Columbia  W.  P.  Co.  v.  Columbia  Elec. 
St.  E.,  L.  &  P.  Co.,  172  TJ.  S.  475,  488, 
19  Sup.  Ct.  247,  43  L.  ed.  521;  Dibble 
V.  Bellingham  Bay  Land  Co.,  163  U.  S. 
63,  69,  16  Sup.  Ct.  939,  41  L.  ed.  72. 

65.  Seaboard  A.  L.  E.  Co.  v.  Duvall, 
225  TJ.  S.  477,  32  Sup.  Ct.  790,  56  L. 
cd.  1171;  Cincinnati,  N.  A.  &  T.  P.  E. 
Co.  V.  Slade,  216  U.  S.  78,  30  Sup.  Ct. 
230,  64  L.  ed.  390;  First  Nat  Bank  v. 
Estherville,  215  TJ.  S.  341,  30  Sup.  Ct. 
152,  54  L.  ed.  223; -Chesapeake  &  O.  E. 
Co,  V.  McDonald,  214  U.  S.  191,  29  Sup, 
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ciding  it,*'  but  the  correctness  or  incorrectness  of  the  decision  is  im- 
material."^  If  the  question  is  properly  presented  and  necessarily  con- 
trols the  determination  of  the  case,  the  jurisdiction  is  not  defeated  be- 
cause the  state  court  failed  to  expressly  pass  on  it."' 

The  supreme  court  will  not  take  jurisdiction  where  the  judgment  of 
the  state  court  rests  upon  an  independent  separate  ground  of  local  or 


Ct.  546,  53  L.  ed.  963;  Harrison  •».  Mor- 
ton, 171  U.  S.  38,  47,  18  Sup.  Ct.  742, 
43  L.  ed.  63;  Missouri  Pac.  E.  Co.  v. 
Fitzgerald,  160  U.  S.  556,  576,  16  Sup. 
Ct.  389,  40  L.  ed.  536;  California  Pow- 
der Works  V.  Davis,  151  U.  S.  389,  14 
Sup.  Ct.  350,  38  L.  ed.  206;  Eustis  v. 
Bolles,  150  U.  S.  361,  14  Sup.  Ct.  131,  37 
L.  ed.  1111;  New  Orleans  Waterworks 
Co.  v.  Louisiana  Sugar  Refining  Co., 
125  U.  S.  18,  8  Sup.  Ct.  741,  31  L.  ed. 
607;  Crowell  v.  Eandell,  10  Pet.  (U.  S.) 
368,  9  L.  ed.  468. 

66.  Seaboard  A.  L.  E.  Co.  v.  Duvall, 
225  XJ.  S.  477,  32  Sup.  Ct.  790,  56  L.  ed. 
1171;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Estherville, 
215  U.  S.  341,  30  Sup.  Ct.  152,  54  L. 
ed.  223;  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Donald, 214  TJ.  S.  191,  29  Sup.  Ct.  546, 
53  L.  ed.  963;  Western  Union  Tel.  Co. 
«.  Wilson,  213  U.  S.  52,  29  Sup.  Ct.  403, 
53  L.  ed.  693;  Harrison  v.  Morton,  171 
U.  S.  38,  47,  18  Sup.  Ct.  742,  43  L.  ed. 
63;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.  v.  Chicago, 
166  tr.  S.  226,  17  Sup.  Ct.  581,  41  L. 
ed.  979;  Fowler  v.  Lamson,  164  U.  S. 
252,  17  Sup.  Ct.  112,  41  L.  ed.  424; 
Eustis  V.  Bolles,  150  U.  S.  361,  14  Sup. 
Ct.  131,  37  L.  ed.  1111;  New  Orleans 
Waterworks  Co.  v.  Louisiana  Sugar 
Eefining  Co.,  125  U.  S.  18,  8  Sup.  Ct. 
741,  31  L.  ed.  607. 

[a]  It  is  sufiScient  if  it  appears  by- 
clear  and  necessary  intendment  that 
the  question  must  have  been  decided 
in  order  to  have  induced  the  judgment. 
New  Orleans  Waterworks  Co.  v.  Louis- 
iana Sugar  Eefining  Co.,  125  U.  S.  18, 
8  Sup.  Ct.  741,  31  L.  ed.  607;  Crowell 
V.  Eandell,  10  Pet.  (U.  S.)  368,  9  L.  ed, 
458. 

67.  Andrews  v.  Andrews,  188  IT.  S. 
14,  28,  23  Sup.  Ct.  237,  47  L.  ed.  366. 

[a]  A  motion  to  dismiss  does  not 
lie  on  the  ground  that  the  state  court 
committed  no  error  in  determining  the 
faith  and  credit  to  which  the  judg- 
ment _  of  a  sister  state  was  entitled. 
This  is  the  federal  question  in  contro- 
versy. Bates  V.  Bodie,  245  U.  S.  520, 
38  Sup.  Ct.  182,  62  L.  ed.  444. 


68.  iSt.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  E.  Co.  v. 
Starbird,  243  U.  S.  592,  37  Sup.  Ct.  462, 
61  L.  ed.  917;  Erie  E.  Co.  v.  Purdy,  185 
U.  S.  148,  154,  22  Sup.  Ct.  605,  46  L. 
ed.  847;  Des  Moines  Nav.  &  E.  Co.  v. 
Iowa  Homestead  Co.,  123  TJ.  S.  552, 
555,  8  Sup.  Ct.  217,  31  L.  ed.  202;  Chap- 
man V.  Goodnow,  123  TJ.  S.  540;  648, 
8  Sup.  Ct.  211,  31  L.  ed.  235.  See  Corn 
Products  Eef.  Co.  v.  Eddy,  249  U.  S. 
427,  39  Sup.  Ct.  325,  63  L.  ed.  689; 
Hendersonville  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.  Blue 
Bidge  Interurban  E.  Co.,  243  TJ.  S.  563, 
37  Sup.  Ct.  440,  61  L.  ed.  9O0,  dissent- 
ing opinion  of  one  of  state  judges  con- 
sidered. 

[a]  "The  failure  of  the  state  court 
to  pass  on  the  federal  right  or  immu- 
nity specially  set  up,  of  record,  is  not 
conclusive,  but  this  court  will  decide 
the  federal  question  if  the  necessary 
effect  of  the  judgment  is  to  deny  a 
federal  right  or  immunity  specially 
Get  up  or  claimed,  and  which,  if  recog- 
nized and  enforced,  would  require  a 
judgment  different  from  one  resting 
upon  some  ground  of  local  or  general 
law."  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.  v.  Peo- 
ple ex  rel.,  200  U.  S.  561,  26  Sup.  Ct. 
341,  50  L.  ed.  596. 

[b]  The  court  is  not  limited,  to  the 
mere  language  of  the  opinion,'  but  will 
consider  the  substance  and  effect  of 
the  decision.  Fisher  v.  New  Orleans, 
218  U.  S.  438,  31  Sup.  Ct.  57,  54  L.  ed. 
1099;  Louisiana  ex  rel.  Hubert  v.  New 
Orleans,  215  U.  S.  170,  175,  30  Sup.  Ct. 
40,  54  L.  ed.  144;  MeCullough  v.  Vir- 
ginia, 172  U.  S.  102,  116,  19  Sup.  Ct. 
134,  43  L.  ed.  382. 

[c]  That  the  state  court  does  not 
expressly  refer  to  a  clause  of  the  con- 
stitution does  not  deprive  the  supreme 
court  of  jurisdiction  if  its  applicability 
was  necessarily  involved  in  the  deci- 
sion. Yazoo  &  M.  "V.  E.  Co.  v.  Adams, 
180  TJ.  S.  1,  15,  21  Sup.  Ct.  240,  46  L. 
ed.  395;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.  v  Chi- 
cago, 166  U.  S.  226,  17  Sup.  Ct.  581,  41 
L.  ed.  979. 
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general  law,  broad  enough  or  sufficient  in  itself  to  cover  the  essential 
issues  and  control  the  rights  of  the  parties,^'  and  this  regardless  of 
whether  the  independent  question  was  rightly  or  wrongly  decided,'" 
provided  it  was  not  so  arbitrary  or  unfounded  as  to  be  regarded  as  a 
mere  subterfuge.'^  Thus,  the  court  will  not  take  jurisdiction  where  re- 
lief is  denied  on  grounds  wholly  independent  of  the  state  law,  whose 
constitutionality  is  in  question  in  the  case,'^  or  on  the  ground  of  laches,'^ 


69.  Ward  v.  Board  of  County 
Comrs.  (U.  S.),  40  Sup.  Ct.  419;  Hardin- 
Wyandot  Light  Co.  V.  Village  of  Upper 
Sandusky  (U.  S.),  40  Sup.  Ct.  104; 
Bilby  V.  Stewart,  246  U.  S.  255,  38  Sup. 
Ct.  264,  62  L.  ed.  701;  Municipal  Se- 
curities Corp.  V.  Kansas  City,  246  U.  S. 
63,  38  Sup.  Ct.  224,  62  L.  ed.  579;  En- 
terprise Irrig.  Dist.  v.  Farmers  Mut. 
Canal  Co.,  243  U.  S.  157,  37  Sup.  Ct. 
318,  61  L.  ed.  644;  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  & 
T.  P.  E.  Co.  V.  Slade,  216  U.  S.  78,  30 
Sup.  Ct.  230,  54  L.  ed.  390;  Kansas 
City' Star  Co.  v.  Julian,  215  V.  S.  589, 
30  Sup.  Ct.  406,  54  L.  ed.  340;  Eogers 
V.  Jones,  214  V.  S.  196,  29  Sup.  Ct. 
635,  53  L.  ed.  965;  Waters-Pierce  Oil 
Co.  V.  Texas,  211  V.  S.  112,  29  Sup.  Ct. 
227,  53  L.  ed.  430;  Waters-Pierce  Oil 
Co.  V.  Texas,  212  U.  S.  86,  29  Sup.  Ct. 
220,  53  L.  ed.  417.  Compare  American 
Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  King  Lumb.  &  Mfg.  Co., 
250  IT.  S.  2,  39  Sup.  Ct.  431,  63  L.  ed. 
810. 

[a]  In  Such  Case  the  Writ  of  Error 
Will  Be  Dismissed.  —  Bacon  v.  Texas, 
163  U.  S.  207,  -^2%  16  Sup.  Ct.  1023,  41 
L.  ed.  132;  Rutland  E.  Co.  v  Central 
Vt.  E.  Co.,  159  U.  S.  630,  16  Sup.  Ct. 
113,  40  L.  ed.  284;  Eustis  v.  Bolles, 
150  U.  S.  361,  14  Sup.  Ct.  131,  37  L. 
ed.  1111. 

[b]  If  the  decision  rests  on  a 
ground  which  does  not  necessarily  in- 
clude a  determination  of  the  federal 
right  claimed,  or  upon  a  ground  broad 
enough  to  sustain  it  without  deciding 
the  federal  question  raised.  Giles  v. 
Teasley,  193  U.  S.  146,  160,  24  Sup.  Ct, 
359,  48  L.  ed.  655. 

[c]  This  Result  Cannot  Be  Con- 
trolled in  Any  Eespect  by  the  Certifi- 
cate of  the  Trial  Judge.  —  Dibble  v. 
Bellingham  Land  Co.,  163  TJ.  S.  63,  69, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  939,  41  L.  ed.  72. 

[d]  Impairment  of  Contract  Obli- 
gations.—  See  Cross  Lake  Shooting  & 
Fishing  Club  v.  Louisiana,  224  TJ.  S. 
632,  32  Sup.  Ct.  577,  56  L.  ed.  924; 
New  Orleans  Waterworks  Co.  v.  Louis- 
iana Sugar  Refining  Co.,  125  IT.  S.  18, 
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8  Sup.  Ct.  741,  31  L.  ed.  607,  summar- 
izing the  law  on  this  question. 
/  [e]  Independent  Defense.  —  The 
rule  does  not  apply  where  the  inde- 
pendent defense  is  so  palpably  un- 
founded that  it  must  be  presumed  that 
the  state  court  overruled  it.  But  where 
a  defense  resting  on  local  statutes  is 
distinctly  made  the  supreme  court  will 
not,  in  order  to  reach  a  federal  ques- 
tion, resort  to  critical  conjecture  as  to 
the  action  of  the  court  in  its  disposi- 
tion. Johnson  v.  Eisk,  137  TJ.  S.  300, 
307,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Ill,  34  L.  ed.  683.  See 
also  German  Soc.  &  Loan  Assn.  v. 
Darmitzer,  192  U.  S.  125,  24  Sup.  Ct. 
221,  48  L.  ed.  373. 

70.  Elder  v.  Wood,  208  TJ.  S.  226, 
233,  28  Sup.  Ct.  263,  52  L.  ed.  464; 
Kliuger  v.  Missouri,  13  Wall.  (TJ.  S.) 
257,  263,  20  L.  ed.  635.  Compare  Mel- 
lon Co.  V.  McCafEerty,   239  U.  S.  134, 

36  Sup.  Ct.  94,  60  L.  ed.  181. 

71.  See  Enterprise  Irrig.  Dist.  v. 
Farmers  Mut.  Canal  Co.,  243  TJ.  S.  157, 

37  Sup.  Ct.  318,  61  L.  ed.  644,  and  in- 
fra, this  section. 

72.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  E.  Co.  v.  Fer- 
ris, 179  U.  S.  602,  605,  21  Sup.  Ct.  231, 
45  L.  ed."'337.  See  Missouri  &  K.  I.  E. 
Co.  V.  City  of  Olathe,  222  TJ.  S.  187,  32 
Sup.  Ct.  47,  56  L.  ed.  156;  New  Orleans 
Waterworks  Co.  v.  Louisiana  Sugar 
Eefining  Co.,  125  U.  S.  18,  8  Sup.  Ct. 
741,  31  L.  ed.  607. 

[a]  Law  Not  Applicable  to  Case  at 
Bar.  —  A  contention  that  a  constitu- 
tional amendment  worked  a  repeal  of 
a  statute  under  which  a  criminal  in- 
formation was  filed  against  the  defend- 
ant and  made  it  impossible  to  enforce 
the  judgment  against  him  without  de- 
priving him  of  his  property  without 
due  process  of  law  presents  no  federal 
question  where  the  state  court  ruled 
that  the  am.endment  did  not  affect 
pending  cases.  Ross  v.  Oregon,  227  TJ. 
S.  150,  33  Sup.  Ct.  220,  57  L.  ed.  458, 
Ann.  Cas.  1914C.  224. 

73.  Preston  v.  Chicago,  226  TJ.  S. 
447,   33   Sup.   Ct.   177,   57   L.   ed.   293; 
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or  estoppel/*  or  former  adjudication/^  or  because  barred  by  the  statute 
of  limitations/^  or  because  the  objector  has  not  pursued  the  proper 
state  remedy/'  or  has  not  properly  raised  the  federal  ques- 
tion/^ The  supreme  court  is  without  jurisdiction  where  the  judg- 
ment rests  upon  two  grounds,  one  involving  a  federal  question  and  the 
other  a  non-federal  question  broad  enough  to  sustain  the  decision/* 
unless  the  non-federal  ground  is  so  interwoven  with  the  other  as  not 
to  be  an  independent  matter/"  or  where  it  does  not  appear  on  which  of 
two  such  grounds  the  judgment  or  decree  is  based.*^    While  some  cases 


Pittsburgh.  &  Jj.  A.  Iron  Co.  •;;.  Cleve- 
land Iron  Min.  Co.,  178  U.  S.  270,  20 
Sup.  Ct.  931,  44  L.  ed.  1065;  Moran  v. 
Horsky,  178  U.  S.  205,  20  Sup.  Ct.  856, 
44  L.  ed.  1038;  Pierce  v.  Somerset  Ey., 
171  U.  S.  641,  19  Sup.  Ct.  64,  43  L.  ed. 
316;  MicMgan  v.  Flint  &  P.  M.  E.  Co., 
152  IT.  S.  363,  368,  14  Sup.  Ct.  586,  38 
L.  ed.  478. 

74  Enterprise  Irrig.  Dist.  v.  Farm- 
ers Mut.  Canal  Co.,  243  U.  S.  157,  37 
Sup.  Ct.  318,  61  L.  ed.  644;  Mobile,  J. 
&  K.  C.  E.  Co.  V.  Mississippi,  210  U.  S. 
187,  204,  28  Sup.  Ct.  650,  52  L.  ed. 
1016;  Leonard  v.  Vicksburg,  S  &  P.  E. 
Co.,  198  U.  S.  416,  422,  25  Sup.  Ct.  750, 
49  L.  ed.  1108;  Michigan  V.  Flint  &  P. 
M.  E.  Co.,  152  IT.  S.  363,  368,  14  Sup. 
Ct.  386,  38  L.  ed.  478,  But  see  infra, 
this  sub-section, 

75.  Northern  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  Ellis, 
144  IT.  S.  458,  12  Sup.  Ct.  724,  36  L. 
ed.  504. 

76.  Seneca  Nation  v.  Christy,  162  IT. 
S.  283,  16  Sup.  Ct,  828,  40  L,  ed.  970, 

77.  Farson,  Son  &  Co.  v.  Bird,  248 
XJ.  S.  268,  39  Sup.  Ct.  Ill,  63  L.  ed.  233, 
See  Mellon  Co.  v.  MoCafEerty,  239  U.  S. 
134,  36  Sup.  Ct.  94,  60  L.  ed.  181,  that 
bill  states  no  equity  because  resort  to 
other  remedies  not  alleged. 

78.  See  supra,  II,  H,  4,  e,  (11),  (I), 
and  Coe  v.  Armour  Fertilizer  Works, 
237  U.  S.  413,  36  Sup.  Ct,  625,  59  L.  ed, 
1027. 

79.  Petrie  v.  Nampa  &  Meridian. 
Irr.  Dist.,  248  U.  S.  154,  39  Sup.  Ct.  25, 
63  L.  ed.  178;  Enterprise  Irrig.  Dist.  v. 
Farmers  Mut.  Canal  Co.,  243  U,  S.  157, 
37  Sup.  Ct.  318,  61  L.  ed.  644;  South- 
ern Pac.  Co,  V.  Schuyler,  226  IT.  S, 
601,  33  Sup.  Ct.  277,  57  L.  ed.  662; 
Allen  V.  Arguimbeau,  198  U.  S.  149,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  622,  49  L.  ed.  990;  Capital 
Nat.  Bank  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  172  U. 
S.  425,  19  Sup.  Ct.  202,  43  L.  ed.  502; 
Beaupre  v.  Noyes,  138  IT.  S.  397,  402, 


11  Sup.  Ct,  296,  34  L,  ed.  991;  Ham- 
mond V.  Johnston,  142  IT.  S,  73,  78,  12 
Sup.  Ct.  141,  35  L.  ed.  941, 

[a]  Even  though  the  federal  ques- 
tions were  raised  and  decided  ad- 
versely to  the  plaintiff  in  error,  Gaar, 
Scott  &  Co,  c.  Shannon,  223  IT.  S.  468. 
32  Sup.  Ct.  236,  56  L".  ed.  510;  Dibble 
V.  Bellingham  Bay  Land  Co.,  163  IT.  S, 
63,  69,  16  Sup.  Ct.  939,  41  L,  ed,  72; 
Webster  v.  Luther,  163  U.  S.  325,  329, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  963,  41  L.  ed.  179;  Bacon  v. 
Texas,  163  U.  S,  207,  227,  16  Sup.  Ct. 
1023,  41  L.  ed,  132;  Eutland  E.  Co.  v. 
Central  Vt.  E.  Co.,  159  U.  S.  630,  16 
Sup.  Ct.  113,  40  L.  ed.  284;  Eustis  v. 
Bolles,  150  U,  S.  361,  366,  14  Sup,  Ct, 
131,  37  L.  ed,  1111;  Hale  v.  Aters,  133 
IT,  S,  554,  10  Sup,  Ct,  171,  33  L.  ed, 
442, 

[b]  Even  Though  the  Federal  Ques- 
tion Was  Wrongly  Decided,  —  Arkan- 
sas So,  E.  Co,  V.  German  Nat,  Bank, 
207  IT,  S,  270,  275,  28  Sup.  Ct,  78,  52 
L,  ed.  201;  Jenkins  «.  Loewenthal,  110 
U,  S,  222,  3  Sup,  Ct,  638,  28  L,  ed,  129. 

[c]  Where  state  decision  holds  the 
federal  question  embodied  in  a  cross- 
complaint  is  prematurely  asserted  and 
therefore  properly  stricken.  Petrie  v. 
Nampa  &  Meridian  Irr.  Dist.,  248  IT,  S. 
154,  39  Sup.  Ct.  25,  63  L,  ed,  178, 

80,  Enterprise  Irrig.  Co.  v.  Farmers 
Mut.  Canal  Co.,  243  U.  S.  157,  37  Sup. 
Ct,  318,  61  L,  ed.  644.  See  Atlantic 
Coast  L.  E.  Co.  •;;.  Glenn,  239  U.  S.  388, 
36  Sup.  Ct.  154,  60  L,  ed,  344, 

[a]  As  Where  Decision  Depends 
Upon  Application  of  Federal  Law  to 
Findings  of  Fact,  —  Stewart  Min.  Co. 
V.  Ontario  Min.  Co.,  237  IT,  S.  350,  35 
Sup,  Ct,  610,  59  L.  ed.  989, 

,81.  Cuyahoga  Eiv,  Power  Co,  v. 
Northern  Eealty  Co.,  244  IT.  S.  300,  37 
Sup.  Ct.  643,  61  L.  ed.  1153;  Allen  v. 
Arguimbau,  198  IT.  S.  149,  25  Sup.  Ct. 
622,  49  L,  ed.  990;  Dibble  v.  Belling- 
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in  the  supreme  court  apparently  hold  that  it  can  not  take  jurisdiction 
where  the  state  court  bases  its  decision  on  the  ground  that  the  com- 
plaining party  has  waived  or  is  estopped  to  claim  the  federal  right,^" 
later  cases  hold  that  this  is  not  the  law,  but  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
supreme  court  to  determine  for  itself  whether  there  is  any  basis  in  the 
admitted  facts,  or  in  the  evidence,  when  the  facts  are  in  dispute,  for 
a  finding  that  the  federal  right  has  been  waived."  And  the  right  of 
review  by  the  United  States  supreme  court  cannot  be  defeated  by  put- 
ting forward  plainly  untenable  non-federal  grounds  in  support  of  the 
state  court  decision  f*  this  involves  a  question ,  upon  which  the  de- 
feated party  is  entitled  to  the  opinion  of  the  federal  court.^* 

(K.)  Decision  foe  oe  Against. —  To  authorize  review  upon  writ  of  er- 
ror the  decision  must  have  been  against  the  federal  right  claimed.^' 
Thus,  the  decision  must  have  been  against  the  validity  of  the  treaty  or 
statute  of,  or  the  authority  exercised,  under  the  United  States,  th§ 


ham  Bay  Land  Co.,  163  TT.  S.  63,  69,  16 
Sup.  Ct.  939,  41  L.  ed.  72;  Klinger  v. 
Missouri,  13  Wall.  (TJ.  S.)  257,  263,  20 
L.  ed.  635.  See  infra,  11,  H,  4,  e,  (II), 
(L). 

[a]  As  Where  the  court  refused  to 
allow_  the  filing  of  a  plea  setting  up  a 
constitutional  question,  and  such  re- 
fusal might  have  been  on  grounds  not 
involving  any  federal  question.  West- 
ern Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Wilson,  213  IT.  S. 
62,  29  Sup.  Ct.  403,  53  L.  ed.  693. 

82.  Mobile,  J.  &  E.  C.  E.  Co.  v. 
Mississippi,  210  U.  S.  187,  204,  28  Sup. 
Ct.  650,  52  L.  ed.  1016:  Hale  v.  Lewis, 
181  IT.  S.  473,  21  Sup.  Ct.  677,  45  L. 
e^.  959;  Eustis  v.  BoUes,  150  U.  S.  361, 
14  Sup.  Ct.  131,  37  L.  ed.  1111;  Clay  «. 
Smith,  3  Pet.  (U.  S.)  411,  7  L.  ed.  723. 
See  Harding  v.  Illinois,  1B6  TJ.  S.  78, 
88,  25  Sup.  Ct.  176,  49  L.  ed.  394. 

[a]_  "A  person  may  by  his  acts  or 
omission  to  act  waive  a  right  which  he 
might  otherwise  have  under  the  con- 
stitution of  the  United  States  as  well 
as  under  a  statute,  and  the  question 
whether  he  has  or  has  not  lost  such 
right  by  his  failure  to  act  or  by  his 
action,  is  not  a  federal  one."  Pierce 
V.  Somerset  By.,  171  U.  S.  641,  19  Sup. 
Ct.  64,  43  L.  ed.  316,  quoted  with  ap- 
proval in  Leonard  v.  Victsburg,  S.  & 
P.  E.  Co.,  198  U.  S.  416,  422,  25  Sup. 
Ct.  750,  49  L.  ed.  1108.  To  the  same 
effect,  Eustis  v.  Bolles,  150  U.  S.  361, 
14  Sup.  Ct.  131,  37  L.  ed.  1111. 

83.  Union  Pae.  E.  Co.  v.  Public 
Service  Comsn.,  248  U.  S.  67,  39  Sup. 
Ct.  24,  63  L.  ed.  131. 

84.,  Ward  v.  Board  of  County 
Comrs.  (U.  S.),  40  Sup.  Ct.  419;  Enter- 
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prise  Irrig.  Dist.  v.  Farmers'  Mut. 
Canal  Co.,  243  U.  S.  157,  37  Sup.  Ct. 
318,  61  L.  ed.  644;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q. 
E.  Co.  V.  People,  ex  rel.,  200  U.  S.  561, 
26  Sup.  Ct.  341,  50  L.  ed.  596;  Gaar, 
Scott  &  Co.  V.  Shannon,  223  U.  S.  468, 
32  Sup.  Ct.  236,  66  L.  ed.  510;  West 
Chicago  St.  E.  Co.  v.  People,  201  U.  S. 
506,  26  Sup.  Ct.  518,  50  L.  ed.  845; 
Terre  Haute  &  I.  E.  Co.  v.  Indiana  ex 
rel.  Ketcham,  194  U.  S.  679,  589,  24 
Sup.  Ct.  767,  48  L.  ed.  1124. 

[a]  Where  the  decision  denies  a 
federal  right  specially  set  up  and 
claimed,  it  is  immaterial  that  the  court 
reached  its  decision  by  an  application 
of  common-law  principles.  Ferris  v, 
Frohman,  223  U.  S.  424,  431,  32  Sup. 
Ct.  263,  56  L.  ed.  492. 

85.  Ward  v.  Board  of  Countv 
Comrs.  (U.  S.),  40  Sup.  Ct.  419. 

[a]  "It  therefore  is  within  our 
province  to  inquire  not  only  whether 
the  (federal)  right  was  denied  in  ex- 
press terms,  but  also  whether  it  was 
denied  in  substance  and  effect,  as  by 
putting  forward  non-federal  grounds 
of  decision  that  were  without  any  fair 
or  substantial  support. ' '  Ward  «.  Board 
of  County  Comrs.  (U.  S.),  4'0  Sup.  Ct. 
419. 

86.  Leathe  «.  Thomas,  207  U.  S.  93, 
98,  28  Sup.  Ct.  30,  52  L.  ed.  118;  Iowa 
V.  Eood,  187  U.  S.  87,  94,  23  Sup.  Ct. 
49,  47  L.  ed.  86;  Harrison  v.  Morton, 
171  U.  S.  38,  47,  18  Sup.  Ct.  742,  43  L. 
ed.  63;  Fowler  v.  Lamson,  164  U.  S. 
252,  17  Sup.  Ct.  112,  41  L.  ed.  424. 

Correctness  of  decision  immaterial, 
see  swgra,  II,  H,  4,  c,  (II),  (J). 
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validity  of  which  is  questioned,*'  or  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  the 
statute  of,  or  the  authority  exercised  under,  the  state,  which  is  claimed 
to  be  repugnant  to  the  federal  constitution,  treaties,  or  statutes.** 

Under  the  law  as  it  existed  previous  to  1916,  authorizing  a  writ  of 
error  where  any  title,  right,  privilege,  or  immumty  was  claimed  under 
the  federal  constitution,  treaties,  statutes,  etc.,"  the  decision  must 
have  been  against  the  title,  right,  privilege  or  immunity.'" 

But  under  the  amendment  of  1916,  the  supreme  court  may  require  to 
be  certified  to  it  for  review,  decisions  which  are  in  favor  of  the  validity 
of  a  treaty  or  statute  of  or  authority  exercised  under  the  United 
States,  or  agmnst  the  validity  of  a  statute  of  or  authority  exercised 
under  a  state,  or  for  or  against  the  federal  title,  right,  privilege  or 
immunity.** 

(L.)  Decision  or  Pedekal  Question  Must  Be  Neoessaky  to  Determination 
OT  Case.  —  It  must  affirmatively  appear  that  the  decision  of  the  federal 


87.  Abbott  V.  Taeoma  Bank  of  Com- 
merce, 175  U.  S.  409,  412,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
153,  44  L.  ed.  217;  Baltimore  &  P.  R. 
Co.  V.  Hopkins,  130  U.  S.  210,  9  Sup. 
Ct.  503,  32  L.  ed.  908. 

[a]  There  is  no  jurisdiction  where 
the  decision  sustains  tie  validity  of 
the  federal  statute  or  authority.  Baker 
V.  Baldwin,  187  IT.  S.  61,  23  Sup.  Ct.  19, 
47  L.  ed.   75;      Bartlett  v.  Lockwood, 

160  U.  S.  357,  368,  16  Sup.  Ct.  334,  40 
L.  ed.  455. 

[b]  Must  have  been  a  decision  as  to 
the  validity  rather  than  mere  construc- 
tion or  application  of  the  statute  or 
treaty.  See  Erie  E.  Co.  v.  Hamilton, 
248  IT.  S.  369,  39  Sup.  Ct.  95,  63  L.  ed. 
307,  and  supra,  II,  H,  4,  c,  (II),  (G), 
(1)  and  (2). 

88.  Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Tennessee, 

161  U.  S.  134,  143,  16  Sup.  Ct.  456,  40 
Ii.  ed.  645;  Powell  v.  Brunswick 
County,  150  IT.  S.  433,  14  Sup.  Ct.  166, 
37  L.  ed.  1134;  Hartman  v.  Greenhow, 
102  U.  S.  672,  26  L.  ed.  271. 

[a]  The  court  is  not  limited,  to  the 
mere  lansuage  of  the  opinion,  but  will 
examine  the' substance  and  effect  of  the 
decision.  Fisher  v.  New  Orleans,  218 
TJ.  S.  438,  31  Sup.  Ct.  57,  54  L.  ed. 
1099;  Louisiana  ex  rel.  Hubert  v. 
New  Orleans,  215  IT.  S.  170, 175,  30  Sup. 
Ct.  40,  54  L.  ed.  144;  McCullough  v. 
Virginia,  172  IT.  S.  102,  116,  19  Sup.  Ct. 
134,  43  L.  ed.  382. 

89.  See  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231, 
§  237,  36  St.  at  L.  1156. 

90.  Western  TTnion  Tel.  Co,  v.  Wil- 
son, 213  U.  S.  62,  29  Sup.  Ct.  403,  53 
L.  ed.  693;  Montana  ex  rel.  Haire  v. 
Eice,  204  IT.  S.  291,  297,  27  Sup.   Ct. 


281,  51  L.  ed.  490;  Corkran  Oil  &  Be- 
vel. Co.  V.  Arnaudet,  199  IT.  S.  182,  193, 
26  Sup.  Ct.  41,  50  L.  ed.  143;  Giles  v. 
Teasley,  193  IT.  S.  146,  160,  24  Sup.  Ct. 
359,  48  L.  ed.  655;  Kizer  v.  Texafkana, 
&  r.  S.  E.  Co.,  179  U.  S.  199,  21  Sup. 
Ct.  WO,  45  L.  ed.  152;  Jersey  City  & 
B.  E.  Co.  V.  Morgan,  160  IT.  S.  288,  16 
Sup.  Ct.  276,  40  L.  ed.  430;  Say  ward  v. 
Denny,  158  IT.  S.  180,  15  Sup.  Ct.  777, 
39  L.  ed.  941. 

[a]  "The  record  of  the  state  court 
must  disclose  that  the  right  so  set  up 
and  claimed  was  expressly  denied,  or 
that  such  was  the  necessary  effect,  in 
law,  of  the  judgment."  Appleby  v. 
Buffalo,  221  IT.  S.  524,  31  Sup.  Ct.  699, 
55  L.  ed.  838,  quoted  with  approval  in 
Seaboard  A.  L.  Ey.  v.  Duvall,  225  U. 
S.  477,  32  Sup.  Ct.  790,  66  L.  ed.  1171. 
To  the  same  effect,  Dewey  v.  Des 
Moines,  173  IT.  S.  193,  199,  19  Sup.  Ct. 
379,  43  L.  ed.  665;  Green  Bay  &  M. 
Canal  v.  Patten  Paper  Co.,  172  IT.  S. 
58,  19  Sup.  Ct.  97,  43  L.  ed.  364;  Eoby 
V.  Colehour,  146  U,  S.  153,  13  Sup.  Ct. 
47,  36  L.  ed.  922. 

[b]  Where  the  decision  was  in 
f  aror  of  the  right  claimed  by  the  plain- 
tiff, defendant  had  no  right  to  a  writ 
of  error.  De  Lamar's  Nev.  G.  Min. 
Co.  V.  Nesbitt,  177  IT.  S.  523,  528,  20 
Sup.  Ct.  715,  44  L.  ed.  872;  Missouri 
V.  Andriano,  138  U.  S.  496,  11  Sup.  Ct. 
385,  34  L.  ed.  1012. 

91.  See  Jud.  Code.  §  237,  as  amended 
by  Act  Sept.  6,  1916,  c.  448,  §2,  39 
St.  at  L.  726,  Comp.  St.  1916,  §  1214, 
and  also  supra,  II,  H,  4,  c,  (II),  (G), 
(1)  to  (3). 
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question  was  necessary  to  the  determination  of  the  cause,"  or  was  in 
fact  made  the  ground  of  the  judgment  or  decree."  "Where  the  decision 
rests  upon  two  grounds  one  federal  and  the  other  non-federal,  there  is 
ordinarily  no  jurisdiction.'* 

(M.)  Determination  AND  Scope  or  Heview.  —  The  determination  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  supreme  court  devolves  upon  that  court  itself,  and 
it  will  determine  for  itself  whether  a  federal  question  is  involved.'^ 
Generally  speaking,  only  the  federal  questions  presented  will  be  con- 
sidered.*'   Independent  questions  of  local  law  will  not  be  reviewed.*' 


92.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Estherville, 
215  U.  S.  341,  30  Sup.  Ct.  152,  54  L.  ed. 
223;  Eogers  v.  Jones,  214  U.  S.  196, 
29  Sup.  Ct.  483,  53  L.  ed.  965;  Bonner 
V.  Gorman,  213  U.  S.  86,  29  Sup.  Ct. 
426,  53  L.  ed.  709;  Mammoth  Min.  Co. 
V.  Grand  Cent.  Min.  Co.,  213  U.  S.  72, 
29  Sup.  Ct.  413,  53  L.  ed.  702;  Arkan- 
sas Southern  K.  Co.  v.  German  Nat. 
Bank,  207  U.  S.  270,  275,  28  Sup.  Ct. 
78,  52  L.  ed.  201;  Harrison  -t;.  Morton, 
171  IT.  S.  38,  47,  18  Sup.  Ct.  742,  43 
L.  ed.  63;  Fowler  v.  Lamson,  164  TJ.  S. 
252,  17  Sup.  Ct.  112,  41  L.  ed.  424; 
Missouri  Pae.  R.  Co.  v.  Fitzgerald,  160 
U.  S.  556,  576,  16  Sup.  Ct.  389,  40  L.  ed. 
536;  California  Powder  Works  v. 
Davis,  151  U.  S.  389,  14  Sup.  Ct.  350, 
38  L.  ed.  206;  Eustis  v.  Bolles,  150 
TT.  S.  361,  14  Sup.  Ct.  131,  37  L.  ed. 
1111;  New  Orleans  Waterworks  Co.  v. 
Louisiana  Sugar  Refining  Co.,  125  U. 
S.  18,  8  Sup.  Ct.  741,  31  L.  ed.  607. 
See  Dickinson,  u.  Stiles,  246  IT.  S.  631, 
38  Sup.  Ct.  415,  62  L.  ed.  908,  Ann. 
Cas.  191 8B,  501,  and  supra,  II,  H,  4,  e, 
(II),  (J). 

93.  Bonner  v.  Gorman,  213  U.  S.  86, 
29  Sup.  Ct.  426,  53  L.  ed.  709;  Arkan- 
sas Southern  E.  Co.  v.  German  Nat. 
Bank,  207  U.  S.  270,  275,  28  Sup.  Ct. 
78,  52  L.  ed.  201. 

94.  See  supra,  II,  H,  4,  c,  (II),  (J). 

95.  Vandalia  R.  Co.  v.  Indiana,  207 
V.  S.  359,  367,  28  Sup.  Ct.  130,  52  L.  ed. 
246. 

fa]  "The  fact  that  the  state  court, 
whilst  deciding  the  federal  question, 
erroneously  held  that  it  was  not  a  fed- 
eral one,  does  not  take  the  case  out  of 
the  rule  that  where  a  federal  question 
has  been  decided  below,  jurisdiction 
exists  to  review."  Missouri,  K.  &  T. 
R.  Co.  V.  Elliott,  184  IT.  S.  530,  534,  22 
Sup.   Ct.  446,  46  L.  ed.   673. 

96.  Cincinnati,  C.  &  E.  E.  Co.  v. 
Com.  (U.  S.),  40  Sup.  Ct.  381;  Schneid- 
er Granite  Co.  v.  Gast  Realty  &  Inv. 
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Co.,  245  U.  S.  288,  38  Sup.  Ct.  125,  62 
L.  ed.  292;  Franklin  v.  South  Caro- 
lina, 218  TT.  S.  161,  30  Sup.  Ct.  640,  54 
L.  ed.  980;  Leathe  v.  Thomas,  207  XT. 
S.  93,  28  Sup.  Ct.  30,  52  L.  ed.  118; 
Sauer  v.  City  of  New  York,  206  TT.  S. 
536,  27  Sup.  Ct.  686,  51  L.  ed.  1176; 
Campbell  v.  California,  200  TT.  S.  87, 
26  Sup.  Ct.  182,  60  L.  ed.  382. 

[a]  "We  can  only  look  beyond  the 
federal  question  when  that  has  been 
decided  erroneously,  and  then  only 
to  see  whether  there  are  any  other 
matters  or  issues  adjudged  by  the  state 
court  sufficiently  broad  to  maintain  the 
judgment,  notwithstanding  the  error  in 
the  decision  of  the  federal  question." 
McLaughlin  v.  Fowler,  154  IT.  S.  663, 
14  Sup.  Ct.  1192,  26  L.  ed.  176. 

97.  Crane  v.  Campbell,  245  IT.  S. 
304,  38  Sup.  Ct.  98,  62  L.  ed.  304  (con- 
stitutionality of  state  law  under  state 
constitution) ;  Schneider  Granite  Co.  v. 
Gast  Realty  and  Inv.  Co.,  245  TT.  S. 
288,  38  Sup.  Ct.  125,  62  L.  ed.  292,  dis- 
tinguishing in  this  respect  the  case 
where  the  judgments  of  federal  courts 
are  being  reviewed — as  to  which  see 
supra,  II,  H,  4,  b,  (I),  (D),  (4);  Kryger 
V.  Wilson,  242  U.  S.  171,  37  Sup.  Ct.  34, 
61  L.  ed.  229;  O'Neill  v.  Learner,  239 
U.  S.  244,  36  Sup.  Ct.  54,  60  L.  ed. 
249;  See  Egan  v.  McDonald,  246  IT.  S. 
227,  38  Sup.  Ct.  223,  62  L.  ed.  680; 
People  ex  rel.  New  York  &  Queens 
Gas  Co.  V.  McCall,  245  TT.  S.  345,  38 
Sup.  Ct.  122,  62  L.  ed.  337. 

[a]  Examples  of  local  questions: 
(1)  The  rights  and  relations  of  the 
parties  arising  out  of  the  charter  of  a 
savings  bank  and  its  contracts  of  de- 
posit. Providence  Institution  v.  Mal- 
one,  221  U.  S.  660,  31  Sup.  Ct.  661,  55 
L.  ed.  899.  (2)  The  nature  and  char- 
acter of  the  right  of  the  wife  in  the 
community  property  for  the  purposes 
of  taxation.  Moffitt  v.  Kelly,  218  TT.  S. 
400,  31  Sup.  Ct.  79,  54  L.  ed.  1086,  30 
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The  rule  is  not  absolute,  however,  and  the  court  may  inquire  whether, 
by  some  intervening  event,  those  questions  have  ceased  to  be  material 
to  the  right  disposition  of  the  case,  and  may  dispose  of  it  in  the  light 
of  that  event.*'  Matters  of  mere  procedure  though  arising  in  the  en- 
forcement of  rights  under  federal  statutes  are  ordinarily  for  the  final 
determination  of  the  state  court."  But  in  so  far  as  the  judgment  of 
the  state  court  upon  the  federal  question  necessarily  involves  the  de- 
cision of  a  question  of  law,  such  decision  must  be  reviewed  whether  it 
depends  upon  the  constitution,  laws,  or  treaties  of  the  United  States, 


L.  ■&.  A.  (N.  S.)  1179.  (3)  That  a  con- 
spiracy to  defraud  is  a  common  law 
ofEense  cognizable  in  the  state  courts. 
Howard  v.  Fleming,  191  XT.  S.  126,  135, 
24  Sup.  Ct.  49,  48  L.  ed.  121.  (4)  A 
ruling  as  to  the  suflS.ciency  of  evidence 
in  a  common-law  action.  Brinkmeier 
V.  Missouri  P.  K.  Co.,  224  U.  S.  268, 
32  Sup.  Ct.  412,  56  L.  ed.  758. 

[b]  Proper  Construction  of  State 
Constitution  and  Laws.  —  Ohio  ex  rel. 
Davis  V.  Hilderbrandt,  241  U.  S.  565,  36 
Sup.  Ct.  708,  60  L.  ed.  1172  (referen- 
dum) ;  Bi-Metallic  Inv.  Co.  v.  State 
Board,  239  U.  S.  441,  36  Sup.  Ct.  141, 
60  L.  ed.  372.  See  Hadacheck  v.  Sebas- 
tian, 239  XT.  S.  394,  36  Sup.  Ct.  143,  60 
L.  ed.  348,  Ann.  Cas.  1917B,  927,  char- 
ter powers  of  city  and  constitutionality 
of  ordinance. 

[c]  Consistency  or  inconsistency  of 
state  decisions  is  a  matter  with  which 
the  supreme  court  has  nothing  to  do. 
Fidelity  &  C.  T.  Co.  v.  Louisville,  245 
V.  S.  54,  38  Sup.  Ct  40,  62  L.  ed.  145. 

[d]  Whether  judicial  notice  of 
navigability  of  stream  should  be  taken. 
Wear  v.  Kansas  ex  rel.  Brewster,  245 
U.  S.  154,  38  Sup.  Ct.  55,  62  L.  ed.  214, 
Ann:  Cas.  1918B,  586. 

98.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Subsequent  State  Decision. 
Where  the  highest  state  court  to  which 
a  case  can  be  carried  because  of  the 
amount  involved  upholds  a  statute 
claimed  to  be  invalid  under  the  federal 
constitution,  and  after  the  ease  has 
been  taken  to  the  federal  supreme 
court  the  highest  state  court  holds  the 
statute  invalid  under  the  state  consti- 
tution, the  supreme  court  will  reverse 
the  judgment  and  remand  the  case  for 
further  proceedings.  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F. 
E.  Co.  V.  Dennis,  224  U.  S.  503,  32  Sup. 
Ct.  542,  56  L.   ed.   860. 

99.  Lee  v.  Central  of  Ga.  R.  Co. 
(U.  S.),  40  Sup.  Ct.  254  (joinder  of 
master  and  fellow-servant  in  one  count 


on  federal  employers'  liability  act); 
Chicago  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Cherry,  244 
U.  S.  25,  37  Sup.  Ct.  492,  61  L.  ed.  966; 
Southern  E.  Co.  v.  Lloyd,  239  U.  S. 
496,  36  Sup.  Ct.  210,  60  L.  ed.  402; 
Central  Vermont  E.  Co.  v.  White,  238 
U.  S.  607,  35  Sup.  Ct.  865,  59  L.  ed. 
1433,  Ann.  Cas.  1916B,  252;  Long  Is- 
land Water  Supply  Co.  v.  Brooklyn,  166 
U.  S.  685,  17  Sup.  Ct.  718,  41  L.  ed. 
1165.  See  Chicago  E.  I.  &  P.  E.  Co.  v. 
Whiteaker,  239  U.  S.  421,  36  Sup.  Ct. 
152,  60  L.  ed.  360. 

[a]  "It  is  only  when  matters  nom- 
inally of  procedure  are  actually  mat- 
ters of  substance  which  affect  a  fed- 
eral right,  that  the  decision  of  the 
state  court  therein  becomes  subject  to 
review  by  this  court."  Lee  v.  Central 
of  Ga.  E.  Co.  (U.  S.),  40  Sup.  Ct.  254. 

[b]  Ezcessiveness  of  damages  al- 
lowed by  jury,  even  in  a  case  based  on 
a  federal  statute  such  as  the  employ- 
ers' liability  act,  is  for  the  state  court 
to  determine,  unless  dependent  upon 
federal  law.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  c. 
Holloway,  246  U.  S.  525,  38  Sup.  Ct. 
379.  62  L.  ed.  867. 

[c]  Sufa.ciency  of  evidence  to  go  to 
jury  in  an  action  on  federal  employers' 
liability  act — state  court's  ruling  will 
not  be  disturbed  unless  clear  and  pal- 
pable error  is  shown.  Baltimore  &  O. 
R.  Co.  V.  Whitacre,  242  TJ.  S.  169,  37 
Sup.  Ct.  33,  61  L.  ed.  228.  See  also 
Seaboard  Air  Line  E.  Co.  v.  Lorick, 
243  U.  S.  572,  37  Sup.  Ct.  440,  61  L.  ed. 
907;  Erie  E.  Co.  v.  Welsh,  242  TJ.  S 
303,  37  Sup.  Ct.  116,  61  L.  ed.  319. 

[d]  Amendment  to  Claim  Benefit  of 
Federal  Law.  —  (1)  The  allowance  of 
an  amendment  to  state  facts  bringing 
the  claim  under  the  federal  employ- 
ers' liability  act,  presents  no  federal 
question  (Kansas  City  W.  E.  Co.  v. 
McAdow,  240  U.  S.  51,  36  Sup  Ct. 
252,  60  L.  ed.  520),  unless  (2)  it  in- 
volves  a   disregard   of    the    period    of 
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or  upon  the  local  law,  or  upon  principles  of  general  jurisprudence.* 
The  parties  are  confined  to  the  federal  questions  raised  in  the  state 
court,''  but  not  to  the  arguments  made  in  that  court  upon  the  federal 
questions  there  discussed.'  And  the  supreme  court  will  consider  and 
pass  on  all  the  federal  controversies  in  the  case  regardless  of  the  fact 
that,  under  the  state  law,  some  of  them  have  been  concluded  during  the 
progress  of  the  case  and  before  the  rendition  of  a  final  judgment  sus- 
ceptible of  review  by  it.* 
As  a  rule,  the  supreme  court  will  accept  as  conclusive'  the  findings  of 


limitations  prescribed  in  such  act.  Sea- 
board Air  Line  E.  Co.  v.  Eenn,  241  U. 
S.  290,  36  Sup.  Ct.  567,  60  L.  ed.  1006. 
(3)  The  same  is  true  as  to  the  refusal 
to  allow  an  amendment  to  the  petition 
in  an  action  for  personal  injuries  so  as 
to  set  up  a  cause  of  action  under  the 
federal  safety  appliance  act.  Brink- 
meier  v.  Missouri  P.  E.  Co.,  224  U.  S. 
268,  32  Sup.  Ct.  412,  56  L.  ed.  758. 
See  also  Nevada-California-Oregon  E. 
Co.  t).,Burrus,  244  U.  S.  103,  37  Sup. 
Ct.  576,  61  L.  ed.  1019. 

[e]  A  decision  that  the  burden  of 
proof  was  on  plaintiff  to  show  that  a 
tax  was  invalid.  Security  Trust  & 
Safety  Vault  Co.  v.  Lexington,  203  V. 
S.  323,  334,  27  Sup.  Ct.  87,  51  L.  ed. 
204. 

[f)  Whether  action  in  ejectment 
is  the  proper  remedy  to  secure  the 
relief  sought.  Scranton  v.  Wheeler, 
179  IT.  S.  141,  21  Sup.  Ct.  48,  45  L.  ed. 
126. 

1.  Stanley  v.  Schwalby,  162  IT.  S. 
255,  16  Sup.  Ct.  754,  40  L.  ed.  960. 

[al  In  passing  upon  the  alleged  un- 
constitutionality of  a  state  law  the 
supreme  court  accepts  the  meaning 
thereof  as  construed  by  the  highest 
court  of  the  state.  Farncomb  r.  City 
and  County  of  Denver  (U.  S.),  40  Sup. 
Ct.  271.  See  Mackay  Tel.  &  Cable  Co. 
V.  Little  Eoek,  254  TJ.  S.  94,  39  Sup. 
Ct.  428,  63  L.  ed.  863.  But  see  Corn 
Products  Eef.  Co.  v.  Eddy,  249  U.  S. 
427,  39  Sup.  Ct.  325,  63  L.  ed.  689. 

[b]  Where  an  impairment  of  the 
obligation  of  contract  is  claimed,  the 
supreme  court  must  determine  for  it- 
self whether  there  is  a  contract  and 
what  its  obligation  is  as  well  as  wheth- 
er the  obligation  has  been  impaired. 
Milwaukee  Elec.  E.  &  L.  Co.  v.  State 
of  Wisconsin  (U.  S.),  40  Sup.  Ct.  306. 
See  supra,  II,  H,  4,  c,   (II),  (G),  (2). 

2.  Selover,  Bates  &  Co.  v.  Walsh, 
226  U.  S.  112,  33  Sup.  Ct,  69,  57  L.  ed. 
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146;  Southwestern  Oil  Co.  V.  Texas, 
217  U.  8.  114,  30  Sup.  Ct.  496,  54  L.  ed. 
688;  Thompson  v.  Darden,  198  U.  S. 
310,  25  Sup.  Ct.  660,  49  L.  ed.  1064; 
Dewey  v.  Des  Moines,  173  U.  S.  193,  19 
Sup.  Ct.  379,  43  L.  ed.  665.  See  supra, 
II,  H,  4,  c,  (II),  (I),  (2). 

3.  Dewey  v.  Des  Moines,  173  TJ.  S. 
193,  19  Sup.  Ct.  379,  43  L.  ed.  665. 

4.  Louisiana  Nav.  Co.  v.  Oyster 
Com.,  226  U.  S.  99,  33  Sup.  Ct.  78,  57 
L.  ed.  138.  See  also  Bruce  -c.  Tobin, 
245  U.  S.  18,  38  Sup.  Ct.  7,  62  L.  ed. 
123. 

[a]  Though  a  decision  of  the  state 
supreme  court  has  become  the  law  of 
the  case,  conclusive  in  subsequent  trial 
and  appellate  proceedings  in  the  state 
courts,  the  federal  supreme  court  is 
not  bound  by  it  in  proceedings  review- 
ing the  final  action  of  the  state  courts. 
State  of  Washington,  ex  rel..  Grays 
Harbor  Log.  Co.  v.  Coats-Fordney  Log. 
Co.,  243  U.  S.  251,  37  Sup.  Ct.  295,  61 
L.  ed.  702. 

5.  Pure  Oil  Co.  v.  Minnesota),  248 
U.  S.  158,  39  Sup.  Ct.  35,  63  L.  ed. 
180;  Southern  E.  Co.  v.  Puckett,  244 
U.  S.  571,  37  Sup.  Ct.  703,  61  L.  ed. 
1321,  Ann.  Cas.  191 83,  69;  Stewart 
Min.  Co.  V.  Ontario  Min.  Co.,  237  U.  S. 
350,  35  Sup.  Ct.  610,  59  L.  ed.  989; 
King  V.  West  Virginia,  216  U.  S.  92,  30 
Sup.  Ct.  225,  64  L.  ed.  396;  Mammoth 
Min.  Co.  V.  Grand  Cent.  Min.  Co.,  213 
V.  S.  72,  29  Sup.  Ct.  413,  53^  L.  ed.  702; 
Waters-Pierce  Oil  Co.  v.  Texas,  212  U. 
S.  86,  97,  29  Sup.  Ct.  220,  53  L.  ed.  417; 
Clipper  Min.  Co.  v.  Eli  Min.  &  L.  Co., 
194  U.  S.  220,  24  Sup.  Ct.  632,  48  L.  ed. 
944;  Thayer  v.  Spratt,  189  U.  S.  346, 
23  Sup.  Ct.  576,  47  L.  ed.  845;  Gardner 
V.  Bonesteel,  180  U.  S.  362,  21  Sup.  Ct. 
399,  45  L.  ed.  574;  Lloyd  v.  Matthews, 
155  U.  S.  222,  227,  15  Sup.  Ct.  70,  39 
L.  ed.  128;  Dower  v.  Eichards,  151  U. 
S.  658,  14  Sup.  Ct.  452,  38  L.  ed.  305. 

[a]    Will  not  go  behind  the  findings 
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the  state  court  en  questions  of  fact,  both  in  actions  at  law^  and  in 
Buits  in  chancery.''  Bnt  where  the  federal  right  is  denied  by  a  finding 
of  fact  which  it  is  contended  is  without  any  evidence  to  support  it,  the 
resulting  question  of  law  is  open  for  decision  if  the  evidence  is  in  the 
record ;  *  and  where  a  conclusion  of  law  and  finding  of  fact  are  so 
intermingled  as  to  make  it  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  passing  on  the 
federal  question,  to  analyze  and  dissect  the  facts,  the  power  to  do  so 
exists  as  a  necessary  incident  to  a  decision  upon  the  claim  of  denial  of 
a  federal  right." 

1.  Jurisdiction  of  the  Circuit  Courts  of  Appeals.  —  1.  General 
Statement.  —  The  circuit  courts  of  appeals  are  statutory  courts,^" 
They  are  only  courts  of  appeal,  and  have  no  original  jurisdiction.'^^ 
Generally  the  trial  court  will  not  decide  whether  the  court  of  appeals 
has  jurisdiction  of  a  particular  case,  but  will  leave  it  to  that  court  to 
determine  the  question.^^ 

2.  To  Review  JudgTments  and  Decrees  of  District  Courts.  —  The 
judicial  code  provides  that  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  shall  have  juris- 
diction to  review  by  appeal  or  writ  of  error  final  decisions  in  the  district 
courts,  including  those  of  Hawaii  and  Porto  Eico,  in  all  eases  other 
than  those  in  which  appeals  and  writs  of  error  may  be  taken  direct  to 


of  fact  by  the  state  court  even  if  it 
has  power  to  do  so.  Marshall  Dental 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Iowa,  226  U.  8.  460,  33  Sup. 
Ct.  168,  57  L.  ed.  300. 

6.  Israel  v.  Arthur,  152  TJ.  S.  355, 
14  Sup.  Ct.  585,  38  L.  ed.  474. 

7.  Egan  v.  Hart,  165  TJ.  S.  188,  17 
Sup.  Ct.  300,  41  L.  ed.  680. 

8.  Union  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Huxoll,  245 
IT.  S.  535,  38  Sup.  Ct.  187^  62  L.  ed. 
455;  Jones  Nat.  Bank  v.  Tates,  24'0' 
V.  S.  541,  36  Sup.  Ct,  429,  60  L.  ed. 
788;  Interstate  Amusement  Co.  v.  Al- 
bert, 239  IT.  S.  560,  36  Sup.  Ct.  168, 
60  L.  ed.  439;  Northern  Pac.  E.  Co.  v. 
North  Dakota,  236  TJ.  S.  585,  35  Sup. 
Ct.  429,  59  L.  ed.  735,  Ann.  Cas.  1916A 
1,  L.  E.  A.  1917r,  1148;  Creswill  v. 
Grand  Lodge  K.  of  P.,  225  TJ.  S.  246,  32 
Sup.  Ct.  822,  56  L.  ed.  1074.  See  Gillis 
V.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  E.  Co.,  249 
TJ.  S.  515,  39  Sup.  Ct.  355,  63  L.  ed. 
738;  King  v.  Putnam  In  v.  Co.,  248  U. 
S.  23,  39  Sup.  Ct.  15,  63  L.  ed.  102. 

[a]  "But  the  question  arises  wheth- 
er the  basis  of  fact  upon  which  the 
state  court  rested  its  decision  denying 
the  asserted  federal  rights  has  any 
support  in  the  record;  for,  if  not,  it  is 
our  duty  to  review  and  correct  the  er- 
ror," Postal  Tel.  &  Cable  Co.  v.  New- 
port, 247  U.  S.  464,  38  Sup,  Ct.  566,  62 
L.  ed.  1215. 

[b]  Where  the  state  court  holds 
tbat  there  has  "b&en  a  waiver  pf  the 


federal  right,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
supreme  court  "to  examine  for  itself 
whether  there  is  any  basis  in  the  ad- 
mitted facts,  or  in  the  evidence  when 
the  facts  are  in  dispute,  for  a  finding 
that  the  federal  right  has  been 
waived."  Union  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  Public 
Service  Comsn.,  248  U.  S.  67,  39  Sup. 
Ct.  24,  63  L.  ed.  131. 

9.  Norfolk  &  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Conley, 
236  U.  S.  605,  35  Sup.  Ct.  437,  59  L.  ed, 
745;  Southern  Pac.  Co.  v.  Schuyler, 
227  U.  S,  601,  33  Sup,  Ct,  277,  57  L.  ed, 
662,  43  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  901;  Creswill 
V.  Grand  Lodge  K,  of  P.,  225  U.  S. 
24'6,  32  Sup.  Ct.  822,  56  L,  ed.  1074. 

[a]  Whether  foreign  corporation 
was  doing  bu'siness  within  the  state 
and  therefore  subject  to  privilege  tax. 
Provident  Sav.  Life  Assur,  Soc.  v. 
Kentucky,  239  U.  S.  103,  36  Sup.  Ct. 
34,  60  L.  ed.  167, 

10.  Whitney  v.  Dick,  202  U.  S.  132, 
137,  26  Sup.  Ct.  684,  50  L.  ed.  963. 

11.  See   case  cited  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  They  are  not  authorized  to  is- 
sue original  and  independent  writs .  of 
habeas  corpus,  —  Whitney  v.  Dick,  202 
U.  S.  132,  137,  26  Sup,  Ct.  584,  50  L.  ed. 
963. 

12.  In  re  Kyle,  185  Fed,  219,  will 
not  refuse  to  allow  an  appeal  on  the 
ground  that  the  court  of  appeals  has 
no  jurisdiction. 
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the  supreme  court,^^  unless  otherwise  provided  by  law.^*  There  is  no 
pecuniary  limit  upon  the  appellate  jurisdiction  in  such  cases.^'  They 
have  no  jurisdiction  to  review  the  judgments  or  decrees  of  state 
courts/"  or  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  accused  in  a  criminal 
ease  at  the  instance  of  the  government." 

Final  Decisions. — The  appellate  jurisdiction  of  the  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals extends  only  to  final  decisions.^* 

Ancillary  Juiisdiction. —  They  have  jurisdiction  of  proceedings  which 
are  incidental  or  ancillary  to  the  jurisdiction  conferred  upon  them.^* 


13.  Act  March  3,  1911,  e.  231,  §  128, 
36  St.  at  L.  1133  (as  amended  by  Act 
Jan.  28,  1915,  c.  22,  §  2,  38  St.  at  L. 
803),  Comp.  St.  1916,  §  1120.  See  also 
United  States  v.  American  Bell  Tel. 
Co.,  159  V.  S.  548,  16  Sup.  Ct.  69,  40 
L.  ed.  255. 

[a]  They  have  jurisdiction  where 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  district  court 
depends  on  diverse  citizenship.  Amer- 
ican Sugar  Eefining  Co.  v.  New  Orleans, 
181  U.  S.  277,  21  Sup.  Ct.  646,  45  L.  ed. 
859;  American  Const.  Co.  v.  Jackson- 
ville T.  &  K.  "W.  E.  Co.,  148  U.  S. 
372,  383,  13  Sup.  Ct.  158,  37  L.  ed. 
486. 

[b]  They  have  jurisdiction  to  re- 
view final  orders  in  contempt  proceed- 
ings. Matter  of  Christensen  Engr. 
Co..  194  U.  S.  458,  24  Sup.  Ct.  729,  48 
L.  ed.  1072;  Bessette  v.  W.  B.  Conkey 
Co.,  194  U.  S.  324,  24  Sup.  Ct.  665,  48 
L.  ed.  997. 

[c]  Naturalization  proceedings  un- 
der the  federal  statute  are  not  "cases" 
within  the  meaning  of  this  provision. 
United  States  V.  Dolla,  177  Fed.  101, 
100  C.  C.  A.  521. 

Cases  in  which  appeal  may  he  direct 
to  supreme  court,  see   supra,  II,  H,  4,  b. 

14.  See  acts  cited  in  preceding  note, 
[a]     This  proTision  refers  (1)   only 

to  provisions  of  the  slame  act,  or  of 
contemporaneous  or  subsequent  acts, 
and  does  not  include  provisions  of  ear- 
lier statutes.  The  Paquete  Habana, 
175  U.  S.  677,  683,  20  Sup.  Ct.  290,  44 
L.  ed.  320;  American  Const.  Co.  v. 
Jacksonville  T.  &  K.  W.  E.  Co.,  148 
U.  S.  372,  383,  13  Sup.  Ct.  158,  37  L.  ed. 
486.  (2)  It  refers  to  existing  provi- 
sions, and  does  not  merely  conffer  a 
futile  permission  to  future  legislatures 
to  make  a  change.  It  does  not  save 
every  existing  provision,  but  does  save 
some.  United  States  v.  Dalcour,  203 
U.  S.  408,  421,  27  Sup.  Ct.  58,  51  L.  ed. 
248.     (3)     It  does  save  an  appeal  by 
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the  United  States  under  Act  June  22, 
1860,  c.  188,  §  11,  12  St.  at  L.  85,  87, 
from  an  adverse  decision  of  the  dis- 
trict court  in  a  suit  under  that  act  in- 
volving title  to  land  in  Florida  under 
a  land  grant,  said  act  requiring  an  ap- 
peal to  the  supreme  court  in  such  case. 
United  States  v.  Dalcour,  203  U.  S. 
408,  421,  27  Sup.  Ct.  58,  51  L.  ed.  248. 
[b]  Injunction  ot  Receivership. 
Interlocutory  orders  or  decrees  of  the 
district  court  granting,  continuing,  re- 
fusing, dissolving,  or  refusing  to  dis- 
solve, an  injunction,  or  appointing  a 
receiver,  may  be  appealed  to  the  cir- 
cuit court  of  appeals  notwithstanding 
a  direct  appeal  to  the  supreme  court 
might  be  taken  from  the  final  decree 
in  such  cases.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231, 
i  129,  36  St.  at  L.  1134,  Comp.  St.  1916, 
§1121,  see  annotations  under  this  sec- 
tion and  supplements. 

15.  Kirby  v.  American  Soda  Foun- 
tain Co.,  194  U,  S.  141,  24  Sup.  Ct.  619, 
48  L.  ed.  911. 

16.  Terry  v.  Davy,  107  Fed.  50,  46 
C.  C.  A.  141. 

17.  United  States  v.  Dickinson,  213 
U.  S.  92,  99,  29  Sup.  Ct.  485,  53  L.  ed. 
711;  United  States  v.  Sanges,  144  U. 
S.  310,  323,  12  Sup.  Ct.  609,  36  L.  ed. 
445. 

18.  Doyle  v.  London  Guar.  &  Ace. 
Co.,  204  U.  S.  599,  27  Sup.  Ct.  313,  51 
L.  ed.  641;  Sheppy  v.  Stevens,  119 
C.  C.  A.  330,  200  Fed.  946. 

[a]  "Final  decisions"  as  used  in 
this  act  "mean  the  same  thing  as 
'final  judgments  and  decrees'  as  used 
in  former  acts  regulating  appellate 
jurisdiction."  In  re  Tiffany  (U.  S.), 
40  Sup.  Ct.  239. 

19.  United  States  v.  Mayer,  235 
U.  S.  55,  35  Sup.  Ct.  16,  59  L.  ed.  129. 
And  see  supra,  II,  A,  4, 


UNITED  STATES  COURTS 


423 


Jurisdiction  as  between  the  circuit  courts  of  appeals  and  the  supreme  court 
generally,''"  and  particularly  where  the  jurisdiction  of  the  district 
court  is  in  issue,^^  or  where  federal  questions  are  involved  which  would 
warrant  a  direct  review  hy  the  supreme  court,^^  or  in  actions  upon 
claims  against  the  United  States,^'  has  been  treated  in  previous  sections. 

3.  To  Review  Judgments  of  Courts  of  Hawaii  and  Porto  Rico. 
The  circuit  courts  of  appeals  have  jurisdiction  to  review  the  judgments 
and  decrees  of  the  United  States  district  courts  for  Hawaii  and  for 
Porto  Kico  in  the  same  cases  as  they  are  authorized  to  review  the  judg- 
ments and  decrees  of  other  federal  district  courts.^*  And  writs  of 
error  and  appeals  may  be  taken  and  prosecuted  in  the  circuit  courts 
of  appeals  from  final  judgments  and  decrees  of  the  supreme  courts 
respectively  of  Hawaii  and  Porto  Rico,  wherein  the  amount  involved, 
exclusive  of  costs,  to  be  ascertained  by  oath  of  either  party  or  of  other 
competent  witnesses,  exceeds  the  value  of  $5,000.^' 

4.  To  Review  Decisions  of  District  Court  for  Alaska.  —  The  judi- 
cial code  provides  that  writs  of  error  and  appeals  shall  lie  from  the 
district  court  for  Alaska  or  any  division  thereof,  to  the  circuit  court  of 
appeals  for  the  ninth  circuit  in  all  cases  other  than  those  in  which  a 
writ  of  error,  or  appeal  will  lie  direct  to  the  supreme  court,  in  which 
the  amount  involved  or  the  value  of  the  subject  matter  in  controversy 
shall  exceed  five  hundred  dollars,^'  and  in  all  criminal  cases.^'  The 
review  provided  for  in  such  cases  is  final  except  as  to  questions  which 
are  certified  to  the  supreme  court.^' 

5.  Writs  of  Error  and  Appeals  From  United  States  Court  for 
China.  —  The  judicial  code  provides  that  the  circuit  court  of  appeals 
for  the  ninth  circuit  is  empowered  to  hear  and  determine  writs  of 


(2). 

22, 
(2.) 

23. 

24, 


20.  See  supra,  II,  H,  4,  b,  (I),  (A). 

21.  See  supra,  II,  H,  4,  b,  (I),  (B), 


See  supra,  It,  H,  4,  b,  (I),  (D), 


See  supra,  U,  H,  i,  b,  (I),  (G). 
Act  Jan.  28,  1915,  c.  22,  §  2,  38 
St.  at  L.  803,  Comp.  St.  1916,  §  1120; 
Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §128,  36  St.  at 
L.  1133  (Hawaii).  Similar  jurisdic- 
tion in  the  case  of  Hawaii  was  con- 
ferred on  the  circuit  court  of  appeals 
for  the  ninth  circuit  by  Act  April  30, 
1900,  e.  339,  §  86,  31  St.  at  L.  158,  as 
amended  by  Act  Mar.  3,  1909,  e.  269, 
§  1,  35  St.  at  L.  838.  See  supra,  II,  I, 
2. 

25.  Act  Jan.  28,  1915,  c.  22,  §  2,  38 
St.  a.t  li.  804,  Comp.  St.  1916,  §  1126a. 
See  Inter-Island  Steam  Nav.  Co.  v. 
Ward,  242  U.  S.  1,  37  Sup.  Ct.  1,  61  L. 
ed.  113. 

[a]  Pormerly  this  jurisdiction  was 
exercised  by  the  United  States  supreme 
court.     See  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231, 


§§244,  246,  36  St.  at  L.  1157,  1158;  Cot 
ton  17.  Territory  of  Hawaii,  211  IT.  S, 
162,  29  Sup.  Ct.  85,  53  L.  ed.  131;  Gar- 
rozi  V.  Dastas,  204  U.  S.  64,  27  Sup, 
Ct.  224,  51  L.  ed.  369;  Eoyal  Ins.  Co, 
V.  Martin,  192  U.  S.  149,  24  Sup.  Ct 
247,  48  L.  ed.  385. 

[b]  It  is  the  amount  of  the  judg- 
ment that  furnishes  the  test  of  juris 
diction,  and  there  is  none  where  the 
judgment  is  for  $5000  and  costs, 
though  the  judgment  carries  interest 
Ortega  v.  I/ara,  202  TJ.  S.  339,  26  Sup, 
Ct.  707,  50  L.  ed.  1055.  Determination 
of  amount  or  value  generally,  see 
supra,  II,  e,  3,  and  the  title  "Juris- 
diction." 

26.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  e.  231,  §  134, 
36  St.  at  L.  1134,  Comp.  St.  1916, 
§1125;  See  Mitchell  v.  Porter,  194 
Fed.  49,  114  C.  C.  A.  69. 

27.  See  act  cited  in  preceding  note, 

28.  Alaska  Pac.  Fisheries  v.  Alaska, 
249  U.  S.  53,  39  Sup.  Ct.  208,  63  L.  ed. 
474.    See  supra,  II,  H,  4,  b,  (VI). 
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error  and  appeals  from  the  United  States  court  for  China  as  provided 
in  the  act  creating  the  latter  court.^' 

6.  Coiirts  of  West  Indian  Islands.  —  Jurisdiction  to  review  the 
action  of  courts  of  the  West  Indian  island  possessions  of  the  United 
States  is  vested  in  the  circuit  court  of  appeals.'" 

7.  To  Review  Judgments  of  District  Court  of  Canal  Zone.  —  The 
circuit  court  of  appeals  of  the  fifth  circuit  has  jurisdiction  to  review  the 
judgments  and  decrees  of  the  district  court  of  the  canal  zone,^^  and  such 
appellate  jurisdiction,  subject  to  the  right  of  review  by  the  supreme 
court  as  in  other  cases  authorized  by  law,^*  may  be  exercised  in  the 
same  manner,  under  the  same  regulations,  and  by  the  same  procedure 
as  nearly  as  practicable  as  is  done  in  reviewing  the  final  judgments  and 
decrees  of  the  district  courts  of  the  United  States.^^ 

8.  In  Bankruptcy  Proceedings.  —  The  judicial  code  provides  that 
the  circuit  courts  of  appeals  shall  have  the  appellate  and  supervisory 
jurisdiction  conferred  upon  them  by  the  bankrupt  act  and  acts  amend- 
atory thereof,  and  that  they  shall  exercise  the  same  in  the  manner 
therein  prescribed.^* 

9.  Power  To  Issue  Writs.  —  The  judicial  code  provides  that  the 
circuit  courts  of  appeals  shall  have  power  to  issue  all  writs  not  speci- 
fically provided  for  by  statute,  which  may  be  necessary  for  the  exercise 
of  their  jurisdiction,  and  agreeable  to  the  usages  and  principles  of 


29.  Act  March.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §  131, 
36  St.  at  L.  1134,  Comp.  St.  1916, 
§  1123.  See  Price  v.  United  States,  95 
C.  C.  A.  257,  169  Fed.  791. 

30.  Glen  i>.  Jorgensen  (C.  0.  A.), 
265  Fed.  120;  Act  Mar.  3,  1917,  §2, 
Comp.  St.,  supp.  1919,   §  3924%!). 

[a]  Method  of  Review.  —  While  the 
act  of  congress  refers  to  "writs  of  er- 
ror" and  "appeals,"  it  is  not  to  be 
presumed  that  congress  intended  to 
change  the  mode  of  procedure  prevail- 
ing in  the  Danish  courts  which  rec- 
ognize no  destinction  between  law  and 
equity  and  contemplates  a  review  de 
novo.  Hence  an  appeal  is  appropriate 
even  in  a  law  case.  Glen  v.  Jorgen- 
sen (C.  C.  A.),  265  Fed.  120. 

31.  "Jurisdiction  to  review,  revise, 
modify,  reverse,  or  affirm"  such  judg- 
ments and  decrees,  "and  to  render 
such  judgments  as  in  the  opinion"  of 
the  appellate  court  "should  have  been 
rendered  by  the  trial  court  in  all  ac- 
tions and  proceedings  in  which  the 
constitution,  or  any  statute,  treaty, 
title,  right,  or  privilege  of  the  United 
States  is  involved  and  a  right  there- 
under denied,  and  in  cases  in  which 
the  value  in  controversy  exceeds  one 
thousand  dollars,  to  be  ascertained  by 
the  oath  of  either  party,  or  by  other 
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competent  evidence,  and  also  in  crim- 
inal causes  wherein  the  offense  charged 
is  punishable  as  a  felony."  Act  Aug. 
24,  1912,  c.  390,  37  St.  at  L.'565,  Gomp. 
St.  1916,   §10045. 

[a]  Axaount  in  Controversy.  —  See 
Pacific  Mail  S.  S.  Co.  v.  Beneby,  250 
Fed.  444,  162  G.  G.  A.  514;  Pacific 
Mail  S.  S.  Go.  v.  Balderach,  229  Fed. 
562,  144  C.  G.  A.  22,  and  supra,  II,  E, 
3,i. 

[b]  Criminal  Cases.  —  See  Smith  v. 
Goverment  of  Canal  Zone,  239  Fed. 
133,  152  C.  G.  A.  175,  where  accused 
was  not  entitled  to  jury  trial. 

32.  See  supra,  II,  H,  4,  b,  (VII). 

33.  Act  Aug.  24,  1912.  c.  390,  §9, 
37  St.  at  .h.  565,  Comp.  St.  1916, 
§  10045. 

[a]  Mode  of  Review.  —  Law  cases 
•by  writ  of  error  and  equity  cases  by 
appeal.  Panama  R.  Go,  v.  Beckford, 
231  Fed.  436,  145  C.  C.  A.  430. 

34.  Act  March  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §  130, 
36  St.  at  L.  1134,  Comp.  St.  1916,  §  1122. 

The' jurisdiction  of  the  circuit  courts 
of  appeals  in  bankruptcy  proceedings 
is  prescribed  by  §§  24,  25,  of  the  bank- 
rupt act.  Act  July  1,  1898,  0.  541,  30 
St.  at  L.  544.  For  full  discussion  of 
this  subject  see  the  title  /  "Bank- 
ruptcy." 
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law.'*  Their  jurisdiction  to  issue  writs  of  prohibition  and  mandamus 
is  wholly  auxilliary  and  rests  upon  the  necessity  for  the  protection  of 
their  appellate  jurisdiction.'* 

J.  Jurisdiction  of  the  District  Courts.  —  1.  General  Principles. 
The  jurisdiction  of  the  district  courts  is  prescribed  by  statute,^''  and 
extends  only  to  the  classes  of  cases  enumerated  in  the  statutes  confer- 
ring it.'' 

Territorial  Jurisdiction. —  As  a  general  rule,  jurisdiction  is  co-extens-^ 
ive  with  the  district,'*  and  no  mere  midtiplication  of  places  at  which 
courts  are  to  be  held  within  the  district,*"  or  creation  of  divisions 
thereof,*^  nullifies  it.  The  place  of  trial  has  no  necessary  connection 
with  the  matter  of  territorial  jurisdiction.*^  The  code  specifically  pre- 
scribes in  what  division  suits  of  various  kinds  must  be  brought  when  a 
district  contains  more  than  one  division.*' 

The  term  "suits"  as  used  in  the  various  provisions  conferring  juris- 
diction on  the  district  courts  includes  any  proceeding  in  a  court  of 
justice  by  which  an  individual  pursues  a  remedy  which  the  law  af- 
fords.**   The  name  given  to  a  proceeding  by  a  state  statute,  or  provis- 


35.  Act  March  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §  262, 
36  St.  at  L.  1162,  Comp.  St.  1916, 
§  1239. 

[a]  Certiorari.  —  They  may  issue 
certiorari  where  necessary  for  the 
complete  exercise  of  their  appellate 
jurisdiction,  as  to  bring  up  portions  of 
a  record  not  originally  returned  to  it, 
but  not  otherwise.  Whitney  v.  Dick, 
202  V.  S.  132,  138,  26  Sup.  Ct.  584,  50 
L.  ed.  963.  See  In  re  Cogan,  228  Fed, 
192,  142  C.  0.  A.  548;     The  Margaret 

B.  Roper,  106  Fed.  740,  45  C.  C.  A. 
577;  Travis  County  v.  King  Iron 
Bridge    &   Mfg.    Co.,   92   Ted.    690,   34 

C.  C.  A.  620,  and  the  title  "Certiorari." 

[b]  Habeas  Corpus.  —  See  Whitney 
V.  Dick,  202  U.  S.  132,  26  Sup.  Ct.  584, 
50  L.  ed.  963;  In  re  Boles,  48  Ted.  75, 
1  C.  C.  A.  48,  outside  circuit. 

Mandamus. — See  19  Standard  Peoc. 
241. 

[c]  Supersedeas.  —  In  re  McKenzie, 
180  U.  S.  536,  21  Sup.  Ct.  468,  45  L.  ed. 
657;  New  England  E.  Co.  v.  Hyde,  101 
Fed.  397,  41  C.  C.  A.  404. 

36.  Hammond  Lumber  Co.  v.  United 
States  Dist.  Court,  240  Fed.  924,  153 
C.  C.  A.  610. 

[a]  Habeas  Corpus.  —  "They  are 
not  authorized  to  issue  original  and 
independent  writs  of  habeas  corpus," 
since  their  .iuriadiction  is  appellate 
nnlv.  Whitney  v.  Dick,  202  U.  S.  132, 
26  Sup.  Ct.  584,  50  L.  ed.  963.  See  the 
title  "Habeas  Corpus." 

37.  See  supra,  II,  A,  1. 


38.  Herrmann  v.  Edwards,  238  U.  S. 
107,  35  Sup.  Ct.  839,  59  L.  ed.  1224. 
See  infra,  this  section. 

39.  Matheson  v.  United  States,  227 
U.  S.  540,  33  Sup.  Ct.  355,  57  L.  ed. 
631;  Barrett  v.  United  States,  169  U. 
S.  218,  18  Sup.  Ct.  327,  42  L.  ed.  723; 
Rosenorans  v.  United  States,  165  U.  S. 
257,  17  Sup.  Ct.  302,  41  L.  ed.  708. 

[a]  Except  where  the  congress  has 
expressly  extended  it,  see  Primes 
Chemical  Co.  v.  Fulton  Steel  Corpora- 
tion, 254  Fed.  454;  Rakauskas  v.  Erie 
R.  Co.,  237  Fed.  495. 

District  in  which  suit  must  be 
brought,  see  infra,  III. 

Territorial  jurisdiction  of  courts  gen- 
erally, see  the  title  "Jurisdiction." 

40.  Matheson  v.  United  States,  227 
U.  S.  540,  33  Sup.  Ct.  355,  57  L.  ed. 
631.  See  Rosenorans  v.  United  States, 
165  U.  S.  257,  17  Sup.  Ct.  302,  41  L.  ed. 
708. 

41.  Matheson  v.  United  States,  227 
U.  S.  540,  33  Sup.  Ct.  355,  57  L.  ed. 
631;  Rosenorans  v.  United  States,  165 
U.  S.  257,  17  Sup.  Ct.  302,  41  L.  ed.  708. 

42.  Rosenorans  v.  United  States,  165 
U.  S.  257,  17  Sup.  Ct.  302,  41  L.  ed. 
708. 

,  4S.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  e.  231,  §  53,  36 
St.  at  L.  1101,  Comp.  St.  1916,  see. 
1035.     See  infra,  III,  M. 

44.  Thompson  v.  Nichols,  264  Fed. 
973.  Compare  supra,  I,  B,  2,  and  see 
generally  the  title  "Suits  and  Ac» 
tions." 
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ions  therein  as  to  the  trial  thereof,  are  not  binding  on  the  federal 
courts."  The  substance  rather  than  the  form  will  control  in  determin- 
ing whether  a  controversy  is  a  suit.*' 

A  proceeding  carried  on  by  or  before  executive  or  administrative  officers 
in  the  exercise  of  their  proper  functions  is  not  a  suit*'  within  the  mean- 


[a]  "The  phrase  'suits  at  common 
law  and  in  ecLuity'  embraces  not  only 
ordinary  actions  and  suits,  but  includes 
all  the  proceedings  carried  on  in  the 
ordinary  law  and  equity  tribunals,  as 
distinguished  from,  proceedings  in 
military,  admiralty,  and  ecclesiastical 
courts.  It  is  a  very  comprehensive 
term,  and  is  understood  to  apply  to  any 
proceeding  in  a  court  of  justice  by 
which  an  individual  pursues  a  remedy 
which  the  law  affords.  Modes  of  pro- 
ceeding may  vary,  but  as  it  affects  the 
right  of  removal  any  civil  proceeding 
in  a  state  tribunal  in  which  a  judgment 
or  decree  is  sought  as  to  the  rights  of 
the  parties  and  presented  by  theplead- 
ings  for  judicial  determination  is  an 
action  or  suit  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute,  regardless  of  the  forum  or 
tribunal  before,  which  the  matter  is 
pending. "  In  re  Silvies  Eiver,  199  Fed. 
495,  501. 

[b]  The  term  "suit"  is  a  very  com- 
prehensive one,  and  is  understood  to 
apply  to  any  proceeding  in  a  court  of 
justice,  by  which  an  individual  pur- 
sues that  remedy  in  a  court  of  justice 
which  the  law  affords  him.  The  modes 
of  proceeding  may  be  various,  but  if  a 
right  is  litigated  between  the  parties 
in  a  court  of  justice,  the  proceeding  by 
which  the  decision  of  a  court  is  sought 
is  a  suit. ' '  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  in 
Weston  V.  City  Council  of  Charleston, 
2  Pet.  (U.  S.)  449,  464,  7  L.  ed.  481. 
This  case  related  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  supreme  court  to  review  a  judg- 
ment of  a  state  court,  but  the  above 
definition  was  quoted  in  Waha-Lewis- 
ton  L.  &  W.  Co.  V.  Lewiston  Sweet- 
water Irr.  Co.,  158  Fed.  137,  140,  and 
In  re  The  Jarnecke  Ditch,  69  Fed.  161, 
166,  which  were  cases  involving  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  circuit  court  on  re- 
moval. 

[c]  A  condemnation  proceeding  re- 
quired by  the  state  statute  to  be 
brought  in  the  county  court  is  a 
"suit"  or  "controversy."  Madison- 
ville  Traction  Co.  v.  St.  Bernard  Min. 
Co.,  196  U.  S.  239,  25  Sup.  Ct.  251,  49 
L.  ed.  462. 
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[d]  A  proceeding  by  "executory 
process"  in  Louisiana  (1)  is  a  suit 
within  the  meaning  of  the  removal  act. 
"W.  Gc.  Coyle  &  Co.  v.  Stern,  193  Fed. 
582,  113  C.  C.  A.  450.  (2)  It  is  a  civil 
suit  inter  partes.  Fleitas  v.  Eichard- 
son,  147  U.  S.  538,  544,  13  Sup.  Ct. 
429,  37  L.  ed.  272. 

To  what  extent  probate  proceedings 
are  suits  of  a  civil  nature  at  common 
law  or  in  equity  see  swpra,  II,  D,  1. 

45.  See  infra,  this  note, 

[a]  "The  legislature  of  a  state 
cannot,  by  making  special  provisions 
for  the  trial  of  particular  contro- 
versies, nor  by  declaring  such  contro- 
versies to  be  special  proceedings  and 
not-  civil  suits  at  law  or  in  equity,  de- 
prive the  federal  courts  of  jurisdiction 
nor  prevent  a  removal.  *  *  *  Neither 
the  legislature  nor  the  courts  of  a 
state  have  the  power,  by  giving  new 
names  to  legal  proceedings,  to  change 
their  essential  character."  In  re  Jar- 
necke Ditch,  69  Fed.  161. 

46.  In  re  Jarnecke  Ditch,  69  Fed. 
161. 

47.  In  re  Silvies  Eiver,  199  Fed. 
495,  501. 

[a]  Proceedings  before  a  state  eng- 
ineer for  the  cancellation  of  a  permit 
to  divert  water  from  a  stream.  Waha- 
Lewiston  L.  &  W.  Co.  v.  Lewiston- 
Sweetwater  Irr.  Co.,  158  Fed.  137. 

[b]  Preliminary  proceedings  before 
the  state  board  of  control  in  proceed- 
ings under  the  Oregon  statute  to  de- 
termine the  relative  rights  of  claim- 
ants to  the  waters  of  a  river.  In  re 
Silvies  Eiver,  199  Fed.  495,  501. 

[c]  Proceedings  in  the  county  court 
of  a  state  on  appeal  from  an  assess- 
ment of  taxes,  where,  (1)  under  the 
state  law,  such  court  in  such  proceed- 
ings is  not  a  judicial  body,  invested 
with  judicial  functions,  but  is  the  exe- 
cutive or  administrative  board  of  the 
county  charged  with  the  management 
of  its  financial  and  executive  affairs. 
Upshur  County  v.  Eich,  135  TJ.  S.  467, 
477,  10  Sup.  Ct.  651,  34  L.  ed.  196.  (2) 
In  Upshtir  County  v,  Eich,  135  U,  S. 
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ing  of  such  provisions,  though  it  may  become  so  -when  removed  to  a  court 
by  appeal  or  otherwise.*' 

To  constitute  a  controversy  it  is  not  essential  that  the  defendant  con- 
trovert or  dispute  the  plaintiff's  claim,  but  it  is  sufScient  that  he  does 
not  satisfy  it.*' 

status  When  Jurisdiction  Is  Invoked  Controls.  —  The  suit  or  action  must 
be  one  of  which  the  court  can  take  jurisdiction  at  the  time  its  juris- 
diction is  invoked.*"  If  jurisdiction  does  not  then  exist,  the  lack  there- 
of cannot  be  supplied  by  anything  developed  during  the  course  of  the 
proceedings,*^  or  by  anything  set  up  by  way  of  defense." 

The  case  made  hy  the  plaintiff  in  his  statement  of  his  claim  determines 
the  character  of  the  cause  of  action,"  and  the  ground  on  which  juris- 
diction is  based."    The  right  to  take  jurisdiction  must  appear  in  the 


467,  477,  10  Sup.  Ct.  651,  34  L.  ed.  196, 
the  court,  after  reviewing  numerous 
authorities,  says:  "The  principle  to  be 
deduced  from  these  cases  is,  that  a 
proceeding,  not  in  a  court  of  justice, 
but  carried  on  by  executive  officers  in 
the  exercise  of  their  proper  functions, 
as  in  the  valuation  of  property  for  the 
just  distribution  of  taxes  or  assess- 
ments, is  purely  administrative  in  its 
character,  and  cannot,  in  any  just 
sense,  be  called  a  suit;  and  that  an  ap- 
peal in  such  a  case,  to  a  board  of  as- 
sessors or  commissioners,  having  no 
judicial  powers,  and  only  authorized 
to  determine  questions  ,of  quantity, 
proportion  and  value,  is  not  a  suit; 
but  that  such  an  appeal  may  become 
a  suit,  if  made  to  a  court  or  tribunal 
having  power  to  determine  questions 
of  law  and  fact,  either  with  or  with- 
out a  jury,  and  there  are  parties  lit- 
igant to  contest  the  case  on  the  one 
side  and  the  other."  Quoted  in  Waha- 
Lewiston  L.  &  W.  Co.  v.  Lewiston- 
Sweetwater  Irr.  Co.,  158  Fed.  137,  140; 
In  re  Jarnecke  Ditch,  69  Fed.  161. 

48.  TJpshure  County  v.  Eich,  135  U. 
S.  467,  477,  10  Sup.  Ct.  651,  34  L.  ed. 
196;  Waha-Lewiston  L.  &  W.  Co.  v. 
Lewiston-Sweetwater  Irr.  Co.,  158  Fed. 
137;  In  re  Jarnecke  Ditch,  69  Fed. 
161. 

[a]  "On  appeal  to  a  court  having 
power  to  determine  questions  of  law 
and  fact  either  with  or  without  a 
jury,  and  where  there  are  parties  lit- 
igant to  contest  the  case  on  one  side  or 
the  other."  In  re  Silvies  River,  199 
Fed.  495,  501. 

49.  In  re  Metropolitan  Ey.  Eeceiver- 
ship,  2'08  U.  S.  90,  28'  Sup.  Ct.  219,  52 
L.  ed.  403. 


Compare  supra,  I,  B,  2;  and  II,  B, 
3,  e. 

50.  Florida  C.  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Bell, 
176  U.  S.  321,  327,  20  Sup.  Ct.  399,  44 
L.  ed.  486;  Pope  v.  Louisville,  N.  A. 
&  C.  E.  Co.,  173  U.  S.  573,  19  Sup.  Ct. 
600,  43  L.  ed.  814;  Third  St.  &  S.  E. 
Co.  K.  Lewis,  173  U.  S.  457,  19  Sup.  Ct. 
451,  43  L.  ed.  766. 

Jurisdiction  controlled  by  condi- 
tions at  beginning  of  suit,  see  supra^ 
II,  A,  2;  II,  F,.  5. 

[a]  It  must  appear  from  the  dec- 
laration or  bill  that  the  suit  was  one 
of  which  the  court,  at  the  time  its 
jurisdiction  was  invoked,  could  proper- 
ly take  cognizance.  Metcalf  v.  Water- 
town,  128  U.  S.  586,  9  Sup.  Ct.  173,  32 
L.  ed.  543. 

51.  Pope  V.  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  E. 
Co.,  173  U.  S.  573,  19  Sup.  Ct.  500,  43 
L.  ed.  814. 

52.  In  re  Wlan,  213  U.  S.  458,  29 
Sup.  Ct.  515,  53  L.  ed.  873;  Florida 
C.  &  P.  E.  Co.  V.  Bell,  176  U.  S.  321, 
327,  20  Sup.  Ct.  399,  44  L.  ed.  486; 
Third  St.  &  S.  E.  Co.  v.  Lewis,  173  U.  S 
4o7,  19  Sup.  Ct.  451,  43  L.  ed.  766;' 
Colorado  Cent.  Consol.  Min.  Co.  v. 
Turck,  150  U.  S.  138,  14  Sup.  Ct.  35, 
37  L.  ed.  1030;  Metcalf  v.  Water- 
town,  128  U.  S.  586,  9  Sup.  Ct.  173,  32 
L.  ed.  543. 

Compare  supra,  II,  E,  3,  e. 

[a]     It  cannot  be  conferred  by  the 
defense,    even    when   anticipated    and 
replied    to    in    the   bill.      The    Fair   v. 
Kohler  Die  &  Specialty  Co.,  228  U.  S 
22,  33  Sup.  Ct.  410,  57  L.  ed.  716. 

53.  Matter  of  Dunn,  212  U.  S.  374 
384,  29  Sup.  Ct.  299,  53  L.  ed.  558.  See 
infra,  II,  J,  4. 

54.  The  Fair  v.  Kohler  Die  &  Spec- 
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allegations  of  his  pleading.''  When  it  does  so  appear,  jurisdiction  is 
not  ousted  by  anything  set  up  by  the  defendant." 

Effect  of  Adoption  of  Judicial  Code.  —  The  judicial  code  abolishes  and 
abrogates  the  existing  circuit  courts,*'  and  confers  their  rights,  powers 
and  duties  on  the  existing  district  courts"*  to  which  pending  proceed- 
ings are  required  to  be  transferred.'*  It  did  not  abolish  the  existing 
district  courts,  or  deprive  them  of  their  power  and  authority.""  It  con- 
tains saving  clauses  covering  pending  proceedings  and  accrued  rights 
and  liabilities  both  of  a  civil  and  criminal  nature.'* 

2.  Suits  To  Which  the  United  States,  Its  Officers  or  Agents  Are 
Parties.  —  The  district  courts  have  original  jurisdiction  of  all  suits 


ialty  Co.,  228  TJ.  S.  22,  33  Sup.  Ct.  410, 
57  L.  ed.  716  (whether  the  suit  is  one 
under  the  patent  laws)  j  Florida  C.  & 
P.  E.  Co.  V.  Bell,  176  U.  S.  321,  20  Sup. 
Ct.  399,  44  L.  ed.  486,  whether  it  is 
dependent  solely  on  diversity  of  cit- 
izenship so  as  to  make  the  decision  of 
the  court  of  appeals  final. 

55.  Memphis  v.  Cumberland  Tel.  & 
Tel.  Co.,  218  U.  S.  624,  31  Sup.  Ct.  115, 
54  L.  ed.  1185;  Florida  C.  &  P.  E.  Co. 
V.  Bell,  176  V.  a.  321,  327,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
399,  44  L.  ed.  486;  Borgmeyer  v.  Id- 
ler, 159  V.  S.  408,  16  Sup.  Ct.  34,  40  L. 
ed.  199;  Colorado  Cent.  Consol.  Min. 
Co.  V.  Turck,  150  V.  S.  138,  14  Sup.  Ct. 
35,  37  L.  ed.  1030. 

56.  "Way  v.  Clay,  140  Fed.  352,  in. 
ejectment,  by  a  disclaimer  by  the  de- 
fendant as  to  a  part  of  the  land. 

57.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §289, 
36  St.  at  L.  1167,  Comp.  St.  1916, 
§  1266.  Sx  parte  United  States,  226 
v..  8.  420,  33  Sup.  Ct.  170,  57  L.  ed. 
281;  United  States  v.  New  Departure 
Mfg.  Co.,  195  Fed.  778;  In  re  Steiner, 
195  Fed.  299. 

58.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  e.  231,  §291, 
36  St.  at  L.  1167,  Comp.  St.  1916, 
§1268;  United  States  t).  New  D-epart- 
ure  Mfg.  Co.,  195  Fed.  778.  See  'Ex 
parte  United  States,  226  U.  S.  420,  33 
Sup.  Ct.  170,  57  L.  ed.  281;  Lillie  v. 
Dennert,  232  Fed.  104,  146  C.  C.  A. 
296;  Nashville  Interurban  Ey.  v.  Bar- 
num,  212  Fed.  634,  129  C.  C.  A.  170. 

[a]  The  district  court  is  to  1)6 
treated  exactly  as  if  it  were  the  cir- 
cuit court.  Sx  parte  Steiner,  202  Fed. 
419,  affirming  195  Fed.  299. 

[b]  In  view  of  this  provision,  the 
expedition  act  (Act  Feb.  11,  1903, 
c.  544,  32  St.  at  L.  823)  providing  for 
the  expedition  of  certain  cases  in  the 
circuit  court  and  a  hearing  thereof  be- 
fore   a    specified    number     of     circuit 
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judges  is  not  repealed  by  the  code,  but 
is  applicable  to  the  district  courts 
which  the  code  created,  and  in  a  proper 
case  a  district  court  may  be  organized 
in  the  manner  therein  specified.  Ex 
parte  United  States,  226  U.  S.  420,  33 
Sup.  Ct.  170,  57  L.  ed.  281. 

[c]  The  district  courts  provided  for 
in  the  code  were  made  the  successors 
of  both  the  circuit  and  district  courts 
theretofore  existing,  and  were  in  a 
general  sense  endowed  with  the  juris- 
diction and  power  theretofore  vested  in 
such  prior  courts.  Ex  parte  United 
States,  226  U.  S.  420,  33  Sup.  Ct.  170, 

57  L.  ed.  281. 

59.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §289, 
290,  36  St.  at  L.  1167,  1168. 

60.  United  States  v.  New  Departure 
Mfg.  Co.,  195  Fed.  778. 

61.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §§299, 
300,  36  St.  at  L.  1169,  Comp.  St.  1916, 
§§1276,  1277;  Lincoln  v.  Robinson,  194 
Fed.  571.  See  the  following  eases: 
Springstead  v.  Crawfordsville  State 
Bank,  231  U.  S.  541,  34  Sup.  Ct.  195, 

58  L.  ed.  354;  Washington  Home  for 
Incurables  v.  American  Security  and 
Trust  Co.,  224  U.  S.  486,  32  Sup.  Ct. 
554,  56  L.  ed.  854;  Barnes  v.  Cady, 
232  Fed.  318,  146  C.  C.  A.  366;  Henry 
V.  Speer,  201  Fed.  869,  120  C.  C.  A. 
207;  Sloane  v.  Kramer  Bros.  &  Co., 
230  Fed.  727;  United  States  v.  New 
Departure  Mfg.  Co.,  195  Fed.  778; 
-Duncan  v.  United  States,  48  Ct.  CI. 
488. 

[a]  "The  plain  meaning  of  the 
act  is  that  for  the  purposes  enumerated 
the  district  court  acts  as  if  it  were 
the  circuit  court  merely  with  its  name 
changed.  Touching  all  pending  matters 
the  court  is  continuous;  it  is  one  court 
only  from  the  beginning  of  the  proceed- 
ing to  its  conclusion."  In  re  Steiner, 
195  Fed.  299,  affirmed,  202  Fed.  419. 
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of  a  civil  nature,  at  common  law  or  in  equity,  brought  by  the  United 
States,"  or  by  any  officer  thereof  authorized  by  law  to  sue,"  regardless 
of  the  amount  involved."*  The  United  States  must  be  the  real,  and  not 
merely  a  nominal,  plaintiff,^'  though  the  general  rule  has  been  extended 
to  cases  in  which  any  agency  of  the  United  States  is  a  party." 

The  district  courts  also  have  original  jurisdiction  of  suits  in  equity 
brought  by  any  tenant  in  common  or  joint  tenant  for  the  partition  of 
lands  in  cases  where  the  United  States  is  one  of  such  tenants  in  common 
or  joint  tenants.*' 

Claims  Against  United  States.  —  Jurisdiction  over  claims  against  the 
United  States  is  treated  elsewhere  in  this  work.*' 

3.  Suits  Involving  Land  Grants  From  Different  States.  —  The 
district  courts  have  original  jurisdiction  of  all  suits  of  a  civil  nature, 
at  common  law  or  in  equity,  between  citizens  of  the  same  state  claiming 
lands  under  grants  from  different  states,*"  regardless  of  the  amount  in- 


62.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §24, 
subd.  1,  86  St.  at  L.  1091,  Comp.  St. 
1916,  §991  (superseding  Rev.  St., 
§  563,  subsec.  4,  and  act  Aug.  13,  1888, 
c.  866,  §  1,  25  St.  at  L.  433,  conferring 
similar  jurisdiction  of  the  district  and 
circuit  courts,  both  of  which  are  ex- 
pressly repealed  by  §  297  of  the  judi- 
cial code);  United  States  v.  Comet 
Oil  &  Gas  Co.,  187  Ted.  674. 

[a]  Of  a  suit  in  equity  brought 
pursuant  to  an  act  of  congress  in  the 
name  of  the  United  States  for  the  use 
of  the  Creek  Nation  of  Indians  to 
cancel  deeds  or  patents  to  Indian 
land  alleged  to  have  been  procured  by 
fraud.  United  States  v.  Eea-Eead 
Mill  &  Elevator  Co.,  171  Fed.  501. 

63.  See  preceding  note. 

[a]  Has  jurisdiction  of  actions  by 
a  receiver  of  (1)  a  national  bank 
against  stockholders  to  recover  assess- 
ments (Price  V.  Abbott,  17  Fed.  506), 
or  (2)  on  the  bond  of  the  cashier  of 
said  bank  (Frelinghuysen  v.  Baldwin, 
12  Fed.  395),  or  (3)  to  recover  on 
claims  due  the  bank  (Schofield  v.  Pal- 
mer, 134  Fed.  753;  Armstrong  V.  Et- 
tlesohn,  36  Fed.  209),  or  (4)  to  re- 
cover losses  incurred  through  negligent 
management.  Bates  v.  Dresser,  229 
Fed.  772.     See  4  Standard  Proo.  52. 

Ancillary  jurisdiction  of  actions  by 
receiver,  see  supra,  II,  A,  4,  b. 

[b]  Suit  by  United  States  railroad 
administration  to  enjoin  sale  of  rail- 
road property  under  state  judgment. 
United  States  Eailroad  Administra- 
tion V.  Burch,  254  Fed.  140. 

VHien  action  deemed  to  be  one  by 


state  or  United  States,  see  the  titles 
"States  and  Territories"  and  "United 
States,"  and  also  supra,  II,  H,  2,  c. 

64.  U.  S.  Fidelity  &  Guar.  Co.  v. 
United  States,  204  U.  S.  349,  27  Sup. 
Ct.  381,  51  L.  ed.  516;  United  States 
V.  Sayward,  160  U.  S.  493,  16  Sup.  Ct. 
371,  40  L.  ed.  508;  Sohofleld  v.  Pal- 
mer, 134  Fed.  753. 

65.  United  States  v.  Eea-Eead  Mill 
&  Elevator  Co.,  171  Fed.  501,  507.  See 
National  Surety  Co.  v.  Washington 
Iron  Works,  243  Fed.  260. 

[a]  The  United  States  Is  the  real 
party  plaintiS  in  a  suit  on  a  statutory 
bond  given  by  a  contractor  for  public 
work  for  the  protection  of  material- 
men and  laborers.  U.  S  Fidelity  & 
Guar.  Co.  v.  United  States,  204  U.  S. 
349,  27  Sup.  Ct.  381,  51  L.  ed.  516. 

66.  Wagner  Electric  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
District  Lodge  No.  9,  252  Fed.  597,  en- 
joining strike  in  munitions  plant.  See 
Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Charleston, 
56  Fed.  419.  But  see  Pickering  Land 
&  Timber  Co.  v.  Wisby,  242  Fed.  993, 
independent  contractor  not  within  rule. 

Actions  by  and  against  federal  cor- 
porations, see  infra,  II,  J,  4. 

[a]  Suits  against  director  general 
or  other  federal  administration  of  pub- 
lie  utilities.  Westbrook  v.  Director 
General  of  Eailroads,  263  Fed.  211. 

67.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §24, 
subsec.  25,  36  St.  at  L.  1091. 

68.  See  the  title  "United  States." 

69.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §  24, 
subd.  1,  36  St.  at  L.  1091,  Comp.  St. 
1916,  §  991;  Ferguson  v.  Babcock  Lum- 
ber &  Land  Co.,  252  Fed.  705,  164  C.  C. 
A.  545. 
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volved.'"'  There  is  no  jurisdiction  on  this  ground  where  the  parties  are 
citizens  of  different  states,'^  but  there  is  jurisdiction  on  the  ground  of 
diversity  of  citizenship  "  if  the  requisite  jurisdictional  amount  is  in- 
volved.'* 

4.  Suits  Involving  Federal  Questions.  —  The  district  courts  have 
original  jurisdiction  of  all  suits  of  a  civil  nature,  at  common  law  or  in 
equity,  where  the  matter  in  controvesy  exceeds,  exclusive  of  interest 
and  costs,  the  sum  or  value  of  three  thousand  dollars,'*  and  arises  under 
the  constitution  or  laws  of  the  United  States,  or  treaties  made,  or  which 
shall  be  made  under  their  authority.'^  Diversity  of  citizenship  is  not 
necessary  in  such  case.'*  In  order  that  a  case  may  be  deemed  to  arise 
under  the  constitution,  laws,  or  treaties  of  the  United  States,  it  must 
really  and  substantially  involve  a  dispute  or  controversy  respecting  the 
validity,  construction,  or  effect  of  the  federal  constitution,  or  a  federal 
law  or  treaty,  upon  the  determination  of  which  the  result  depends," 


70.  United  States  v,  Sayward,  160 
XJ.  S.  493,  16  Sup.  Ct.  371,  40  L.  ed. 
508. 

71.  Stevenson,  v.  Pain,  195  TJ.  S. 
165,  25  Sup.  Ct.  6,  49  L.  ed.  142. 

72.  Stevenson  v.  Tain,  195  U.  S. 
165,  25  Sup.  Ct.  6,  49  L.  ed.  142;  Fer- 
guson V.  Babeoek  Lumb.  &  L.  Co.,  252 
Fed.  705,  164  C,  0.  A.  545.  See  mpra, 
II,  F. 

73.  See  mpra,  II,  E. 

74.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  e.  231,  §24, 
subd.  1,  36  St.  at  L.  1091,  Comp.  St. 
1916,  §991.   See  supra,  II,  E. 

[a]  The  Sum  or  Value  Named  Is 
Jurisdictional.  —  Holt  v.  Indiana  Mfg. 
Co.,  176  IT.  S.  68,  20  Sup.  Ct.  272,  44 
L.  ed.  374;  Fishback  v.  Western  Union 
Tel.  Co.,  161  U.  S.  96,  16  Sup.  Ct.  506, 
40  L.  ed.  630;  Turner  v.  JackSon  Lum- 
ber Co.,  159  Fed.  923,  87  C.  C.  A.  103. 

75.  See  the  statute  cited  in  preced- 
ing note. 

[a]  Arising  Out  of  Implication  of 
the  Iiaw.  —  "A  case  arises  under  the 
law  of  the  United  States,  when  it 
arises  out  of  the  implication  of  the 
law."  Eailroad  Commissioners  17.  Bur- 
leson, 255  Fed.  604,  607. 

Enforcement  of  war  legislation  as 
to  public  utilities,  see  the  title  "Wax." 

76.  Mitchell  v.  Dakota  Central  Tel. 
Co.,  246  U.  S.  396,  38  Sup.  Ct.  362,  62 
L.  ed.  793;  Jetton  «.  University  Of  The 
South,  208  U.  8.  489,  28  Sup.  Ct.  375, 
52  L.  ed.  584;  Cummings  v.  Chicago, 
188  U.  S.  410,  426,  23  Sup.  Ct.  472,  47 
L.  ed.  525;  Howard  «?.  United  States, 
184  U.  S.  676,  681,  22  Sup.  Ct.  543,  46 
L.  ed.  754. 

77.  Hull  V.  Burr,  234  U.  S.  712,  34 
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Sup.  Ct.  892,  58  L.  ed.  1557;  Lovell  v. 
Newman,  227  U.  S.  412,  33  Sup.  Ct. 
375,  57  L.  ed.  577;  In  re  Metropolitan 
Ey.  Eeeeivership,  208  U.  S.  90,  109,  28 
Sup.  Ct.  219,  62  L.  ed.  403;  Devine  v. 
Los  Angeles,  202  U.  S.  313,  26  Sup. 
Ct.  652,  50  L.  ed.  1046;  Empire  State- 
Idaho  Min.  &  Devel.  Co.  v.  Hanley,  198 
U.  S.  292,  25  Sup.  Ct.  691,  49  L.  ed. 
1056;  Benin  v.  Gulf  Co.,  198  U.  S. 
115,  25  Sup.  Ct.  608,  49  L.  ed.  970; 
Underground  Eailroad  Co.  v.  New 
York,  193  U.  S.  416,  422,  24  Sup.  Ct. 
494,  48  L.  ed.  733;  Bankers'  Mut. 
Casualty  Co.  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  & 
S.  S.  M.  E.  Co.,  192  U.  S.  371,  381,  24 
Sup.  Ct.  325,  48  L.  ed.  484;  Spencer  v. 
Duplan  Silk  Co.,  191  U.  S.  526,  530, 
24  Sup.  Ct.  174,  48  L.  ed.  287;  Ar- 
buckle  V.  Blackburn,  191  U.  S.  405, 
413,  24  Sup.  Ct.  148,  48  L.  ed.  239; 
Defiance  Water  Co.  v.  Defiance,  191  U. 
S.  184,  190,  24  Sup.  Ct.  63,  48  L.  ed. 
140;  Gableman  v.  Peoria,  D.  &  E.  E. 
Co.,  179  U.  S.  335,  21  Sup.  Ct.  171,  45 
L.  ed.  220;  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v. 
Ann  Arbor  E.  Co.,  178  U.  S.  239,  20 
Sup.  Ct.  867,  44  L.  ed.  1052;  New  Or- 
leans V.  Benjamin,  153  U.  S.  411,  424, 
14  Sup.  Ct.  905,  38  L.  ed.  905;  Seattle 
Elec.  Co.  V.  Seattle,  E.  &  S.  E.  Co.,  185 
Fed.  365,  369,  107  C.  C.  A.  421;  Hare 
V.  Birkenfield,  181  Fed.  825,  104  C.  C. 
A.  335;  Earnhart  v.  Switzler,  179  Fed. 
832,  105  C.  C.  A.  260;  Postal  Tel. 
Cable  Co.  v.  Nolan,  240  Fed.  754;  Bow- 
ers V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  190  Fed.  676. 
Compare  supra,  II,  H,  4,  b,  (I),  (D), 
(3),    (b). 

[a]     "This  is  especially  so  of  a  suit 
involving  rights  to  land  acquired  un- 
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and  that  fact  must  appear  on  the  record.''^  There  must  be  a  controversy 


der  a  law  of  the  United  States." 
Shulthls  V.  McDougal,  225  U..  S.  561,  32 
Sup.  Ct.  704,  56  L.  ed.  1205. 

[b]  Construction  of  Law  or  Consti- 
tution. —  "A  case  in  law  or  equity 
consists  of  the  right  of  the  one  party 
as  well  as  of  the  other,  and  may  truly 
be  said  to  arise  under  the  constitution 
or  a  law  of  the  ITnited  States  when- 
ever its  correct  decision  depends  on 
the  construction  of  either."  Chief 
Justice  Marshall  in  Cohens  «.  Virginia, 
6  Wheat.  (U.  S.),  264,  379,  5  L.  ed. 
257,  quoted  with  approval  in  Macon 
Grocery  Co.  c.  Atlantic  C.  L.  E.  Co.,  215 
U.  S.  501,  30  Sup.  Ct.  184,  54  L.  ed. 
300;  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  K.  Co.  v. 
Taylor,  210  U.  S.  281,  292,  28  Sup.  Ct. 
616,  52  L.  ed.  1061;  Patten  v.  Brady, 
184  IT.  S.  608,  611,  22  Sup.  Ct.  493,  46 
L.  ed.  713;  Tennessee  v.  Davis,  lO'O 
U.  S.  257,  25  L.  ed.  648;  Cound  v. 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.,  173  Fed. 
527;  State  v.  Three  Sisters  Irr.  Co., 
158  Fed.  346. 

[c]  "Cases  arising  under  the  laws 
of  the  United  States  are  such  as  grow 
out  of  the  legislation  of  congress, 
whether  they  constitute  the  right  or 
privilege,  or  claim  or  protection,  or 
defense  of  the  party,  in  whole  or  in 
part,  by  whom  they  are  asserted." 
New  Orleans  M.  &  T.  E.  Co.  v.  Mis- 
sissippi, 102  U.  S.  135,  141,  26  L.  ed. 
96;  Tennessee  v.  Davis,  100  U.  S.  257, 
264,  25  L.  ed.  648,  quoted  with  approval 
in  Bock  v.  Perkins,  139  V.  8.  628,  630, 
11  Sup.  Ct.  677,  35  L.  ed.  314;  W.  G. 
Coyle  &  Co.  v.  Stern,  193  Fed.  582; 
Cound  V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F..  E.  Co., 
173  Fed.  527;  State  v.  Three  Sisters 
Irr.    Co.,   158   Fed.    346. 

[d]  "When  a  suit  does  not  really 
and  substantially  Involve  a  dispute  or 
controversy  as  to  the  effect  or  construc- 
tion of  the  constitution  or  laws  of  the 
United  States,  upon  the  determination 
of  which  the  result  depends,  it  is  not' 
a  suit  arising  under  the  constitution  or 
laws. ' '  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Ann 
Arbor  E.  Co.,  178  U.  S.  239,  20  Sup. 
Ct.  867,  44  L.  ed.  1052.  See  also  Bank- 
ers' Mut.  Casualty  Co.  v.  Minneapolis, 
St.  P.  &  S.  S.  M.  E.  Co.,  192  U.  S.  371, 
384,  24  Sup.  Ct.  325,  48  L.  ed.  484. 

[e]  Some  right,  title,  privilege,  or 
immunity  dependent  on  the  treaty 
must  be  so  set  up  or  claimed  as  to  re- 


quire the  court  to  pass  on  the  question 
of  the  validity  or  construction  in  dis- 
posing of  the  right  asserted.  Filhiol 
K.  Maurice,  185  U."  S.  108,  22  Sup.  Ct. 
560,  46  L.  ed.  827. 

[f]  Must  Be  an  Essential  Part  of 
the  Cause  of  Action.  —  Supreme  Coun- 
cil of  Eoyal  Arcanum  v.  Hobart,  244 
Fed.  385,  157  C.  C.  A.  11. 

[g]  Result  Unimportant.  —  There  is 
jurisdiction  where  a  decision  as  to  the 
meaning  of  a  federal  statute  is  neces- 
sary, regardless  of  the  result  of  such 
decision  on  the  plaintiff's  right  to  re- 
cover. Colasurdo  v.  Central  E.  E.  of 
N.  J.,  180  Fed.  832.  See  infra,  this 
sub-section. 

78.     See  infra,  this  note, 
[a]     It  must  appear  on  the  record, 
by  a  statement  (1)  in  legal  and  logical 
form,  such  as  is  required  in  good  plead- 
ing, that  the  suit  is  one  which  really 
and  substantially  involves  a  dispute  or 
controversy    as   to    a    right   which    de- 
pends on  the  construction  of  the  con- 
stitution or  some  law  or  treaty  of  the 
United  States.    Devine  v.  Los  Angeles. 
202  U.  S.  313,  26  Sup.  Ct.  652,  50  L.  ed. 
1046;     Empire  State-Idaho  Min.  &  De 
vel.   Co.  V.  Hanley,  198  U.  S.   292,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  691,  49  L.  ed.  1056;     Benin  v. 
Gulf   Co.,   198   U.   S.   115,   25   Sup.   Ct. 
6€8,    49    L.    ed.    970;    Bankers'    Mut. 
Casualty   Co.  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  & 
S.  S.  M.  E.  Co.,  192  U.  S.  371,  381,  24 
Sup.  Ct.  325,  48  L.  ed.  484;     Arbuekle 
V.  Blackburn,   191   U.   S.   405,   413,   24 
Sup.  Ct.  148,  48  L.  ed.  239;     Defiance 
Water  Co.  v.  Defiance,  191  U    S.  184, 
190,    24    Sup.    Ct.    63,    48    L.    ed.    140; 
Gableman  v.  Peoria,  D   &  E.  E.  Co.,  179 
IT.  8.  335,  21  Sup.  Ct.  171,  45  L.   ed. 
220;      Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Ann 
Arbor  E.  Co.,   178  U.  S.   239,  20   Sup. 
Ct.  867,  44  L.  ed.  1052;  Taylor  v.  An- 
derson, 197  Fed.  383.     (2)  "A  case  so 
arises  where  it  appears  on  the  record, 
from  plaintiff's  own  statement,  in  legal 
and  logical  form,   such  as   is  required 
by  good  pleading,  that  the  suit  is  one 
which  does  really  and  substantially  in- 
volve a  dispute  or  controversy  as  to  a 
right  which   depends  on  the   eonstrue-J 
tion  or  application  of  the  constitution, 
or  some  law,   or  treaty  of  the  United 
States."     American     Sugar     Eeflning 
Co.  V.  New  Orleans,  181  U.  S.  277,  281. 
21  Sup.  Ct.  646,  45  L.  ed.  859. 
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determinable  by  one  of  two  conflicting  constructions  of  the  constitution, 
or  of  such  a  law  or  treaty.''®  Laws  of  the  territories  are  not  laws  of  the 
United  States  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.*" 

A  suit  to  enforce  a  right  which  takes  its  origin  in  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  is  not  for  that  reason  alone,  one  arising  under  those 
laws*^  where  there  is  no  dispute  or  controversy  as  to  the  construction 
or  application  of  those  laws.*^  Thus,  there  is  no  federal  question  in- 
volved in  a  controversy  concerning  the  title  to  lands  merely  because 
one  of  the  parties  claims  title  under  an  act  of  congress  or  a  federal 
patent,*^  or  in  a  suit  to  protect  a  possessory  right  to  public  lands 
merely  because  the  right  to  possession  is  claimed  by  virtue  of  a  federal 
statute,**  or  in  a  suit  involving  riparian  rights  on  navigable  waters,*" 
or  in  a  suit  based  on  contracts  with  respect  to  a  patent  right,**  or  in  a 
suit  in  support  of  an  adverse  mining  claim  merely  because  the  federal 
statutes  authorize  the  bringing  of  such  suits;*''  nor  is  such  a  question 
involved  in  a  controversy  over  money  received  as  an  award  under  a 
treaty  providing  for  arbitration  of  claims  against  a  foreign  power.** 


As  to  pleading  see  infra^  this  sub- 
section. 

79.  Blackburn  v.  Portland  Gold  Min. 
Co.,  175  U.  S.  571,  20  Sup.  Ct.  222,  44 
L.  ed.  276;  W.  G.  Coyle  &  Co.  v.  Stern, 
193  Fed.  582,  587,  113  C.  C.  A.  450. 

[a]  A  case  aiises  under  the  con- 
stitution or  a  law  of  the  United.  States 
when  (1)  "the  title  or  right  set  up  by 
the  party  may  be  defeated  by  one  con- 
struction of  the  constitution  or  law  of 
the  United  States  and  sustained  by  the 
opposite  construction."  Chief  Justice 
Marshall  in  Osboru  v.  Bank  of  United 
States,  9  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  738,  822,  6  L. 
ed.  204,  quoted  with  approval  in  Macon 
Grocery  Co.  v.  Atlantic  C.  L.  E.  Co., 
215  U.  S.  501,  30  Sup.  Ct.  184,  64  L. 
ed.  300;  Patton  v.  Brady,  184  U.  S. 
608,  611,  22  Sup.  Ct.  493,  46  L.  ed.  713. 
Ta  the  same  effect.  Bankers  Mut.  Cas- 
ualty Co.  V.  Miuneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  S. 
M.  E.  Co.,  192  U.  S.  371,  385,  24  Sup. 
Ct.  325,  48  L.  ed.  484;  Eailroad  Com- 
missioners V.  Burleson,  255  Fed.  604; 
State  V.  Three  Sisters  Irr.  Co.,  158  Fed. 
346.  (2)  "A  federal  question  is  *  *  * 
presented  if  it  appears  from  the  plain- 
tiff's statement  of  facts  that  a  con- 
struction which  may  be  fairly  claimed 
and  contended  for,  of  a  provision  of 
such  constitution  or  statutes,  would 
defeat  p>aintiff's  right  to  recover." 
State  V.  Duluth  &  I.  E.  E.  Co.,  87  Fed. 
497,  quoted  with  approval  in  Bowers  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank,  190  Fed.  676. 

80.    Maxwell  v.  Federal  Gold  &  Cop- 
per Co.,  155  Fed.  110,  83  C.  C.  A.  570. 
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81.  Lovell  V.  Newman,  227  U.  S.  412, 
33  Sup.  Ct.  375,  57  L.  ed.  577;  Shul- 
this  V.  McDougal,  225  U.  S.  561,  32  Sup. 
Ct.  704,  56  L.  ed.  1205;  Isaac  Kubie  Co. 
V.  Lehigh  Val.  E.  Co.,  261  Fed.  806. 

82.  Earnhart  v.  Switzler,  179  Fed. 
832,  105  C.  C.  A.  260;  Hubbard  v.  Chi- 
cago, M.  &  St.  P.  E.  Co.,  176  Fed.  994. 
See  Postal  Tel.  Cable  Co.  v.  Nolan,  240 
Fed.  754. 

83.  Shulthis  v.  McDougal,  225  U.  S. 
561,  32  Sup.  Ct.  704,  56  L.  ed.  1205; 
Joy  V.  St.  Louis,  201  U.  S.  332,  341,  26 
Sup.  Ct.  478,  50  L.  ed.  776;  Boniu  v. 
Gulf  Co.,  198  U.  S.  115,  25  Sup.  Ct. 
608,  49  L.  ed.  970;  Florida  C.  &  P.  E. 
Co.  V.  Bell,  176  U.  S.  321,  328,  20  Sup. 
Ct.  399,  44  L.  ed.  486;  Taylor  v.  An- 
derson, 197  Fed.  383.  See  Norton  v. 
Whiteside,  239  U.  S.  144,  36  Sup.  Ct. 
97,  60  L.  ed.  186. 

84.  Earnhart  v.  Switzler,  179  Fed. 
832,  105  C.  C.  A.  260. 

85.  Norton  v.  Whiteside,  239  U.  S. 
144,  36  Sup.  Ct.  97,  60  L.  ed.  186. 

86.  See  infra,  II,  J,  12. 

87.  Mountain  View  Min.  &  Mill.  Co. 
V.  McFadden,  180  U.  S.  633,  21  Sup.  Ct. 
488,  45  L.  ed.  656;  De  Lamar's  Nev.  G. 
Min.  Co.  V.  Nesbitt,  177  U.  S.  523,' 20 
Sup.  Ct.  715,  44  L.  ed.  872;  Shoshone 
Min.  Co.  V.  Eutter,  177  U.  S.  505,  20 
Sup.  Ct.  726,  44  L.  ed.  864;  Blackburn 
V.  Portland  Gold  Min.  Co.,  175  U.  S. 
571,  20  Sup.  Ct.  222,  44  L.  ed.  276. 

88.  Borgmeyer  v.  Idler,  159  U.  S. 
408,  16  Sup.  Ct.  34,  40  L.  ed.  199. 
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As  already  indicated,  a  federal  controversy  is  involved  in  an  action 
which  necessitates  the  construction  of  the  federal  constitution,'^  or  of 
federal  laws,®"  such  as  the  mining  laws,^^  or  the  federal  employer's 
liability  act,^^  and  in  actions  based  upon  a  claim  of  lien  or  title  under 
a  judgment  or  decree  of  a  federal  court,''  in  actions  on  the  official 
bonds  of  federal  officers ;  ^*  or  against  such  officers  for  acts  committed 
by  them  in  their  official  capacities;'"'  in  actions  on  bonds  executed  in 
suits  pending  in  the  federal  courts ; '°  in  suits  by  and  against  federal 
corporations,"'  or,  it  has  been  held,  by  and  against  a  federal  agency,^'' 
except  as  otherwise  provided  in  acts  of  congress,  as  in  the  case"'  of 


89.  Cummings  v.  Chicago,  188  TJ.  S. 
410,  426,  23  Sup.  Ct.  472,  47  L.  ed.  525. 

90.  Hull  V.  Burr,  234  U.  S.  712,  34 
Sup.  Ct.  892,  58  L.  ed.  1557  (such  as 
the  bankruptcy  act) ;  Grraham  v.  Gill, 
223  XJ.  S.  643,  32  Sup.  Ct.  396,  56  L.  ed. 
586;  Moore  v.  McGuire,  205  U.  S.  214, 
27  Sup.  Ct.  483,  51  L.  ed.  776.  See  State 
V.  Three  Sisters  Irr.  Co.,  158  Fed.  346. 

[a]  Enjoining  state  process,  see 
United  States  Eailroad  Administration 
V.  Burch,  254  Fed.  140. 

91.  Hopkins  v.  Walker,  244  U.  S. 
486,  37  Sup.  Ct.  711,  61  L.  ed.  1270. 

92.  Kern  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  P.  S.  E. 
Co.,  201  Fed.  404;  Clark  v.  Southern 
Pac.  Co.,  175  Fed.  122;  Cound  v.  Atch- 
ison, T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.,  173  Fed.  527. 
See  generally  17  Standard  Peoc.  827, 
note  61   [b]. 

93.  Kansas  City  S.  E.  Co.  v.  Guard- 
ian Trust  Co.,  240  U.  S.  166,  36  Sup. 
Ct.  334,  60  L.  ed.  579. 

94.  Howard  v.  United  States,  184  U. 
S.  676,  681,  22  Sup.  Ct.  543,  46  L.  ed. 
754,  of  a  clerk  of  a  federal  court. 

[a]  An  action  on  a  marshal's  bond 
for  damages  for  the  wrongful  taking 
of  goods  under  an  attachment  issued 
out  of  a  federal  court.  Bachrack  v. 
Norton,  132  U.  S.  337,  10  Sup.  Ct.  106, 
33  L.  ed.  377. 

Actions  on  bonds  as  ancillary  pro- 
ceedings, see  supra,  II,  A,  4,  b. 

95.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  An  Action  Against  a  United 
States  Marshal. —  Sonnentheil  v.  Moer- 
lein  Brew.  Co.,  172  U.  S.  401,  404,  19 
Sup.  Ct.  233,  43  L.  ed.  492.  A  case  de- 
pending on  whether  a  marshal  or  his 
deputy  hasi  rightfully  executed  a  law- 
ful precept  directed  to  the  former  from 
a  federal  court.  Bock  v.  Perkins,  139 
U.  S.  628,  630,  11  Sup.  Ct.  677,  35  L. 
ed.  314. 

[b]  An  action  against  election  offi- 


cers for  wrongfully  rejecting  plaintiff 's 
vote  for  a  member  of  congress.  Wiley 
V.  Sinkler,  179  U.  S.  58,  61,  21  Sup.  Ct. 
17,  45  L.  ed.  84. 

96.  American  Surety  Co.  v.  Schultz, 
237  U.  S.  159,  35  Sup.  Ct.  525,  59  L.  ed. 
892;  Files  ».  Davis,  118  Fed.  465,  at- 
tachment. 

Action  on  bond  as  ancillary  proceed- 
ing see  supra,  II,  A,  4,  b. 

97.  Bankers'  Trust  Co.  v.  Texas  & 
P.  E.  Co.,  241  U.  S.  295,  36  Sup.  Ct.  569, 
60  L.  ed.  1010;  Matter  of  Dunn,  212  U. 
S.  374,  29  Sup.  Ct.  299,  53  L.  ed.  558; 
Texas  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Barrett,  166  U.  S. 
617,  17  Sup.  Ct.  707,  41  L.  ed.  1136; 
Texas  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Cody,  166  U.  S. 
606,  17  Sup.  Ct.  703,  41  L.  ed.  1132; 
Oregon  S.  L.  &  U.  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Skot- 
towe,  162  U.  S.  490,   16  Sup.   Ct.   869, 

40  L.  ed.  1048;  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  r. 
Cox,  145  U.  S.  593,  12  Sup.  Ct.  905,  36 
L.  ed.  829;  Pacific  Eailroad  Eemoval 
Cases,  115  U.  S.  1,  5  Sup.  Ct.  1113,  29 
L.  ed.  319;  Osborn  v.  Bank  of  U.  S.,  9 
Wheat.  (U.  S.)  738,  817,  6  L.  ed.  204; 
Clark  V.  Southern  Pac.  Co.,  175  Fed. 
122. 

[a]  That  a  corporation  was  incor- 
porated by  act  of  congress  wiU  be  ju- 
dicially noticed  though  not  alleged. 
Matter  of  Dunn,  212  U.  S.  374,  386,  29 
Sup.  Ct.  299,  53  L.  ed.  558. 

Suits  by  officer  or  agent  of  United 
States  see  supra,  II,  J,  2. 

98.  See  supra,  II,  J,  2. 

Suits  involving  director  general  or 
other  federal  administrator  of  public 
utilities,  see  infra,  this  section. 

99.  Herrmann  v.  Edwards,  238  U.  S. 
107,  35  Sup.  Ct.  839,  59  L.  ed.  1224 
(judicial  code  does  not  change  the  rule 
under  previous  statute) ;  Continental 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Buford,  191  U.  S.  119,  24 
Sup.  Ct.  64,  48  L.  ed.  119;  Ex  parte 
Jones,  164  U.  S.  691,  17  Sup.  Ct.  222, 

41  L.  ed.  601. 
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national  banks  and  railroads;^  in  actions  involving  the  constitution- 
ality of  state  legislation  under  the  federal  constitution,''  as  where  it  ia 
contended  that  interstate  commerce  has  been  interfered  with,^  or  that 
one  has  been  deprived  of  his  property  without  due  process  of  law,*  or 
denied  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws,^  or  that  contract  obligations 
have  been  violated  by  subsequent  legislation,^  or  where  a  case  turns 


See  infra,  II,  J,  20.  But  see  Ches- 
brough  V.  Woodworth,  244  V.  8.  72,  37 
Sup.  Ct.  579,  61  L.  ed.  1000. 

1.  Bankers'  Trust  Co.  v.  Texas  &  P. 
E.  Co.,  241  U.  S.  295,  36  Sup.  Ct.  569, 
60  L.  ed.  1010. 

2.  Caldwell  v.  Sioux  Tails  Stock- 
yards Co.,  242  XT.  S.  559,  37  Sup.  Ct. 
224,  61  L.  ed.  493. 

[a]  But  where  interlocutory  ta- 
jnnction  is  sought  against  the  enforce- 
ment of  an  alleged  unconstitutional 
statute,  two  other  judges  must  be  called 
in  and  one  of  the  three  judges  must  be 
either  a  circuit  judge  or  justice  of  the 
supreme  court.  See  Comp.  St.  1916, 
§1243,  Jud.  Code,  §266,  as  amended. 
See  also  Crescent  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Wilson, 
242  Fed.  462,  155  C.  C.  A.  238. 

3.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  A  suit  to  enjoin  alleged  uurea- 
gonable  rates  threatened  to  be  exacted 
by  carriers  subject  to  the  act  to  regu- 
late commerce.  Macon  Grocery  Co.  v. 
Atlantic  C.  L.  E.  Co.,  215  U.  S.  501,  30 
Sup.  Ct.  184,  54  L.  ed.  300.  See  also  Ex 
parte  Young,  209  TJ.  S.  123,  144,  28 
Sup.  Ct.  441,  52  L.  ed.  714. 

4.  Greene  v.  Louisville  &  I.  E.  Co., 
244  U.  S.  499,  37  Sup.  Ct.  673,  61  L.  ed. 
1280,  Ann.  Oas.  191 7E,  88;  Cuyahoga 
Eiver  Power  Co.  v.  Akron,  240  U.  S. 
462,  36  Sup.  Ct.  402,  60  L.  ed.  743;  Ex 
parte  Young,  2,09  U.  S.  123,  144,  28  Sup. 
Ct:  441,  52  L.  ed.  714;  Henry  L.  Do- 
herty  &  Co.  v.  Toledo  Eys.  &  Light  Co., 
254  Fed.  697;  Everglades  Drainage 
League  v.  Napoleon  B.  Broward  Drain. 
Dist.,  253  Fed.  246. 

[a]  By  a  Municipal  Ordinance. 
Portland  Ey.,  L.  &  P.  Co.  v.  City  of 
Portland,  201  Fed.  1J9;  Kansas  City 
Gas.  Co.  V.  Kansas  City,  198  Fed.  500; 
Portland  E.,  L.  &  P.  Co.  v.  City  of 
Portland,  181  Fed.  632.  The  district 
court  has  jurisdiction  of  a  suit  to  en- 
join the  enforcement  of  a  municipal 
ordinance  claimed  to  violate  the  14th 
amendment,  though  if  repugnant  to 
that  provision  it  would  also  be  repug- 
r(ant  to  the  state  constitution,  and 
though  the  highest  state  court  has  not 
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passed  on  the  latter  question.  Home 
Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.  v.  Los  Angeles,  227  U. 
S.  278,  33  Sup.  Ct.  312,  57  L.  ed.  510. 

5.  Greene  v.  Louisville  &  I.  E.  Co., 
244  U.  S.  499,  37  Sup.  Ct.  673,  61  L.  ed. 
1280,  Ann.  Cas.  1917B,  88  (bill  to  en- 
join state  ofScers  from  collecting 
taxes  on  intangible  property  of  public 
service  company);  Central  E.  Co.  of 
N.  J.  D.  Jersey  City,  199  Fed.  237,  a 
suit  based  on  discrimination  against 
defendant  in  assessing  property  for 
taxation. 

[a]  By  a  Municipal  Ordinance. 
Portland  Ey.,  L.  &  P.  Co.  v.  City  of 
Portland,  201  Fed.  119. 

6.  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Adams, 
180  U.  S.  28,  35,  21  Sup.  Ct.  251,  45 
L.  ed.  410;  City  &  County  of  Denver 
V.  New  York  Trust  Co.,  187  Fed.  890, 
110  C.  C.  A.  24. 

[a]  Where  a  state  statute  is 
claimed  to  be  invalid  as  impairing  the 
obligations  (1)  of  a  contract.  Jetton  v. 
University  of  The  South,  208  U.  S.  489, 
28  Sup.  Ct.  375,  52  L.  ed.  584.  (2) 
"Ordinarily  the  question  of  the  repug- 
nancy of  a  state  statute  to  the  im- 
pairment clause  of  the  constitution  is 
to  be  passed  upon  by  the  state  courts 
in  the  first  instance,  the  presumption 
being  in  all  cases  that  they  will  do 
what  the  constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States  require,  Chicago  &  Al- 
ton Eailroad  Co.  v.  Wiggins  Ferry  Co., 
108  U.  S.  18;  and  if  there  be  ground 
for  complaint  of  their  decision,  the 
remedy  is  by  writ  of  error."  New  Or- 
leans i;.  Benjamin,  153  U.  S.  411,  421, 
14  Sup.  Ct.  905,  38  L.  ed.  764.  Quoted 
with  approval  in  Defiance  Water  Co. 
V.  Defiance,  191  U.  S.  184,  191,  24  Sup. 
Ct.  63,  48  L.  ed.  140. 

[b]  By  a  Municipal  Ordinance. 
Cincinnati  t;.  Cincinnati  &  H.  Traction 
Co.,  245  U.  -S.  446,  38  Sup.  Ct.  153,  62 
L.  ed.  389  (but  see  dissenting  opinion 
and  cases  cited  therein);  City  of  Den- 
ver V.  Mercantile  Trust  Co.,  201  Fed. 
790,  798,  120  C.  C.  A.  100;  Kansas  City 
Gas  Co.  V.  Kansas  City,  198  Fed.  500; 
Seattle,  E.  &  8.  E.  Co.  v.  City  of  Se- 
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upon  the  validity  of  a  patent  to  public  land  from  the  United  States.' 
The  mere  fact  that  a  receiver  was  appointed  by  a  federal  court  does  not 
make  all  actions  against  him  eases  arising  under  the  federal  constitu- 
tion or  laws,^  nor  does  the  mere  fact  that  a  railroad  company  is  en- 
gaged in  interstate  commerce  confer  jurisdiction  on  the  federal  courts 
over  all  actions  against  it,^  nor  do  such  courts  have  jurisdiction  over 
suits  brought  by  a  trustee  in  bankruptcy  where  he  claims  merely  on  the 
bankrupt 's  title  and  no  controversy  arises  under  the  bankruptcy  act.^" 
But  a  suit  by  or  against  the  director  general  or  federal  officer  in  control 
of  railroads  and  other  public  utilities,  appointed  pursuant  to  wartime 
legislation,  is  one  arising  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,^^  especial- 
ly if  in  enforcement  of  an  act  of  eongress,^^  as  is  one  to  enforce  the 
orders  of  such  a  government  officer  or  agency.^' 

Where  the  cause  of  action  arises  under  the  constitution  and  laws  of 
the  United  States'  as  to  one  of  several  defendants  sued  jointly,  the  fed- 


attle,  190  Fed.  75;  Nelson  v.  Murfrees- 
boro,  179  Fed.  905.  "All  that  is  ne- 
cessary to  establish  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  is  to  show  that  the  com- 
plainant had,  or  claimed  in  good  faith 
to  have,  a  contract  with  the  city,  which 
the  latter  had  attempted  to  impair." 
City  R.  Co.  V.  Citizens  St.  R.  Co.,  166 
XJ.  S.  557,  563,  17  Sup.  Ct.  653,  41  L.  ed. 
1114,  quoted  ^d  followed  in  Washing- 
ton-Oregon Corp.  V.  City  of  Chehalis, 
202  Fed.  591,  596. 

[c]  In  Home  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.  v.  Los 
Angeles,  227  U.  S.  278,  33  Sup.  Ct.  312, 
57  L.  ed.  510,  the  supreme  court  holds 
that  the  district  court  has  jurisdiction 
to  enjoin,  the  enforcement  of  an  ordi- 
nance claimed  to  violate  the  due  pro- 
cess of  law  clause  of  the  14th  amend- 
ment though,  if  it  did  violate  that  pro- 
vision it  would  also  violate  the  state 
constitution,  and  though  the  highest 
state  court  has  not  passed  on  the  lat- 
ter question.  This  case  apparently  set- 
tles a  previous  conflict  of  authority  as 
to  how  far  jurisdiction  is  affected  by 
the  fact  that  the  alleged  unconstitu- 
tioua.1  ordinance  is  invalid  under  the 
state  law.  See  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  v.  United  Railroads,  190  Fed. 
507,  111  C.  C.  A.  339;  Seattle  Elec.  Co. 
V.  Seattle  R.  &  S.  R.  Co.,  185  Fed.  365, 
107  C.  C.  A.  421;  Portland  Ry.,  L.  &  P. 
Co.  V.  City  of  Portland,  201  Fed.  119; 
Portland  Ry.,  L.  &  P.  Co.  v.  City  of 
Portland,  200  Fed.  890;  San  Francisco 
Gas  &  Elec.  Co.  v.  City  &  County  of 
San  Francisco,  189  Fed.  943. 

[d]  The  mere  refusal  by  a  munici- 


pality to  carry  out  its  contract  does 
not  involve  a  constitutional  question. 
Dawson  v.  Columbia  Ave.  Sav.  Fund, 
Safe  Dep.,  Title  &  Trust  Co.,  197  U.  S. 
178,  25  Sup.  Ct.  420,  49  L.  ed.  713.  See 
also  Shawnee  Sewerage  &  Drainage  Co. 
V.  Stearns,  220  TJ.  S.  462,  31  Sup.  Ct. 
452,  55  L.  ed.  544. 

7.  Doolan  v.  Carr,  125  U.  S.  618,  8 
Sup.  Ct.  1228,  31  L.  ed.  844. 

8.  Gableman  v.  Peoria,  D.  &  E.  K. 
Co.,  179  V.  S.  335,  21  Sup.  Ct.  171,  45 
L.  ed.  220.  See  American  Brake  Shoe 
&  Foundry  Co.  v.  Pere  Marquette  R. 
Co.,  263  Fed.  237,  and  22  Standakd 
Pkoc.  413  (note  63),  414,  and  supra, 
II,  A,  4,  b. 

[a]  Where  the  receiver  removes  an 
action  against  him  to  the  court  ap- 
pointing him,  which  would  have  had 
original  jurisdiction,  he  cannot  after- 
wards dispute  its  jurisdiction.  Baggs 
V.  Martin,  179  TJ.  S.  206,  21  Sup.  Ct. 
109,  45  L.  ed.  155. 

9.  In  re  Metropolitan  By.  Receiver- 
ship, 208  V.  S.  90,  109,  28  Sup.  Ct.  219, 
52  L.  ed.  403. 

10.  Lovell  «.  Newman,  227  U.  S. 
412,  33  Sup.  Ct.  375,  57  L.  ed.  577. 

11.  Blevins  v.  Hines,  264  Fed.  1005; 
Westbrook  v.  Director  General  of  Rail- 
roads, 263  Fed.  211;  Nueces  Valley 
Townsite  Co.  v.  McAdoo,  257  Fed.  143. 

12.  United  States  B.  R.  Adminis- 
tration V.  Burch,  254  Fed.  140. 

13.  West  Virginia  Traction  &  Elec- 
Co.  V.  Elm  Grove  Min.  Co.,  253  Fed. 
772,  fuel  administrator. 

Vol.  XXV 


436 


VXITED  STATES  COURTS 


eral  character  permeates  the  whole  ease  and  it  so  arises  as  to  all  of 
them." 

Jurisdiction  depends  primarily  upon  allegations  of  the  plaintiff's 
pleading/^  and  not  upon  the  facts  as  they  may  subsequently  turn  out,^* 
nor  upon  the  actual  sufficiency  of  the  facts  alleged  to  justify  the  relief 
sought.^^  Jurisdiction  can  be  neither  vested  ^^  nor  defeated  ^°  by  the 
defendant's  pleadings,'^"  or  by  plaintiff's  allegations  in  his  bill  in  the 
nature  of  a  replication  to  an  anticipated  defense.^^    There  must  be  a 


14.  Matter  of  Dunn,  212  U.  S.  374, 
29  Sup.  Ct.  299,  53  L.  ed.  558,  as  where 
a  federal  corporation  and  certain  in- 
dividuals  are   sued  jointly  for  a   tort. 

15.  City  E.  Co.  v.  Citizens'  St.  E. 
Co.,  166  U.  S.  577,  562,  17  Sup.  Ct.  653, 
41  L.  ed.  1114. 

As  to  pleading,  see  infra,  this  sub- 
section. 

[a]  Whether  the  ctuestion  is  pre- 
sented hy  demurrer  or  motion  to  dis- 
miss. Pacific  Elec.  E.  Co.  v.  Los  An- 
geles, 194  U.  S.  112,  118,  24  Sup.  Ct. 
586,  48  L.  ed.  896. 

[b]  An  allegation  in  a  complaint 
(1)  may  "in  a  sense,  confer  jurisdic- 
tion to  determine  whether  the  case  is 
of  the  class  of  which  the  court  may 
properly  take  cognizance  for  purposes 
of  a  final  decree  on  the  merits."  Min- 
nesota V.  Northern  Securities  Co.,  194 
U.  S.  48,  65,  24  Sup.  Ct.  598,  48  L.  ed. 
870.  (2)  Whether  the  state  has  or  has 
not  impaired  the  obligation  of  a  con- 
tract cannot  properly  be  determined  on 
motion  to  dismiss  so  long  as  complain- 
ant claims  in  his  bill  that  such  was 
the  effect  of  a  subsequent  statute,  and 
such  claim  is  apparently  made  in  good 
faith  and  is  not  frivolous.  Illinois 
Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Adams,  180  U.  S.  28,  36, 
21  Sup.  Ct.  251,  45  L.  ed.  410;  City  E. 
Co.  V.  Citizens  St.  E.  Co.,  166  XT.  S. 
557,  564,  17  Sup.  Ct.  653,  41  L.  ed. 
1114. 

[c]  In  an  action  under  the  federal 
employers'  liability  act,  a  contention 
that,  by  reason  of  the  character  of  his 
employment,  the  plaintiff's  injury 
could  not  affect,  hinder,  delay,  or  in- 
terfere with  interstate  commerce  car- 
ried on  over  defendant's  line,  and 
hence  that  the  court  has  no  jurisdic- 
tion, will  be  overruled,  where  the 
court's  jurisdiction  is  complete  under 
the  allegations  of  the  complaint.  Kern 
V.  Chicago,  M.  &  P.  S.  E.  Co.,  201  Fed. 
404,  409. 

16.     Pacific  Elec.  R.  Co.  v.  Los  An- 
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geles,  194  U.  S.  112,  118,  24  Sup.  Ct. 
586,  48  L.  ed.  896;  City  R.  Co.  v.  Citi- 
zens' St.,R.  Co.,  166  U.  S.  557,  562,  17 
Sup.  Ct.  653,  41  L.  ed.  1114.  See  Bene- 
dict V.  City  of  New  York,  247  Fed.  758, 
159  C.  0.  A.  616;  Columbus  Ey.  Power 
&  L.  Co.  V.  Columbus,  253  Fed.  499. 

17.  Pacific  Elec.  E.  Co.  v.  Los  An- 
geles, 194  U.  S.  112,  118,  24  Sup.  Ct. 
586,  48  L.  ed.  896;  City  of  Denver  v. 
Mercantile  Trust  Co.,  201  Fed.  790,  798, 
120.  C.  C.  A.  100. 

[a]  Ultimate  Determination  Not 
Criterion.  —  "If  the  plaintiff  really 
makes  a  substantial  claim,  under  an  act 
of  congress  there  is  jurisdiction  wheth- 
er the  claim  ultimately  be  held  good  or 
bad."  Geneva  Furniture  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
S.  Karpen  &  Bros.,  238  U.  S.  254,  35 
Sup.  Ct.  788,  59  L.  ed.  1295,  quoting 
from  The  Fair  v.  Kohler  Die  &  Spe- 
cialty Co.,  228  U.  S.  22,  33  Sup.  Ct.  410, 
57  L.  ed.  716. 

18.  See  infra,  this  note  and  17 
Standakd  Peoc.  675. 

[a]  The  court  cannot  retain  the- 
case  "in  order  to  see  whether  the  de- 
fendant may  not  raise  some  question 
of  a  federal  nature  upon  which  the 
right  of  recovery  will  finally  depend; 
and,  if  so  retained,  the  want  of  juris- 
diction, at  the  commencement  of  the 
suit,  is  not  cured  by  an  answer  or  plea 
which  may  suggest  a  question  of  that 
kind."  Metcalf  v.  Watertown,  128  U. 
S.  586,  9  Sup.  Ct.  173,  32  L.  ed.  643. 

19.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  17 
Standard  Proc.  708. 

[a]  By  Plea.  — "When  the  plain- 
tiff bases  his  cause  of  action  upon  an 
act  of  congress,  jurisdiction  cannot  be 
defeated  by  a  plea  denying  the  merits 
of  the  claim."  The  Fair  v.  Kohler  Die 
&  Specialty  Co.,  228  U.  S.  22,  33  Sup. 
Ct.  410,  57  L.  ed.  716. 

20.  See  infra,  this  subsection. 

21.  Healy  v.  Sea  Gull  Specialty  Co., 
237  U.  S.  479,  35  Sup.  Ct.  658,  59  L.  ed. 
1056.    See  infra,  this  subsection. 
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substantial  controversy,  however,^''  a  mere  claim  in  words  not  being 
sufficient.'^^  There  is  no  jurisdiction  where  the  federal  question  is 
obviously  frivolous  or  plainly  unsubstantial,  either  because  it  is  mani- 
festly devoid  of  merit,^*  or  because  the  question  is  no  longer  open  to 
controversy  under  previous  decisions  of  the  supreme  court,^°  but  this 
rule  has  been  held  not  to  apply  where  the  very  subject  matter  of  the 
controversy  is  federal.^* 

Pleading.—  The  plaintiff's  own  statement  of  his  cause  of  action  must 
show  that  it  is  based  upon  the  federal  constitution  or  statutes,  or 


22.  McCain  v.  Des  Moines,  174  TT. 
S.  168,  181,  19  Sup.  Ct.  644,  43  L.  ed. 
936;  Columbus  Ey.  Power  &  Light  Co. 
V  Columbus,  253  Fed.  499,  509.  See 
suvra.  II,  H,  4,  b,  (I),  (D),  (3),  (b); 
II,  H,  4,  e,  (II),  (H). 

[a]  "There  must  be  a  real  sub- 
stantive question,  on  which  the  case 
may  be  made  to  turn."  St.  Joseph  & 
G.  I.  E.  Co.  V.  Steele,  167  U.  S.  659, 
662,  17  Sup.  Ct.  925,  42  L.  ed.  315. 

[b]  "Jurisdiction  does  not  arise 
simply  because  xa.  averment  is  made  as 
to  the  existence  of  a  constitutional 
question,  if  it  plainly  appears  that  the 
averment  is  not  real  and  substantial, 
but  is  without  color  of  merit."  New- 
buryport  Water  Co.  v.  Newburyport, 
193  U.  S.  561,  576,  24  Sup.  Ct.  553,  48 
L.  ed.  795. 

[c]  The  question  must  be  set  up  in 
good  faith,  and  not  be  merely  color- 
able for  the  purpose  of  conferring  jur- 
isdiction. Kansas  City  Gas  Co.  v.  Kan- 
sas City,  198  Fed.  500,  527;  Eisley  v. 
City  of  Utica,  179  Fed.  875,  882. 

23.  See  infra,  this  subsection. 

24.  Cuyahoga  Eiv.  Power  Co.  v. 
Northern  Ohio  T.  &  L.  Co.  (IT.  S.),  40 
Sup.  Ct.  404;  Newburyport  Water  Co. 
V.  Newburyport,  193  U.  S.  561,  579,  24 
Sup.  Ct.  553,  48  L.  ed.  795;  McCain  v. 
Des  Moines,  174  U.  S.  168,  181,  19  Sup. 
Ct.  644,  43  L.  ed.  936.  See  Columbus 
By.  L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Columbus,  249  U.  S. 
399,  39  Sup.  Ct.  349,  63  L.  ed.  669. 

25.  McQilvra  v.  Boss,  215  U.  S.  70, 
30  Sup.  Ct.  27,  54  L.  ed.  95,  afflrrmng 
164  Fed.  604,  161  Fed.  398,  90  C.  C.  A. 
398;  Postal  Tel.  Cable  Co.  v.  Nolan, 
240  Fed.  754. 

[a]  Question  Must  Have  Been  Con- 
clusively Determined.  —  Boston  Store 
V.  American  Graphophone  Co.,  246  IT.  S. 
8,  38  Sup.  Ct.  257,  62  L.  ed.  551,  Ann. 
Cas.  1918C,  447. 

26.  Swafford  v.  Templeton,  185  IT.  S. 
487,  22  Sup.  Ct.  783,  46  L,  ed.  1005,  aa 


where  the  controversy  is  over  the  right 
to  vote  at  a  national  election  for  a 
member  of  congress. 

[a]  Basis  of  Distinction.  —  In 
Swafford  v.  Templeton,  185  IT.  S.  487, 
494,  22  Sup.  Ct.  783,  46  L.  ed.  1005, 
after  referring  to  the  doctrine  applic- 
able on  writs  of  error  from  state 
courts,  says:  "The  distinction  between 
the  cases  referred  to  and  the  one  at 
bar  is  that  which  must  necessarily  ex- 
ist between  controversies  concerning 
rights  created  by  the  constitution  or 
laws  of  the  United  States,  and  which 
consequently  are  in  their  essence  fed- 
eral and  controversies  concerning 
rights  not  conferred  by  the  constitu- 
tion or  laws  of  the  United  States,  the 
contention  respecting  which  may  or 
may  not  involve  a  federal  question  de- 
pending upon  what  is  the  real  issue 
to  be  decided  or  the  substantiality  of 
the  averments  as  to  the  existence  of 
the  rights  which  it  is  claimed  are  fed- 
eral in  character.  The  distinction  finds 
apt  illustration  in  the  decisions  of  this 
court  holding  that  suits  brought  by  or 
against  corporations  chartered  by  acts 
of  congress  are  per  se  of  federal  cog- 
nizance. Osborn  v.  U.  S.  Bank,  9 
Wheat.  738;  Texas  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Cody, 
166  U.  S.  606.  It  may  not  be  doubted 
that  if  an  action  be  brought  in  the 
circuit  court  of  the  United  States  by 
such  a  corporation,  there  would  be 
jurisdiction  to  entertain  it,  although 
the  averments  set  out  to  establish  the 
wrong  complained  of  or  the  defense 
interposed  were  unsubstantial  in  char- 
acter. The  distinction  is  also  well  il- 
lustrated by  the  case  of  Huntington  v. 
Laidley,  176  U.  S.  668,  where,  finding 
that  jurisdiction  obtained  in  a  circuit 
court  this  court  held  that  it  was  error 
to  dismiss  the  action  for  want  of  jur- 
isdiction because  it  was  deemed  that 
the  record  established  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion asserted  was  not  well  founded." 
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treaties.^^  Unnecessary  allegations  will  not  be  considered.^*  It  is  not 
enough  that  he  alleges  some  anticipated  defense  to  his  cause  of  action, 
and  asserts  that  such  defense  is  invalidated  by  such  constitution  or 
laws,^^  or  that  he  makes  such  an  assertion  in  his  reply  to  the  defend- 


27.  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Canton  v. 
Williams  (U.  S.),  40  Sup.  Ct.  372;  Hop- 
kins V.  Walker,  244  U.  S.  486,  37  Sup. 
Ct.  711,  61  L.  ed.  1270;  In  re  Winn,  213 
V.  8.  458,  29  Sup.  Ct.  515,  53  L.  ed. 
873;  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Mottley, 
211  U.  S.  149,  29  Sup.  Ct.  42,  63  L.  ed. 
126;  Deviae  v.  Los  Angeles,  202  U.  S. 
313,  26  Sup.  Ct.  652,  50  L.  ed.  1046; 
Joy  V.  St.  Louis,  201  V.  S.  332,  340,  26 
Sup.  Ct.  478,  50  L.  ed.  776;  Under- 
ground K.  Co.  V.  New  York,  193  TJ.  S. 
416,  422,  24  Sup.  Ct.  494,  48  L.  ed.  733; 
Bankers  Mut.  Casualty  Co.  v.  Minne- 
apolis, St.  P.  &  S.  S.  M.  K.  Co.,  192  U. 
S.  371,  381,  24  Sup.  Ct.  325,  48  L.  ed. 
484;  Spencer  v.  Duplan  Silk  Co.,  191 
TJ.  S.  526,  24  Sup.  Ct.  174,  48  L.  ed. 
287;  Boston  &  Min.  etc;  Co.  v.  Montana 
Ore  Co.,  188  V.  S.  632,  23  Sup.  Ct.  434, 
47  L.  ed.  626;  Filhiol  v.  Maurice,  185 
U.  S.  108,  22  Sup.  Ct.  560,  46  L.  ed. 
827;  Hare  v.  Birkenfield,  181  Fed.  825, 
104  C  C.  A.  335;  Earnhart  v.  Switzler, 
179  Fed.  832,  105  C.  C.  A.  260;  Kansas 
City  So.  E.  Co.  v.  Quigley,  181  Fed. 
190;  Clark  v.  Southern  Pae.  Co.,  175 
Fed.  122;  State  v.  Duluth  &  I.  E.  E. 
Co.,  87  Fed.  497;  State  v.  Alleghany 
Oil  Co.,  85  Fed.  870. 

[a]  The  grounds  upon  which  the 
court  may  take  jurisdiction  of  a  suit 
between  citizens  of  the  same  state 
must  be  alleged.  Hauford  v.  Davies, 
163  U.  8.  273,  16  Sup.  Ct.  1051,  41  L. 
ed.  167. 

[b]  It  must  necessarily  appear  (1) 
that  the  case  is  one  arising  under  acts 
of  congress.  Taylor  v.  Anderson,  197 
Fed.  383.  -(2)  That  must  appear  by 
the  plaintiff's  statement  to  be  a  nec- 
essary part  of  his  claim.  Third  St. 
&  S.  E.  Co.  V.  Lewis,  173  U.  S.  457,  19 
Sup.  Ct.  451,  43  L.  ed.  766.  (3)  It  must 
appear  in  the  complaint  by  a  state- 
ment in  legal  and  logical  form,  such 
as  good  pleading  requires,  that  there 
is  a  federal  question.  Montana  Cath- 
olic Missions  v.  Missoula  County,  200 
U.  S.  118,  126,  26  Sup.  Ct.  197,  50  L.  ed. 
398.  (4)  Where  jurisdiction  is  invoked 
on  the  ground  that  by  the  acts  sought 
to    be    enjoined   complainant    was    de- 
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prived  of  his  property  without  due 
process  of  law,  the  suit  is  properly 
dismissed  if  the  bill  on  its  face  shows 
that  the  acts  were  not  authorized  by 
the  state.  Barney  v.  City  of  New  York, 
193  V.  S.  430,  437,  24  Sup.  Ct.  502,  48 
L.  ed.  737. 

[c]  Unnecessary  allegations  of  the 
petition  as  to  the  source  of  plaintiff's 
title  will  not  be  considered  on  demur- 
rer in  an  action  of  ejectment.  Taylor 
V.  Anderson,  197  Fed.  383. 

[d]  It  Cannot  Be  Shown  by  Any 
Other  Pleading.  —  Bronson,  v.  Boards  of 
Supervisors,  237  Fed.  212. 

28.  See  Lancaster  v. ,  Kathleen  Oil 
Co.,  241  U.  S.  551,  36  Sup.  Ct.  711,  60 
L.  ed.  1161,  certain  allegations  involv- 
ing federal  question  held  material  to 
cause  of  action. 

29.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Mott- 
ley, 211  TJ.  S.  149,  53  Sup.  Ct.  126,  53 
L.  ed.  126;  Devine  v.  Los  Angeles,  202 
U.  S.  313,  26  Sup.  Ct.  652,  50  L.  ed. 
1046;  Joy  V.  St.  Louis,  201  U  S.  332, 
341,  26  Sup.  Ct.  478,  50  L.  ed.  776; 
Filhiol  V.  Torney,  194  U.  S.  356,  24  Sup. 
Ct.  698,  48  L.  ed.  1014;  Boston  & 
Min.,  etc.,  Co.  i:  Montana  Ore  P  Co., 
188  U.  S.  632,  23  Sup.  Ct.  434,  47  L.  ed. 
626;  Arkansas  v.  Kansas  &  T.  Coal 
Co.,  183  TJ.  S.  186,  22  Sup.  Ct.  47,  46 
L.  ed.  144;  Florida,  C.  &  P.  E.  Co.  v. 
Bell,  176  U.  S.  321,  329,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
399,  44  L.  ed.  486;  Tennessee  v.  Union 
Planters'  Bank,  152  U.  S.  454,  464,  14 
Sup.  Ct.  654,  38  L.  ed.  511;  Peterbor- 
ough E.  E.  V.  Boston  &  M.  E  E.,  239 
Fed.  97,  152  C.  C.  A.  147;  Hare  t: 
Birkenfield,  181  Fed.  825,  104  C.  C.  A. 
335;  Barnhart  v.  Switzler,  179  Fed. 
832,  105  0.  C.  A.  260;  Bronson  v. 
Boards  of  Supervisors,  237  Fed.  212; 
Taylor  v.  Anderson,  197  Fed.  383; 
Bowers  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  190  Fed. 
676;  Kansas  City  So.  E.  Co.  v.  Quig- 
ley, 181  Fed.  190. 

[a]  "Jurisdiction  cannot  be  con- 
ferred by  the  defense,  even  when  antic- 
ipated and  replied  to  in  the  bill." 
The  Fair  v.  Kohler  Die  &  Specialty 
Co.,  228  U.  S.  22,  33  Sup.  Ct.  410,  57  L, 
ed.  716. 
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ant's  answer.^"  The  jurisdictional  facts  must  be  alleged  positively,^^ 
and  not  merely  by  way  of  eonclusion,^^  or  mere  inference  or  argu- 
ment ; ''  and,  while  the  court  may  exercise  its  function  of  judicial 
notice  in  respect  to  the  facts  alleged,^*  it  will  not  do  so  for  the  purpose 
of  creating  a  controversy  not  made  by  the  allegations  of  the  plead- 
ings.^^ It  is  not  necesKsary,  however,  to  declare  expressly  on  the  federal 
statute  relied  on,  but  it  is  sufficient  if  the  pleader  alleges  facts  bringing 
himself  within  it.^' 

Scope  of  Jurisdiction.—  Where  the  court" has  properly  obtained  juris- 
diction it  may  decide  all  the  questions  in  the  case  even  though  it  de- 
termines the  federal  questions  adversely  to  the  party  raising  them," 
provided  the  federal  questions  are  not  mei^ely  colorable  or  fraudulently 
set  up  for  the  mere  purpose  of  endeavoring  to  give  the  court  jurisdic- 
tion.^*   It  may  decide  the  case  on  local  or  state  questions  only.^° 

5.  As  Dependent  on  Diverse  Citizenship.  —  The  district  courts  have 
original  jurisdiction  of  all  suits  of  a  civil  nature,  at  common  law  or  in 
equity,  where  the  matter  in  controversy  exceeds,  exclusive  of  interest 
and  costs,  the  sum  of  three  thousand  dollars,*"  and  is  between  citizens 


30.  Houston  &  T.  C.  E.  Co.  v.  Texas, 
177  TT.  S.  66,  78,  20  Sup.  Ct.  545,  44  L, 
ed.  673. 

31.  St.  Joseph  &  G.  I.  B.  Co.  v. 
Steele,  167  IT.  S.  669,  17  Sup.  Ct.  925, 
42  L.  ed.  315;  Hanford  v.  Davies,  163 
TJ.  S.  273,  16  Sup.  Ct.  1051,  41  L.  ed. 
157. 

32.  Pacific  Elec.  R.  Co.  v.  Los  An- 
geles, 194  U.  S.  112,  118,  24  Sup.  Ct. 
586,  48  L.  ed.  896;  Seattle  Elec.  Co.  v. 
Seattle,  E.  &  S.  E.  Co.,  185  Fed.  365, 
369,  107  C.  C.  A.  421.  See  St.  Joseph 
&  G.  I.  E.  Co.  V.  Steele,  167  U.  S.  659, 
17  Sup.  Ct.  925,  42  L.  ed.  315. 

[a]  The  facts  alleged  must  show  the 
nature  of  the  suit,  and  it  must  plainly 
appear  that  it  arises  under  the  consti- 
tution and  laws  of  the  United  States. 
A  mere  allegation  that  it  so  arises  is 
insufficient  where  it  is  not  supported 
by  the  facts  alleged.  McCain  v.  Des 
Moines,  174  XT.  S.  168,  181,  19  Sup.  Ct. 
644,  43  L.  ed.  936. 

33.  Hull  V.  Barr,  234  U.  S.  712,  34 
Sup.  Ct.  892,  58  L.  ed.  1557. 

34.  Spokane  Falls  &  N.  E.  Co.  v. 
Ziegler,  167  U.  S.  65,  17  Sup.  Ct.  728, 
42  L.  ed.  286. 

35.  Mountain  View  Min.  &  Mill. 
Co.  V.  McFadden,  180  U.  S.  533,  21 
Sup.  Ct.  488,  45  L.  ed.  656. 

,    36.     Hartford  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Kansas 
City,  M.  &  O.  E.  Co.,  251  Fed.  332. 

[a]  It  is  the  duty  of  the  federal 
•court  in  such  case  to  take  notice  of  the 
act  and  enforce  it.     Clark  v.  Southern 


Pac.  Co.,  175  Fed.  122,  126;  Cound  f. 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.,  173  Fed. 
527,    532. 

37.  Lincoln  Gas  &  Elec.  Co.  v.  Lin- 
coln, 250  IT.  S.  256,  39  Sup.  Ct.  454, 
63  L.  ed.  968;  Greene  v.  Louisville 
&  L  E.  Co.,  244  U.  S.  499,  37  Sup.  Ct. 
673,  61  L.  ed.  1280,  Ann.  Cas.  1917E, 
88;  Siler  v.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  213 
U.  S.  175,  29  Sup.  Ct.  451,  53  L.  ed. 
753;  Washington-Oregon  Corp.  v.  Che- 
hahis,  202  Fed.  591,  596;  Kansas  City 
Gas  Co.  V.  Kansas  City,  198  Fed.  5O0, 
527;  Onondaga  Indian  Wigwam  Co.  v. 
Ka-Noo-No  Indian  Mfg.  Co.,  182  Fed. 
832.  See  Columbus  Ey.  L.  &  P.  Co.  v. 
Columbus,  249  IT.  S.  399,  39  Sup.  Ct. 
349,  63  L.  ed.  669,  and  supra,  II,  A,  4; 
IT,  H,  4,  b,  (I),  (D),  (4);  II,  H,  4,  c, 
(II),  (M). 

,  38.  Siler  v.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co., 
213  U.  S.  175,  29  Sup.  Ct.  451,  53  L.  ed. 
753;  Kansas  City  Gas  Co.  v.  Kansas 
City,  198  Fed.  5'00,  527;  Eisley  v.  Utica, 
179  Fed.  875,  882. 

39.  Siler  v.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co., 
213  U.  S.  175,  29  Sup.  Ct.  451,  53  L.  ed. 
753;  Washington-Oregon  Corp.  v.  Che- 
halis,  202  Fed.  591,  596;  Kansas  City 
Gas  Co.  V.  Kansas  City,  198  Fed.  50'0, 
527;  Onondaga  Indian  Wigwam  Co.  v. 
Ka-Noo-No  Indian  Mfg.  Co.,  182  Fed. 
832;  Eisley  v.  City  of  Utica,  179  Fed. 
875,  882. 

40.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §  24, 
subd.  1,  36  St.  at  L.  1091,  Comp.  St. 
1916,  §991. 
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of  different  states,**  or  between  citizens  of  a  state  and  foreign  states, 
citizens,  or  subjects.*^ 

6.  In  Criminal  Oases.  —  The  district  courts  have  jurisdiction  of  all 
crimes  and  offenses  cognizable  under  the  authority  of  the  United 
States.*^ 


Jurisdiction  as  dependent  upon  value 
or  amount  in  controversy,  see  supra,  II, 
E,  and  the  title  "Jurisdiction." 

[a]  There  is  no  jurisdiction  unless 
the  matter  in  controversy  exceeds  the 
amount  named,  Fishback  v.  Western 
Union  Tel.  Co.,  161  U.  8.  96,  16  Sup. 
Ct.  506,  40  L.  ed.  630;  Turner  v.  Jack- 
son Lumber  Co.,  159  Fed.  923,  87  C.  C. 
A.  103;  Robinson  v.  Wemmer,  253  Fed. 
790;  Eeieh  v.  Tennessee  Copper  Co., 
209  Fed.  880;  Peters  v.  Queen  Ins.  Co., 
182  Fed.  113. 

41.  See  act  cited  in  preceding  note 
and  also  In  re  Metropolitan  Ey.  Re- 
ceivership, 208  U.  S.  90,  28  Sup.  Ct. 
219,  52  L.  ed.  403;  Long  v.  Southern 
Express  Co.,  201  Fed.  441. 

Jurisdiction  as  dependent  upon  di- 
versity of  citizenship,  see  supra,  II,  F. 

[a]  The  reasonableness  of  rates  un- 
der a  state  constitution  may  be  in- 
quired into  where  there  is  diverse  cit- 
izenship. Eailroad  Com.  v.  Cumber- 
land Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.,  212  V.  S.  414,  29 
Sup.  Ct.  357,  53  L.  ed.  577,  reversing 
156  Fed.  823. 

42.  See  act  referred  to  in  preceding 
note. 

[a]  In  such  case  the  federal  court 
has  the  same  jurisdiction  as  a  state 
court  would  have  to  try  the  whole 
question  at  issue  between  the  parties. 
Fallbrook  Irr.  Dist.  v.  Bradley,  164  U. 
S.  112,  154,  17  Sup.  Ct.  56,  41  L,  ed. 
369. 

[b]  Position  as  Parties  Immaterial. 
(1)  "Where  the  action  is  between  a 
citizen  of  a  state  and  the  subject  of  a 
foreign  state,  the  court  has  jurisdiction 
on  account  of  the  character  of  the  par- 
ties, without  reference  to  which  of 
them  is  plaintiff  or  defendant."  Hinck- 
ley V.  Byrne,  1  Deady  224,  12  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  6510,  quoted  with  approval  in 
Brooks  V.  Laurent,  98  Fed.  647,  652,  39 
C_.  C.  A.  201.  (2)  Thus,  it  has  juris- 
diction of  suits  by"  citizens  against 
aliens  (Brooks  v.  Laurent,  98  Fed.  647, 
651,  39  C.  C.  A.  201),  and  (3)  of  suits 
by  aliens  against  citizens  (Suravitz  v. 
Pristasz,  201  Fed.  335,  119  C.  C.  A. 
573;      Katalla  Co.  v.  Eones,   J86  Wei. 
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30,  108  C.  C.  A.  132,  affirming  182  Fed. 
946;  Barlow  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  E.  Co., 
164  Fed.  765,  172  Fed.  513;  Maho- 
poulus  V.  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  E.  Co.,  167 
Fed.  165. 

[c]  Includes  Foreign  Corporations. 
Barrow  Steamship  Co.  v.  Kane,  170  U. 
S.  100,  18  Sup.  Ct.  526,  42  L.  ed.  964. 

[d]  Description  In  Pleadings. — The 
people  of  France  are  properly  described 
as  citizens  of  that  Eepublic,  and  a 
description  of  complainants  as  "all  of 
Cognac  in  France,  and  citizens  of  the 
Eepublic  of  France,"  is  sufficient.  Hen- 
nessy  v.  Eichardson  Drug  Co.,  189  U.  S. 
25,  34,  23  Sup.  Ct.  532,  47  L.  ed.  697. 
See  also  supra,    II,  F,  15,  b. 

43.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  e.  231,  §24, 
subd.  2,  36  St.  at  L.  109i,  Comp.  St. 
1916,  §  991. 

[a]  Before  the  adoption  of  the  judi- 
cial code,  the  circuit  court  had  juris- 
diction of  a  prosecution  for  murder 
committed  on  land  bought  by  the 
United  States  and  on  which  was  being 
built  a  post  ofifi.ce  and  court  house. 
Battle  V.  Uiiited  States,  209  U.  S.  36, 
28  Sup.  Ct.  422,  52  L.  ed.  670. 

["b]  Perjury  in  State  Enforcement 
of  Pederal  Laws.  —  The  district  court 
has  jurisdiction  of  a  prosecution  for 
perjury  committed  in  naturalization 
proceedings  before  a  state  court.  Holm- 
gren V.  United  States,  156  Fed.  439,  84 
C.  C.  A.  301;  Schmidt  v.  United  States, 
133  Fed.  257,  66  C.  C.  A.  389. 

[c]  Conspiracy  Against  Negroes. 
The  district  court  has  no  jurisdiction 
of  a  criminal  prosecution  for  conspir- 
acy to  prevent  persons  of  African  des- 
cent, because  of  their  race  and  color, 
from  making  and  carrying  out  con- 
tracts, where  the  alleged  wrongful 
acts  are  done  within  the  territorial 
limits  of  a  state.  Hodges  v.  United 
States,  203  U.  S.  1,  27  Sup.  Ct.  6,  51 
L.  ed.  65. 

[d]  Jurisdiction  does  not  depend 
upon  whether  the  indictment  sufficient- 
ly charges  the  offense  or  whether  the 
decision  of  the  court  is  right  or  wrong. 
Lamar  v.  United  States,  240  U.  S.  60, 
36  Sup.  Ct.  255,  60  L.  ed.  526. 
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7-  Admiralty  Jurisdiction. — Tlie  district  courts  have  original  juris- 
diction of  all  civil  causes  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction/*  and 
of  all  prizes  brought  into  the  United  States,  and  of  all  proceedings  for 
the  condemnation  of  property  taken  as  prize,*°  regardless  of  the  sum 
or  value  of  the  amount  in  controversy. 

8.  Seizures.  —  The  district  courts  have  original  jurisdiction  of  all 
seizures  on  land  or  waters  not  within  admiralty  and  maritime  juris- 
diction, regardless  of  the  sum  or  value  of  the  matter  in  controversy.** 

9.  Suits  Relating  to  the  Slave  Trade.  —  The  district  courts  have 
original  jurisdiction  of  all  suits  under  any  law  relating  to  the  slave 
trade." 

10.  Cases  Involving  Revenue  Laws.  —  The  district  courts  have 
jurisdiction  of  all  cases  arising  under  any  law  providing  for  internal 
revenue,**  or  from  revenue  from  imports  or  tonnage,*^  except  those 
cases  arising  under  any  law  providing  revenue  from  imports,  juris- 


[e]  Indian  Reservation.  —  The  dis- 
trict court  for  the  district  of  South 
Dakota  is  specifically  given  jurisdic- 
tion to  hear,  try  and  determine  all 
actions  and  proceedings  in  which  any 
person  shall  be  charged  with  certain 
specified  crimes  committed  within  the 
limits  of  any  Indian  reservation  in 
said  state.  Act  March  3,  1911,  c.  231, 
§  27,  36  St.  at  L.  1094. 

[f]  Yellowstone  Park. —  The  district 
court  for  the  district  of  Wyoming  is 
given  jurisdiction  of  all  felonies  com- 
mitted within  the  Yellowstone  Nation- 
al Park.    Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §  26, 

36  St.  at  L.  1094. 

44.  Saving  to  suitors  in  all  cases 
the  right  of  a  common-law  remedy, 
where  the  common-law  is  competent  to 
give  it.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §  24, 
subsec.  3,  36  St.  at  L.  1091,  Comp.  St. 
1916,  §991. 

See  also  Act  Mar.  9,  1920,  e.  — ,  §  2 
(suits  against  the  government  or  cor- 
porate agency,  on  claims  arising  out  of 
its  ownership  of  ships  and  cargoes), 
and  the  title  "Admiralty." 

[a]  Scope  and  effect  of  saving 
clause,  see  Knickerbocker  Ice  Co.  v, 
Stewart,  40  Sup.  Ct.  438;  Chelentis  v. 
Luckenbach  8.  S.  Co.,  247  U.  S.  372, 
38  Sup.  Ct.  501,  62  L.  ed.  1171;  South- 
ern Pac.  Co.  «.  Jensen,  244  TJ.  S.  205, 

37  Sup.  Ct.  524,  61  L.  ed.  1086,  Ann. 
Gas.  1917E,  900. 

45.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  e.  231,  §24, 
subsec.  3,  36  St.  at  L.  1091,  Comp.  St, 
1916,  §  991. 

See  the  title  "War." 

46.  Act   Mar.   3,   1911,   e.  231,   §24, 


subsec.  1,  36  St.  at  L.  1091,  Comp.  St. 
1916,  §  991.  See  United  States  v. 
Winchester,  99  U.  S.  372,  25  L.  ed.  479, 
14  Ct.  CI.  594. 

[a]  The  court  proceeds  as  a  court 
of  common-law  jurisdiction  and  not  of 
admiralty  in  such  cases.  The  Sarah,  S 
Wheat.  (U.  S.)  391,  5  L.  ed.  644; 
United  States  v.  George  Sproul  &  Co., 
185  Fed.  405,  107  C.  C.  A.  569. 

47,  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §  24, 
subsec.  4,  36  St.  at  L.  1091. 

48,  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §24, 
subsec.  5,  36  St.  at  L.  1091,  Comp.  St. 
1916,  §  991;  Act  Feh.  24,  1919,  c,  18, 
§1318,  Comp.  St.  Supp.  §6371%  p. 
See  14  Standard  Peoc.  128  (note  4), 
145.  See  also  United  States  v.  Cor- 
nell Steamboat  Co.,  202  U.  S.  184,  26 
Sup.  Ct.  648,  50  L.  ed.  987.  Coflfey  v. 
United  States,  116  U.  S.  427,  6  Sup.  Ct. 
432,  29  L.  ed.  681;  United  States  v. 
National  Fibre  Board  Co.,  133  Fed. 
596;  Christie  Street  Com.  Co.  v.  United 
States,  126  Fed.  991. 

[a]  As  to  the  meaning  of  the 
phrase  "revenue  laws"  as  used  in 
various  federal  statutes,  see  Twin 
Falls  Canal  Co.  v.  Foote,  192  Fed.  583. 

[b]  Claims  for  Recovery  of  Taxes 
Wrongfully  Collected. —  United  States 
V.  Emery,  Bird,  Thayer  Realty  Co.,  237 
U.  S.  28,  35  Sup.  Ct.  499,  59  L.  ed. 
825. 

49,  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §24, 
subsecs.  5,  10,  36  St.  at  L.  1091.  See 
the  title   "Customs  Duties." 

[a]  Suit  To  Recover  a  Drawback. 
Ames  V.  Hager,  36  Fed.  129,  1  L.  E.  A. 
377. 
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diction  of  which  has  been  conferred  upon  the  court  of  customs  ap- 
peals."" Jurisdiction  in  such  cases  does  not  depend  upon  the  amount 
involved.'^ 

11.  Suits  Under  Postal  Laws.  —  The  district  courts  have  original 
jurisdiction  of  all  cases  arising  under  the  postal  laws."^ 

12.  Suits  Under  Patent  Laws.  —  The  district  courts  have  original 
jurisdiction  of  all  suits  at  law  or  in  equity  arising  under  the  patent 
laws,"'  without  regard  to  the  citizenship  of  the  parties,"*  or  the  sum  or 
value  of  the  matter  in  controversy.""    But  the  jurisdiction  is  limited  to 


50.  Aet  Mar.  3,  1911,  o.  231,  §24, 
subsec.  5,  36  St.  at  L.  1091. 

For  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  cus- 
toms appeals,  see  judicial  code,  §§  195, 
198,  36  St.  at  L.  1145,  1146,  also  the 
title  "Customs  Duties." 

51.  Downes  v.  Bidwell,  182  IT.  S. 
244,  21  Sup.  Ct.  770,  45  L.  ed.  1088; 
Ames  V.  Hager,  36  Fed.  129,  1  L.  E.  A. 
377,  suit  to  recover  a  drawback. 

[a]  The  contrary  has  been  held  as 
to  the  right  to  remove  such  a  case 
from  a  state  to  a  federal  court.  John- 
son V.  Wells  Fargo  &  Co.,  91  Fed.  1. 
See   the   title    "Removal  of  Causes." 

52.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  e.  231,  §24, 
subsec.  6,  36  St.  at  L.  1091,  Comp.  St. 
19,16,  §991.  See  Postmaster-General 
V.  Early,  12  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  136,  6  L.  ed. 
577;  Lewis  Pub.  Co.  v.  Wyman,  152 
Fed.  787;  United  States  v.  Pearson,  32 
Fed.  309. 

Offenses  under  postal  laws,  see  21 
Standard  Prog.  467. 

[a]  Suit  to  enjoin  postal  inspector 
from  interfering  with  plaintiff's  pos- 
session of  government  property  con- 
sisting of  stamps,  etc.,  on  defendant's 
claim  that  plaintiff  had  been  removed 
as  postmaster.  Porter  v.  Coble,  246 
Fed.  244,  168  C.  C.  A.  404. 

53.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §24, 
subd.  7,  36  St.  at  L.  1091,  Comp.  St. 
1916,  §  991.  See  Excelsior  Wooden  P. 
Co.  V.  Pacific  Bridge  Co.,  185  U.  S. 
282,  22  Sup.  Ct.  681,  46  L.  ed.  910; 
Smith  V.  Farbenfabriken  of  Elberfeld 
Co.,  203  Fed.  476,  l21  C.  C.  A.  598; 
Onondaga  Indian  Wigwam  Co.  v.  Ka- 
Noo-No  Indian  Mfg.  Co.,  182  Fed.  832. 
See  also  the  title  "Patents." 

[a]  "The  test  of  jurisdiction  ia  this: 
Does  the  complainant  'set  up  some 
right,  title  or  interest  under  the  patent 
laws  of  the  United  States,  or  make  it 
appear  that  some  right  or  privilege  will 
be  defeated  by  one  construction,  or 
sustained  by  another,  of  those  laws?' 

Vol.  XXV 


Excelsior  "Wooden  Pipe  Co.  v.  Pacific 
Bridge  Co.,  185  U.  S.  282;  Pratt  v. 
Paris  Gaslight  &  Coke  Co.,  168  U.  S. 
255,  259;  White  v.  Eaukiu,  144  U.  S. 
628."  Henry  v.  A.  B.  Dick  Co.,  224 
U.  S.  1,  32  Sup.  Ct.  364,  56  L.  ed.  645, 
Ann.   Cas.   19l3D,   880. 

[b]  Where  plaintiff  in  good  faith 
relies  upon  the  patent  law,  jurisdiction 
is  not  defeated  because  his  claim  is 
unfounded  in  fact.  The  Fair  v.  Kohler 
Die  &  Specialty  Co.,  228  U.  S.  22,  33 
Sup.  Ct.  410,  57  L.  ed.  716. 

[c]  An  action  to  compel  a  corpora- 
tion to  pay  a  judgment  for  infringe- 
ment of  a  patent  is  not  one  arising  un- 
der the  patent  laws.  H.  C.  Cook  Co.  v. 
Beecher,  217  U.  S.  497,  30  Sup.  Ct.  601, 
54  L.  ed.  855. 

[d]  Taxes  on  Patents.  —  A  com- 
plaint that  the  assessment  of  taxes 
was  illegal  because  in  effect  levied  ou 
patents  or  patent  rights  does  not  in- 
volve the  construction,  validity  or  in- 
fringement of  the  patents  or  any  other 
question  under  the  patent  laws.  Holt 
f.  Indiana  Mfg.  Co.,  176  U.  8.  68,  20 
Sup.  Ct.  272,  44  L.  ed.  374. 

Issuance.  —  See  21  Standard  Peoc. 
179,  note  52. 

[e]  Validity  of  Patent.  —  Doolan  v. 
Carr,  125  U.  S.  618,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1228, 
31  L.  ed.  844. 

Assignment.  —  See  21  Standard  Peoc. 
183. 

[f]  Suit  to  enjoin  state  taxes,  see 
Holt  V.  Indiana  Mfg.  Co.,  176  U.  S.  68, 
20  Sup.  Ct.  272,  44  L.  ed.  374. 

Joining  claim  for  unfair  competition, 
see  21  Standard  Peoc.  186,  and  supra, 
II,  A,  4.  a,  note  89. 

54.  The  Fair  v.  Kohler  Die  &  Speci- 
alty Co.,  228  U.  S.  22,  33  Sup.  Ct.  410, 
57  L.  ed.  716;  Indiana  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Nichols  &  Shepard  Co.,  190  Fed.  579. 

55.  Swindell  v.  Youngstown  Sheet 
&  Tube  Co.,  230  Fed.  438,  144  C.  C.  A. 
580;      United   Shoe   Mach.   Co.  v.  Du- 
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the  proceedings  contemplated  by  the  patent  laws,°^  and  does  not  extend 
to  cases  where  the  question  involved  is  merely  one  as  to  the  rights  of 
the  parties  under  license  or  royalty  contracts,"^  unless  the  breach  of 
such  contract  involves  an  infringement,"'  nor  where  the  question  is 
merely  one  of  the  title  to  patents  depending  upon  grants  of  the 
same,®^  or  the  suit  is  for  damages  for  slander  of  title  claimed  under  the 
patent-laws;  °°  but  the  fact  that  the  construction  of  a  license  contract 
is  also  involved  will  not  oust  the  court  of  jurisdiction  of  a  suit  for 
infringement,''^  nor  will  the  fact  that  plaintiff  anticipates  in  his  bill  a 
defense  of  a  license  contract.'^  The  remedy  sought  may  be  looked  to 
in  determining  the  question  of  federal  jurisdiction.^^ 

13.  Suits  Under  Copyright  Laws.  —  The  district  courts  have  orig- 
inal jurisdiction  of  all  suits  at  law  or  in  equity  arising  under  the  copy- 
right laws,  without  regard  to  the  sum  or  value  of  the  matter  in  contro- 
versy."* 

14.  Suits  Under  Trade-Mark  Laws.  —  The  district  courts  have 


plessis  Indep.  Shoe  Maeh.  Co.,  133  Fed. 
930. 

56.  Briggs  v.  United  Shoe  Mach. 
Co.,  239  U.  S.  48,  36  Sup.  Ct.  6,  60  L. 
ed.  138. 

57.  Briggs  V.  United  Shoe  Maeh. 
Co.,  239  U.  S.  48,  36  Sup.  Ct.  6,  60  L. 
ed.  138;  American  Graphophone  Co.  v. 
Victor  Talking  Mach.  Co.,  188  Fed. 
428,  110  C.  C.  A.  308,  affirming  188  Fed. 
431.     See  21  Standaed  Proc.  182. 

[a]  Where  a  licensee,  l)y  using  a 
patented  machine  in  a  piohihited.  way, 
infringes  the  patent,  a  suit  based  on 
such  infringement  is  cognizable  in  the 
federal  courts.  "But  if  the  patentee 
elect  to  waive  the  tort  and  sue  upon 
the  covenants  or  for  a  breach  of  con- 
tract, the  suit  would  not  be  one  de- 
pendent upon  or  arising  out  of  the 
patent  law,  p,nd  a  federal  court  would 
have  no  jurisdiction  unless  diversity 
of  citizenship  existed.  Eobinson  on 
Patents,  §  1250;  Magic  EuflEle  Co.  v. 
Elm.  City  Co.,  13  Blatchf.  151;  Good- 
year V.  Union  India  Eubber  Co.,  4 
Blatchf.  63;  Goodyear  v.  Congress 
Eubber  Co.,  3  Blatchf.  449.  This 
would  be  so  although  the  damages  for 
a  breach  would  be  measured  by  the 
loss  resulting  from  the  infringement. 
Magic  Euffle  Co.  v.  Elm  City  Co.,  13 
Blatchf.  151."  Henry  v.  A.  B.  Dick 
Co.,  224  U.  S.  1,  32  Sup.  Ct.  364,  56  L. 
ed.  645,  Ann.  Oas.  1913D,  880. 

[b]  A  federal  court  has  no  juiis- 
dictiou  of  a  suit  by  the  licensor  for 
specific  performance  of  a  license  under 
a  patent,  unless   diversity   of   citizen- 


ship    exists.       Indiana     Mfg.     Co.     v, 
Nichols  &  Shepard  Co.,  190  Fed.  579. 

[e]  Suit  to  recover  royalties,  see 
Odell  V.  F.  C.  Farnsworth  Co.,  250  U. 
S.  501,  39  Sup.  Ct.  516,  63  L.  ed.  1111, 
and  21  Standard  Pboc.  183. 

58.  Geneva  Furniture  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
S.  Karpen  &  Bros.,  238  U.  S.  254,  35 
Sup.  Ct.  788,  59  L.  ed.  1295,  contribu- 
tory infringement  by  third  person  in- 
ducing violation  of  license. 

59.  Harrington  v.  Atlantic  &  Pac. 
Tel.  Co.,  185  Fed.  493,  107  C.  C.  A. 
593,  reversing  143  Fed.  329,  alleged  to 
have  been  fraudulently  obtained  or  de- 
tained. 

60.  American  Well  Works  Co.  v. 
Layne  &  Bowler  Co.,  241  U.  S.  257,  36 
Sup.  Ct.  585,  60  L.  ed.  987,  such  a 
cause  of  action  arises  solely  under  the 
state  law. 

61.  Henry  v,  A.  B.  Dick  Co.,  224 
U.  S.  1,  32  Sup.  Ct.  364,  56  L.  ed.  645, 
Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  880;  Littlefield  v. 
Perry,  21  Wall.  (U.  S.)  205,  222,  22  L. 
ed.  577.     See  21  Standard  Proc.   186. 

62.  Healy  v.  Sea  Gull  Specialty  Co., 
237  U.  S.  479,  35  Sup.  Ct.  658,  59  L.  ed. 
1056. 

63.  Henry  v.  A.  B.  Dick  Co.,  224  U. 
S.-  1,  32  Sup.  Ct.  364,  56  L.  ed.  645, 
Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  880. 

64.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §24, 
subd.  7,  36  St.  at  L.  1091,  Comp.  St. 
1916,  §  991.  See  Brady  v.  Daly,  175 
U.  S.  148,  20  Sup.  Ct.  62,  44  L.  ed. 
109,  also  the  title  "Copyright  Pro- 
ceedings." 
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original  jurisdiction  of  all  suits  at  law  or  in  equity  arising  under  the 
trade-mark  laws,  regardless  of  the  sum  or  value  of  the  amount  in 
controversy.^^  This  jurisdiction  does  not  extend  to  controversies  as 
to  common-law  trade-marks,''^  or  unfair  competition.^^ 

15.  Suits  Under  Commerce  Lav?s.  —  The  district  courts  have  orig- 
inal jurisdiction  of  all  suits  and  proceedings  arising  under  any  law 
regulating  commerce.** 

16.  Suits  To  Enforce  Penalties  and  Forfeitures.  —  The  district 
courts  have  original  jurisdiction  of  all  suits  and  proceedings  for  the  en- 
forcement of  penalties  and  forfeitures  incurred  under  any  law  of  the 
United  States.''^ 

17.  Suits  for  Damages  Incurred  in  Enforcing  Certain  Federal 
Laws.  —  The  judicial  code  provides  that  the  district  courts  shall  have 
original  jurisdiction:  of  all  suits  brought  by  any  person  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  any  injury  to  his  person  or  property  on  account  of  any  act 
done  by  him,  under  any  law  of  the  United  States,  for  the  protection 
or  collection  of  any  of  the  revenues  thereof,  or  to  enforce  the  rights  of 
citizens  of  the  United  States  to  vote  in  the  several  states.'"' 


65.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  e.  231,  §24, 
subd.  7,  36  St.  at  L.  1091,  Comp.  St. 
1916,  §991.  See  Elgin  Nat.  Watch  Co. 
V.  lUinoia  Watch  Case  Co.,  179  V.  8. 
665,  21  Sup.  Ct.  270,  45  L.  ed.  365;  Burt 
V.  Smith,  71  Fed.  161,  18  C.  C.  A.  573; 
Bernstein  v.  Danwitz,  190  Fed.  604; 
Also  the  title  "Trade-Marks  and  Trade 
Names." 

66.  National  Casket  Co.  v.  New 
York  &  Brooklyn  Casket  Co.,  185  Fed. 
533,  there  is  no  jurisdiction  over  such 
a  controversy  in  the  absence  of  diverse 
citizenship.  See  the  title  "Trade- 
Marks  and  Trade  Names." 

67.  Diederich  -t.  Schneider  Whole- 
sale Wine  &  Liquor  Co.,  195  Fed.  35; 
See  Bernstein  v.  Danwitz,  190  Fed.  604. 

[a]  In  the  Absence  of  Diverse  Cit- 
izenship. —  National  Casket  Co.  v.  New- 
York  &  Brooklyn  Casket  Co.,  185  Fed. 
533.  If  acts  constituting  infringement 
of  a  trade-mark  and  other  acts  consti- 
tuting unfair  competition  in  trade  are 
separate  and  independent  acts,  even 
though  they  all  relate  to  the  same 
article  of  manufacture,  the  court  has 
jurisdiction  to  enjoin  the  former  acts, 
but  not  the  latter.  If,  however,  the 
wrongful  acts  are  not  separate  and 
distinct,  but  are  all  done  together  as 
one  whole,  or  one  act,  then  all  said 
wrongful  acts  may  be  enjoined.  Boss 
V.  H.  S.  Geer  Co.,  188  Fed.  731.  See 
also  Illinois  Watch  Case  Co.  v.  Elgin 
Nat.  Watch  Co.,  94  Fed.  667,  35  C.  C. 
A.  237;  Stark  Bros.  Nurseries  &  Orch- 
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ards  Co.  v.  Stark,  248  Fed.  154;  Sprigg 
V.  Fisher,  222  Fed.  964.  But  see  Sam- 
son Cordage  Works  v.  Puritan  Cordage 
Mills,  211  Fed.  603,  128  C.  C.  A.  203, 
L.  B.  A.  1915F,  1107. 

As  to  unfair  competition,  see  the 
title  "Trade-Marks  and  Trade  Names." 

68.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  e.  231,  §  24, 
subsec.  8,  36  St.  at  L.  1091,  Comp.  St. 
1916,  §991.  See  the  title  "Interstate 
Commerce." 

[a]  As  originally  enacted,  "those 
suits  and  proceedings  exclusive  juris- 
diction of  which  is  vested  in  the  com- 
merce court"  were  excepted  from  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  district  court.  Act 
Mar.  3,  1911,  o.  231,  §  24,  subsec.  8,  36 
St.  at  L.  1091.  See  the  title  "Com- 
merce Court."  But  the  commerce 
court  has  since  been  abolished  and  its 
jurisdiction  conferred  upon  the  district 
court.  See  Deficiencies  Appropriation 
Act  of  Oct.  22,  1913,  e.  32,  38  St.  at  L. 
219,  Comp.  St.  1916,  §992,  and  14 
Standard  Pboc.  270,  et  seq. 

69.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §  24, 
subsec.  9,  36  St.  at  L.  1091,  Comp.  St. 
1916,  §991.  See  United  States  v. 
James  W.  Elwell  &  Co.,  250  Fed.  939, 
163  C.  C.  A.  189,  and  21  Standard 
Pboc.  266,  and  titles  dealing  with  par- 
ticular penalties  and  forfeitures,  such 
as  "Immigration;"  "Internal  Eev- 
enue;"   "Ships  and  Shipping,"  etc. 

70.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §24, 
subsec.  11,  36  St.  at  L.  1091,  Comp.  St. 
1916,  §991, 
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18.  Suits  To  Redress  the  Deprivation  of  Civil  Rights.  —  The  dis- 
trict courts  have  jurisdiction  of  all  suits  at  law  or  in  equity  authorized 
by  law  to  be  brought  by  any  person  to  redress  the  deprivation,  under 
color  of  any  law,  statute,  ordinance,  regulation,  custom,  or  usage  of 
any  state,  of  any  right,  privilege,  or  immunity,  secured  by  the  constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States,  or  of  any  right  secured  by  any  law  of  the 
United  States  providing  for  equal  rights  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  or  of  all  persons  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States.''^ 
They  also  have  jurisdiction  of  actions  for  damages  given  by  the  federal 
statutes  to  any  person  injured  by  a  conspiracy  to  deprive  him  of  his 
civil  rights.'^ 

19.  Suits  for  Possession  of  Offices.  —  The  district  courts  have  orig- 
inal jurisdiction  of  all  suits  to  recover  possession  of  any  office,  except 
that  of  elector  of  president  or  vice  president,  representative  in  or 
delegate  to  congress,  or  member  of  a  state  legislature,  authorized  by 
law  to  be  brought,  wherein  it  appears  that  the  sole  question  touching 
the  right  to  such  office  arises  out  of  the  denial  of  the  right  to  vote  to 
any  citizen  offering  to  vote,  on  account  of  race,  color,  or  previous  con- 
dition of  servitude.''^  The  jurisdiction  in  such  case  extends  only  so  far 
as  to  determine  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  such  office  by  reason  of  the 
denial  of  the  sight  guaranteed  by  the  constitution  of  the  United  States, 
and  secured  by  any  law,  to  enforce  the  right  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States  to  vote  in  all  the  states.^* 


71.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §24, 
subaee.  14,  36  St.  at  L.  1091,  Comp. 
St.  1916,  §  991.  See  Moyer  v.  Peabody, 
212  XT.  S.  78,  29  Sup.  Ct.  235,  53  L.  ed. 
410;  Bonifaci  v.  Thompson,  252  Fed. 
878;  Eaieh  v.  Truax,  219  Fed.  273 
'(state  law  discriminating  against 
aliens);  Simpson  v.  Geary,  204  Fed. 
507;  Brawner  v.  Irvin,  169  Fed.  964 
(assault  on  negro);  Davenport  v. 
Cloverport,  72  Fed.  689  (discrimina- 
tion against  negro  school  children); 
Harrison  v.  Hadley,  2  Dill.  229,  11  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  6,137,  right  to  vote. 

[a]  A  corporation  is  a  person  (1) 
within  the  meaning  of  this  provision. 
Northwestern  Fertilizing  Co.  v.  Hyde 
Park,  3  Biss.  480,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10, 
336.  (2)  The  court  has  jurisdiction, 
under  this  provision,  of  a  suit  to  en- 
force the  right  of  equitable  set-off  of 
judgments  in  favor  of  plaintiff  and 
defendant,  where  such  relief  is  refused 
by  the  state  court  because  of  the  laws 
of  the  state  relating  to  foreign  cor- 
porations. Anglo-American  Provision 
Co.  V.  Davis  Provision  Co.,  105  Fed. 
536. 

[b]  This  provision  refers  to  ciril 
rights  only,  (1)  and  does  not  apply  to 
a  suit  to  enjoin  the  collection  of  state 


taxes  claimed  to  be  illegal  because  in 
effect  levied  on  patents  or  patent 
rights  (Holt  v.  Indiana  Mfg.  Co.,  176 
U.  S.  68,  20  Sup.  Ct.  272,  44  L.  ed. 
374),  or  (2)  to  an  action  for  damages 
against  a  tax  collector  for  his  refusal 
to  accept  eoupons  of  state  bonds  in 
payment  of  taxes  and  the  subsequent 
taking  of  the  plaintiff's  property  ta 
enforce  payment  thereof,  it  being  con- 
tended that  acts  repealing  a  former 
statute,  making  such  coupons  receiv- 
able for  taxes,  were  void  (Carter  v. 
Greenhow,  114  U.  S.  317,  5  Sup.  Ct. 
928,  29  L.  ed.  202),  or  (3)  to  an  action 
for  damages  resulting  from  an  alleged 
conspiracy  to  disbar  an  attorney  from 
practicing  in  the  courts  of  a  state. 
Green  v.  Elbert,  63  Fed.  308,  11  C.  C. 
A.  207.  See  also  Bowman  v.  Chicago 
&  N.  W.  E.  Co.,  115  U.  S.  611,  6  Sup.  Ct. 
192,  29  L.  ed.  502;  California  Oil  & 
Gas  Co.  V.  Miller,  96  Fed.  12,  22. 

72.  See  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231, 
§  24,  subdivs.  12  and  13,  Comp.  St. 
1916,  §991. 

73.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §  24, 
subsec.  15,  36  St.  at  L.  1'091,  Comp.  St. 
1916,  §  991.  See  In  re  Yancey,  28  Fed. 
445,  451. 

74.  See  preceding  note. 
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20.  Suits  by  and  against  National  Banks. — The  district  courts  have 
jurisdiction  of  all  cases  commenced  by  the  United  States,  or  by  direc- 
tion of  any  officer  thereof,  against  any  national  banking  association,  and 
eases  for  the  winding  up  of  the  affairs  of  any  such  bank ;  '*  and  of  all 
suits  brought  by  any  banking  association  established  in  the  district  for 
which  the  court  is  held,  under  the  provisions  of  the  title  "National 
Banks"  in  the  revised  statutes,  to  enjoin  the  comptroller  of  the  cur- 
rency, or  any  receiver  acting  under  his  direction,  as  provided  by  said 
title.'^  For  the  purposes  of  all  other  actions  or  suits  by  or  against 
them,  all  national  banking  associations  are  to  be  deemed  citizens  of  the 
states  in  which  they  are  respectively  located,"  and  such  suits  or  actions 
do  not  involve  a  federal  question  because  of  their  presence,^*  except 
where  some  other  basis  for  such  a  question  exists,  such  as  an  alleged 
liability  under  a  federal  statute." 

21.  Suits  by  Aliens  for  Certain  Torts.  —  The  district  courts  have 
original  jurisdiction  of  all  suits  brought  by  any  alien  for  a  tort  only,  in 
violation  of  the  laws  of  nations  or  of  a  treaty  of  the  United  States.^" 

22.  Suits  Against  Consuls  and  Vice-Consuls.  —  Under  the  judicial 
code  the  district  courts  have  jurisdiction  of  all  suits  against  consuls  and 
vice-consuls.^^ 

23.  Bankruptcy  Proceedings.  —  The  district  courts  have  original 
jurisdiction  of  all  matters  and  proceedings  in  bankrupfcy.'* 


75.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  o.  231,  §  24, 
subsec.  16,  36  St.  at  L.  1091,  Comp.  St. 
1916,  §  991.  See  the  titles  "Banks  and 
Banking;"  "Winding  Up  Corpora- 
tions." 

[a]  Suit  Ijy  receiver  in  course  of 
winding  up  affairs  of  national  bank. 
Bates  V.  Dresser,  229  Fed.  772.  See  4 
Standard  Pkoc.  52. 

[b]  An  action  against  the  stock- 
holder's agent  of  an  insolvent  national 
hank  to  recover  rent  for  the  unexpired 
term  of  a  lease  is. an  action  to  wind  up 
the  affairs  of  the  bank.  International 
Trust  Co.  V.  Weeks,  203  U.  S.  364,  27 
Sup.  Ct.  69,  51  L.  ed.  224,  affirming 
125  Fed.  370,  60  C.  C.  A.  236. 

76.  See  act  cited  in  preceding,  note 
and  also  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Canton  v. 
Williams   (U.  S.),  40  Sup.  Ct.  372. 

77.  See  act  referred  to  in  preceding 
note  and  also  supra,  II,  F,  12,  and 
Continental  Nat.  Bank  v.  Buford,  191 
U.  S.  119,  24  Sup.  Ct.  54,  48  L.  ed. 
119;  Esc  paHe  Jones,  164  U.  S.  691,  17 
Sup.   Ct.  222,  41  L.  ed.  601. 

[a]  "Since  the  passage  of  the  act 
of  March  3,  1887,  a  national  bank  can- 
not remove  a  suit  on  the  ground  that 
it  is  a  federal  corporation.  The  fed- 
eral origin  of  the  bank  no  longer  af- 
fects  in   any   way   the   jurisdiction   of 
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suits  by  or  against  it.  It  has  no  greater 
or  less  right  to  remove  a  suit  upon  the 
ground  that  it  arises  under  the  consti- 
tution or  laws  of  the  United  States 
than  any  citizen  of  the  state  in  which 
the  bank  is  located."  Wichita  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Smith  72  Fed.  568,  19  C.  C.  A. 
42,  followed  in  State  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Eureka  Springs  Water  Co.,  174  Fed. 
827. 

78.  Herrmann  V.  Edwards,  238  IT.  S. 
107,  35  Sup.  Ct.  839,  59  L.  ed.  1224. 
See  supra,  II,  J,  4. 

79.  ChesbroiBgh  v  Woodworth,  244 
XJ.  S.  72,  37  Sup.  Ct.  579,  61  L.  ed. 
lOOO,  personal  liability'of  directors  for 
false  reports. 

80.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  e.  231,  §  24, 
subsec.  17,  36  St.  at  L.  1091,  Comp. 
St.  1916,  §991.  See  O'Eeilly  De  Cam- 
ara  «.  Brooke,  135  Fed.  384,  and  the 
title  "Aliens," 

81.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §  24, 
subsec.  18,  36  St.  at  L.  1091,  Comp.  St. 
1916,  §991.  See  the  title  "Ministers, 
Ambassadors  and  Consuls." 

82.  See  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231, 
§  24,  subsec.  19,  36  St.  at  L.  1091, 
Comp.  St.  1916,  §991,  and  the  title 
'  'Bankruptcy  Proceedings. ' ' 

[a]  The  jurisdiction  conferred  on 
the  circuit  courts  by  §  23  of  the  bank- 
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24.  Suits  To  Prevent  Unlawful  Enclosure  of  Public  Lands-  —  The 

district  courts  have  original  jurisdiction  of  proceedings  in  equity,  by 
writ  of  injunction,  to  restrain  violations  of  the  provisions  of  laws  of  the 
United  States  to  prevent  the  unlawful  enclosure  of  public  lands." 

25.  Suits  Under  Immigration  and  Contract  Labor  Laws.  —  The 
district  courts  have  original  jurisdiction  of  all  suits  and  proceedings 
arising  under  any  law  regulating  the  immigration  of  aliens,  or  under 
the  contract  labor  laws.** 

26.  Suits  Under  Antitrust  Laws.  —  The  district  courts  have  orig- 
inal jurisdiction  of  all  suits  and  proceedings  arising  under  any  law  to 
protect  trade  and  commerce  against  restraints  and  monopolies.'* 

27.  Suits  Involving  the  Right  of  Indians  to  Allotments  of  Land. 
The  district  courts  have  original  jurisdiction  of  all  actions,  suits,  or 
proceedings  involving  the  right  of  any  person,  in  whole  or  in  part  of 
Indian  blood  or  descent,  to  any  allotment  of  land  under  any  law  or 
treaty.'^ 

28.  Appellate  Jurisdiction.  —  The  district  courts  have  appellate 
jurisdiction  of  the  judgments  and  orders  of  United  States  commission- 
ers in  cases  arising  under  the  Chinese  exclusion  laws,*^  and  from  judg- 
ments of  conviction  in  criminal  cases  tried  before  the  commissioners  of 
certain  national  parks.*' 

29.  Power  To  Issue  Writs. — The  district  courts  have  power  to  issue 
writs  of  ne  exeat,'^  and  scire  facias,°°  and  all  writs  not  specifically 


luplcy  act  over  controversies  between 
trustees  and  adverse  claimants  con- 
cerning property  acquired  or  claimed 
by  said  trustees,  and  of  offenses  enum- 
erated in  the  act  is  now  vested  in  the 
district  courts  by  virtue  of  §  291  of  the 
judicial  code. 

83.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §  24, 
subsec.  21,  36  St.  at  L.  1091,  Comp. 
St.  1916i  §  991.  See  generally  the 
title  "Public  Lajids." 

[a]  Process.  —  The  section  above 
cited  provides  that  "it  shall  be  suf- 
ficient to  give  the  court  jurisdiction  if 
service  of  original  process  be  had  in 
any  civil  proceeding  on  any  agent  or 
employee  having  charge  or  control  of 
the  inclosure. " 

84.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §  24, 
subsee.  22,  36  St.  at  L.  1091,  Comp.  St. 
1916,  §991.  See  the  title  "Iinmigrar 
tion." 

85.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §  24, 
subsec.  23,  36  St.  at  L.  1091,  Comp.  St. 
1916,  §991;  N'oyes  v.  Parsons,  245 
Fed.  689,  158  C.  C.  A.  91  (in  action  for 
treble  damages  under  Sherman  Anti- 
Trust  Act,  complaint  must  show  injury 
by  unlawful  combination  in  violation 
of  the  act) ;  Wagner  Electric  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  District  Lodge  No.   9,  252  Fed. 


597;  Mannington  v.  Hocking  Valley 
R.  Co.,  183  Fed.  133.  See  the  title 
"Monopolies." 

[a]  Sherman  act  not  repealed  by 
this  act.  Wogan  Bros.  v.  American 
Sugar   Eeflning   Co.,   215  Fed.   273. 

86.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §24, 
subsec.  24,  36  St.  at  L.  1091,  Comp.  St. 
1916,  §991.  See  the  title  "Indians," 
and  Wellsville  Oil  Co.  v.  Miller,  243 
U.  S.  6,  37  Sup.  Ct.  362,  61  L.  ed.  559. 

87.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §  25, 
36  St.  at  L.  1094,  Comp.  St.  1916, 
§1007.     See  the  title  "Immigration." 

88.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §  26, 
36  St.  at  L.  1094,  Comp.  St.  1916, 
§  1008  (Yellowstone);  Act  June  2,  1920, 
e,  218,  §  7,  Comp.  St.  Supp.,  §  5216c 
(Yosemite). 

89.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  §261,  36  St.  at 
L.  1162,  Comp.  St.  1916,  §1238.  See 
the  title  "Ne  Exeat." 

90.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  §  262,  36  St. 
at  L.  1162,  Comp.  St.  1916,  §  1239. 
See  also  the  title  "Scire  Facias." 

fa]  To  Revive  Judgment.  —  Eoger 
V.  3.  B.  Levert  Co.,  237  Fed.  737,  150 
C.  C.  A.  491. 

[b]  To  Enforce  Recognizance  or 
Bail  Bond.  —  Insley   v.  United  States, 
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provided  for  by  statute,  which  may  be  necessary  for  the  exercise  of 
their  jurisdiction,  and  agreeable  to  the  usages  and  principles  of  law.^' 
But  the  power  to  issue  such  writs  is  confined  to  those  cases  in  which 
some  federal  right  or  question  is  involved,'^  or  in  which  the  issuance 
of  the  writ  is  merely  ancillary  to  a  jurisdiction  already  obtained.^^ 


150  U.  S.  512,  14  Sup.  Ct.  158,  37  L.  ed. 
1163. 

[c]  Ameudmeut.  —  See  Ewing  v. 
ITnited  States,  240  Fed.  241,  153  C.  C. 
A.  167. 

[d]  Effect  of  State  Statutes.  —  The 
right  to  issue  and  serve  sueh  writs  is 
derived  from  the  constitution  and  the 
act  of  congress,  and  it  cannot  be  re- 
strained, limited,  or  made  less  ef5cac- 
ious  by  state  statutes.  The  federal 
courts  may  follow  the  methods  of  is- 
suing and  serving  such  writs  prescribed 
by  state  statutes,  but  they  are  not  re- 
quired to  do  so.  Collin  County  Nat. 
Bank  v.  McKinney,  152  Fed.  414,  '81 
C.  C.  A.  556,  rehearing  denied,  155  Fed. 
389,  83  C.  C.  A.  661.  See  also  Univers- 
al Transp.  Co.  v.  National  Surety  Co., 
252  Fed.  293. 

91.  See  act  referred  to  in  preceding 
note  and  also  Gay  v.  Hudson  River 
Elec.  Power  Co.,  182  Fed.  279.  Com- 
pare supra,  II,   H,   3. 

[a]  Under  this  statute  the  federal 
courts  "are  not  restricted  to  the  kind 
of  processes  used  in  the  state  courts, 
or  bound  to  conform  themselves  there- 
to in  all  respects,  but  have  the  author- 
ity to  alter  the  process  in  such  manner 
as  may  be  deemed  expedient,  and  to 
so  adapt  it  that  its  effect  and  operation 
may  be  effectual."  Hills  &  Co.  v. 
Hoover,  220  TJ.  S.  329,  337,  31  Sup.  Ct. 
402,  55  L.  ed.  485. 

[b]  Certiorari  is  available  in  the 
federal  courts  only  when  it  is  neces- 
sary to  be  used  in  aid  of  their  juris- 
diction. A  circuit  court  cannot  employ 
it  to  review  the  validity  of  a  municipal 
ordinance.  Borden's  Condensed  Milk 
Co.  V.  Baker,  177  Fed.  906,  101  C.  C.  A. 
186,     reversing  168  Fed.  111. 

[c]  Fieri  Facias.  —  This  provision 
gives  authority  to  direct  the  issuance 
of  a  fieri  facias  in  an  equity  suit  for 
(he  purpose  of  enforcing  the  payment 
of  any  costs  that  may  be  decreed,  not- 
withstanding the  decree  may  dispose 
of  matters  other- than  a  money  demand. 
Western  Pocahontas  Corp.  v.  Acord, 
178  Fed.  843. 

[d]  Venire  Facias.  —  United  States 
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V.  Philadelphia  &  E.  E.  Co.,  237  Fed. 
292.  To  summons  grand  jury.  United 
States  V.  Antz,  16  Fed.  119. 

[e]  Execution.  —  Fink  v.  O'Neil, 
106  U.  S.  272,  1  Sup.  Ct.  325,  27  L.  ed. 
196;  Wayman  v.  Southard,  10  Wheat. 
(U.  S.)  1,  6  L.  ed.  253.  Capias  ad 
satisfaciendum.  United  States  v. 
Arnold,  69  Fed.  987,  16  C.  C.  A.  575. 

[f]  Habeas  Corpus.  —  See  10  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  914.  Ad  testificandum.  In 
re  Thaw,  166  Fed.  71,  91  C.  C.  A.  657, 
Ann.  Cas.  1915D,  1025. 

[g]  Mandamus.  —  See  19  Standard 
Proc.   241. 

[h]  Process.  —  See  Fink  v.  O'Neil, 
106  U.  S.  272,  1  Sup.  Ct.  325,  27  L.  ed. 
196;  United  States  v.  Virginia-Caro- 
lina Chem.  Co.,  163  Fed.  66;  United 
States  V.  Standard  Oil  Co.,  154  Fed. 
728. 

[i]  Seizure.  —  See  American  Tobac- 
co Co.  V.  Werckmeister,  146  Fed.  375, 
76  C.  C.  A.  647;  United  States  v. 
Jones,  23'0  Fed.  262;  Stern  v.  Jerome 
H.  Eemick  &  Co.,  164  Fed.  781,  writ  of 
certiorari  dismissed,  215  U.  S.  585,  30 
Sup.   Ct.  404,  54  L.  ed.  338. 

[j]  Subpoena  Duces  Tecum.  —  See 
American  Lithographic  Co.  v.  Werck- 
meister, 221  U.  S.  603,  31  Sup.  Ct.  676, 
55  L.  ed.  873. 

[k]  Warrant  of  Arrest.  —  Johnson 
V.  Crawford  &  Yothers,  154  Fed.  761. 
Warrant  for  arrest  in  criminal  con- 
tempt proceedings,  outside  the  state 
not  authorized.  Mitchell  i>.  Dexter, 
244  Fed.  926,  157  C.  C.  A.  276. 

[1]  Common  law  practice  followed. 
Universal  Transp.  Co.  v.  National 
Surety  Co.,  252  Fed.  293. 

[m]  To  third  persons  as  well  as 
parties.  See  Labette  County  Comrs.  v. 
United  States,  112  U.  S.  217,  5  Sup.  Ct. 
108,  28  L.  ed.  698;  United  States  v. 
McHie,  196  Fed.  586. 

92.  In  re  Burrus,  136  U.  S.  586,  10 
Sup.  Ct.  850,  34  L.  ed.  500;  Ex  parte 
Bell,  240  Fed.  758.  See  10  Standard 
Proc.  914;  19  Standard  Peoc.  241. 

Compare  supra,  II,  E,  2,  note. 

93.  Ancillary  jurisdiction,  see  supra, 
II,  A,  4,  b. 
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30.  Bills  of  Interpleader  by  Insurance  Companies  or  Fraternal 
Benefit  Societies.  —  A  recent  act  of  congress  gives  to  the  district  courts 
original  jurisdiction  of  suits  in  equity  begun  by  bill  of  interpleader  by 
insurance  companies  or  fraternal  benefit  societies  to  determine  con- 
flicting claims  to  insurance  or  benefits,  of  five  hundred  dollars  or  more, 
made  by  claimants,  citizens  of  different  states,  one  of  whom  resides 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court."* 

K.  Jurisdiction  op  Court  op  Claims.  —  This  matter  will  be  found 
treated  elsewhere  in  this  work.'* 

L.  Jurisdiction  op  the  Court  op  Customs  Appeals.  —  All  matters 
relating  to  the  jurisdiction  of,  and  the  practice  in,  the  court  of  customs 
appeals  are  fully  treated  in  a  separate  article." 

.  M.  The  Commerce  Court.  —  All  matters  relating  to  the  jurisdiction 
of,  and  the  practice  in,  the  former  commerce  court  are  treated  in  a 
separate  article.®^  Since  that  article  was  published  this  court  has  been 
abolished  and  its  jurisdiction  transferred  to  the  district  courts." 

N.  Jurisdiction  op  Courts  op  Porto  Rico.  —  The  district  court  for 
Porto  Rico  has  the  ordinary  jurisdiction  of  a  district  court  of  the 
United  States,®'  and  in  addition  has  jurisdiction  for  the  naturalization 
of  aliens  and  Porto  Ricans,^  and  of  all  controversies  (and  controversies 
in  which  there  is  a  separable  controversy)  where  all  of  the  parties  on 
either  side  of  the  controversy  are  citizens  or  subjects  of  a  foreign  state 
or  states,  or  citizens  of  a  state,  territory,  or  district  of  the  United 
States  not  domiciled  in  Porto  Rico,  wherein  the  matter  in  dispute  ex- 
ceeds, exclusive  of  interest  or  costs,  the  sum  or  value  of  $3,000.^    It  is 


94.  Act  Feb.  22,  1917,  c.  113,  39 
St.  at  L.  929,  Comp.  St.  Supp.  §  991a. 
See  also  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Ken- 
nedy, 253  Fed.  287. 

[a]  Deposit  in  court  of  the  amount 
claimed  is  essential  to  jurisdiction.  See 
act  cited  supra^  this  note,  and  Penn 
Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Henderson,  244  Fed. 
877. 

95.  See  the  title  "United  States." 
Review  by  supieme  court,  see  supra, 

11,  H,  4,  b,  (I),  (G). 

96.  See  the  title  "Customs  Duties." 

97.  See  the  title  "Conunerce 
Court." 

98.  Act  Oct.  22,  1913,  e.  32,  Comp. 
St.  1916,  §  992.  See  Manufacturers  E. 
Co.  u.  V.  S.,  246  U.  S.  457,  38  Sup.  Ct. 
383,  62  L.  ed.  831;  American  Exp. 
Co.  V.  South  Dakota  ex  rel.  Caldwell, 
244  U.  S.  617,  37  Sup.  Ct.  656,  61  L.  ed. 
1352,  and  14  Standard  Peoc.  270. 

99.  Act  Mar.  2,  1917,  c.  145,  39  St. 
at  L.  951,  965,  Comp.  St.  §§  3803a, 
3803qq,  Fed.  St.,  Ann.,  1918  Supp. 
608,  626;  Porto  Eico  E.  L.  &  P.  Co.  v. 
Mor,  16  U.  S.  Advance  Op.  582. 

[a]     No    probate    jurisdiction,     see 

2Q 


Garzot  v.  de  Eubio,  209  TJ.  S.  283,  28 
Sup.  Ct.  548,  52  L.  ed.  794. 

1.  See  act  cited  in  preceding  note. 

2.  See  act  cited  ,in  preceding  notes. 

[a]  The  words  "not  domiciled  in 
Porto  Elco,"  apply  to  aliens  as  well 
as  to  American  citizens.  Porto  Eico  R. 
L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Mor,  16  U.  S.  Advance 
Op.  582. 

[b]  A  corporation  of  Porto  Bico 
organized  by  a  decree  of  the  Spanish 
Crown  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States  since  the  passage 
of  the  act  to  provide  a  civil  govern- 
ment for  the  island.  And  since  such 
a  corporation  ceased  to  be  a  citizen  or 
subject  of  Spain  on  the  cession  of  the 
island  to  the  United  States,  it  cannot 
be  regarded  as  a  citizen  of  a  foreign 
state  for  jurisdictional  purposes.  Mar- 
tinez V.  La  Asociacion  De  Senoras,  213 
U.  S.  20,  29  Sup.  Ct.  327,  53  L.  ed.  679. 

[c]  Where  Both  Parties  Are  Sub- 
jects of  the  King  of  Spain.  —  Ortega 
V.  Lara,  202  U.  S.  339,  344,  26  Sup.  Ct. 
707,  50  L.  ed.  1055. 

[d]  As  to  previous  act,  see  Fraenkl 
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in  no  sense  a  constitutional  court  of  the  United  States,  but  its  author- 
ity emanates  wholly  from  congress  under  the  sanction  of  the  power 
possessed  by  that  body  to  govern  territory  occupying  the  relation  to 
the  United  States  which  Porto  Rico  does.^ 

0.  District  Couet  of  Canal  Zone.  —  The  jurisdiction  and  proced- 
ure of  the  district  court  for  the  canal  zone  is  provided  for  in  the  act 
creating  such  zone.* 

P.  District  of  Columbia.  -^  The  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  is  treated  elsewhere  in  this  work.' 

ni.  DISTRICT  IN  WHICH  SUITS  MUST  BE  BROUGHT.  — A. 
General  Statement.  —  As  a  rule  civil  actions  must  be  brought  in  the 
district  of  which  the  defendant  is  an  inhabitant,®  or,  where  jurisdiction 


V.  Cereeedo,  216  U.  S.  295,  30  Sup.  Ct. 
322,  54  L.  ed.  486. 

8.  Eomeu  v.  Todd,  206  IT.  S.  358, 
368,  27  Sup.  Ct,  724,  51  L.  ed.  1093. 

i.  See  Act  Aug.  24,  1912,  c.  390, 
§  8,  37  St.  at  L.  565. 

5.  See  the  title  "United  States." 

6.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §51, 
35  St.  at  L.  1100,  Comp..  St.  1916, 
§1033;  Macon  Grocery  Co.  v.  Atlantic 
C.  L.  E.  Co.,  ,215  U.  S.  501,  30  Sup. 
Ct.  184,  54  L.  ed.  300;  Davidson  Mar- 
ble Co.  V.  United  States  ex  rel.  Gibson, 
213  U.  S.  10,  29  Sup.  Ct.  324,  53  L.  ed. 
675;  Interior  Const.  &  Improv.  Co.  •». 
Gibney,  160  U.  S.  217,  16  Sup.  Ct.  272, 
40  L.  ed.  401;  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  E. 
Co.  V.  McBride,  141  U.  S.  127,  11  Sup. 
Ct.  982,  35  L.  ed.  659;  McCormick 
Harv.  Mach.  Co.  v.  Walthers,  134  U.  S. 
41,  10  Sup.  Ct.  485,  33  L.  ed.  833; 
Lehigh  Valley  Coal  Co.  v.  Lazuaskine 
(C.  C.  A.),  256  Fed.  93;  Eailroad  Com- 
missioners V.  Burleson,  256  Fed.  604; 
Primes  Chemical  Co.  v.  Fulton  Steel 
Corporation,  254  Fed.  454;  Venner  v. 
Pennsylvania  Steel  Co.,  250  Fed.  292; 
Memphis  v.  Board  of  Directors  of  St. 
Francis  Levee  District,  228  Fed.  802; 
Bucyrus  Co.  v.  Mc Arthur,  219  Fed. 
266;  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co.,  201  Fed.  932;  Hall 
V.  Great  Nor.  E.  Co.,  197  Fed.  488;  Hub- 
bard V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  E.  Co.,  176 
Fed.  994. 

[a]  The  former  statute  on  this  sub- 
ject was  held  to  apply  only  to  suits 
of  which  the  state  and  federal  courts 
had  concurrent  jurisdiction,  and  hence 
not  to  a  suit  to  secure  the  issuance  of 
a  patent  for  an  invention,  which,  it 
was  held,  could  he  brought  in  any  dis- 
trict where  valid  service  could  be  had 
on  the  defendant.     Lewis  Blind  Stitch 
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Co.  V.  Arbetter  Felling  Mach.  Co.,  181 
Fed.  974.  See  also  In  re  Keasbey  & 
Mattison  Co.,  160  U.  S.  221,  16  Sup.  Ct. 
273,  40  L.  ed.  402;  In  re  Hohorst,  150 
U.  S.  653,  14  Sup.  Ct.  221,  37  L.  ed. 
1211. 

[b]  When  a  federal  question  is  In- 
TOlved  the  suit  is  maintainable  only 
in  the  district  in  which  the  defendant 
resides.  Eailroad  Commissioners  v. 
Burleson,  255  Fed.  604. 

[c]  Suits  for  violation  of  the  Sher- 
man Act  do  not  come  within  the  re- 
quirement of  sec.  51,  judicial  code. 
Wogan  Bros.  v.  American  Sugar  Eefin- 
ing  Co.,  215  Fed.  273. 

[d]  Suit  to  restrain  violation  of 
trade  mark  and  for  an  accounting  is 
subject  to  the  provision  requiring  the 
suit  to  be  brought  in  the  district  of 
defendant's  residence.  Eubber  &  Cel- 
luloid Harness  Trimming  Co.  v.  John 
L.  "Whiting-J.  J.  Adams  Co.,  210  Fed. 
393. 

[e]  A  suit  to  cancel  the  certificate 
of  naturalization  of  a  federal  prisoner 
cannot  be  brought  in  the  district  in 
which  he  is  incarcerated  where  such 
district  is  other  than  that  of  his  prev- 
ious residence.  United  States  v.  Gron- 
ich,  211  Fed.  548. 

[f]  Civil  Suit.  —  As  to  what  con- 
stitutes a  "civil  suit"  see  generally 
the  title  "Suits  and  Actions."  A 
contempt  proceeding  for  violation  of 
injunction,  is  civil.    Mitchell  v.  Dexter, 

244  Fed.  926,  157  C.  C.  A.  276. 

[g]  Brought  by  Original  Process  or 
Proceeding.  —  See  G.  &  C.  Merriam 
Co.  V.  Saalfleld,  241  U.  S.  22,  36  Sup. 
Ct.  477,  60  L.  ed.  868;  Venner  v. 
Pennsylvania  Steel.  Co.,  250  Fed.  292; 
M.  Hohenberg  &  Co.  v-  Mobile  Liners, 

245  Fed.  169;  Mexican  Ore  Co.  v.  Mexi- 
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is  founded  only  on  the  fact  that  the  action  is  between  citizens  of  dif- 
ferent states,  in  the  district  of  the  residence  of  either  the  plaintiff  or 
the  defendant/  If  jurisdiction  is  founded  on  more  than  one  ground, 
the  latter  provision  has  no  application  ;*  nor  does  such  provision  affect 
the  rule  that  the  defendant  must  be  legally  found  and  served  in  the 
district  in  which  the  suit  is  brought.'    The  words  "inhabitant"  and 


can  Guadalupe  Min.  Co.,  47  Fed.  351. 
As  to  what  proceedings  are  "ancil- 
lary," see  supra,  II,  A,  4,  b. 

7.  See  act  cited  in  previous  note, 
and  also  Big  Vein  Coal  Co.  v.  Bead, 
229  IT.  S.  31,  33  Sup.  Ct.  694.  57  L.  ed. 
1053;  Macon  Grocery  Co.  v.  Atlantic 
C.  L.  E.  Co.,  215  U.  S.  501,  30  Sup. 
Ct.  184,  54  L.  ed.  300;  St.  Louis  &  S. 
F.  E.  Co.  V.  McBride,  141  U.  S.  127,  11 
Sup.  Ct.  982,  35  L.  ed.  659;  McCormick 
Harv.  Mach.  Co.  v.  Wathera,  134  U.  S. 
41,  10  Sup.  Ct.  485,  33  L.  ed.  833;  At- 
chison, T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  V.  Gilliand,  193 
Fed.  608,  113  CCA.  476;  Southern  Pac. 
Co.  V.  Arlington  Heights  Fruit  Co.  191 
Fed.  101,  111  C  C  A.  581  (^reversing 
175  Fed.  141) ;  Tate  v.  Baugh,  252  Fed. 
317;  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Painter, 
220  Fed.  998;  Waterman  v.  Chesa- 
peake &  O.  E.  Co.,  199  Fed.  667;  Woer- 
heide  v.  H.  W.  Johna-Manville  Co., 
199  Fed.  535:  Baldwin  v.  Pacific 
Power  &  Light  Co.,  199  Fed.  291; 
Smellie  v.  Southern  Pac.  Co.,  197  Fed. 
641;  Hall  V.  Great  Nor.  E.  Co.,  197  Fed. 
488;  Hall  1).  Great  Northern  Ey.  Co., 
197  Fed.  488;  H.  J.  Decker,  Jr.,  & 
Co.  ■».  Southern  Ey.  Co.,  189  Fed.  224; 
Nelson  v.  Husted,  182  Fed.  921;  Filer 
&  Stowell  Co.  ■».  Eainey,  120  Fed.  718. 

[a]  Where  Neither  Party  Besides. 
(1)  A  suit  cannot  Ite  brought  in  or 
removed  to  the  court  in  a  district  in 
which  neither  party  resides.  Ex  parte 
Wisner,  203  TJ.  S.  449,  27  Sup.  Ct.  150, 
51  L.  ed.  264;  Childs  v.  Missouri,  K. 
&  T.  Ey.  Co.,  221  Fed.  219,  136  C.  C.  A. 
629;  Baldwin  v.  Paeiflc  Power  & 
Light  Co.,  199  Fed.  291;  Hultberg  v. 
Anderson,  170  Fed.  657.  (2)  Mere 
diversity  of  citizenship  will  not  give 
authority  to  render  judgment  in  per- 
sonam, where  neither  party  is  an  in- 
habitant of  the  district  in  which  the 
suit  is  brought,  and  defendant  appears 
specially  and  objects.  Wetmore  v. 
Tennessee  Copper  Co.,  218  IT.  S.  369, 
31  Sup.  Ct.  84,  54  L.  ed.  1073;  Ladew 
V.  Tennessee  Copper  Co.,  218  IT.  S. 
357,  31  Sup.  Ct.  81,  54  L.  ed.  1069,  af- 
firming 179  Fed.  245. 


[b]  Suit  by  Guardian.  —  Where  a 
guardian  is  authorized  by  the  state 
law  to  sue  in  his  own  name,  his  cit- 
izenship, rather  than  that  of  his 
ward,  controls,  and  he  may  sue  in  the 
district  where  he  resides  regardless  of 
the  ward's  residence.  Mexican  Cent. 
E.  Co.  V.  Eckman,  187  U.  S.  429,  23 
Sup.  Ct.  212,  47  L.  ed.  245. 

[e]  Noniesident  Citizens. — In  Jack- 
son V.  Hooper,  188  Fed.  509,  it  was 
said  to  be  doubtful  whether  the  court 
had  jurisdiction  where  both  parties, 
though  citizens  of  different  states,  re- 
sided in  a  foreign  country,  and  a  mo- 
tion to  remand  was  granted. 

8.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Where  jurisdiction  is  founded 
both  on  dlTersity  of  citizenship  and  on 
the  fact  that  a  federal  question  is  in- 
volved, the  suit  can  only  be  instituted 
in  the  district  where  the  defendant 
resides.  Macon  Grocery  Co.  v.  Atlantic 
C  L.  E.  Co.,  215  U.  S.  501,  30  Sup.  Ct. 
184,  54  L.  ed.  300;  Southern  Pac.  Co. 
V.  Arlington  Heights  Fruit  Co.,  191 
Fed.  101,  111  C  C.  A.  581  {reversing 
175  Fed.  141);  Newell  v.  Baltimore 
&  0.  E.  Co.,  181  Fed.  698;  Whittaker 
V.  Illiuois  Cent.  E.  Co.,  176  Fed.  130; 
Smith  V.  Detroit  &  T.  S.  L.  E.  Co.,  175 
Fed.  506;  Cound  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F. 
E.   Co.,   173   Fed.   527. 

9.  Green  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co., 
205  U.  S.  530,  27  Sup.  Ct.  595,  51  L.  ed. 
916;  Gutschalk  v.  Peck,  261  Fed.  212; 
Harland  v.  United  Lines  Tel.  Co.,  40 
Fed.  308,  6  L.  E.  A.  252. 

[a]  Proceedings  in  Rem.  —  (1) 
Neither  the  conformity  act  nor  Eev. 
St.,  §  915,  which  authorizes  the  same 
remedies  by  attachment  in  the  federal 
courts  as  are  provided  by  the  laws'  of 
the  state  in  which  the  court  is  held, 
gives  to  the  federal  district  courli 
jurisdiction  of  proceedings  in  rem 
against  the  property  of  a  nonresident 
defendant  who  has  not  been  personal- 
ly served  and  who  has  not  appeared. 
United  States  v.  Brooke,  184  Fed.  841; 
Harland  v.  United  Lines  Tel.  Co.,  40 
Fed.  308,  6  L.  E.  A.  252.     (2)     Cannot 

Vol.  XXV 


452 


tINlTED  STATES  COURTS 


"resident"  as  used  in  these  provisions  are  synonymous,^"  and  both  in- 
clude the  idea  of  domieile.^^  Where  defendant  is  sued  in  an  official 
capacity,  his  official  residence  governs.^* 

Where  There  Are  Several  Co-Parties.  —  "Where  jurisdiction  is  founded 
solely  on  diversity  of  citizenship,  all  of  the  plaintiffs  or  all  of  the  de- 
fendants must  be  residents  of  the  district  in  which  the  suit  is  brought.^* 
In  other  cases,  if  there  are  several  co-defendants,  each  must  be  liable  to 
be  sued  in  the  district  where  the  suit  or  action  is  brought.^*  But  in  any 
ease,  however,  in  so  far  as  jurisdiction  depends  upon  suing  in  the  dis- 
trict where  the  defendants  reside,  only  the  non-resident  defendants  can 
object  on  this  ground.^^  Nor  does  the  general  rule  apply  in  the  case  of 
merely  nominal  parties.^'    And  the  judicial  code  specifically  provides 


by  attachment  acquire  jurisdiction  of 
proceedings  in  rem  against  the  prop- 
erty of  a  nonresident  defendant  who 
has  not  been  personally  served  and  who 
has  not  appeared.  Big  Vein  Coal  Co. 
V.  Bead,  229  V.  8.  31,  33  Sup.  Ct.  694, 
67  L.  ed.  1053;  United  States  v. 
Brooke,  184  Fed.  341;  Harland  V. 
United  Lines  Tel.  Co.,  40  Fed.  308,  6 
L.  E.  A.  252.  (3)  This  is  equally  true 
of  a  suit  by  the  government.  United 
States  V.  Brooke,  184  Fed.  341. 

[b]  Waiver. — Failure  to  serve  de- 
fendant in  the  district  is  waived  by  a 
general  appearance.  Nelson  v.  Husted, 
182  Fed.  921.     See  infra,  III,  O. 

[c]  But  the  fact  that  a  defendant 
is  found  and  served  in  a  district  of 
which  he  is  not  an  inhabitant  does 
not  alone  give  jurisdiction.  Camp  v. 
Gress,  250  U.  8.  308,  39  Sup.  Ct.  478, 
63  L.  ed.  997. 

10.  Shaw  v.  Quincy  Min.  Co.,  145 
U.  S.  444,  12  Sup.  Ct.  935,  36  L.  ed. 
768;  Thomas  v.  South  Butte  Min.  Co., 
230  Fed.  968,  145  C.  C.  A.  162;  United 
States  V.  Gronich,  211  Fed.  548;  Stone 
V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  B.  Co.,  195  Fed.  832; 
Bogue  V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.,  193 
Fed.  728. 

11.  United  States  v.  Gronich,  211 
Fed.  548. 

12.  Barrett  Co.  «.  Ewing,  242  Fed. 
506,  155  C.  C.  A.  282,  commissioner  of 
patents.  See  Tate  v.  Baugh,  252  Fed. 
317. 

13.  Camp  V.  Gress,  250  U.  S.  308,  39 
Sup.  Ct.  478,  63  L.  ed.  997;  Smith  v. 
Lyon,  133  U.  S.  315,  10  Sup.  Ct.  303, 
33  L.  ed.  635;  Turk  v.  Illinois  Cent. 
E.  Co.,  218  Fed.  315,  134  C.  C.  A.  Ill; 
Puget  Sound  Sheet  Metal  Works  v. 
Great  Nor.  E.  Co.,  195  Fed.  350. 

[a]     Several  plaintiffs  who  are  eit- 
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izens  of  different  states  as  between 
themselves,  may  sue  a  resident  of  an- 
other state  in  the  district  of  which  he 
is  an  inhabitant.  Sweeney  v.  Carter 
Oil  Co.,  199  U.  S.  252,  26  Sup.  Ct.  55, 
50  L.  ed.  178. 

[b]  Cases  Bemoved  From  State 
Courts.  —  The  rule  applies  to  cases  re- 
moved from  state  courts.  Puget  Sound 
Sheet  Metal  Works  v.  Great.  Nor.  E. 
Co.,  195  Fed.  35'0.  See  also  the  title 
"Removal  of  Causes." 

14.  Eevett  v.  Clise,  207  Fed.  673; 
McAulay  v.  Moody,  186  Fed.  144; 
Ware-Kramer  Tobaceo  Co.  «.  Amer- 
ican Tobacco  Co.,  178  Fed.  117;  Lengel 
V.  American  S.  &  E.  Co.,  110  Fed.  19. 

15.  Camp  V.  Gress,  250  U.  S.  308. 
39  Sup.  Ct.  478,  63  L.  ed.  997.  See 
infra,  III,  O. 

[a]  But  if  the  non-resident  is  an  in- 
dispensable party  the  failure  to  ob- 
tain jurisdiction  over  him  would  defeat 
the  action  as  to  the  resident  defend- 
ants, for  lack  of  necessary  parties. 
Camp  V.  Gress,  250  U.  S.  308,  39  Sup. 
Ct.  478,  63  L.  ed.  997.  See  also  Jones 
V.  Gould,  149  Fed.  153,  159,  80  C.  C.  A. 
1;  United  States  v.  Northern  Pac.  E. 
Co.,  134  Fed.  715,  67  C.  C.  A.  269,  re- 
versing 120  Fed.  546. 

[b]  In  an  action  on  a  joint  and 
several  contract  jurisdiction  is  not  de- 
feated because  certain  of  those  named 
as  defendants,  but  not  served,  are  not 
inhabitants  of  the  district  where  the 
action  is  brought.  Camp  v.  Gress,  250 
U.  S.  308,  39  Sup.  Ct.  478,  63  L.  ed. 
997;  Eichmond  Cedar  Works  v.  Buck- 
ner,  181  Fed.  424. 

16.  St.  Louis  Independent  Packing 
Co.  V.  Houston,  215  Fed.  553,  132  C.  C. 
A.  65;  Turk  v.  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co., 
193  Fed.  252. 
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that  where  there  are  several  defendants,  one  or  more  of  whom  is  neither 
an  inhabitant  of  nor  found- within  the  district  and  does  not  voluntar- 
ily appear,  the  court  may  proceed  as  to  those  who  are  properly  before 

it." 

Suits  Relating  to  Orders  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission.  —  The  venue 

of  such  suits  is  treated  elsewhere  in  this  work.^* 

B.  Suits  by  and  Against  Aliens.  —  A  suit  by  an  alien  against  a 
citizen  must  be  brought  in  the  district  of  which  the  defendant  is  an  in- 
habitant,^^ since  the  provision  as  to  the  place  of  suit  where  the  parties 
are  citizens  of  different  states  manifestly  has  no  application.^"  Neither 
the  requirement  that  the  suit  must  be  brought  in  the  district  of  which 
the  defendant  is  an  inhabitant,^^  nor  the  provision  as  to  the  place  of 
suit  where  the  jurisdiction  is  founded  on  the  fact  that  the  action  is  be- 
tween citizens  of  different  states,^^  applies  to  suits  by  citizens  against 
aliens,  but  the  latter  may  be  sued  in  any  district  in  which  valid  service 
may  be  had  upon  them.** 


17.  Jud.  Code,  §50,  36  St.  at  L. 
1101,  Comp.  St.  1916,  §  1032.  See 
Camp  V.  Gress,  250  U.  S.  308,  39  Sup. 
Ct.  478,  63  L.  ed.  997;  Dick  v.  For- 
aker,  155  U.  S.  404,  15  Sup.  Ct.  124,  39 
L.  ed.  201;  Greeley  v.  Lowe,  155  U.  S. 
58,  15  Sup.  Ct.  24,  39  L.  ed.  69;  Swan 
Land  &  Cattle  Co.  «.  Frank,  148  U.  S. 
603,  13  Sup.  Ct.  691,  37  L.  ed.  577; 
Krousa  v.  Brevard  Tannin  Co.,  249 
Fed.  538,  161  C.  C.  A.  464;  Vincent 
Oil  Co.  V.  Gulf  Eefining  Co.,  195  Fed. 
434,  115  C.  C.  A.  336;  Brown  v.  Craw- 
ford, 252  Fed.  248;  Calder  v.  E.  "W. 
Eosenthal  &  Co.,  250  Fed.  507;  Me- 
Aulay  V.  Moody,  185  Fed.  144;  Allnut 
v.  Lancaster,  76  Fed.  131;  Collins  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Ferguson  &  Hutter's  Trustee,  54 
Fed.  721;  Wall  v.  Thomas,  41  Fed. 
620;     Long  v.  Buford,  24  Fed.  241. 

18.  See   14   Standard  Pboc.   271. 

19.  Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  E.  Co.  v. 
Gonzales,  151  U.  S.  496,  507,  14  Sup. 
Ct.  401,  38  L.  ed.  248;  Lehigh  Val. 
Coal  Co.  V.  Washko,  231  Fed.  42,  145 
C.  C.  A.  230;  Consolidated  Rubber 
Tire  Co.  v.  Ferguson,  183  Fed.  756, 
106  C.  C.  A.  330;  Best  v.  Great  North- 
ern E.  Co.,  243  Fed.  789;  Lukosewicz 
V.  Philadelphia  &  E.  Coal  &  I.  Co.,  232 
Fed.  292;  Smellie  v.  Southern  Pae.  Co., 
197  Fed.  641;  Hall  v.  Great  Northern 
E.  Co.,  197  Fed.  488;  Decker  &  Co. 
V.  Southern  E.  Co.,  189  Fed.  224;  Sag- 
ara  ii.  Chicago,  E.  L  &  P.  E.  Co.,  189 
Fed.  220;  MeAuley  v.  Moody,  185  Fed. 
144;  Fribourg  v.  Pullman  Co.,  176  Fed. 
981;  Mahopoulus  V.  Chicago,  E.  L  &  P. 
E.  Co.,  167  Fed.  165;  Barlow  v.  Chicago 
*  N.  W,  E.  Co.,  164  Fed.  765,  172  Fed. 


513;      Iowa  Lillooet  Gold  Min.  Co.  V. 
Bliss,  144  Fed.  446. 

20.  Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  E.  Co.  v. 
Gonzales,  151  TJ.  S.  496,  506,  14  Sup. 
Ct.  401,  38  L.  ed.  248;  Smellie  v.  South- 
ern Pac.  Co.,  197  Fed.  641;  Hall  v. 
Great  Northern  E.  Co.,  197  Fed.  488; 
Decker  &  Co.  v.  Southern  E.  Co.,  189 
Fed.  284;  Barlow  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W. 
E.  Co.,  164  Fed.  765,  172  Fed.  513;  Iowa 
Lillooet  Gold  Min.  Co.  i).  Bliss,  144  Fed. 
446. 

21.  Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  E.  Co.  v. 
Gonzales,  151  U.  S.  496,  507,  14  Sup.  Ct. 
401,  38  L.  ed.  248;  Smellie  v.  Southern 
Pac.  Co.,  197  Fed.  641;  Decker  &  Co. 
V.  Southern  E.  Co.,  189  Fed.  224;  Fri- 
bourg v.  Pullman  Co.,  176  Fed.  981; 
Mahopoulus  v.  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  R. 
Co.,  167  Fed.  165;  Barlow  v.  Chicago 
&  N.  W.  E.  Co.,  164  Fed.  765,  172  Fed. 
513. 

[a]  Against  a  Poreign  Corporation. 
Barrow  Steamship  Co.  v.  Kane,  170  U. 
S.  100,  112,  18  Sup.  Ct.  526,  42  L.  ed. 
964;  In  re  Hohorst,  150  U.  S.  653,  14 
Sup.  Ct.  221,  37  L.  ed.  1211;  Wind 
Eiver  Lumber  Co.  v.  Frankfort  M.,  A. 
&  P.  G.  Ins.  Co.,  196  Fed.  340,  116  C. 
C.  A.  160;  Jarowski  v.  Hamburg- Amer- 
ican Packet  Co.,  182  Fed.  320,  104  C. 
C.  A.  548. 

22.  Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  E.  Co.  v. 
Gonzales,  151  U.  S.  496,  507,  14  Sup. 
Ct.  401,  38  L.  ed.  248;  In  re  Hohorst, 
150  TJ.  S.  653,  660,  14  Sup.  Ct.  221,  37 
L.  ed.  1211. 

23.  Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  E.  Co.  V. 
Gonzales,  151  IT.  S.  496,  507,  14  Sup. 
Ct.  401,  38  L.  ed.  248;  Lehigh  Valley 
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C.  Suits  by  and  Against  Corporations.  —  The  statutory  provisions 
as  to  the  district  where  suits  must  be  brought  apply  equally  to  suits  by 
and  against  corporations,  which,  for  the  purposes  thereof,  are  to  be 
deemed  inhabitants  of  the  states  where  they  are  incorporated,^*  and 
this  is  true  even  though  they  are  doing  business  in  other  states  where 
they  have  property  and  agents  for  the  service  of  process.^°  Thus,  suitss 
against  a  corporation  must  be  brought  in  the  district  in  which  it  was 
incorporated,^*  except  that  where  jurisdiction  depends  solely  on  divers- 
ity of  citizenship  it  may  be  sued  in  the  district  of  which  the  plaintiff 


Coal  Co.  V.  Lazuaskine  (C.  C.  A.),  256 
Fed.  93;  H.  G.  Baker  &  Bro.  v.  Pink- 
ham,  211  Fed.  728;  Vestal  v.  Ducktown 
Sulphur,  Copper  &  Iron  Co.,  210  Fed. 
375;  Smellie  v.  Southern  Pac.  Co.,  197 
Fed.  641;  Hall  v.  Great  Nor.  E.  Co., 
197  Fed.  488;  Decker  &  Co.  v.  Southern 
E.  Co.,  189  Fed.  224;  Fribourg  v.  Pull- 
man Co.,  176  Fed.  981;  Barlow  v.  Chi- 
cago &  N.  W.  E.  Co.,  164  Fed.  765,  172 
Fed.  513;  See  United  States  ■».  Brooke, 
184  Fed.  341. 

[a]  Against  a  Foreign  Corporation. 
In  re  Hohorat,  150  U.  S.  653,  14  Sup.  Ct. 
221,  37  L.  ed.  1211;  Wind  Eiver  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Frankfort  M.,  A.  &  P.  G.  Ins.  Co., 
196  Fed.  340,  116  C.  C.  A.  160;  Jarow- 
ski  V.  Hamburg-American  Packet  Co., 
182  Fed.  320,  104  C.  C.  A.  548;  Smith- 
son  f.  Eoneo,  231  Fed.  349;  Attleboro 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Frankfort  M.,  A.  &  P.  G. 
Ins.  Co.,  202  Fed.  293.  A  citizen  of  New- 
Jersey  may  maintain  an  action  in  New 
York  against  an  English  corporation 
doing  business  in  the  latter  state,  for 
a  personal  tort  committed  abroad  such 
as  would  have  been  actionable  if  com- 
mitted in  this  country,  where  summons 
is  properly  served  on  defendant's 
agents  in  New  York.  Barrow  Steam- 
ship Co.  V.  Kane,  170  U.  S.  100,  112, 
18  Sup.  Ct.  526,  42  L.  ed.  964. 

24.  Male  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  E. 
Co.,  240  U.  S.  97,  36  Sup.  Ct.  351,  60  L. 
ed.  544;  Washington-Virginia  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Eeal  Estate  Trust  Co.,  238  U.  S.  186, 

■  35  Sup.  Ct.  818,  59  L.  ed.  1262;  South- 
ern Pac.  Co.  V.  Denton,  146  U.  S.  202, 
13  Sup.  Ct.  44,  36  L.  ed.  942;  Shaw  v. 
Quincy  Min.  Co.,  145  V.  S.  444,  12  Sup. 
Ct.  935,  36  L.  ed.  768;  Consolidated 
Eubber  Tire  Co.  v.  Ferguson,  183  Fed. 
756,  106  C.  C.  A.  330;  United  States  v. 
Northern  Pac.  E.  Co.,  134  Fed.  715,  67 
C.  C.  A.  269   (reversing  120  Fed.  546); 

Budris  v.  Consolidation  Coal  Co.,  251 
Fed.  673;  Colosino  v.  Pittsburgh  &  L. 
E.  E.  Co.,  210  Fed.  550;  Adzenoska  v. 
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Erie  E.  Co.,  210  Fed.  571;  Baldwin  v. 
Pacific  Power  &  Light  Co.,  199  Fed. 
291;  Stone  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co., 
195  Fed.  832;  Ware-Kramer  Tob.  Co.  v. 
American  Tob.  Co.,  178  Fed.  117;  Ma- 
hopoulus  V.  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  E.  Co., 
167  Fed.  165;  East  Tenn.,  V.  &  G.  E. 
Co.  V.  Atlanta  &  F.  E.  Co.,  49  Fed.  608, 
15  L.  E.  A.  109. 

[a]  Its  legal  residence  is  in  that 
state.  Ex  parte  Shaw,  145  U.  S.  444,  12 
Sup.  Ct.  935,  36  L.  ed.  768;  Wylie  Per- 
manent Camping  Co.  v.  Lynch,  195  Fed. 
386,  397,  115  C.  C.  A.  288. 

[b]  Under  the  Clayton  Anti-Trust 
Act  of  Oct.  15,  1914,  a  suit  against  a 
corporation  for  violation  of  the  anti- 
trust' laws  may  be  brought  in  any  dis- 
trict whereof  it  is  an  inhabitant,  or 
in  any  district  wherein  it  may  be  found 
or  transacts  business.  Frey  &  Sou  v. 
Cudahy  Packing  Co.,  228  Fed.  209. 

25.  United  States  v.  Northern  Pac. 
E.  Co.,  134  Fed.  715,  67  C.  C.  A.  269 
{reversing  120  Fed.  546);  McNeely  v. 
E.  I.  DuPont  De  Nemours  Powder  Co., 
263  Fed.  252;  Budris  v.  Consolidation 
Coal  Co.,  251  Fed.  673;  Hagstoz  v.  Mu- 
tual Life  Ins.  Co.,  179  Fed.  569;  Ware- 
Kramer  Tobacco  Co.  v.  American  To- 
■baeco  Co.,  178  Fed.  117;  Fribourg  v. 
Pullman  Co.,  176  Fed.  981.  But  see 
Bogue  V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.,  193 
Fed.  728,  as  to  railroad  corporation. 

[a]  "A  corporation,  by  doing  busi- 
ness or  appointing  a  general  agent  in  a 
district  other  than  that  in  which  it  is 
created,  does  not  waive  its  right,  if 
seasonably  availed  of,  to  insist  that 
suit  should  have  been  brought  in  the 
latter  district."  In  re  Keasbey  &  Mat- 
tison  Co.,  160  U.  S.  221,  229,  16  Sup 
Ct.  273,  40  L.  ed.  402.  See  also  Bald- 
win V.  Pacific  Power  &  Light  Co.,  199 
Fed.  291. 

26.  In  re  Keasbey  &  Mattison  Co., 
160  U.  S.  221,  16  Sup.  Ct.  273,  40  L. 
ed.    402;    United    States    v.    Northern 
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is  an  inhabitant,^^  provided  it  is  doing  business  in  the  plaintiff's  state.^^ 
A  federal  corporation,  it  has  been  held,  may  be  sued  in  any  district 
where  it  is  doing  business  and  has  an  agent  on  whom  service  may  be 
made,  notwithstanding  that  its  principal  office  may  be  in  another  state.^® 
State  statutes  in  regard  to  the  service  of  process  are  not  controlling  in 
determining  the  jurisdiction  of  the  federal  courts.^" 

A  suit  by  an  alien  corporation  against  a  citizen  must  be  brought  in 
the  district  of  which  the  defendant  is  an  inhabitant.  A  suit  by  a  citizen 
against  an  alien  corporation  may  be  brought  in  any  district  in  which 
valid  service  may  be  had  upon  the  defendant.^^ 


Pac.  E.  Co.,  67  C.  C.  A.  269,  134  Fed. 
715  (reversing  120  Fed.  546);  J'riboiirg 
V.  Pullman  Co.,  176  Fed.  981. 

27,  Washington-Virginia  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Eeal  Estate  Trust  Co.,  238  TJ.  8.  185,  35 
Sup.  Ct.  818,  59  L.  ed.  1262;  Southern 
Pac.  E.  Co.  V.  Denton,  146  U.  S.  202, 
13  Sup.  Ct.  44,  36  L.  ed.  942;  Western 
Union  Telegraph  Co.  v.  Louisville  &  N. 
E.  Co.,  238  Fed.  26,  151  C.  C.  A.  102; 
McCullough  V.  United  Grocers'  Corp., 
247  Fed.  880;  Frey  &  Sons  v.  Cudahy 
Packing  Co.,  228  Fed.  209;  Stone  v. 
Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.,  195  Fed.  832. 
See  McKnight  &  Son  Co.  v.  Cramer 
Furniture  Co.,  189  Fed.  48,  110  C.  C. 
A.  612. 

[a]  A  plaintiff  residing  in  one  dis- 
trict cannot  maintain  a  suit  in  another 
district  of  the  same  state  against  a 
corporation  incorporated  in  another 
state.  Southern  Pac.  Co.  v.  Denton,  146 
U.  8.  202,  13  Sup.  Ct.  44,  36  L.  ed.  942. 

28.  Peterson  v.  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P. 
E.  Co.,  205  U.  S.  364,  388,  27  Sup.  Ct. 
513,  51  L.  ed.  841;  Grabaky  v.  Belmont 
Coal  Mining  Co.,  210  Fed.  553;  Colo- 
sino  V.  Pittsburgh  &  L.  E.  E.  Co.,  210 
Fed.  550;  Baldwin  v.  Pacific  Power  & 
Light  Co.,  199  Fed.  291;  Cody  Motors 
Co.  V.  Warren  Motor  Car  Co.,  196  Fed. 
254;  Noel  Const.  Co.  v.  Smith  &  Co., 
193  Fed.  492;  United  States  v.  Amer- 
ican Bell  Tel.  Co.,  29  Fed.  17,  34. 

[a]  Since  a  corporation  must  be 
doing  business  in  the  state  to  warrant 
service  the're.  Green  v.  Chicago,  B.  & 
Q.  E.  Co.,  205  U.  S.  530,  27  Sup.  Ct. 
695,  51  L.  ed.  916;  Penn  -Lumbermen's 
Mut.  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Meyer,  197  U.  S. 
407,  25  Sup.  Ct.  483,  49  L.  ed.  810.  See 
Philadelphia  &  E.  E.  Co.  v.  McKibbin, 
243  U.  S.  264,  37  Sup.  Ct.  280,  61  L. 
ed.  710;  St.  Louis  S.  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Alex- 
ander, 227  U.  S.  218,  33  Sup.  Ct.  245, 
57  L.  ed.  486,  Ann.  Cas.  1915B,  77.  But 


it  need  not  have  filed  the  required 
certificate.  Frontier  S.  S.  Co.  v.  Frank- 
lin S.  S.  Co.,  233  Fed.  127. 

[b]  The  transaction  of  some  sub- 
stantial business  is  necessary.  Premo 
Specialty  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Jersey-Creme  Co., 
200  Fed.  352,  118  C.  C.  A.  458,  43  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1015;  Cody  Motors  Co.  v. 
Warren  Motor  Co.,  196  Fed.  254.  See 
Partola  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Norfolk  &  W.  E. 
Co.,  250  Fed.  273.    ^ 

[c]  The  Carmack  amendment  to 
the  Hepburn  act  (Act  June  29,  1906, 
34  St.  at  L.  584,  595,  c.  3591,  §7),  re- 
quiring ithe  initial  carrier  receiving 
freight  for  transportation  in  interstate 
commerce  to  obligate  itself  to  carry  to 
the  point  of  destination,  using  the 
the  lines  of  connecting  carriers  as 
agents  does  not  make  foreign  corpora- 
tiong^  through  connecting  carriers  liable 
to  suit  in  a  district  where  they  were 
riot  carrying  on  business.  St.  Louis  S. 
W.  E.  Co.  V.  Alexander,  227  U.  S.  218, 
33  Sup.  Ct.  245,  57  L.  ed.  486,  Ann. 
Cas.  191 5B,  77. 

29.  Van  Dresser  v.  Oregon  E.  &  N. 
Co.,  48  Fed.  202.  See  also  In  re  Dunn, 
212  U.  S.  374,  29  Sup.  Ct.  299,  53  L. 
ed.  558.  But  see  A.  L.  Wolff  &  Co.  v. 
Choctaw,  O.  &  G.  E.  Co.,  133  Fed.  601. 

30.  See  infra,  IV,  D,  1. 

[a]  An  agreement  by  a  foreign 
corporation,  pursuant  to  a  state  stat- 
ute, authorizing  service  of  process  on 
any  officer  or  agent  engaged  in  its 
business  within  the  state,  does  not 
authorize  an  action  against  said  cor- 
poration in  a  federal  court  in  said 
state  based  on  such  service,  in  view  of 
the  federal  statute  making  citizenship 
of  the  state  and  residence  in  the  dis- 
trict the  test  of  jurisdiction.  South- 
ern Pac.  Co.  V.  Denton,  146  U.  S.  202 
13  Sup.  Ct.  44,  36  L.  ed.  942. 

31.  See  supra,  III,  B. 
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D.  Suits  by  and  Against  the  United  States.  —  Suits  by  the  United 
States  against  a  citizen  of  a  state  must  be  brought  in  the  district  of 
which  defendant  is  an  inhabitant,  the  provision  as  to  suits  where  juris- 
diction is  founded  on  the  fact  that  the  parties  are  citizens  of  different 
states  having  no  application.'* 

Suits  in  the  district  courts  on  claims  against  the  United  States  must 
be  brought  in  the  district  where  the  plaintiff  resides.'' 

Suits  in  equity  brought  by  any  joint  tenant  or  tenant  in  common  for 
the  partition  of  lands,  in  cases  where  the  United  States  is  one  of  such 
tenants  in  common  or  joint  tenants,  are  required  to  be  brought  in  the 
district  in  which  such  land  is  situated.** 

E.  Local  Actions.  —  The  statutory  provisions  making  the  place  of 
bringing  suit  dependent  on  the  place  of  residence  of  the  parties  have 
no  application  to  local  actions.'*  Such  actions  must  be  brought  in  the 
district  where  the  property  in  controversy  is  located."  If  the  location 
of  the  property  is  in  controversy,  as  where  there  is  a  dispute  as  to 
boundaries,  the  courts  of  the  district  in  which  plaintiff  alleges ,  the 
property  to  lie,  has  jurisdiction  to  determine  the  location  of  the  prop- 


32.  Davidson  Bros.  Marble  Co.  v. 
United  States  ex  rel.  Gibson,  213  U.  S. 
10,  29  Sup.  Ct.  324,  53  L.  ed.  675; 
United  States  v.  Northern  Pac.  E.  Co., 
134  Fed.  715,  67  C.  C.  A.  269,  reversing 
120  Fed.  546;  United  States  v.  South- 
ern Pae.  E.  Co.,  49  Fed.  297.  But  see 
United  States  v.  Congress  Const.  Co., 
222  U.  8.  199,  32  Sup.  Ct.  44,  56  L.  ed. 
163;  Stone  v.  United  States,  167  U.  S. 
178,  17  Sup.  Ct.  778,  42  L.  ed.  127. 

33.  Act  Mar.  3,  1887,  o.  359,  §5,  24 
St.  at  L.  506;  Eeid  Wrecking  Co.  v. 
United  States,  202  Fed.  314.  See  gen- 
erally the  title  "United  States." 

[a]  This  Provision  Is  Mandatory. 
Eeid  Wrecking  Co.  v.  United  States, 
202  Fed.  314.  See  New  York  &  O.  S.  S. 
Co.  v.  United  States,  202  Fed.  311. 

[b]  Admiralty  proceedings  against 
the  United  States  or  its  corporate 
agents,  arising  from  their  ownership 
of  tugs,  merchant  vessels,  or  cargo, 
must  be  brought  in  the  district  where 
the  libeliants  or  any  of  them  reside  or 
have  their  principal  place  of  business. 
But  the  suit  may  be  transferred  to  any 
other  district  on  application  of  either 
party.  Act  Mar.  9,  1920,  e  95,  §  2; 
Comp.  St.  Supp.   §1251%a. 

34.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  o.  231,  §24, 
subsec.  2.5,  36  St.  at  L.  1091,  Comp.  St. 
1916,  §991;  Primos  Chemical  Co.  v.  Ful- 
ton Steel  Corporation,  254  Fed.  454. 

35.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Actions  in  ejectment  and  for 
trespass  to  land,  being  local  in  their 
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nature,  can  only  be  brought  in  the  dis- 
trict in  which  the  land  is  situated, 
though  neither  party  resides  there. 
Kentucky  Coal  Lands  Co.  «.  Mineral 
Development  Co.,  191  Fed.  899;  Elk 
Garden  Co.  v.  T.  W.  Thayer  Co.,  179 
Fed.  556. 

[b]  Suit  by  trustee  in  bankruptcy 
to  avoid  a  preference  and  recover  real 
and  personal  property  conveyed,  the 
realty  being  within  the  district  where 
the  suit  was  brought,  is  local  in  its  na- 
ture. Collett  V.  Adams,  249  U.  S.  545, 
39  Sup.  Ct.  372,  63  L.  ed.  764. 

[c]  Death  by  Wrongful  Act.  —  An. 
action  to  recover  damages  for  death  by 
wrongful  act  is  not  local  but  transi- 
tory. Lauria  v.  E.  I.  Du  Pont  De  Ne- 
mours &  Co.,  250  Fed.  353,  162  C.  C,  A. 
423. 

36.  Ferguson  v.  Babcock  Lumb.  & 
L.  Co.,  252  Fed.  705,  164  C.  C.  A.  546; 
Primos  Chemical  Co.  v.  Fulton  Steel 
Corp,  254  Fed.  454,  appointment  of  re- 
ceiver to  conserve  and  protect  assets 
of  corporation. 

See  17  Standard  Peoo.  763,  767  (note 
50),  776,  et  seq.,  and  the  title 
"Venue." 

[a]  Abatement  of  Nuisance.  —  Mis- 
sissippi &  M.  E.  Co.  V.  Ward,  2  Black 
(U.  S.)  485,  17  L.  ed.  311. 

[b]  Process  against  .  defendant  re- 
siding in  another  district  within  same 
state;  see  Jud.  Code,  §54,  36  St.  at  L. 
1102,  Comp.  St.,  1916,  §1036,  and  Kuz- 
ma  V.  Witherbee,  Sherman  &  Co.,  232 


UNITED  STATES  COVETS 


457 


erty  and,  if  within  its  boundaries,  may  pass  on  the  merits  of  the  action." 
Where  the  subject  matter  of  a  local  action  is  of  a  fixed  character  and 
lies  partly  within  one  district  and  partly  within  another,  within  the 
same  state,  the  suit  may  be  brought  in  either  district.^' 

The  code  provides  that,  in  suits  to  enforce  any  legal  or  equitable  lien 
upon  or  claim  to,  or  to  remove  any  incumbrance  or  lien  or  cloud  upon 
the  title  to  real  or  personal  property,  the  court  may  obtain  jurisdiction 
over  the  property  of  a  non-resident  or  absent  defendant  within  the 
district  upon  service  or  publication  of  an  order  as  prescribed  in  the 
act.'*    The  word  suit,  as  here  used,  includes  actions  at  law  as  well  as 


Fed.  286;  Seybert  v.  Shamokia  &  Mt. 
C.  Elee.  E.  Co.,  110  Fed.  810;  East 
Tennessee  V.  &  G.  E.  Co.  v.  Atlanta  & 
F.  E.  Co.,  49  Fed.  608,  15  L.  E.  A.  109. 

37.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Boundaries  of  State  In  Dispute. 
One  who  claims  land  under  a  grant 
from  one  state  as  land  within  that 
state  may  sue  in  the  federal  courts  of 
that  state  to  recover  the  land  from 
another  who  claims  it  under  a  grant 
from  an  adjoining  state  as  land  within 
the  latter,  if  the  requisite  diversity  of 
citizenship  exists.  Ferguson  v.  Bab- 
coek  Lumb.  &  L.  Co.,  252  Fed.  705,  164 
C.  C.  A.  545. 

38.  See  infra,  HI,  M. 

39.  Act  March  3,  1911,  e.  231,  §57, 
36  St.  at  L.  1102,  Comp.  St.,  1039.  See 
also  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Western 
Union  Tel.  Co.,  234  TJ.  S.  369,  34  Sup. 
Ct.  810,  58  L.  ed.  1356;  Kentucky  Coal 
Lands  Co.  v.  Mineral  Development  Co., 
219  Fed.  45,  133  C.  C.  A.  151;  Texas 
Co.  V.  Central  Fuel  Oil  Co.,  194  Fed.  1, 
114  C.  C.  A.  21;  Albert  v.  Bascom,  245 
Fed.  149;  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Paint- 
er, 220  Fed.  998;  Blake  v.  Foreman 
Bros.  Bank  Co.,  218  Fed.  264;  Potomac 
Milling  &  Ice  Co.  v.  Baltimore  &  0.  E. 
Co.,  217  Fed.  665;  Eevett  v.  Clise,  207 
Fed.  673;  Howard  v.  National  Tel.  Co., 
182  Fed.  215,  220. 

As  to  publication  of  summons,  see 
the  title  "Service  of  Process  and  Pa- 
pers." 

[a]  The  statute  applies  (1)  only  to 
those  suits  in  which  it  is  sought  "to 
enforce  some  pre-existing  lien  Or  claim, 
legal  or  equitable,  upon  or  to  some  spe- 
cific property,  real  or  personal,  and 
not  cases  in  which  it  is  sought  to 
reach  and  appropriate  the  general  prop- 
erty of  a  defendant  to  the  payment  of 
his  debts."  Shainwald  v.  Lewis,  5 
Fed.  510,  516,  quoted  in  Western  Union 
Tel.  Co.  V.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  201 


Fed.  932,  944.  (2)  The  claim  to  prop- 
erty must  be  in  the  nature  of  an  as- 
sertion of  ownership  or  proprietary  in- 
terest or  other  direct  right  or  claim  to 
the  property  itself.  Ladew  v.  Tennes- 
see Copper  Co.,  179  Fed.  245,  affirmed, 
218  U.  S.  357,  31  Sup.  Ct.  81,  54  L.  ed. 
1069.  (3)  The  statute  applies  in  suits 
in  the  district  court  for  Porto  Eico. 
Perez  v.  Fernandez,  220  U.  S.  224,  31 
Sup.  Ct.  412,  55  L.  ed.  443. 

[b]  This  provision  does  not  apply 
(1)  in  a  suit  in  equity  involving  a 
claim  under  insurance  policies,  where 
the  absent  defendant  has  a  claim 
against  the  defendant  company  as 
beneficiary  thereunder.  Stockbridge  v. 
Phoenix  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  193  Fed. 
558.  (2)  It  does  not  apply  to  a  suit  by 
the  vendor  of  land  to  specifically  en- 
force the  contract  of  sale  and  that  the 
complainant  have  judgment  for  the 
amount  due  thereunder,  and  that  if  it 
is  not  paid  that  defendant's  interest 
in  the  land  under  a  lien  be  sold  to  pay 
the  same  (Nelson  v.  Husted,  182  Fed. 
921),  nor  (3)  to  proceedings  by  a  tele- 
graph company  to  condemn  a  right  of 
way  (Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Louis- 
ville &  _N.  E.  Co.,  201  Fed.  932),  or  (4) 
to  a  suit  by  a  member  of  a  syndicate 
to  procure  a  dissolution  thereof  and  an 
appointment  of  a  receiver,  based  on  al- 
leged mismanagement.  Jones  v.  Gould, 
149  Fed.   153,   80  C.  0.  A.  1. 

[c]  Section  contemplates  enforce- 
ment of  a  lien  on  some  tangible  prop- 
erty, and  not  the  enforcement  of  a 
mere  chose  in  action.  Wabash  E.  Co.  v. 
West  Side  Belt  E.  Co.,  235  Fed.  645. 

[d]  A  biU  for  an  examination  of 
the  vital  organs  of  an  insured  man  is 
not  a  suit  to  enforce  a  claim  to  prop- 
erty within  the  meaning  of  the  provi- 
sion. Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co,  v.  Painter, 
220  Fed.  998. 

[e]  One  fraudulently  enticed  with- 
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suits  in  equity.*"  This  provision  does  not  confer  jurisdiction  on  the 
court,  but  merely  relates  to  venue.*^  The  suit  must  relate  to  property 
within  the  district."  The  jurisdiction  acquired  is  limited  to  the  prop- 
erty of  the  absent  defendant  which  is  within  the  district  and  which  is 
the  subject  of  the  suit.*'  The  statute  refers  to  a  lien  or  title  existing 
anterior  to  the  suit,  and  not  one  caused  by  the  institution  of  the  suit 
itself.**  To  bring  a  ease  involving  a  lien  within  the  statute,  such  lien 
must  be  one  in  favor  of  the  complainant  and  not  one  against  him.*^ 

The  statute  has  been  held  to  apply  to  suits  to  foreclose  mortgages  *" 
and  other  liens*'  on  realty,  suits  to  subject  property  of  a  judgment 
debtor  standing  in  the  name  of  third  persons  to  the  payment  of  his 
debts,**  suits  involving  liens  or  incumbrances  upon  or  title  to  corporate 
stock,*'  or  realty,'"  suits  to  recover  damages  for  cutting  and  removing 


In  the  district  is  not  "found"  there 
within  meaning  of  the  statute.  Bland- 
in  V.  Ostrander,  239  Fed:  700,  152  C. 
C.  A.  534.  See  23  Standard  Peoc.  519. 
[f]  "An  order  of  publication  is  not 
authorized  except  where  personal  ser- 
vice of  the  order  requiring  the  absent 
defendant  to  appear  and  plead  is  not 
practicable."  Hicks  v.  Crawford  Coal 
&  Iron  Co.,  190  Fed.  334. 

40.  Elk  Garden  Co.  v.  W.  T.  Thayer 
Co.,  179  Fed.  556. 

41.  Greely  v.  Lowe,  155  U.  S.  58,  15 
Sup.  Ct.  24,  39  L.  ed.  69;  Tug  Eiver 
Coal  &  Salt  Co.  v.  Brigel,  67  Fed.  625, 
14  C.  C.  A.  577;  Kentucky  Coal  Lands 
Co.  V.  Mineral  Development  Co.,  191 
Fed.  899. 

42.  Jones  v.  Gould,  149  Fed.  153,  80 
C.  C.  A.  1;  Potomac  Milling  &  Ice  Co. 
V.  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.,  217  Fed.  665. 

[a]  And  its  purpose  must  be  to  en- 
force some  right  in  such  property,  or 
to  remove  some  obstruction  to  the  en- 
joyment of  it.  Jones  v.  Gould,  149 
Fed.  153,  80  C.  C.  A.  1. 

43.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  "A  federal  court  has  not  jur- 
isdiction over  a  person  not  within  its 
territorial  jurisdiction,  or  over  prop- 
erty in  the  custody  of  such  person,  not 
within  such  territorial  jurisdiction, 
merely  because  a  state  court  may,  as 
to  such  person  and  such  property,  be- 
cause of  some  proceeding  pending  be- 
fore it,  have  the  authority  to  treat 
both  the  persons  and  property  as  con- 
structively present  and  subject  to  its 
jurisdiction."  Chase  v.  Wetzlar,  225  U. 
e.  79,  32  Sup.  Ct.  650,  56  L.  ed.  990. 

[b]  The  burden  of  proof  is  on  the 
complainant  to  show  that  the  property 
involved   is  in   the   district,  where   his 
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allegations  to  that  effect  are  denied  by 
plea.  Chase  v.  Wetzlar,  225  XJ.  S.  79, 
32  Sup.  Ct.  659,  56  L.  ed.  990. 

44.  Albert  v.  Baseom,  245  Fed.  149; 
Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Louisville  & 
N.  E.  Co.,  201  Fed.  932,  944;  Dormit- 
zer  V.  Illinois  &  St.  L.  Bridge  Co.,  6 
Fed.  217.  See  Bank  of  Commerce  & 
Trust  V.  McArthur,  248  Fed-  138. 

45.  .See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Hence  it  does  not  apply  to  a 
suit  in  which  complainant  prays  that 
he  be  declared  the  owner  of  land  sub- 
ject to  the  lien  of  the  defendants 
thereon.  Nelson  v.  Husted,  182  Fed.  921. 

46.  United  States  Fid.  &  Guar.  Co. 
v.  Burke,  238  Fed.  881,  152  C.  C.  A.  15, 
Ann.  Cas.  1918C,  93;  Grove  v.  Grove, 
93  Fed.  865. 

47.  IngersoU  v.  Coram,  211  V.  S. 
335,  29  Sup.  Ct.  92,  53  L.  ed.  208. 

48.  Hultberg  v.  Anderson,  170  Fed. 
657. 

49.  Schultz  V.  Diehl,  217  V.  S.  594, 
30  Sup.  Ct.  694,  54  L.  ed.  896;  Jellenik 
V.  Huron  Copper  Min.  Co.,  177  U.  S.  1, 
20  Sup.  Ct.  559,  44  L.  ed.  647.  See 
Beal  V.  Carpenter,  235  Fed.  273,  148  C. 
C.  A.  633;  Hudson  Nav.  Co.  v.  Murray, 
236  Fed.  419;  Gideon  v.  Eepresentative 
Securities  Corp.,  232  Fed.  184. 

50.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  West- 
ern Union  Tel.  Co.,  234  U.  S.  369,  34 
Sup.  Ct.  810,  58  L.  ed.  1356;  Citizens' 
Sav.  &  Trust  Co.  V.  Illinois  Cent.  E. 
Co.,  205  U.  S.  46_,  27  Sup.  Ct.  425,  51 
L.  ed.  703  (a  suit  by  stockholders  to 
cancel  deeds  and  leases  of  the  property 
of  a  railroad  which  is  wholly  within 
the  district);  Ferguson  v.  Babcock 
Lumb.  &  L.  Co.,  252  Fed.  705,  164  C. 
C.  A.  545,  to  quiet  title. 
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timber  from  land,°^  or  destruction  of  buildings  on  land,^^  and  suits  in 
equity  for  the  partition  of  realty."^  It  does  not  apply  to  a  suit  to  sup- 
press a  nuisance  maintained  on  land  within  the  district  and  which  is 
alleged  to  injure  land  outside  of  it.°* 

F.  Suits  for  Infeingement  of  Patents.  —  Suits  for  the  infringe- 
ment of  patents  may  be  brought  in  the  district  of  which  defendant  is 
an  inhabitant,''''  or  in  any  district  in  which  the  defendant  shall  have 
committed  acts  of  infringement  and  have  a  regular  and  established 
place  of  business.*' 

G.  Suits  for  Pecuniary  Penalties  and  Forfeitures.  —  All  pecu- 
niary penalties  and  forfeitures  may  be  sued  for  and  recovered  either  in 
the  district  where  they  accrue,  or  in  the  district  where  the  offender^'  is 


51.  Kentucky  Coal  Lands  Co.  v.  Min- 
eral Development  Co.,  219  Fed.  45,  133 
C.  C.  A.  151. 

52.  Potomoe  Milling  &  Ice  Co.  v. 
Baltimore  &  0.  E.  Co.,  217  Fed.  665. 

[a]  Where  buildings  were  destroyed 
by  fire  in  West  Virginia  an  action 
therefor  could  not  be  maintained  in 
Maryland.  Potomac  Milling  &  lee  Co. 
V.  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.,  217  Fed.  665. 

53.  Dick  V.  Foraker,  155  U.  S.  404, 
15  Sup.  Ct.  124,  39  L.  ed.  201;  Greely 
V.  Lowe,  155  U.  S.  58,  74,  15  Sup.  Ct. 
24,  39  L.  ed.  69. 

54.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Such  a  cause  of  action  is  not 
"a  claim  to"  real  property  within  the 
district  within  the  meaning  of  this 
section.  Wetmore  v.  Tennessee  Copper 
Co.,  218  ir.  S.  369,  31  Sup.  Ct.  84,  54  L. 
ed.  1073;  Ladew  v.  Tennessee  Copper 
Co.,  218  U.  S.  357,  31  Sup.  Ct.  81,  54 
L.  ed.  1069,  affirming  179  Fed.  245. 

55.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §48,  36 
St.  at  L.  IIOO,  Comp.  St.,  1916,  §1030. 
See  21  Standard  Proc.  187. 

[a]  Does  not  apply  to  aliens  who 
are  not  inhabitants  of  any  district. 
Sandusky  Foundry  &  Mach.  Co.  v.  De 
Lavaud,  251  Fed.  631. 

56.  See  preceding  note,  and  San- 
dusky Foundry  &  Mach.  Co.  v.  De  La- 
vaud, 251  Fed.  631;  Woerheide  v.  H. 
W.  Johna-Manville  Co.,  199  Fed.  535. 
Cheatham  Elec.  Switching  Device  Co. 
V.  Transit  Devel.  Co.,  191  Fed.  727; 
American  Stoker  Co.  v.  Underfeed 
Stoker  Co.,  182  Fed.  642. 

[a]  The  Act  Must  Be  a  Completed 
Act  of  Infringement.  —  Consol.  Eub- 
ber  Tire  Co.  v.  Eepublic  Eijbber  Co., 
195  Fed.  768.  "There  must  be  proof, 
either   of   a  manufacture,  a  use,   or  a 


sale  within  the  district.  Contracts  to 
manufacture,  threats  to  use,  negotia- 
tions for  a  sale,  will  not  be  sufficient, 
for  the  reason  that  the  statute  re- 
quires proof  of  the  completed  act." 
Westinghouse  Elec.  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Stan- 
ley Elec.  Mfg.  Co.,  116  Fed.  641,  quoted 
in  Consol.  Eubber  Tire  Co.  v.  Eepub- 
lic Rubber  Co.,  195  Fed.  768,  770,  and 
followed  in  Chadeloid  Chem.  Co.  v.  Chi- 
cago Wood  Finishing  Co.,  180  Fed.  770. 
Contra  Westinghouse  Elec.  &  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Stanley  Elec.  Mfg.  Co.,  121  Fed.  101. 

[b]  A  clear  act  pf  contributory  in- 
fringement is  sufiicient,  but  such  con- 
tributory act  must  have  resulted  in  a 
completed  infringement.  Consol.  Rub- 
ber Tire  Co.  v.  Eepublic  Eubber  Co., 
195  Fed.  768. 

[c]  The  burden  of  proof  is  on  com- 
plainant to  establish  both  that  the  in- 
fringement occurred  within  the  terri- 
torial jurisdiction  of  the  court  and  that 
defendant  was  regularly  engaged  in 
business  therein.  Underwood  Type- 
writer Co.  v.  Fox  Typewriter  Co.,  181 
Fed.  541. 

[d]  In  such  case  service  of  process, 
summons  or  subpoena  upon  the  defend- 
ant may  be  made  by  service  upon  the 
agent  or  agents  engaged  in  conducting 
such  business  in  the  district  in  which 
suit  is  brought.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c. 
231,  §48,  36  St.  at  L.  1100. 

[e]  Sufficiency  of  allegations  to  show 
regular  and  established,  place  of  busi- 
ness, see  Scheuerle  v,  Onepiece  Bifocal 
Lens  Co.,  241  Fed.  270. 

57.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §43,  36 
St.  at  L.  1100,  Comp.  St.,  1916,  §1025. 
See  also  21  Standard  Pkoc.  268,  and 
Tomkins  v.  Paterson,  238  Fed.  879  (un- 
der immigration  act) ;  United  States  v. 
Craig,  28  Fed.  795. 
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found,  unless  specific  provision  is  otherwise  made.^' 

H.  Suits  To  Kecover  Internal  Revenue  Taxes.  —  Taxes  accruing 
under  any  law  providing  internal  revenue  may  be  sued  for  and  recov- 
ered either  in  the  district  where  the  liability  for  such  tax  occurs  or  in 
the  district  where  the  delinquent  resides."" 

I.  Proceedings  on  Seizures  of  Property  for  Foefeiturb  Under 
Federal  Laws.  —  Proceedings  on  seizures  made  on  the  high  seas,  for 
forfeiture  under  any  law  of  the  United  States,  may  be  prosecuted  in 
any  district  into  which  the  property  so  seized  is  brought  and  proceed- 
ings instituted.""  Proceedings  on  such  seizures  made  within  any  dis- 
trict must  be  prosecuted  in  the  district  where  the  seizure  is  made,  ex- 
cept in  cases  where  it  is  otherwise  provided.®^ 

J.  Proceedings  for  Condemnation  of  Property  Used  in  Aid  of  In- 
surrections. —  Specific  provision  is  made  as  to  the  venue  of  suits  for 
condemnation  of  captured  property  used  or  intended  for  use  in  aid 
of  insurrection  against  the  United  States."^ 

K.  Proceedings  by  National  Banks  to  Enjoin  Comptroller  op 
the  Currency.  —  All  proceedings  by  any  national  banking  association 
to  enjoin  the  comptroller  of  the  currency,  under  the  provisions  of  any 
law  relating  to  national  banking  associations  must  be  brought  in  the 
district  where  such  association  is  located."* 

L.  Bills  of  Interpleader  by  Insurance  Societies.  —  Under  the  act 
giving  the  district  courts  jurisdiction  of  bills  of  interpleader  by  insur- 
ance companies  and  fraternal  benefit  societies,"*  the  suit  must  be 
brought  in  the  district  of  the  residence  of  the  beneficiary,  whether  or 
not  an  assignment  has  been  made."* 

M.  Criminal  Prosecutions.  —  Criminal  caes  are  required  by  the 
constitution  to  be  tried  in  the  state  and  district  where  the  crime  i^ 
committed.""    If  the  crime  is  not  committed  within  any  state,  the  of- 


58.  See  St,  Louis  &  S.  F.  K.  Co.  v. 
United  States,  169  Fed.  69,  94  C.  C. 
A.  437;  Hat-Sweat  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Davis 
Sewing  Maeh.  Co.,  31  Fed.  294;  Pent- 
large  V.  Kirby,  19  Fed.  501;  and  titles 
dealing  with  special  kinds  of  penalties 
and  forfeitures. 

59.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  e.  231,  §44,  36 
St.  at  L.  1100.  See  East  Tennessee  V. 
&  G.  R.  Co.  V.  Atlanta  &  F.  E.  Co.,  49 
Fed.  608,  15  L.  R.  A.  109;  United 
States  V.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  ii.  E. 
Co.,  10  Ben.  144,  27  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,- 
874.  ' 

60.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  o,  231,  §  45,  36 
St.  at  L.  1100,  Comp.  St.  1916,  §  1027. 
See  1  Standard  Peoc.  425. 

61.  See  preceding  note,  and  Ex 
part  Cooper,  143  U.  S.  472,  12  Sup.  Ct. 
453,  36  L.  ed.  232;  The  Idaho,  29  Fed. 
1S7;  Keene  v.  Ifnited  States,  5  Cranch 
304,  3  L.  ed.  108. 

Vessel  or  cargo  entertog  closed  port, 
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see  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §47,  36 
St.  at  L.  ilOO,  Comp.  St.,  1916,  §  1029. 

62.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  e.  231,  §46, 
36  St.  at  L.  1100,  Comp.  St.  1916, 
§  1028,  district  where  seized  or  taken. 

Property  or  vessels  from  state  or  sec- 
tion in  insurrection,  see  Act  Mar.  3, 
1911,  e.  231,  §47,  36  St.  at  L.  1100, 
Comp.  St.  1916,  §  1029. 

63.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §19, 
36  St.  at  L.  1100,  Comp.  St.,  1916, 
§  1031.  See  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Canton 
V.  Williams  (U.  S.),  40  Sup.  Ct.  372. 

64.  See  supra,  II,  J,  30. 

65.  Now  Yoi-lc  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Ken- 
nedy, 253  Fed.  287. 

6S.  Const.,  Art.  3,  §  2;  Amend.  VI. 
Burton  v.  United  States,  202  U.  S.  344, 
381,  26  Sup.  Ct.  688,  50  L.  ed.  1057; 
Hyde  v.  Shine,  199  U.  S.  62,  78,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  760,  50  L.  ed.  90;  Barrett  v. 
United  States,  169  U.  S.  218,  18  Sup. 
Ct.  327,  42  L.  ed.  723;  Jones  v.  United 
States,  137  U.  S.  202,  211,  11  Sup.  Ct. 
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fender  may  be  tried  at  such  place  as  congress  may  by  law  have  di- 
rected.'^ Under  the  judicial  code,  the  trial  of  all  offenses  committed 
on  the  high  seas,  or  elsewhere  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular 
state  or  district,  is  required  to  be  had  in  the  district  in  which  the  de- 
fendant is  found,  or  into  which  he  is  first  brought."  If  an  offense  is 
begun  in  one  district  and  completed  in  another,  the  defendant  may  be 
tried  in  either,"  and  in  the  case  of  a  continuing  crime,  such  as  con- 
spiracy, the  crime  may  be  prosecuted  in  any  district  where  any  overt  act 
was  performed  by  any  of  the  conspirators,  as  well  as  where  the  con- 
epiraey  was  formed/"    If  the  accused  is  indicted  in  two  or  more  dis- 


80,  34  L.  ed.  691.  See  the  title  "Venue" 
and  titles  dealing  with  specific  of- 
fenses. 

[a]  The  requirement  is  that  the 
trial  shall  Toe  had.  in  the  state  and  dis- 
trict where  the  crime  is  committed,  not 
necessarily  in  the  one  where  the  party 
committing  it  happened  to  be  at  the 
time.  Burton  v.  United  States,  202  U. 
S;  344,  387,  26  Sup.  Ct.  688,  50  L.  ed. 
1026. 

[b]  One  has  no  constitutional  right 
to  be  tried  in  the  place  of  his  residence, 
but  only  in  the  district  where  the 
crime  was  committed.  Haas  v.  Henkel, 
216  U.  S.  462,  473,  30  Sup.  Ct.  249,  54 
L.  ed.  569. 

[e]  Kequiring  or  Permitting  Laborer 
To  Work  More  Than  Eight  Hours. 
See  United  States  ■;;.  Sheridan-Kirk 
Contract  Co.,  149  Fed.  809. 

67.  Const.,  Art.  Ill,  §  2;  Barrett  v. 
United  States,  169  U.  S.  218,  18  Sup. 
Ct.  327,  42  L.  ed.  723;  Jones  v.  United 
States,  137  U.  S.  202,  211,  11  Sup.  Ct. 
80,  34  L.  ed.  691;  United  States  v. 
Dawson,  15  How.  (U.  S.)  467,  489,  14 
L.  ed.  775. 

68.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  §  41,  36  St.  at 
L.  1100,  Comp.  St.,  1916,  §1023.  See 
United  States  v.  Arwo,  19  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
486,  22  L.  ed.  67;  Miller  v.  United 
States,  242  Fed.  907,  155  G.  C.  A.  495, 
L.  E.  A.  191 8 A,  545,  certiorari  denied 
in  245  U.  S.  660,  38  Sup.  Ct.  61,  62  L. 
ed.  535;  United  States  v.  Newark 
Meadows  Imp.  Co.,  173  Fed.  426. 

[a]  This  proTision  applies  to  a 
murder  committed  on  any  land  within 
the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States,  and  not  within  any  judicial 
district,  as  well  as  murder  committed 
on  the  high  seas.  Jones  v.  United 
States,  137  U.  S.  202,  212,  11  Sup,  Ct. 
80,  34  L.  ed.  691. 

[b]  Offenses  Committed  in  Ter- 
ritories. —  This  provision  does  not  ap- 


ply to  ofEenses  committed  in  territories, 
where  there  are  regular  courts  estab- 
lished which  are  competent  to  try  the 
accused.  Ex  parte  Bollman,  4  Cranch 
(U.  S.)  75,  136,  2  L.  ed.  554, 

[c]  "Brought"  means  brought 
while  under  arrest  and  does  not  cover 
a  district  to  which  the  accused  may 
have  gone  before  being  apprehended. 
Kerr  v.  Shine,  136  Fed.  61,  69  C.  C.  A, 
69.  See  United  States  v,  Townsend,  219 
Fed.  761.  I 

69.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  §  42,  36  St.  at 
L.  1100,  Comp.  St.  1916,  §1024.  See 
United  States  ■;;.  Freeman,  239  U.  S. 
117,  36  Sup.  Ct.  32,  60  L.  ed.  172  (ship- 
ping intoxicating  liquors);  Burton  v. 
United  States,  196  U.  S.  283,  304,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  243,  49  L.  ed.  482;  Putnam  v. 
United  States,  162  U.  S.  687,  16  Sup. 
Ct.  923,  40  L.  ed.  1118;  Salas  v.  United 
States,  234  Fed.  842,  148  C.  C.  A.  440. 

[a]  Where  an  offense  is  begun  by 
the  mailing  of  a  letter  in  one  district 
and  completed  by  the  receipt  of  it  in 
another,  the  offender  may  be  tried  and 
punished  in  either.    Benson  ■».  Henkel, 

198  U.  S.  1,  15,  25  Sup.  Ct.  569,  49  L. 
ed.  919;  In  re  Palliser,  136  U,  S.  256, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  1034,  34  L.  ed.  514. 

[b]  Interstate  Commerce  Act. — Con- 
tinuing Offenses.  —  See  Armour  Pack- 
ing Co.  V.  United  States,  209  U.  S.  56, 
28  Sup.  Ct.  428,  52  L.  ed.  681;  New 
Tork  Cent.  &  H.  E.  E.  Co.  v.  United 
States,  166  Fed.  267,  92  C.  C.  A.  331; 
United  States  v.  Fowkes,  53  Fed.  13,  3 
C.  C.  A.  394. 

70,  Brown  v.  Elliott,  225  U.  S.  392, 
32  Sup.  Ct.  812,  56  L.  ed.  1136;  Hyde 
V.  United  States,  225  U.  S.  347,  32  Sup. 
Ct.  793,  56  L.  ed.  1114,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A, 
614.  See  also  Gayon  v.  McCarthy  (U. 
S.),  40  Sup.  Ct.  244;     Hyde  v.  Shine, 

199  U.  S.  62,  25  Sup.  Ct.  760,  50  L. 
ed  90;  Gretsch  v.  United  States,  242 
Fed.  897,  155  C.  C.  A.  485;     Shea  v. 
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tricts,  there  must  be  an  election  as  to  where  he  shall  be  tried.'^  The 
place  within  a  judicial  district  where  trials  shall  be  had  depends  entire- 
ly on  the  statutes  upon  the  subjects*  Where  a  district  contains  more 
than  one  division,  all  prosecutions  for  crimes  or  offenses  must  be  had  in 
the  division  where  the  same  were  committed,'*  unless  the  court,  or  the 
judge  thereof,  upon  application  of  the  defendant,  shall  order  the  cause 
to  be  transferred  for  prosecution  to  another  division  of  the  district.'* 
The  trial  of  offenses  punishable  with  death  is  required  to  be  had  in  the 
county  where  the  offense  was  committed,  if  that  can  be  done  without 
great  inconvenience.'* 

N.  Where  a  State  Contains  Moee  Than  One  District.  —  If  a  state 
contains  more  than  one  district,  suits  not  of  a  local  nature  against  a 
single  defendant,  who  is  an  inhabitant  of  such  state,  must  be  brought 
in  the  district  where  he  resides ;  "  but  if  there  are  two  or  more  defend- 
ants, residing  in  different  districts  of  the  state,  it  may  be  brought  in 
either  district,  and  a  duplicate  writ  may  be  issued  against  the  defend- 
ants, directed  to  the  marshal  of  any  other  district  in  which  any  defend- 
ant resides."  A  corporation  is  ordinarily  deemed  to  be  an  inhabitant 
of  the  district  in  which  it  has  its  principal  place  of  business'*  and  head- 


United  states,  236  Fed.  97,  149  C.  C. 
A.  308;  United  States  v.  Wells,  192 
Fed.  870,  113  C.  C.  A.  194;  United 
States  V.  Campbell,  179  Fed.  762. 

71.  Haas  v.  Henkel,  216  U.  S.  462, 
474,  30  Sup.  Ct.  249,  54  L.  ed.  569. 

72.  Barrett  v.  United  States,  169  U. 
S.  218,  18  Sup.  Ct.  327,  42  L.  ed.  723. 

73.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  e.  231,  §53, 
36  St.  at  L.  1101,  Comp.  St.  1916, 
§  1035.  See  Post  v.  United  States,  161 
U.  S.  583,  16  Sup.  Ct.  611,  40  L.  ed. 
816;  United  States  v.  Chennault,  230 
Fed.  942;  United  States  v.  Sutherland, 
214  Fed.  320. 

[a]  "Courts  may  be  required  to  be 
held  at  different  places  in  a  judicial 
district,  and  prosecutions  for  offenses 
committed  in  certain  counties  may  be 
required  to  be  tried,  and  recognizances 
to  be  returned  at  each  place,  but  this 
does  not  affect  the  power  of  the  grand 
jury  sitting  at  either  place  to  present 
indictments  for  offenses  committed 
anywhere  within  the  district."  Barrett 
V.  United  States,  169  U.  S.  218,  18  Sup. 
Ct.  327,  42  L.  ed.  723.  To  the  same  ef- 
fect, Logan  V.  United  States,  144  U.  S. 
263,  297,  12  Sup.  Ct.  617,  36  L.  ed. 
429. 

74.  See  act  cited  in  preceding  note. 

75.  Act  March  3,  1911,  o.  231,  §  40, 
36  St.  at  L.  1100,  Comp.  St.,  1916, 
§  1022.  See  Eosencrana  v.  United 
States,  165  U.  S.  257,  260,  17  Sup.  Ct. 
302,  41  L.  ed.   708;      Case  of  Fries,  3 
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Dall.  515,  9  Fed.  Cas.  No;  5,126. 

76.  Act  March  3,  1911,  e.  231,  §  52, 
36  St.  at  L.  1101,  Comp.  St.,  1916, 
§  1034,  this  provision  supersedes  Eev. 
St.  §  740,  which  contained  substantial- 
ly the  same  provision  as  to  the  circuit 
and  district  courts,  and  which  is  ex- 
pressly repealed,  by  §  297  of  the  code. 
See  Hills  v.  F.  D.  McKinnisa  Co.,  188 
Fed.  1012;  Doscher  v.  United  States 
Pipe  Line  Co.,  185  Fed.  959. 

77.  See  act  cited  in  preceding  nbte, 
and  Matter  of  Dunn,  212  U.  S.  374, 
388,  29  Sup.  Ct.  299,  53  L.  ed.  558, 
(construing  a  similar  provision  of  an 
earlier  statute  relating  to  judicial  dis- 
tricts in  Texas);  Primes  Chemical  Co. 
V.  Fulton  Steel  Corp.,  254  Fed.  454; 
Bank  of  Commerce  &  Trust  v.  McAr- 
thur,  248  Fed.  138;  Dudley  v.  Hawk- 
ins, 239  Fed.  386;  Doscher  v.  United 
States  Pipe  Line  Co.,  185  Fed.  959. 

[a]  Infringement  of  Patents.  —  This 
section  has  no  application  to  suits  for 
the  infringement  of  patents,  but  such 
suits  are  governed  wholly  by  §  48. 
Cheaham  Blec.  Switching  Device  Co.  v. 
Transit  Devel.  Co.,  191  Fed.  727. 

78.  Lemon  v.  Imperial  "Window 
Glass  Co.,  199  Fed.  927;  "Weed  v. 
Centre  &  C.  St.  R.  Co.,  132  Fed.  151. 
See  Colosino  v.  Pittsburgh  &  L.  E.  E. 
Co.,  210  Fed.  550.  But  see  Peale  v. 
Marian  Coal  Co.,  172  Fed.  639;  Zam- 
brino  v.  Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  E.  Co., 
38  Fed.  449. 
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quarters,  or  in  -which  its  duly  appointed  attorney  in  fact  has  his 
personal  residence." 

Subject-Matter  in  Two  Districts.  —  Any  suit  of  a  local  nature,  at  law 
or  in  equity,  where  the  land  or  other  subject-matter  of  a  fixed  character 
lies  partly  in  one  district  and  partly  in  another,  within  the  same  state, 
may  be  brought  in  either  district.*" 

0.  Where  a  District  Contains  More  Than  One  Division.  — "When 
a  district  contains  more  than  one  division,  every  suit  not  of  a  local 
nature  against  a  single  defendant  must  be  brought  in  the  division 


[a]  A  corporation  created  by  the 
laws  of  a  state  in  which  there  are  two 
judicial  districts  is  to  be  considered 
an  inhabitant  of  that  district  in  which 
its  general  offices  are  situated,  and  in 
which  its  general  business,  as  distin- 
guished from  its  local  business,  is  done. 
It  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  an  inhabi- 
tant of  every  district  of  the  state,  or  of 
every  district  in  which  it  does  busi- 
ness. Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  E.  Co.  v. 
Gonzales,  151  U.  S.  496,  503,  14  Sup. 
Ct.  401,  38  L.  ed.  248. 

[b]  A  railroad  corporation  is  an  in- 
habitant of  the  district  where  it  has 
its  headquarters  and  general  offices, 
though  its  road  runs  through  other  dis- 
tricts. Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  E.  Co.  v. 
Gonzales,  151  U.  S.  496,  507,  14  Sup. 
Ct.  401,  38  L.  ed.  248. 

[c]  A  coriroration  created  by  an  act 
of  congress  will  be  regarded  as  a  resi- 
dent of  the  district  in  which  it  has  its 
general  offices.  Matter  of  Dunn,  212 
U.  S.  374,  388,  29  Sup.  Ct.  299,  53  L. 
ed.  558.  See  A.  L.  WolfE  &  Co.  v.  Choc- 
taw, O.  &  G.  E.  Co.,  133  Fed.  601. 
Compare  supra,  III,  C. 

79.     See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  In  view  of  the  statutes  of 
West  Virginia  on  the  subject,  requir- 
ing non-resident  domestic  corporations 
to  fix  the  place  of  their  residence  with- 
in the  state  by  appointing  an  attorney 
resident  in  some  one  of  its  counties, 
wherein  the  power  of  his  appointment 
must  be  recorded,  the  personal  resi- 
dence of  an  attorney  so  appointed  de- 
termines the  residence  of  such  a  cor- 
poration as  between  the  two  districts 
into  which  that  state  is  divided.  If  no 
such  attorney  is  appointed,  such  a  cor- 
poration may  be  sued  in  either  of  said 
districts.  That  such  corporation  has 
complied  with  the  law  requiring  it  to 
appoint  the  state  auditor  its  attorney 
to  accept  service  of  process  does  not 
require  the  action  to  be  brought  in  the 


district  of  the  auditor's  official  resi- 
dence. Lemon  v.  Imperial  Window 
Glass  Co.,  199  Fed.  927. 

80.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §  56,  361 
St.  at  L.  1102,  Comp.  St.,  1916,  §  1037, 

[a]  Meaning  of  Subject  Matter. 
"This  means,  of  course,  the  land  and 
buildings  thereon  which,  as  here,  is 
the  subject-matter  of  the  suit,  or,  if 
there  be  no  land,  when  the  subject- 
matter  is  of  a  fixed  character,  such  aa 
fixtures,  attached  to  real  estate,  or 
buildings,  or  structures  rightfully 
erected  on  land  not  owned  by  the 
party,  and  which  may  be  removed  by 
the  party  erecting  them.  In  such  a 
case  the  suit  may  be  brought  in  either 
district  of  the  state  where  such  prop- 
erty— 'subject-matter' — is  in  part  situ- 
ated. Primes  Chemical  Co.  v.  Fulton 
Steel  Corporation,  254  Fed.  454,  459. 

[b]  Money  deposited  is  not  "prop- 
erty of  a  fixed  character."  It  becomes 
the  property  of  the  bank  which  be- 
comes the  creditor  of  the  depositor. 
Primes  Chemical  Co.  v.  Fulton  Steel 
Corp.,  254  Fed.  454. 

[c]  A  suit  for  the  appointment  of 
a  receiver  for  a  railroad  company  may 
be  brought  in  any  district  through 
which  the  road  runs,  and  this  is  true 
though  a  state  statute  requires  actions 
against  such  companies  to  be  brought 
in  the  county  where  the  defendant's 
principal  offices  are  located.  East  Tenn., 
V.  &  G.  E.  Co.  V.  Atlanta  &  F.  E.  Co., 
49  Fed.  608,  15  L.  E.  A.  109. 

[d]  Where  a  leasehold  interest  be- 
longing' to  defendant  corporation  is 
fixed  property  in  the  district,  the  cred- 
itors' suit  against  the  corporation  is 
properly  brought  there,  and  the  receiv- 
ers appointed  have  full  jurisdiction 
over  all  the  property  in  the  circuit. 
Primes  Chemical  Co.  v.  Fulton  Steel 
Corporation,  255  Fed.  427. 
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where  he  resides.*^  If  there  are  two  or  more  defendants  residing  in 
different  divisions  of  a  district,  the  suit  may  be  brought  in  either  divi- 
sion." Suits  removed  from  state  courts  to  the  federal  district  court 
must  be  removed  to  the  district  court  in  the  division  in  which  the 
county  is  situated  from  which  the  removal  is  made.'' 

Criminal  prosecutions  must  be  had  in  the  division  where  the  offense 
was  committed.'* 

P.  Objections  and  Waiver  Thereof.  —  A  party  sued  in  the  wrong 
district,  who  does  not  waive  the  objection,  may  of  right  appear  specially 
and  object  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court."  He  cannot  be  compelled 
to  waive  the  objection,  and  any  rule  of  a  federal  court  which  seeks  to 
compel  a  waiver  is  unauthorized  by  law  and  void.'"  So,  too,  a  state 
statute  making  an  appearance  for  the  sole  purpose  of  objecting  to  the 
jurisdiction  a  waiver  of  immunity  from  jurisdiction  by  reason  of  non- 
residence  has  no  application  in  actions  in  the  federal  courts  of  that 
state.''  The  objecton  that  a  suit  or  action  has  been  removed  to  the 
wrong  district  may  properly  be  taken  by  motion  to  remand."  There  is 
a  conflict  of  authority  as  to  whether  an  alien  plaintiff  has  any  standing 
to  object  that  a  suit  or  action  has  been  removed  to  a  district  of  which 
the  defendant  is  not  an  inhabitant.'" 


81.  Act  Mar.  3,  1911,  c.  231,  §53, 
86  St.  at  L.  1101,  Comp.  St.,  1916, 
§  1035.  See  International  Bank  & 
Trust  Co.  V.  Scott,  159  Fed.  58,  86 
C.  C.  A.  248. 

[a]  Where  the  suit  is  brought  in 
the  district  in  which  plaintiff  resides, 
the  provision  has  no  application.  And, 
where  diversity  of  citizenship  exists, 
the  plaintiff  may  bring  his  suit  in  any 
division  of  the  district  in  which  the 
plaintiff  is  a  resident  in  which  the  de- 
fendant may  be  found  and  served  with 
process.  Eeich  v.  Tennessee  Copper 
Co.,  209  Fed.  880.  See  McCullough  v. 
United  Grocers'  Corp.,  247  Ted.  880. 
Compare  Dinzy  v.  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co., 
61  Fed.  49. 

82.  See  act  cited  in  preceding  note. 

83.  See  act  referred  to  in  preceding 
note,  and  the  title  "KemovaJ.  of  Caus- 
es." 

84.  See  supra,  III,  L. 

85.  Davidson  Bros.  Marble  Co.  v. 
United  States,  213  U.  S.  10,  29  Sup. 
Ct.  324,  53  L.  ed.  675;  Primes  Chem- 
ical Co.  V.  Fulton  Steel  Corporation,  255 
Fed.  427;  Budris  V.  Consolidation  Coal 
Co.,  251  Fed.  673;  Simpson  v.  Geary, 
204  Fed.  507. 

[a]  By  plea  to  the  jurisdiction. 
Camp  V.  Gress,  250  U.  S.  308,  39  Sup. 
Ct.  478,  63  L.  ed.  997. 

86.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]     A  rule  repLuiiiag  a  person  ap- 
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pearing  specially  to  challenge  the  juris- 
diction to  agree  that  he  will  appear 
generally  if  the  objection  is  overruled, 
and  providing  that  unless  he  so  agrees 
the  appearance  shall  be  deemed  a  gen- 
eral one,  is  inconsistent  with  the  stat- 
ute in  that  it  impairs  the  right  of  a 
party  whose  objection  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion is  overruled  to  appeal  to  the  su- 
preme court.  Davidson  Bros.  Marble 
Co.  V.  United  States,  213  U.  S.  10,  29 
Sup.  Ct.  324,  53  L.  ed.  675. 

87.  Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  E.  Co.  v. 
Gonzales,  151  U.  S.  496,  14  Sup.  Ct. 
401,  38  L.  ed.  248;  Mexican  Cent.  E. 
Co.  V.  Pinkney,  149  U.  S.  194,  203,  13 
Sup.  Ct.  859,  37  L.  ed.  699;  Southern 
Pac.  Co.  V.  Denton,  146  U.  S.  202,  13 
Sup,  Ct.  44,  36  L.  ed.  942. 

88.  'Turk  v.  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co., 
193  Fed.  252.  See  the  title  "Eemoval 
of  Causes." 

89.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  Guar- 
anty Trust  Co.  V.  McCabe,  250  Fed. 
699,  163  C.  C.  A.  31. 

[a]  The  following  cases  hold  that 
the  court  has  jurisdictioh.  under  such 
circumstances,  regardless  of  the  plain- 
tiff's consent,  and  that  it  will  not  re- 
mand the  case  on  his  motion.  Smellie 
V.  Southern  Pac.  Co.,  197  Fed.  641; 
H.  J.  Decker,  Jr.,  &  Co.  v.  Southern  E. 
Co.,  189  Fed.  224;  Bagenas  v.  South- 
ern Pac.  Co.,  180  Fed.  887;  Barlow  v. 
Chicago  &  N.  W.  E.  Co.,  164  Fed.  765, 
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In  equity  cases  the  objection  may  be  taken  by  plea.'" 

In  actions  at  law  the  state  practice  is  generally  controlling.'^ 

Waiver.  —  The  right  to  be  sued  in  a  particular  district,^^  or  in  a  par- 


172  Fed.  513;    Iowa  Lillooet  Gold  Mm. 
Co.  V.  Bliss,  144  Fed.  446. 

[b]  The  following  cases  hold  that 
the  court  has  no  jurisdiction  under 
such  cireumstances  without  the  plain- 
tiff's consent,  and  that  it  will  remand 
the  case  on  the  plaintiff's  motion. 
Guaranty  Trust  Co.  v.  McCabe,  250  Fed. 
699,  163  C.  C.  A.  31  (certiorari  denied 
in  247  U.  S.  505,  38  Sup.  Ct.  427,  62 
L.  ed.  1240) ;  Sagara  v.  Chicago,  E.  I. 
&  P.  E.  Co.,  189  Fed.  220;  Odhner  v. 
Northern  Pae.  E.  Co.,  188  Fed.  507; 
Mahopoulus  v.  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  E. 
Co.,  167  Fed.  165. 

[c]  Position  of  Supreme  Court. 
(1)  In  Matter  of  Tobin,  214  V.  8.  606, 
29  Sup.  Ct.  702,  53  L.  ed.  1061,  the 
supreme  court,  in  a  per  curiam  opinion, 
and  without  stating  its  reasons,  refused 
leave  to  plaintiff  to  file  a  petition  for 
a  writ  of  mandamus  to  compel  a  judge 
of  the  circuit  court  to  remand  a  case 
brought  by  an  alien  plaintiff  in  a  dis- 
trict of  which  defendant  was  not  a 
resident  or  citizen,  plaintiff  contending 
that  under  such  cireumstances  the  cir- 
cuit court  could  not  take  jurisdiction 
without  its  consent.  In  In  re  Nicola, 
218  U.  S.  668,  31  Sup.  Ct.  228,  54  L.  ed. 
1203,  a  similar  petition  was  denied  on 
authority  of  the  Tobin  case,  without 
opinion.  (2)  In  Sagara  v.  Chicago,  E. 
I.  &  P.  E.  Co.,  189  Fed.  220,  it  is  said 
that  the  Tobin  and  Nicola  cases  are  not 
authority  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  right 
to  object  under  such  circumstances,  but 
merely  apply  the  rule  that  manda,mus 
will  not  issue  to  compel  a  court  to  re- 
mand a  cause  after  it  has  denied  a 
motion  to  remand,  and  that  the  writ 
cannot  be  used  to  perform  the  office  of 
a  writ  of  error.  A  similar  view  was; 
entertained  by  the  court  in  Odhner  v. 
Northern  Pac.  E.  Co.,  188  Fed.  507. 
(3)  In  H.  J.  Decker,  Jr.,  &  Co.,  v. 
Southern  E.  Co.,  189  Fed.  224,  and 
Bagenas  v-  Southern  Pac.  Co.,  180  Fed. 
887,  the  Tobin  ease  was  regarded  as 
holding  that  the  alien  plaintiff  had  no 
standing  to  object  under  such  circum- 
stances. The  opinion  in  Smellie  v. 
Southern  Pac.  Co.,  197  Fed.  641,  does 
not  (4)  refer  to  the  Tobin  and  Nicola 
cases  but  the  decision  is  based  on  and 
follows  the  Decker  case  and  the  case 


of  Barlow  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  E.  Co., 
164  Fed.  765,  172  Fed.  513,  the  latter 
of  which  was  decided  before  the  Tobin 
and  Nicola  cases.  (5)  In  Pribourg  «. 
Pullman  Co.,  176  Fed.  981,  985,  the 
Tobin  case  was  said  to  be  in  harmony 
with  the   Barlow  case. 

90.  See  generally  the  title  "Pleas 
in  Equity.  •■ 

[a]  By  Plea  to  the  Jurisdiction. 
Macon  Grocery  Co.  v.  Atlantic  C.  L.  E. 
Co.,  215  U.  S.  501,  30  Sup.  Ct.  184,  54 
L.  ed.  300. 

91.  See  infra,  IV,  D,  2,  and  the 
titles    "Jurisdiction;"    "Venue." 

92.  Camp  v.  Gress,  250  U.  S.  308, 
39  Sup.  Ct.  478,  63  L.  ed.  997;  Thames 
&  M.  Marine  Ins.  Co.  v.  United  States, 
237  U.  S.  19,  35  Sup.  Ct.  496,  59  L.  ed. 
821,  Ann.  Cas.  1915D,  1087;  United 
States  V.  Hvoslef,  237  U.  S.  1,  35  Sup. 
Ct.  459,  59  L.  ed.  813,  Ann.  Cas.  1916A, 
286;  Johnson  v.  Gearlds,  234  U.  S. 
422,  34  Sup.  Ct.  794,  68  L.  ed.  1383; 
Kreigh  v.  Westinghouse,  Church,  Kerr 
&  Co.,  214  U.  S.  249,  29  Sup.  Ct.  619, 
53  L.  ed.  984;  Western  Loan  &  Sav. 
Co.  V.  Colorado  Smelting  &  Min.  Co., 
212  U.  S.  556,  29  Sup.  Ct.  686,  53  L.  ed. 
650;  Ingersoll  v.  Coram,  211  U.  S. 
335,  29  Sup.  Ct.  92,  53  L.  ed.  208; 
Western  Loan  &  Sav.  Co.  v.  Butte  &  B. 
Consol.  Min.  Co.,  210  U.  S.  368,  28  Sup. 
Ct.  720,  52  L.  ed.  1101;  In  re  Moore, 
209  U.  S.  491,  28  Sup.  Ct.  585,  706,  52 
L.  ed.  904  (and  cases  cited) ;  Interior 
Constr.  &  Improv.  Co.  v.  Gibney,  160 
U.  S.  217,  16  Sup.  Ct.  272,  40  L.  ed. 
401;  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  McGeorge, 
151  U.  S.  129,  132,  14  Sup.  Ct.  286,  38 
L.  ed.  98;  Southern  Pac.  Co.  v.  Don- 
ton,  146  U.  S.  202,  13  Sup.  Ct.  44,  36 
L.  ed.  942;  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  v. 
McBride,  141  U.  S.  127,  131,  11  Sup. 
Ct.  982,  35  L.  ed.  659;  Ilx  parte  Schol- 
lenberger,  96  U.  S.  369,  24  L.  ed.  853; 
Kendall  v.  United  States,  12  Pet.  (U. 
S.)  524,  623,  9  L.  ed.  1181;  Lehigh 
Valley  Coal  Co.  v.  Lazuaskine  (C.  C. 
A.),  256  Fed.  93;  United  States  v. 
New  York  &  O.  S.  S.  Co.,  216  Fed.  61, 
132  C.  C.  A.  305;  Eldorado  Coal  & 
Mining  Co.  v.  Mariotti,  215  Fed.  51,  131 
C.  C.  A.  359;  Northwestern  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Cizen,  196  Fed.  454,  116  C.  C.  A. 
228;    Texas  Co.  v.  Central  Fuel  Oil  Co., 
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tieular  division  of  a  district,'^  is  a  personal  privilege  which  may  be 
waived.  It  is  waived  by  failing  to  make  it  at  the  proper  time,'*  by  a 
general  appearance,*^  or  by  appearing  and  pleading  to  the  merits  of 


194  Ted.  1,  114  C.  C.  A.  21;  Atchison, 
T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Gilliland,  193  Fed. 
608,  113  C.  G.  A.  476;  Erie  R.  Co.  v. 
Kennedy,  191  Fed.  332,  112  C.  C.  A.  76; 
Southern  Pac.  Co.  v.  Arlington  Heights 
Fruit  Co.,  191  Fed.  101,  111  C.  C.  A. 
581  {reversing  175  Fed.  141);  Katalla 
Co.  V.  Rones,  186  Fed.  30,  108  C.  C.  A. 
132;  McPhee  &  McGinnity  Co.  «.  Union 
Pae.  R.  Co.,  158  Fed.  5,  87  C.  C.  A. 
619;  Utah-Nevada  Co.  v.  De  Lamar, 
133  Fed.  113,  66  C.  C.  A.  179;  Primoa 
Chemical  Co.  v.  Fulton.  Steel  Corpora- 
tion, 255  Fed.  427. 

[a]  *'The  statute  Is  in  no  sense 
jurisdictional.  The  plaintiff  has  the 
legal  right  to  bring  his  action  in  any 
district  in  the  United  States  other  than 
where  TDoth  are  citizens  of  the  same 
state.  And  there,  in  the  event  of  law- 
ful service,  the  case  will  go  to  a  valid 
judgment,  unless  the  defendant  timely 
objects  to  pdaintiff  maintaining  the 
case  in  a  district  other  than  where 
either  the  one  or  other  party  resides. 
It  is  a  mere  privilege  that  the  defend- 
ant can  waive  or  timely  protest 
against."  Bogue  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q. 
R.  Co.,  193  Fed.  728.  See  also  East 
Tenn.,  V.  &  (J.  R.  Co.  v.  Atlanta  &  P. 
R.  Co.,  49  Fed.  608.  The  matter  is 
one  of  venue  rather  than  jurisdiction. 
Tate  V.  Baugh,  252  Fed.  317. 

[b]  By  Objecting  on  Other  Grounds. 
Cricket  Steamship  Co.  v.  Parry  (C.  C. 
A.),  263  Fed.  523. 

[e]  Cannot  be  urged  (1)  by  resident 
co-defendants  (Camp  v.  Gress.  250  U.  S. 
308,  39  Sup.  Ct.  478,  63  L.  ed.  997),  but 
(2)  lack  of  an  indispensable  party  de- 
fendant may  nevertheless  defeat  the 
action  where  the  indispensable  non- 
resident party  refuses  to  waive  his 
privilege.    Camp  v.  Gress,  supra. 

[d]  The  United  States  may  waive 
the  requirement  of  the  statute  that 
suits  upon  claims  against  it  be  brought 
in  the  district  of  the  plaintiff's  resi- 
dence. United  States  v.  Hvoslef,  237 
U.  S.  1,  35  Sup.  Ct.  459,  59  L.  ed.  813, 
Ann.  Cas.  1916A,  286. 

93.  International  Bank  &  Trust 
Co.,  159  Fed.  58,  86  C.  C.  A.  248;  Page 
V.  Chillicothe,  6  Fed.  599. 

94.  Thames  &  M.  Marine  Ins.  Co.  v. 
United  States,  237  U.  S.  19,  35  Sup.  Ct. 
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496,  59  L.  ed.  821,  Ann.  Cas.  1915D, 
1087;  Detroit  Trust  Co.  v.  Pontiae 
Sayings  Bank,  237  U.  S.  186,  35  Sup. 
Ct.  609,  59  L.  ed.  907;  Johnson  v. 
Gearlds,  234  U.  S.  422,  34  Sup.  Ct.  794, 

58  L.  ed.  1383;  IngersoU  v.  Coram, 
211  U.  S.  335,  29  Sup.  Ct.  92,  53  L.  ed. 
208;  Smellie  v.  Southern  Pae.  Co.,  197 
Fed.  641;     Barlow  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W. 

B.  Co.,  172  Fed.  513,  164  Fed.  765. 
[a]  Unless  raised  at  the  first  op- 
portunity calling  for  election  between 
insisting  on  the  objection  or  taking 
inconsistent  action.  Erie  R.  Co.  v.  Ken- 
nedy, 191  Fed.  332,  112  C.  C.  A.  76. 

95.  Detroit  Trust  Co.  v.  Pontiao 
Savings  Bank,  237  U.  S.  186,  35  Sup. 
Ct.  509,  59  L.  ed.  907;  Thames  &  M. 
Marine  Ins.  Co.  v.  United  States,  237 
U.  S.  19,  35  Sup.  Ct.  496,  59  L.  ed.  821, 
Ann.  Cas.  1915D,  1087;  United  States 
V.  Hvoslef,  237  U.  S.  1,  35  Sup.  Ct.  459, 

59  L.  ed.  813,  Ann.  Cas.  1916A,  286; 
Johnson  v.  Gearlds,  234  U.  S.  422,  34 
Sup.  Ct.  794,  58  L.  ed.  1383;  Interior 
Constr.  &  Improv.  Co.  v.  Gibney,  160 
U.  S.  217,  16  Sup.  Ct.  272,  40  L.  ed. 
401;  Southern  Pac.  Co.  v.  Denton,  146 
U.  S.  202,  13  Sup.  Ct.  44,  36  L.  ed. 
942;  Lehigh  Valley  Coal  Co.  v.  Yen- 
savage,  218  Fed.  547,  134  C.  C.  A.  275; 
United  States  v.  New  York  &  O.  S.  S. 
Co..  216  Fed.  61,  132  C.  C.  A.  305; 
Howland  Pulp  &  Paper  Co.  v.  Alfreds, 
179  Fed.  482,  103  0.  C.  A.  62;  Van 
Doren  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.,  93  Fed. 
260,  35  C.  C.  A.  282;  Primes  Chemical 
Co.  V.  Fulton  Steel  Corporation,  255 
Fed.  427;  Cincinnati,  H.  &  D.  Ry.  Co. 
V.  Orr,  215  Fed.  261;  Simpson  v.  Geary, 
204  Fed.  507;  Gearlds  v.  Johnson,  183 
Fed.  611;  Irving  v.  Joint  Dist.  Coun- 
cil, etc.,  180  Fed.  896;  Dulles  v.  H.  D. 
Crippen  Mfg.  Co.,  156  Fed.  706;  Iowa 
Lillooet  Gold  Min.  Co.  v.  Bliss,  144  Fed. 
446;     Grove  v.  Grove,  93  Fed.  865. 

[a]  But  where  a  different  plaintiff 
has  been  substituted  after  defendant's 
general  appearance,  such  appearance 
does  not  constitute  a  waiver  of  defend- 
ant's right  not  to  be  sued  by  the  sub- 
stituted plaintiff  in  that  district.  Le- 
high Valley  Coal  Co.  «.  Lazuaskine  (C. 

C.  A.),  256  Fed.  93. 

[b]  Where  a  corporation  voluntarily 
appears  in  a  creditor's  suit  against  it, 
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the  ease,'°  as  by  interposing  a  general  demurrer,'^  or  a  motion  to  dis- 
miss on  the  merits."^  It  is  not  waived  by  acknowledging  service  of  sum- 
mons,'^ or  by  a  special  appearance  for  the  purpose  of  objecting  to  the 
jurisdiction,^  nor  by  answering  to  the  merits  after  such  an  objection  has 
been  overruled,^  nor  by  combining  objections  to  the  venue  and  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  over  the  subject  matter.' 

A  plaintiff  who  institutes  suit  in  a  particular  district  cannot  there- 
after object  to  the  venue.* 

The  plaintiff  may  waive  the  objection  that  a  suit  commenced  in  the 
state  court  has  been  removed  to  the  wrong  district  by  the  defendant,' 
and  does  so  by  any  acts  evidencing  an  intention  to  accept  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court.'    A  party  on  whose  petition  a  case  is  removed  to 


certain  creditors  cannot  question  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  district  court  on  the 
ground  that  the  corporation  is  a  non- 
resident of  the  district.  Primes  Chem- 
ical Co.  V.  Fulton  Steel  Corporation, 
255  Fed.  427. 

96.  United  States  v.  Hvoslef,  237 
U.  S.  1,  35  Sup.  Ct.  459,  59  L.  ed.  813, 
Ann.  Cas.  1916A,  286;  Detroit  Trust 
Co.  V.  Pontiae  Savings  Bank,  237  TJ. 
S.  186,  35  Sup.  Ct.  509,  59  L.  ed.  907; 
Western  Loan  &  Sav.  Co.  v.  Colorado 
Smelting  &  Min.  Co.,  212  U.  S.  556,  29 
Sup.  Ct.  686,  53  L.  ed.  650;  Western 
Loan  &  Sav.  Co.  v.  Butte  &  B.  Consol. 
Min.  Co.,  210  U.  S.  368,  28  Sup.  Ct.  720, 
52  L.  ed.  1101;  Texas  &  P.  E.  Co.  v. 
Saunders,  151  U.  S.  105,  14  Sup.  Ct. 
257,  38  L.  ed.  90;  Northwestern  Lumb. 
Co.  V.  Cizen,  196  Fed.  454,  116  C.  C.  A. 
228;  Detroit  Trust  Co.  v.  Pontiae  Sav. 
Bank,  196  Fed.  29,  115  C.  C,  A.  663; 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  v.  Gilli- 
land,  193  Fed.  608,  113  C.  C.  A.  476; 
United  States  Gypsum  Co.  v.  Sliwi- 
enska,  106  C.  C.  A.  38,  183  Fed.  688. 

[a]  By  appearing  and  prosecuting 
a  motion  to  vacate  aa  order  appointing 
an  ancillary  receiver  on  grounds  going 
to  the  merits  as  well  as  to  the  juris- 
diction. Bluefields  S.  S.  Co.  v.  Steele, 
184  Fed.  584,  106  C.  C.  A.  564. 

[b]  By  filing  an  affidaiVlt  of  defense 
which  contained  an  objection  to  the 
jurisdiction  and  defenses  on  the  merits. 
Title  Guaranty  &  Surety  Co.  v.  United 
States,  187  Fed.  98,  109  C.  C.  A.  106, 
affirming  182  Fed.  240. 

97.  Thames  &  M.  Marine  Ins.  Co.  v. 
United  States,  237  U.  S.  19,  35  Sup.  Ct. 
Ct.  496,  59  L.  ed.  821,  Ann.  Cas.  1915D, 
1087;  Western  Loan  &  Sav.  Co.  v. 
Colorado  Smelting  &  Min.  Co.,  212  U. 
S.  556,  29  Sup.  Ct.  686,  53  L.  ed.  650; 
Western  Loan  &  Sav.  Co.  v,  Butte  & 


Boston  Consol.  Min.  Co.,  210  U.  S.  368, 
28  Sup.  Ct.  720,  52  L.  ed.  1101;  El- 
dorado Coal  &  Mining  Co.  v.  Mariotti, 
215  Fed.  51,  131  C.  C.  A.  359. 

[a]  A  Demurrer  for  Want  of  Juris, 
diction  and  for  Failure  To  State  a  Causa 
of  Action.  —  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  E.  Co. 
V.  McBride,  141  U.  S.  127,  11  Sup.  Ct. 
982,  35  L.  ed.  659.  See  also  Dulles  v. 
H.  D.  Crippen  Mfg.  Co.,  156  Fed.  706. 

98.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co.,  229  Fed.  234. 

99.  Camp  v.  Gress,  250  U.  S.  308, 
39  Sup.  Ct.  478,  63  L.  ed.  997. 

1.  Southern  Pac.  Co.  u.  Denton,  146 
U.  S.  202,  13  Sup.  Ct.  44,  36  L.  ed.  942. 

2.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  After  the  Overruling  of  a  De- 
murrer. —  Southern  Pac.  Co.  v.  Denton, 
146  U.  S.  202,  13  Sup,  Ct.  44,  36  L.  ed. 
942. 

3.  Southern  Pae.  Co.  v.  Arlington 
Heights  Fruit  Co.,  191  Fed.  101,  IH 
C.  C.  581,  reversing  175  Fed.  141. 

[a]  In  a  Demurrer  and  a  Motion  To 
Quash.  —  Davidson  Bros.  Marble  Co.  v. 
United  States,  213  U.  S.  10,  29  Sup.  Ct. 
324,  53  L.  ed.  675. 

4.  H.  J.  Decker,  Jr.,  &  Co.  17.  South- 
ern E.  Co.,  189  Fed.  224. 

5.  In  re  Moore,  209  U.  S.  490,  28 
Sup.  Ct.  586,  706,  52  L.  ed.  904;  Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Fisher,  155  Fed. 
68,  83  C.  C.  A.  584,  11  L.  E.  A.  (N:  S.) 
926.  See  also  the  title  "Eemoral  of 
Causes." 

6.  Smellie  i;.  Southern  Pac.  Co.,  197 
Fed.   641. 

[a]  By  subsequently  making  up  the 
Issues  on  the  merits  without  objection. 
Kreigh  v.  Westinghouse,  Church,  Kerr 
&  Co.,  214  U.  S.  249,  29  Sup.  Ct.  619, 
53  L.  ed.  984.  See  also  Shanberg  c. 
Fidelity  &  Casualty  Co.,  158  Fed.  1, 
85  C.  C.  A.  343,-19  L.  E.  A.   (N.  S.) 
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the  federal  court  cannot  object  to  the  jurisdiction, of  the  latter  court 
in  so  far  as  the  district  is  concerned.' 

IV.  THE  CONFORMITY  ACT  AND  SIMILAR  PROVISIONS. 
A  Geneeal  Statement.  —  The  federal  statute,  commonly  known  as 
the  conformity  act,  provides  that  the  practice,  pleadings,  and  forms 
and  modes  of  proceeding  in  civil  causes,  other  than  equity  and  ad- 
miralty causes,  in  the  district  courts,  shall  conform,  as  near  as  may  be, 
to  the  practice,  pleadings,  and  forms  and  modes  of  proceeding  existing 
at  the  same  time  in  like  causes  in  the  courts  of  record  of  the  state 
within  which  such  district  courts  are  held,  any  rule  of  court  to  the 
contrary  notwithstanding.*  This  provision  applies  equally  though  the 
cause  of  action  is  created  by  the  federal  statutes  and  is  enforceable 
only  in  the  federal  courts.* 


1206,  affirming  143  Fed.  651;  Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Fisher,  155  Fed. 
68,  83  C.  C.  A.  584,  11  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
926. 

[b]  By  propounding  interrogatories 
to  witnesses,  obtaining  a  comznissiou  to 
take  their  testimony,  and  serving 
notice  on  the  defendant  that  the  dep- 
ositions will  be  used  upon  the  trial- 
of  the  cause.  Clark  v.  Southern  Pac. 
Co.,  175  Fed.  122,  127. 

[c]  By  filing  an  amended  petition, 
signing  a  stipulation  giving  time  to  de- 
fendant to  answer,  and  signing  succes- 
sive stipulations  for  continuances.  In  re 
Moore,  209  U.  S.  491,  28  Sup.  Ct.  585, 
706,  52  L.  ed.  904;  Baldwin  v.  Pacific 
Light  &  Power  Co.,  199  Fed.  291. 

[d]  Plaintiflf  has  not  consented  until 
he  does  something  to  manifest  it,  and 
until  then  he  may  move  to  remand. 
Turk  V.  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.,  193  Fed. 
252. 

7.  In  re  Moore,  209  V.  S.  491,  28 
1206,  affirming  143  Fed.  651;  Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Fisher,  155  Fed. 
68,  83  C.  C.  A.  584,  11  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
926.    See  the' title  Bemoval  of  Causes." 

[a]  Especially  where,  after  removal, 
he  files  an  answer  and  enters  upon  the 
trial  of  the  case  without  objection. 
Katalla  Co.  v.  Eones,  186  Fed.  3'0,  108 
C.  C.  A.  132,  affirming  182  Fed.  946. 

[b]  He  cannot  claim  that  the  court 
has  no  jurisdiction  unless  the  court 
from  which  the  case  was  removed  had 
none.  Cowley  v.  Northern  Pae.  E.  Co., 
159  U.  S.  569,  683,  16  Sup.  Ct.  127,  40 
L.  ed.  263;  Barlow  v.  Chicago  &  N. 
W.  E.  Co.,  164  Fed.  765,  172  Fed.  513. 

8.  Act  June  1,  1872,  c.  255,  §  5,  17 
St.  at  L.  197,  Eev.  St.,  §  914,  Comp.  St. 
1916,    §    1537.     See   Knight  v.   Illinois 
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Cent.  B.  Co.,  ISO  Fed.  368, 103  C.  C.  A. 
514. 

[a]  Itev.  St.,  §  918,  authorizing  fed- 
eral courts  to  adopt  rules  of  practice 
must  be  construed  in  connection  with 
§  914,  and  vice  versa.  Van  Boren  v. 
Pennsylvania  E.  Co.,  93  Fed.  260,  35 
C.  C.  A.  282;  Importers'  &  Traders' 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Lyons,  134  Fed.  510; 
Ewing  V.  Burnham,  74  Fed.  384.  See 
Wayman  v.  Southard,  10  Wheat.  (IT. 
S.)  1,  6  L.  ed.  253;  Morrison  v.  Bern- 
ards Township,  35  Fed.  400. 

[b]  Practice  prior  to  conformity  act, 
see  Chicago  &  N.  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Kendall, 
167  Fed.  62,  93  C.  C.  A.  422,  16  Ann. 
Cas.  660. 

[c]  Special  conformity  act  in  con- 
demnation cases,  see  Luxton  v.  North 
Eiver  Bridge  Co.,  147  U.  S.  337, 13  Sup, 
Ct.  356,  37  L.  ed.  194. 

[d]  "Civil  Causes." — ^Whero  issues 
are  raised  in  a  garnishment  proceeding, 
it  becomes  a  civil  cause  within  the 
meaning  of  this  act.  Citizens'  Bank  v, 
Farwell,  56  Fed.  570,  6  C.  C.  A.  24. 

9.  Cheatham  Elec.  Switching  Device 
Co.  V.  Transit  Devel.  Co.,  190  Fed.  202, 
actions  at  law  for  infringement  of 
patents. 

[a]  It  Applies  Only  to  the  Statutes 
of  the  State  Where  the  Court  Sits. 
Hall  V.  "West  Jersey  &  S.  E.  Co.,  244 
Fed.  104,  156  C.  C.  A.  532;  Nederland 
L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Hall,  84  Fed.  278,  27  C. 
C.  A.  390;  Kline  Bros.  &  Co.  t;.  Eoyal 
Ins.  Co.,  192  Fed.  378;  Brown  v.  New 
York,  N.  H.  &  H.  E.  Co.,  136  Fed.  700. 
Compare  Lee  v.  United  States,  7  Wall. 
(U.  S.)    175,  19  L.  ed.  162. 

[b]  Condemnation  Proceedings.  — 
See  Luxton  v.  North  Eiver  Bridge  Co., 
147  U.  S.  337,  13  Sup.  Ct.  356,  37  L. 
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The  purpose  of  the  act  is  to  bring  about  a  general  uniformity  be- 
tween the  state  and  federal  practice  in  civil  cases  in  the  same  locality,^" 
and  to  confer  upon  suitors  in  the  federal  courts  the  advantage  of  rem- 
edies provided  by  state  legislation.^^ 

The  statute,  by  its  terms,  only  requires  conformity  as  near  as  may 
be,^^  and  leaves  to  the  court  some  degree  of  diseretion,^^  and  the  state 
practice  need  not  be  followed  in  all  matters  of  detail  respecting  practice 


ed.  194;  Broadmoor  Land  Co.  v.  Curr, 
142  Fed.  421,  73  C.  C.  A.  537;  Postal 
Tel.  Cable  Co.  v.  Southern  E.  Co.,  89 
Fed.  190;  Eeed  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St. 
P.  E.  Co.,  25  Fed.  886;  United  States 
V.  Inlots,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,441. 

[o]  Ejectment.  —  See  GufEey  v. 
Smith,  237  U.  S.  101,  35  Sup.  Ct.  526, 
59  L.  ed.  866;  Scranton  v.  Wheeler, 
179  U.  S.  141,  21  Sup.  Ct.  48,  45  L.  ed. 
126. 

[d]  Mandamus.  —  Virginia  Coupon 
Cases,  25  Fed.  641;  Parsons  v.  Marye, 
23  Fed.  113;  Wisdom  v.  Memphis,  2 
Flip.  285,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,903. 
But  see  Board  of  Liquidation  v.  United 
States,  108  Fed.  689,  47  C.  C.  A.  587; 
United  States  v.  Union  Pac.  E:  Co..  2 
Dill.  527,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,599. 

[e]  Replevin.  —  See  United  States 
V.  Bryant,  111  U.  S.  499,  4  Sup.  Ct. 
601,  28  L.  ed.  496;  Senior  v.  Pierce, 
31  Fed.  625;  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.  v. 
Hamilton,  16  Fed.  181. 

[f]  In  suits  by  the  United.  States 
to  enforce  its  own  laws  and  govern- 
mental rights  the  state  law  as  to  prac- 
tice and  procedure  cannot  be  applied  so 
as  to  infringe  its  rights.  See  McKnight 
V.  United  States,  130  Fed.  659,  65  C. 
C  A.  37;  Alexander  v.  United  States, 
57  Fed.  828,  6  C.  C.  A.  602;  United 
States  17.  Eubin,  227  Fed.  938.  But 
see  United  States  v.  Bryant,  111  U.  S. 
499,  4  Sup.  Ct.  601,  28  L.  ed.  496; 
United  States  v.  Tetlow,  28  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  16,456. 

10.  Barrett  v.  Virginian  E.  Co.,  250 
U.  S.  473,  39  Sup.  Ct.  540,  63  L.  ed. 
1092;  Shepard  v.  Adams,  168  U.  S. 
618,  625,  18  Sup.  Ct.  214,  42  L.  ed. 
602;  Nudd  V.  Burrows,  91  U.  S.  426, 
441,  23  L.  ed.  286;  Gillum  v.  Stewart, 
112  Fed.  30;  ^Erstein  v.  EothschUd,  22 
Fed.  61,  64. 

11.  Shepard  v.  Adams,  168  U.  S. 
618,  625,  18  Sup.  Ct.  214,  42  L.  ed.  602. 

12.  Southern  Pac.  Co.  v.  Denton, 
146  U.  S.  202,  13  Sup.  Ct.  14,  36  L.  ed. 
942;  Phelps  v.  OakSj  117  U.  S.  236,  6 
Sup.  Ct.  714,  29  L.  ed.  888;     Indiana- 


polis &  St.  L.  E.  Co.  V.  Horst,  93  U.  iS. 
291,  300,  23  L.  ed.  898;  Hill  v.  Walker, 
167  Fed.  241,  92  C.  C.  A.  633;  City 
of  St.  Charles  v.  Stookey,  85  C.  C.  A. 
494,  154  Fed.  772;  Van  Doreu  v.  Penn- 
sylvania E.  Co.,  35  C.  C.  A.  282,  93 
Fed.  260;  De  Valle  Da  Costa  v.  South- 
ern Pac.  Co.,  167  Fed.  654;  Gillum  v. 
Stewart,  112  Fed.  3'0;  Lowry  v.  Story, 
31  Fed.  769;  Eratein  v.  EothschUd,  22 
Fed.  61,  64. 

[a]  "The  words  of  this  section  'as 
near  as  may  be,'  were  intended  to 
qualify  what  would  otherwise  have 
been  a  mandatory  provision,  and  have 
the  effect  to  leave  the  federal  courts 
some  degree  of  discretion  in  conform- 
ing entirely  to  the  state  procedure. 
These  words  imply  that,  in  certain 
cases,  it  would  not  be  practicable, 
without  injustice  or  inconvenience,  to 
conform  literally  to  the  entire  practice 
prescribed  for  its  own  courts  by  a  state 
in  which  federal  courts  might  be  sit- 
ting." Mexican  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Pink- 
ney,  149  U.  S.  194,  207,  13  Sup.  Ct.  859, 
37  L.  ed.  699,  quoted  in  Hein  -v.  West- 
inghouse  Air  Brake  Co.,  164  Fed.  79. 
"The  language  of  the  statute  is  itself 
an  indication  that  the  state  practice 
cannot  be  at  all  times  and  under  all 
circumstances  complied  with.  It  is 
enough  if  the  federal  courts  in  adjudi- 
cating the  rights  of  parties  comply 
with  the  state  practice  'as  near  as 
may  be.'  "  Hills  &  Co.  v.  Hoover,  220 
U.  S.  329,  336,  31  Sup.  Ct.  402,  55  L.  ed. 
485. 

13.  "Wall  V.  Chesapeake  &  O.  E.  Co., 
95  Fed.  398,  37  CCA.  129;  Manitowoc 
Malting  Co.  v.  Peuchtwanger,  196  Fed. 
506;  Hein  v.  Westinghouse  Air  Brake 
Co.,  164  Fed.  79. 

[a]  Not  Wholly  Mandatory.  — 
"While  the  act  of  congress  is  to  a  large 
extent  mandatory,  it  is  also  to  some 
extent  directory  and  advisory."  In- 
dianapolis &  St.  L.  E.  Co.  V.  Horst, 
93  U.  S.  291,  300,  23  L.  ed.  898.  Quoted 
with  approval  in  Erstein  v.  Eothschild, 
22  Fed.  61,  64. 
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and  procedure.^*  The  state  practice  need  not  be  followed  where  to  do 
so  would  defeat  the  purpose,^^  or  impair  the  eif ect  ^°  of  the  federal 
statutes,  or  where  it  would  be  inadequate  to  afford  the  relief  provided 
thereby,"  or  would  unwisely  encumber  the  administration  of  the  law, 
or  tend  to  defeat  the  ends  of  justice,^'  or  where  it  would  enlarge  or 


m  "The  law  vests  a  reasonable 
discretion  in  the  federal  courts  to 
judge  in  any  given  case  how  far  they 
will  feel  bound  to  follow  the  practice 
or  decisions  of  the  state  coujrts. " 
Wall  V.  Chesapeake  &  O.  E.  Co.,  95 
Fed.  398,  37  C.  C.  A.  129. 

[c]  Discretion  Exercised  Through 
Rules.  —  It  was  the  intention  to  reach 
uniformity  in  federal  and  state  proced- 
ure "often  largely  through  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  federal  courts,  exercised 
in  the  form  of  general  rules,  adopted 
from  time  to  time,  and  so  regulating 
their  own  practice  as  may  be  necessary 
or  convenient  for  the  advancement  of 
justice  and  the  prevention  of  delays  in 
proceedings."  Shepard  v.  Adams,  168 
XT.  S.  618,  625,  18  Sup.  Ct.  214,  42  L.  ed. 
603.  See  Hein  v.  Westinghouse  Air 
Brake  Co.,  168  Fed.  766. 

14.  Van  Doren  v.  Pennsylvania  E. 
Co.j  93  Fed.  260,  269,  35  C.  C.  A.  282; 
Hein  v.  Westinghouse  Air  Brake  Co., 
168  Fed.  766. 

[a]  Details  Not  Controlled. —  (1) 
This  section  "applies  to  systems  of 
judicial  procedure  as  matters  of  sep- 
arate study,  and  not  to  details  ai 
methods  of  doing  the  business  of 
courts."  The  latter  are  left  to  be  pro- 
vided for  by  rules  of  court  under  §  918. 
Ewing  V.  Burnham,  74  Fed.  384.  (2) 
"It  was  not  the  intention  to  require 
the  federal  courts  to  conform  to  state 
courts  in  all  matters  of  detail  respect- 
ing practice  and  procedure,  at  least  as 
to  such  details  the  power  to  regulate 
which  every  court  is  presumed  inher- 
ently to  possess  and  exercise  as  from 
time  to  time  the  ends  of  justice  may 
require.  Such  are  the  details  respect- 
ing matters  of  continuance,  intermedi- 
ate motions,  new  trials,  and  other  in- 
cidental powers  respecting  the  control 
of  the  parties,  or  the  situation  of  the 
case  in  the  court."  Manitowoc  Malt- 
ing Co.  V.  Feuchtwanger,  196  Fed.  506. 

15.  Hills  &  Co.  V.  Hoover,  220  IT.  8. 
329,  31  Sup.  Ct.  402,  55  L.  ed.  485; 
Chappell  v.  United  States,  160  U.  8. 
499,  512,  16  Sup.  Ct.  397,  40  L.  ed.  510; 
Luxton  f.  North  Eiver  Bridge  Co.,  147 
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V.  S.  337,  13  Sup.  Ct.  356,  37  L.  ed.  194; 
Swift  &  Co.  V.  Jones,  145  Fed.  489,  76 
C.  C.  A.  253j  reversing  135  Fed.  437. 

16.  Norfolk  S.  E.  Co.  v.  Ferebee, 
238  U.  S.  269,  35  Sup.  Ct.  781,  59  L.  ed. 
1303;  Chappell  v.  United  States,  160 
U.  S.  499,  512,  16  Sup.  Ct.  397,  40  L.  ed. 
510;  Luxton  v.  North  Eiver  Bridge 
Co.,  147  U.  S.  337,  13  Sup.  Ct.  356,  87 
L.  ed.  194;  Swift  &  Co.  v.  Jones,  145 
Fed.  489,  76  C.  C.  A.  253,  reversing  135 
Fed.  437;  Allnut  v.  Lancaster,  76  Fed. 
131. 

17.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  In  such  case  "resort  must  be 
had  to  the  power  of  the  federal  court 
to  adapt  its  practice  and  issue  its 
writs  and  administer  its  remedies  so 
as  to  enforce  the  federal  law."  Hills 
&  Co.  V.  Hoover,  220  U.  S.  329,  336, 
31  Sup.  Ct.  402,  55  L.  ed.  485,  quoted 
in  Buckeye  Powder  Co.  v.  E.  I.  Du 
Pont  De  Nemours  Powder  Co.,  196  Fed. 
514. 

[b]  State  statutes  as  to  replevin  or 
other  remedies  do  not  prevent  the  fed- 
eral court  from  framing  its  process  and 
writs  so  as  to  give  full  relief  in  one 
action  involving  the  infringement  of  a 
copyright,  the  copyright  statutes  af- 
fording all  the  relief  to  which  a  party 
is  entitled,  and  the  remedy  thereunder 
embracing  but  one  action.  Hills  &  Co. 
V.  Hoover,  220  U.  S.  329,  338,  31  Sup. 
Ct.  402,  55  L.  ed.  485. 

18.  Hills  &  Co.  V.  Hoover,  220  U.  S. 
329,  31  Sup.  Ct.  402,  55  L.  ed.  485; 
Mexican  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Pinkney,  149 
U.  S.  194,  205,  13  Sup.  Ct.  859,  37  L.  ed. 
699;  Southern  Pac.  Co.  v.  Denton,  146 
U.  S.  202,  13  Sup.  Ct.  44,  36  L.  ed.  942; 
Phelps  V.  Oaks,  117  U.  S.  236,  6  Sup. 
Ct.  714,  29  L.  ed.  888;  Indianapolis  & 
St.  L.  E.  Co.  V.  Horst,  93  U.  S.  291, 
301,  23  L.  ed.  898;  Boatmen's  Bank 
V.  Trower  Bros.  Co.,  181  Fed.  804,  104 
C.  C.  A.  314  {reversing  171  Fed.  964); 
Hill  V.  Walker,  167  Fed.  241,  244,  92 
C.  C.  A.  633;  City  of  St.  Charles  v. 
Stookey,  154  Fed.  772,  85  C.  C.  A.  494; 
Collin  County  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hughes, 
152  Fed.  414,  81  C.  C.  A.  556  (rehearing 
denied,  155  Fed.  389,  83  C.  C.  A.  661); 
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restrict  the  jurisdiction  of  the  federal  court.^' 

The  act  applies  only  to  cases  of  which  the  court  has  jurisdiction  ac- 
cording to  the  constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States.^" 

The  state  practice  will  not  be  adopted  where  it  would  be  inconsistent 
■with  the  federal  statutes.^^ 

The  act  extends  only  to  practice  and  modes  of  procedure  established 
by  the  statutes  of  the  various  states,  and  not  to  that  established  by  judi- 
cial decisions  of  state  courts  as  the  proper  mode  of  procedure  under  the 
common  law.^^    But  it  does  extend  to  state  decisions  interpreting  and 


Swift  &  Co.  V.  Jones,  145  Fed.  489,  76 
C.  C.  A.  253  {reversing  135  Fed.  437); 
"Williamson  v.  Liverpool  &  L.  &  G.  Ins. 
Co.,  141  Fed.  54,  72  C.  C.  A.  542;  Lange 
V.  Union  Pae.  R.  Co.,  126  Fed.  338,  62 
C.  C.  A.  48;  Wall  v.  Chesapeake  &  O. 
E.  Co.,  37  C.  C.  A.  129,  95  Fed.  398; 
Times  Pub.  Co.  v.  Carlisle,  94  Fed.  762, 
771,  36  C.  C.  A.  475;  Van  Doren  v. 
Pennsylvania  E.  Co.,  93  Fed.  260,  35 
C.  G.  A.  282;  O'Connell  v.  Eeed,  56 
Fed.  531,  5  C.  C.  A.  586;  Buckeye 
Powder  Co.  v.  E.  I.  Du  Pont  De  Ne- 
mours Powder  Co.,  196  Fed.  514;  Mani- 
•  tbwoc  Malting  Co.  v.  Feuchtwanger, 
196  Fed.  506;  Hein  v.  "Westinghouse 
Air  Brake  Co.,  164  Fed.  69,  168  Fed. 
766;  Gillum  v.  Stewart,  112  Fed.  30; 
Kent  V.  Bay  State  Gas  Co.,  93  Fed.  887; 
Lowry  v.  Story,  31  Fed.  769;  Brstein 
V.  Eothchild,  22  Fed.  61,  64. 

[a]  Not  where  it  would  result  in 
gross  or  substantial  injustice  to  liti- 
gants. Van  Doren  v.  Pennsylvania  E. 
Co.,  93  Fed.  260,  269,  35  C.  C.  A.  282. 

19.  See  infra,  IV,  D,  1. 

20.  Goldey  v.  Morning  News,  156 
XT.  S.  518,  523,  15  Sup.  Ct.  559,  39  L.  ed. 
517. 

21.  Hills  &  Co.  V.  Hoover,  220  U.  S. 
329,  31  Sup.  Ct.  402,  55  L.  ed.  485; 
Chappell  V.  United  States,  16'0  U.  S. 
499,  512,  16  Sup.  Ct.  397,  40  L.  ed.  610; 
Luxton  V.  North  Eiver  Bridge  Co.,  147 
U.  S.  337,  13  Sup.  Ct.  356,  37  L.  ed. 
194;    Mx  parte  Fisk,  113  U.  S.  713,  721, 

5  Sup.   Ct.  724,  28  L.  ed.   1117;   Swift 

6  Co.  V.  Jones,  145  Fed.  489,  76  C.  C. 
A.  252;  Vitkus  v.  Clyde  Steamship 
Co.,  232  Fed.  288;  Buckeye  Powder 
Co.  V.  E.  I.  Du  Pont  De  Nemours 
Powder  Co.,  196  Fed.  514;  Allnutt  v. 
Lancaster,  76  Fed.  131;  Sulzer  v.  Wat- 
son,  39   Fed.   414. 

[a]  WTiensTer  congress  has  legis- 
lated upon  any  matter  of  practice,  and 
has  prescribed  a  definite  rule  for  the 
government  of  the  federal  courts,  such 


legislation  is  to  that  extent  exclusive 
of  state  legislation  upon  the  same  mat- 
ter. Mexican  Cent.  B.  Co.  v.  Pinkney, 
149  U.  S.  194,  206,  13  Sup.  Ct.  859,  37 
L.  ed.  699;  Southern  Pac.  Co.  v.  Denton, 
146  U.  S.  202,  13  Sup.  Ct.  44,  36  L.  ed. 
942;    Ex  parte  Fisk,  113  U.  S.  713,  721, 

5  Sup.  Ct.  724,  28  L.  ed.  1117;  Shu- 
maker  V.  Security  Life  and  Annuity 
Co.,  86  C.  C.  A.  302,  159  Fed.  112;  Swift 

6  Co.  V.  Jones,  145  Fed.  489,  76  C.  C.  A. 
253  {reversing  135  Fed.  437);  Lange  v. 
Union  Pac.  E.  Co.,  126  Fed.  338,  62 
C.  C.  A.  48;  Smith  v.  National  Bank, 
193  Fed.  255;  Kaiser  v.  Chicago,  St.  P. 
M.  &  O.  E.  Co.,  192  Fed.  1013;  Mani- 
towoc Malting  Co.  v,  Feuchtwanger, 
169  Fed.  983;  Webb  v.  Goldsmith,  127 
Fed.  572;  Allnut  v.  Lancaster,  76  Fed. 
131;  United  States  v.  National  Lead- 
Co.,  75  Fed.  94;  Dwight  v.  Merritt,  4 
Fed.  614. 

22.  Wall  V.  Chesapeake  &  0.  E.  Co., 
95  Fed.  398,  37  C.  C.  A.  129;  Sanford  v. 
Town  of  Portsmouth,  2  Flip.  105,  21 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,315.  See  Knight  v.  Il- 
linois Cent.  E.  Co.,  180  Fed.  368,  103  C. 
C.  A.  614. 

[a]  In  the  absence  of  statute,  (1) 
a  federal  court  is  not  required  to  fol- 
low state  practice  as  to  the  method  of 
trying  the  question  of  the  sufficiency  of 
service  of  summons.  Higham  v.  Iowa 
State  Travelers'  Ass'n.,  183  Fed.  845. 
(2)  The  federal  court  is  not  required 
to  follow  a  state  practice,  not  statu- 
tory, requiring  the  sufficiency  of  the 
service  of  summons  to  be  raised  by 
plea  in  abatement  and  the  question  so 
raised  to  be  tried  by  jury.  Wall  v. 
Chesapeake  &  O.  E.  Co.,  95  Fed.  398, 
37  C.  C.  A.  129;  Benton  v.  Mcintosh, 
96  Fed.  132.  ' 

[b]  Decisions  of  state  courts  are  not 

controlling  unless  made  in  construing 
local  statutes.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co. 
V.  Kendall,  167  Fed.  62,  93  C.  C.  A.' 
422. 
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applying  procedure  statutes,^^  though  only  to  the  extent  that  the  stat- 
utes would  be  controlling.^* 

It  applies  only  to  matters  of  procedure  and  practice,  and  not  to  rules 
of  substantive  law,^'  or  to  the  personal  conduct  of  the  judge  in  the 
discharge  of  his  separate  functions.^' 

It  applies  exclusively  to  proceedings  before  judgment,*^  and  not  to 
the  determination  of  what  matters  in  a  trial  shall  be  subjected  to  review 
nor  the  manner  in  which  such  a  review  shall  be  prepared.** 

By  its  terms  the  statute  has  no  application  in  criminal  eases,*'  in 
equity  cases,^"  or  in  proceedings  in  admiralty,^*  nor  does  it  apply  to 
statutory  proceedings  in  rem,  such  as  forfeitures,  in  which  the  pro- 
cedure is  assimilated  to  that  of  admiralty.'"    But  there  is  another  gen- 


23.  Virginia-Carolina  Chem.  Co.  V. 
Kirven,  215  U.  S.  252,  30  Sup.  Ct.  78, 
54  L.  ed.  179;  Atlantic  &  P.  E.  Co.  v. 
Hopkins,  94  IT.  S.  11,  24  L.  ed.  48; 
Duffy  V.  Glucose  Sug.  Eef.  Co.,  141  Fed. 
206;  Joseph  v.  New  Albany  Steam  F. 
&  E.  Mill  Co.,  63  Fed.  180.  See  Chicago 
&  N.  W.  E.  Co.  V.  Kendall,  167  Fed. 
62,  93  C.  C.  A.  422,  16  Ann.  Cas.  560. 

24.  Phelps  V.  Oaks,  117  U.  S.  236, 
6  Sup.  Ct.  714,  29  L.  ed.  888  (not  to 
the  extent  of  ousting  themselves  of 
jurisdiction);  Van  Doren  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania E.  Co.,  93  Fed.  260,  269,  35  C.  C. 
A.  282;  Erstein  v.  Eothschild,  22  Fed. 
61,  64. 

25.  Indianapolis  &  St.  L.  E.  Co.  v. 
Horst,  93  U.  S.  291,  301,  23  L.  ed.  898. 

26.  United  States  Mut.  Ace.  Ass'n 
V.  Barry,  131  U.  S.  100,  120,  9  Sup.  Ct. 
755,  33  L.  ed.  60;  In  re  Chateaugay 
Ore  &  Iron  Co.,  128  IT.  S.  544,  554,  9 
Sup.  Ct.  1'50,  32  L.  ed.  508;  Indiana- 
polis &  St.  L.  E.  Co.  V.  Horst,  93  U.  S. 
291,  300,  23  L.  ed.  898;  Nudd  v.  Bur- 
rows, 91  U.  S.  426,  441,  23  L.  ed.  286; 
American  Issue  Pub.  Co.  v,  Sloan,  248 
Fed.  251,  160  C.  C.  A.  329  (and  cases 
cited) ;  Knight  v.  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co., 
180  Fed.  368,  372,  103  C.  C.  A.  514; 
Liverpool  &  L.  &  G.  Ins.  Co.  v.  N.  & 
M.,  Friedman  Co.,  133  Fed.  713,  66  C. 
C.  A.  543. 

■  See  infra,  IV,  D,  12. 

27.  Collin  County  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Hughes,  152  Fed.  414,  81  C.  C.  A.  556, 
rehearing  denied,  155  Fed.  389,  83  C. 
C.  A.  661. 

28u  Philadelphia  &  Ei,  E.  Co.  i). 
Marland,  239  Fed.  1,  152  C.  C.  A.  51. 
See  infra,  TV,  D,  14  and  15. 

29.  St.  Clair  v.  United  States,  154 
U.  S.  134,  153,  14  Sup.  Ct.  1002,  38  L. 
ed.  936;  Simpson  v.  U.  S.,  245  Fed.  278, 
157  C.  C.  A.  470;    MeClendon  v.  United 
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states,  229  Fed.  523,  143  C.  C.  A.  591; 
Jones  V.  United  States,  162  Fed.  417, 
89  C.  C.  A.  303;  Youtsey  v.  United 
States,  97  Fed.  937,  38  C.  C.  A.  562; 
United  States  v.  Phelan,  250  Fed.  927, 
variance. 

[a]  Evidence  and.  Witnesses.  —  See 
3  Enct.  of  Ev.  197,  and  Logan  v.  United 
States,  144  U.  S.  263,  12  Sup.  Ct.  617,  36 
L.  ed.  429;  Lang  v.  United  States, 
133  Fed.  201,  66  C.  C.  A.  255.  See  also 
Greer  v.  United  States,  245  U.  S.  559, 
38  Sup.  Ct.  209,  62  L.  ed.  469;  Denning 
V.  United  States,  247  Fed.  463,  159 
C.  C.  A.  517,  L.  E.  A.  1918E,  487; 
Bandy  v.  United  States,  245  Fed.  98, 
157  C.  C.  A.  394. 

30.  Hays  v.  Port  of  Seattle  (U.  S.), 
40  Sup.  Ct.  125;  United  States  ex  rel. 
Louisiana  v.  Boarman,  244  U.  S.  397, 
37  Sup.  Ct.  605,  61  L.  ed.  1222;  Scott 
V.  Armstrong,  146  U.  S.  499,  512,  13 
Sup.  Ct.  148,  36  L.  ed.  1039;  Waldo 
V.  Wilson,  231  Fed.  654,  145  C.  C.  A. 
540;  Niagara  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Adams, 
198  Fed.  822,  117  C.  C.  A.  464;  Van 
Deventer  v.  Lott,  180  Fed.  378,  103 
C.  0.  A.  524;  Eoberts  «.  Langenbach, 
119  Fed.  349,  56  C.  C.  A.  253;  Sander- 
son v.  Bishop,  171  Fed.  769;  Kent  ■;;. 
Housinger,  167  Fed.  619;  United  Cigar- 
ette Mach.  Co.  V.  Wright,  132  Fed.  195. 

Distinction  between  law  and  eciuity 
preserved,  see  infra,  IV,  C. 

[a]  State  statutes  of  limitation  are 
not  binding  in  federal  equity,  cases, 
but  such  courts  will  under  ordinary 
circumstances  be  guided  by  them  in  de- 
termining the  question  of  laches.  Bene- 
dict V.  City  of  New  York,  250  U.  S. 
321,  39  Sup.  Ct.  476,  63  L.  ed.  1005. 

31.  See  1  Standard  Pkoc.  409. 

32.  Coffey  v.  United  States,  117  U.. 
S.  233,  6  Sup.  Ct.  717,  29  L.  ed.  890; 
United  States  v.  One  Trunk,  etc.,  155 
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eral  section  of  the  federal  statutes  governing  proceedings  to  vindicate 
civil  rights  providing  for-  resort  to  state  law  in  the  exercise  of  federal 
jurisdiction  over  such  civil  and  criminal  cases,  in  the  absence  of  ap- 
propriate United  States  laws.*' 

B.  Effect  of  Changes  in  State  Practice.  —  A  federal  court 
which  adopts  a  rule  in  conformity  with  the  state  practice  is  not  bound 
to  change  it  to  meet  subsequent  alterations  in  such  practice,**  though 
it  may  do  so.** 

C.  Distinction  Between  Law  and  Equity  Preserved.  —  The  dis- 
tinction between  actions  at  law  and  suits  in  equity  is  one  of  substance 
and  not  of  form,  and  is  strictly  preserved  in  the  federal  courts,**  except 
as  modified  by  federal  statute.*'  Whether  the  proper  remedy  is  by  an 
action  at  law  or  a  suit  in  equity  is  governed  by  the  rules  of  federal 
jurisdiction  and  procedure.**    State  statutes  abolishing  the  distinction 


Fed.  651;    United  States  v.  Fifty  Boxes 
&  Packages  of  Lace,  92  Fed.  601. 

33.  See  Rev.  St.  (IT.  S.)  §  722,  Comp. 
St.,  §  1542,  and  the  folTowing  eases: 
United  States  v.  Thompson  (U.  S.),  40 
Sup.  Ct.  289;  Tennessee  v.  Davis,  100 
U.  S.  257,  299,  25  L.  ed.  648  (dissent- 
ing opinion);  United  States  v.  Mit- 
chell, 136  Fed.  896;  United  States  v. 
Eagan,  30  Fed.  608. 

34.  Boston  &  M.  E.  Co.  v.  Gokey, 
210  U.  S.  155,  28  Sup.  Ct.  657,  52  L.  ed. 
1002;  Wilcox  V.  Hunt,  13  Pet.  (U.  S.) 
378,  10  L.  ed.  209;  Homer  v.  Brown, 
16  How.  (U.  S.)  354,  14  L.  ed.  970; 
In  re  Kinney,  202  Fed.  137,  120  C.  C. 
A.  315;  United  States  ■».  United  States 
Fidelity  &  Guarantee  Co.,  186  Fed.  477, 
108  0.  C.  A.  455,  affirming  182  Fed. 
1005.  But  see  Harvey  v.  Com.,  20  Fed. 
411. 

[a]  Where  a  rule  in  conformity  to 
state  statutes  is  not  altered  from  time 
to  time  to  meet  changes  in  such  stat- 
utes, it  will  be  presumed  that  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court  was  legitimately 
exercised  both  in  adopting  and  main- 
taining such  rule.  Shepard  v.  Adams, 
168  U.  S.  618,  627,  18  Sup.  Ct.  214,  42 
L.  ed.  602. 

[b]  Rules  as  to  the  return  of  writs 
and  the  docketing  of  causes  are  not 
affected  by  the  subsequent  enactihent 
of  state  laws  on  the  subject,  and  may 
still  be  followed.  Ewing  v.  Burnham, 
74  Fed.  384. 

35.  Fullerton  -u.  Bank  of  U.  S.,  1 
Pet.  (U.  S.)  604,  7  L.  ed.  280.  See 
Amis  V.  Smith,  16  Pet.  (U.  S.)  303,  10 
li.  ed.  973. 

36.  Gates  v.  Allen,  149  U.  S.  451, 
13  Sup.  Ct.  883,  37  L.  ed.  804;  ,  Platte 


Valley  Cattle  Co.  v.  Bosserman-Gates 
Live  Stock  &  Loan  Co..  202  Fed.  692, 
697,  121  C.  C.  A.  102,  45  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  1137;  Armstrong  Cork  Co.  v.  Mer- 
chant's Eefrigerating  Co.,  184  Fed. 
199,  107  C.  C.  A.  93  (reversing  171  Fed. 
778) ;  McKemy  v.  Supreme  Lodge,  A, 
O.  U.  W.,  180  Fed.  961,  104  C.  C.  A.  117. 
[a]  The  conformity  act  does  not 
operate  to  abolish  the  distinction.  Hill 
V.  Northern  Pac.  E.  Co.,  113  Fed.  914, 
51  C.  C.  A.  544. 

37.  See  Act  Mar.  3,  1915,  c.  90,  38 
St.  at  L.  956,  Comp.  St.,  1916,  §  1251a, 
Jud.  Code.  §  274a,  as  to  amendments 
and  other  proceedings  where  action  is 
on  wrong  side  of  court. 

[a]  As  to  the  iuterpietation  of  this 
act,  see  "Waldo  v.  Wilson,  231  Fed. 
654,  145  C.  C.  A.  540;  Taylor  v.  Fram, 
243  Fed.  733;  Palmer  «,  DouU  Miller 
Co.,  233  Fed.  309.  As  to  transfer  of 
cause,  see  Special  School  Dist.  v.  Jones, 
250  Fed.  440,  162  C.  C.  A.  510;  John 
A.  Eoebling's  Sons  v.  Kianicutt,  2i8 
Fed.  596;  and  the  title  "Transfer  of 
Causes." 

38.  Eobinson  v.  Campbell,  3  Wheat. 
(U.  S.)  212,  4  L.  ed.  372;  Schmulbach 
V.  Caldwell,  196  Fed.  16,  21. 

[a]  Though  a  state  statute  creating 
a  mechanic's  lien  (1)  gives  a  right  of 
action  at  law  for  its  enforcement,  a 
federal  court  of  equity  has  jurisdiction 
to  entertain  a  bill  for  that  purpose. 
Healey  Ice  Mach.  Co.  v.  Green,  181 
Fed.  890,  affirmed  111  C.  C.  A.  668, 
191  Fed.  1004.  (2)  Though  suits  to 
foreclose  mechanics'  liens  may  be 
treated  and  tried  as  actions  at  law  in 
the  state  courts,  they  are  suits  iu 
equity  ia  the  federal  courts.  Armstrong 
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between  actions  at  law  and  suits  in  equity,^"  and  permitting  legal  and 
equitable  causes  of  action  to  be  joined  in  -a.  single  suit,*"  and  equitable 
defenses  to  be  interposed  in  an  action  at  law,*^  will  not  be  followed. 

D.  Particular  Applications.  —  1.  Jurisdiction.  —  The  ultimate 
determination  of  the  question  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  federal  courts 
is  for  the  supreme  court  alone,*^  and  state  statutes  and  decisions  are 
not  conclusive  where  the  question  of  jurisdiction  is  concerned.*' 


Cork  Co.  V.  Merchants '  Kef rigerating 
Co.,  184  Fed.  199,  107  C.  C.  A.  93,  re- 
versing, 171  Fed,  778.  (3)  A  federal  court 
of  equity  has  juriadiction  of  a  suit  to 
foreclose  a  mechanic's  lien  where  the 
state  statute  creating  the  right  permits 
its  enforcement  either  at  law  or  in 
equity  in  the  state  courts.  Sheffield 
Furnace  Co.  v.  Witherow,  149  IT.  S.  574, 
13  Sup.  Ct.  936,  37  L.  ed.  853. 

39.  Scott  V.  Armstrong,  146  TJ.  S. 
499,  512,  13  Sup.  Ct.  148,  36  L.  ed.  1059; 
Thompson  v.  Central  Ohio  E.  Co.,  6 
Wall.  (U.  S.)  134,  18  L.  ed.  766;  Bennett 
V.  Butterworth,  11  How.  (U.  S.)  669,  13 
L.  ed.  859;  Platte  Valley  Cattle  Co. 
t.  Bosaerman-Gates  Live  Stock  &  Loan 
Co.,  202  Fed.  692,  697,  121  C.  C.  A.  102, 
45  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  1137;  Seefeld  c. 
Duffer,  179  Fed.  214,  103  C.  C.  A.  32; 
Brown  v-  Lanyon,  148  Fed.  838,  78  C. 
C.  A.  528,  certiorari  denied,  204  U.  S. 
672,  27  Sup.  Ct.  787,  51  L.  ed.  673. 

40.  Scott  V.  Armstrong,  146  XT.  S. 
499,  512,  13  Sup.  Ct.  148,  36  L.  ed. 
1059;  Scott  V.  Neely,  140  U.  S.  106, 
11  Sup.  Ct.  712,  35  L.  ed.  358;  Thomp- 
son V.  Central  Ohio  E.  Co.,  6  Wall.  (U. 
S.)  134,  18  L.  ed.  765;  Bennett  v.  But- 
terworth, 11  How.  (IT.  S.)  669,  674,  13 
L.  ed.  859;  Platte  Valley  Cattle  Co.  v. 
Bosserman-Gates  Live  Stock  &  Loan 
Co.,  202  Fed.  692,  697,  121  C.  C.  A. 
102,  45  L.  E.  A.  (N.  8.)  1137;  Gray  v. 
Grand  Trunk  W.  E.  Co.,  156  Fed.  736, 
84  C.  C.  A.  392;  Anglo-American  Land, 
Mortgage  &  A.  Co.  v.  Lombard,  132 
Fed.  721,  731,  68  C.  C.  A.  89  (certiorari 
denied,  196  U.  S.  638,  25  Sup.  Ct.  793, 
49  L.  ed.  630);  Highland  Boy  Gold 
Min.  Co.  V.  Strickley,  116  Fed.  862,  54 
C.  C.  A.  186. 

[a]  Equitable  claims  axe  not  en- 
forceable at  law  (1)  in  the  federal 
courts,  and  vice  versa,  though  such  a 
course  is  permitted  by  state  statutes. 
Gray  v.  Grand  Trunk  W.  E.  Co.,  156 
Fed.  736,  84  0.  C.  A.  392.  See  also 
Armstrong  Cork  Co.  v.  Merchants'  Ee- 
frigerating  Co.,  184  Fed.  199,  107  C.  C. 
A.  93,  reversing  171  Fed.  778.     (2)  In 
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the  federal  courts  plaintiff  in  an  action 
at  law  cannot  avail  himself  of  thfc 
equitable  doctrine  of  subrogation  as 
codified  by  the  state  law.  United 
States  V.  United  Surety  Co.,  192  Fed. 
992. 

41.  Scott  V.  Armstrong,  146  U.  S, 
499,  512, 13  Sup.  Ct.  148,  36  L.  ed.  1059 
Northern  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  Paine,  119  U, 
S.  561,  7  Sup.  Ct.  323,  30  L.  ed.  513 
Platte  Valley  Cattle  Co.  v.  Bosserman 
Gates  Live  Stock  &  Loan  Co.,  202  Fed, 
692,  697,  121  C.  C.  A.  102,  45  L.  E.  A 
(N.  S.)  1137;  Armstrong  Cork  Co.  v. 
Merchants'  Eef rigerating  Co.,  184  Fed, 
199,  107  C.  C.  A.  93  {reversing  171  Fed 
778);  Gray  v.  Grand  Trunk  W.  E.  Co. 
156  Fed.  736,  84  C.  C.  A.  392;  Anglo' 
American  Land,  Mtg.  &  A.  Co.  v.  Lom 
bard,  132  Fed.  721,  68  C.  C.  A.  89 
(certiorari  denied,  196  U.  S.  638,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  793,  49  L.  ed.  630);  -Highland 
Boy  Gold  Min.  Co.  v.  Strickley,  116 
Fed.  852,  54  C.  C.  A.  186. 

[a]  Equitable  defenses  cannot  pre- 
vail against  the  legal  title  in  actions 
at  law,  though  the  state  statute  abol- 
ishes the  distinction  between  actions  at 
law  and  suits  in  equity.  Seefeld  v.  Duf- 
fer, 179  Fed.  214,  103  C.  C.  A.  32. 

[b]  Federal  Statute  Now  Permits 
Equitable  Relief  in  Actions  at  Law. 
See  Act  Mar.  3,  1915,  c.  90,  38  St.  at  L. 
956,  Comp.  St.,  1916,  §  1251b,  Jud.  Code 
§274b,  and  the  title  "Suits  and 
Actions." 

42.  Mechanical  Appliance  Co.  v. 
Castleman,  215  U.  S.  437,  30  Sup.  Ct. 
125,  54  L.  ed.  272;  Western  Loam  & 
Sav.  Co.  V.  Butte  &  Boston  Consol.  Min. 
Co.,  210  U.  S.  368,  28  Sup.  Ct.  720,  52 
L.  ed.  1101;  Noel  Const.  Co.  v.  Smith 
&  Co.,  193  Fed.  492. 

43.  Mechanical  Appliance  Co.  v. 
Castleman,  215  U.  S.  437,  30  Sup.  Ct. 
125,  54  L.  ed.  272;  Western  Loan  & 
Sav.  Co.  V.  Butte  &  B.  Consol.  Min.  Co., 
210  U.  S.  368,  28  Sup.  Ct.  720,  52  L.  ed. 
3101;  Phelps  v.  Oaks,  117  U.  S.  236,  6 
Sup.  Ct.  714,  29  L.  ed.  888;  Toland  v. 
Sprague,  12  Pet.   (U.  S.)   300,  9  L.  ed. 
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State  statutes  cannot  operate  to  restrict  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of 
the  federal  courts,**  nor  will  the  state  practice  be  followed  where  to 
do  so  would  defeat  or  impair  jurisdiction  which  has  once  lawfully 
attached.*'' 

State  statutes  and  decisions  are  not  controlling  in  determining  what 
is  sufficient  service  of  process,*^  or  suiBeient  appearance  of  parties,*^  to 


3093;  Manning  v.  German  Ins.  Co.,  107 
Ted.  52,  46  0.  C.  A.  144;  Webb  v. 
Southern  E.  Co.,  235  Fed.  578;  Noel 
Const.  Co.  V.  Smith  &  Co.,  193  Fed.  492. 
See  Golden  v.  Connersville  Wheel  Co., 
252  Fed.  904;  Interurban  Gen.  Con- 
tracting Co.  V.  United  States,  229  Fed. 
588. 

[a]  The  conformity  act  does  not 
apply  (1)  to  jurisdiction  or  to  the  mode 
or  manner  of  obtaining  jurisdiction 
over  the  person.  Wells  v.  Clark,  136 
Fed.  462,  affirmed,  203  U.  S.  164,  27  Sup. 
Ct.  43,  51  L.  ed.  138.  (2)  Will  not  fol- 
low a  state  practice  that  counts  for 
moneys  due  and  moneys  not  due  may 
not  be  joined  in  the  same  action,  where 
to  do  so  would  require  a  division  of  the 
action  into  two  actions,  under  the  state 
practice,  of  neither  of  which  the  fed- 
eral court  would  have  jurisdiction. 
O'Connell  V.  Eeed,  56  Fed.  531,  5  C.  C. 
A.  586. 

[b]  As  to  Amount  in  Controversy. 
Tates  V.  Whyel  Coke  Co.,  221  Fed.  603, 
137  C.  C.  A.  327;  HefCner  v.  Gwynne- 
Treadwell  Cotton  Co.,  160  Fed.  635,  87 
C.  C.  A.  606. 

As  to  scire  facias,  see  infra,  IV,  D, 
16. 

[c]  Jurisdiction  of  Appellate  Courts. 
Will  not  follow  a  state  statute  in  de- 
termining the  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
of  appeals  to  review  an  interlocutory 
order.  Shumaker  v.  Security  Life  & 
Annuity  Co.,  159  Fed.  112,  86  0.  C.  A. 
302. 

44.  East  Tenn.,  V.  &  G.  E.  Co.  v. 
Atlanta  &  F.  E.  Co.,  49  Fed.  608,  as  to 
venue. 

45.  Phelps  V.  Oaks,  117  TT.  S.  236,  6 
Sup.  Ct.  714,  29  L.  ed.  888;  City  of  St. 
Charles  v.  Stookey,  154  Fed.  772,  85 
C.  C.  A.  494;  Collin  County  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Hughes,  152  Fed.  414,  81  C.  C.  A. 
556,  rehearing  denied,  155  Fed.  389,  83 
C.  C.  A.  661. 

46.  Michigan  Trust  Co.  v.  Ferry,  175 
Fed.  667,  99  C.  C.  A.  221. 

[a]  The  act  cannot  operate  to  give 
the  federal  district  court  jurisdiction 
of  proceedings  in  rem  against  the  prop- 


erty of  a  non-resident  defendant  who 
has  not  been  personally  served  and  has 
not  appeared.  United  States  v.  Brooke, 
184  Fed.  341;  Harland  v.  United  Lines 
Tel.  Co.,  40  Fed.  308,  6  L.  E.  A.  252. 

[b]  Substituted  service  against 
nonresident  or  absent  parties  is  not 
permitted  in  the  federal  courts  in 
purely  personal  actions  even  though 
allowed  by  the  state  practice.  New 
York  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bangs,  103  U.  S. 
435,  439,  26  L.  ed.  580. 

[c]  In  a  suit  against  a  corporation 
of  one  state,  (1)  brought  in  a  federal 
court  held  in  another  state,  in  which 
the  corporation  neither  does  business, 
nor  has  authorized  any  person  to  rep- 
resent it,  service  upon  one  of  its  offi- 
cers or  employes  found  within  the 
state  will  not  support  the  jurisdiction, 
though  such  service  is  recognized  aa 
sufficient  by  the  statutes  and  judicial' 
decisions  of  the  state.  Barrow  Steam- 
ship Co.  V.  Kane,  170  U.  S.  100,  111,  18 
Sup.  Ct.  526,  42  L.  ed.  964.  (2)  In  view 
of  the  federal  statute  providing  that 
where  jurisdiction  is  founded  solely  on 
diversity  of  citizenship  the  action  shall 
be  brought  only  in  the  district  of  the 
residence  of  the  plaintiff  or  the  defend- 
ant, the  federal  courts  will  not  con- 
form to  a  state  statute  providing  for 
obtaining  jurisdiction  of  actions  against 
a  foreign  corporation  by  service  of  pro- 
cess on  any  of  its  officers  or  agents  en- 
gaged in  its  business  in  the  state.  Gal- 
veston, H.  &  S.  A.  Co.  V.  Gonzales,  151 
U.  S.  496,  14  Sup.  Ct.  401,  38  L.  ed. 
248;  Southern  Pac.  Co.  v.  Denton,  146 
U.  S.  202,  13  Sup.  Ct.  44,  36  L.  ed.  942. 

47.  New  York  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Bangs,  103  U.  S.  435,  26  L.  ed.  580; 
Michigan  Trust  Co.  v.  Ferry,  175  Fed. 
667,  99  C.  C.  A.  221.  But  see  Chinn  v. 
Foster-Milborn  Co.,  195  Fed.  158,  judg- 
ment affirmed,  202  Fed.  17  o,  122  O.  C. 
A.  577. 

[a]  State  statute  making  an  ap- 
pearance for  the  sole  purpose  of  ob- 
jecting to  the  jurisdiction  a  waiver  of 
immunity  from  jurisdiction  by  reason 
of  nonresidence.    Davidson  Bros.   Mar- 
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confer  jurisdiction  on  a  federal  court,  or  what  shall  be  deemed  sufiScient 
process  of  law.** 

Objections  to  Jurisdiction.  —  The  state  practice  will  ordinarily  be  fol- 
lowed as  to  the  manner  in  which  objections  may  be  taken  to  the  juris- 
diction,*^ and  as  to  whether  such  objections  and  defenses  on  the  merits 
shall  be  pleaded  successively  or  together,^"  except  where  such  practice  is 
inconsistent  with  federal  legislation  or  would  deprive  a  party  of  rights 
secured  to  him  by  federal  law.^^  Thus,  the  federal  courts  have  followed 
state  practice  permitting  the  objection  to  be  taken  by  plea  in  abate- 
ment,°^  or  requiring  it  to  be  taken  by  demurrer  if  apparent  on  the  face 
of  the  plaintiff's  pleading,  or  by  answer  if  not,''  or  requiring  matters 
in  abatement  to,  be  pleaded  in  the  answer.'*  State  practice  has  also  been 
followed  in  determining  whether  want  of  jurisdiction  may  be  taken  ad- 
vantage of  under  a  general  denial,''  or  under  a  denial  on  information 


Tale  Co.  v.  U.  S.  ex  rel.  Gibson,  213  U.  S. 
10,  29  Sup.  Ct.  324,  53  L.  ed.  675;  Gal- 
veston, H.  &  S.  A.  K.  Co.  V.  Gonzales, 
151  U.  S.  496,  14  Sup.  Ct.  401,  38  L. 
ed.  248;  Mexican  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Pink- 
ney,  149  U.  S.  194,  203,  13  Sup.  Ct.  859, 
37  L.  ed.  699;  Southern  Pac.  Co.  v. 
Denton,  146  TJ.  S.  202,  13  Sup.  Ct.  44, 
36  L.  ed.  942.  See  also  Cain  v.  Com- 
mercial Pub.  Co.,  232  U.  S.  124,  34  Sup. 
Ct.  284,  58  L.  ed.  534. 

48.  Michigan  Trust  Co.  17.  Ferry,  175 
Fed.  667,  99  C.  C.  A.  221. 

49.  See  Southern  Pae.  Co.  v,  Den- 
ton, 146  U.  S.  202,  209,  13  Sup.  Ct.  44, 

36  L.  ed.  942. 

[a]  As  to  the  maimer  of  taking  is- 
sue with  the  averments  of  the  petition 
as  to  citizenship.  Deputron  v.  Young, 
134  U.  S.  241,  10  Sup.  Ct.  539,  33  Ii.  ed. 
923;  Kimball  v.  Detroit,  M.  &  T.  S.  L. 
Ey.,  189  Fed.  409. 

50.  Southern  Pac.  Co.  v.  Denton,  146 
U.  S.  202,  209,  13  Sup.  Ct.  44,  36  L.  ed. 
942.  See  Leonard  v.  Merchants  Coal 
Co.,  162  Fed.  885,  89  C.  C.  A.  575.  But 
see  Cuthbert  ■;;.  Galloway,  35  Fed.  466. 

[a]  •  Not  Bound  by  State  Practice. 
Though,  under  the  state  practice,  ob- 
jections to  the  jurisdiction  and  matters 
in  defense  of  the  cause  of  action  may 
be  united  in  the  same  answer,  defend- 
ant is  not  bound  to  so  present  the 
question  of  jurisdiction.  Jones  v.  Eow- 
ley,  73  Fed.  286. 

51.  Mexican  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Pink- 
ney,  149  U.  S.  194,  206,  13  Sup.  Ct.  859, 

37  L.  ed.  699;  Southern  Pac.  Co.  v. 
Denton,  146  U.  S.  202,  209,  13  Sup.  Ct. 
44,  36  L.  ed.  942. 

52.  Terry  v.  Davy,  107  Fed.  50,  46 
C.  C.  A.  141. 
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[a]  The  common-law  practice  under 
which  the  objection  that  the  citizen- 
ship of  the  plaintiffs  is  not  sufficiently 
alleged  may  be  taken  by  plea  in  abate- 
ment. Derk  P.  Yonkerman  Co.  v. 
Charles  Fuller's  Adv.  Agency,  135  Fed. 
613. 

53.  Eoberts  v.  Lewis,  144  U.  S.  653, 
12  Sup.  Ct.  781,  36  L.  ed.  579;  Cole  v. 
Carson,  153  Fed.  278,  82  C.  C.  A.  408; 
Yocum  V.  Parker,  130  Fed.  770,  66  C. 
C.  A.  80. 

54.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Facts  which  would  defeat  the 
jurisdiction  must  be  pleaded  by  answer, 
where  the  state  statute  requires  mat- 
ters in  abatement  to  be  so  pleaded. 
Cole  V.  Carson,  153  Fed.  278,  82  C.  C.  A. 
408. 

[b]  Where  the  state  statute  recLulres 
matter  in  abatement  to  be  pleaded  in 
the  answer,  a  denial  of  jurisdictional 
averments  raises  an  issue  of  fact  which 
is  for  the  jury.  There  should  be  a  sep- 
arate verdict  on  such  issue.  Eoberts  v. 
Langenbach,  119  Fed.  349,  56  C.  C.  A. 
253. 

55.  Gilbert  v.  David,  235  U.  S.  561, 
35  Sup.  Ct.  164,  59  L.  ed.  360;  Peper 
Automobile  Co.  v.  American  Motor  Oar 
Sales  Co.,  180  Fed.  245. 

[a]  Whether  an  allegation  of  citi- 
zenship is  put  in  issue  by  (1)  a  general 
denial.  Eoberts  ii.  Lewis,  144  TJ.  S.  653, 
12  Sup.  Ct.  781,  36  L.  ed.  579;  Lindsay- 
Bitton  Live  Stock  Co.  v.  Justice,  191 
Fed.  163,  111  C.  C.  A.  525;  Cole  v.  Car- 
son, 153  Fed.  278,  82  C.  C.  A.  408;  To- 
ledo Traction  Co.  v.  Cameron,  137  Fed. 
48,  69  C.  C.  A.  28;  Yocum  v.  Parker, 
130  Fed.  770,  66  C.  C.  A.  80.  (2)  The 
main   opinion   in    the    case    of   Hill   v, 
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and  belief .'"'  However,  in  view  of  the  federal  statute  directing  the  court 
to  proceed  no  farther  in  a  case  where  want  of  jurisdiction  appears,  the 
manner  of  calling  attention  to  this  fact  rests  in  the  sound  discretion  of 
the  court,"'  and  the  federal  courts  may  follow  an  established  federal 
practice  permitting  motion  to  quash  for  lack  of  jurisdiction,  notwith- 
standing a  different  state  practice.'^ 

2.  Venue.  —  State  statutes  cannot  operate  to  restrict  the  territorial 
jurisdiction  of  the  federal  courts."'  State  practice  as  to  the  manner  of 
raising  objections  to  the  venue  may  be  followed,^"  but  are  not  controll- 
ing in  determining  whether  such  an  objection  has  been  waived."^ 

3.  Form  and  Institution  of  Actions.  —  State  statutes  as  to  the  form 
of,°*  and  the  tnanner  of  instituting  actions  at  law,"  and  as  to  the  time 


Walker,  92  C.  C.  A..  633,  167  Fed.  241, 
holds  to  the  contrary,  but,  as  pointed 
out  in  Lindsay-Brittou  Live  Stock  Co. 
V.  Justice,  supra,  one  of  the  other 
judges  hearing  that  ease  dissented,  and 
the  third  judge  concurred  in  the  result 
on  other  grounds.  (3)  The  allegation 
of  citizenship  is  a  material  allegation 
within,  the  meaning  of  a  state  statute 
providing  that  every  material  allega- 
tion of  the  petition  is  put  in  issue  by 
a  general  denial,  and  hence  it  is  put 
in  issue  by  such  a  denial.  Roberts  v, 
Lewis,  144  U.  S.  653,  657,  12  Sup.  Ct. 
781,  36  L.  ed.  579. 

56.  Wells  Co.  V.  Gastonia  Cotton 
Mfg.  Co.,  198  U.  S.  177,  25  Sup.  Ct.  640, 
49  L.  ed.  1003.  See  Gilbert  v.  David, 
235  U.  S.  561,  35  Sup.  Ct.  164,  59  L.  ed. 
360,   under   Connecticut   practice. 

57.  Gilbert  v.  David,  235  U.  S.  561, 
35  Sup.  Ct.  164,  59  L.  ed.  360. 

As  to  the  manner  of  cinestioiiiug  jm- 
isdictiou,  see  supra,  II,  G. 

58.  Meisukas  v.  Greenough  Red  Ash 
Coal  Co.,  244  V.  S.  54,  37  Sup.  Ct.  593, 
61  L.  ed.  987,  for  lack  of  jurisdiction 
over  a  foreign  corporation. 

59.  They  camnot  restrict  it  within 
limits  more  narrow  than  those  pre- 
scribed by  the  federal  statutes  relating 
to  the  district  in  which  actions  may  be 
brought.  East  Tenn.,  V.  &  G.  B.  Co. 
c.  Atlanta  &  F.  K.  Co.,  49  Fed.  608. 

60.  Western  Loan  &  Sav.  Co.  v. 
Butte  &  Boston  Consol.  Min.  Co.,  210 
XT.  S.  368,  28  Sup.  Ct.  720,  52  L.  ed. 
1101,  as  to  the  manner  of  raising  the 
objection  that  the  defendant  is  sued 
in  the  wrong  district. 

[a]  By  Demurrer.  —  Southern  Pae. 
Co.  V.  Denton,  146  XJ.  S.  202,  13  Sup.  Ct. 
44,  36  L.  ed.  942.   By  special  demurrer, 


where  there  is  a  special  appearance  for 
that  purpose.  Ware-Kramer  Tobacco 
Co.  V.  American  Tobacco  Co.,  178  Fed. 
117. 

[b]  By  motion  to  get  aside  service 
of  process.  Ware-Kramer  Tobacco  Co. 
V.  American  Tobacco  Co.,  178  Fed.  117. 

[c]  By  Special  Appearance  and  Mo- 
tion. —  Western  Loan  &  Sav.  Co.  v. 
Butte  &  Boston  Consol.  Min.  Co.,  210 
U.  S.  368,  28  Sup.  Ct.  720,  52  L.  ed. 
1101. 

61.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  As  to  Waiver.  —  A  state  stat- 
ute providing  that  issuing  process  for 
witnesses  and  taking  depositions  shall 
not  constitute  a  waiver  of  a  plea  of 
privilege  is  not  controlling  in  deter- 
mining whether  plaintiff  has  waived 
the  objection  that  a  case  has  been  re- 
moved to  a  district  where  neither  party 
resided.  Clark  v.  Southern  Pac.  Co., 
175  Fed.  122. 

62.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  B.  Co.  v.  De 
Clow,  124  Fed.  142,  61  C.  C.  A.  34; 
Cruz  V.  O 'Boyle,  197  Fed.  824.  See 
infra,  TV,  D,  7,  and  Lowndes  v.  Board 
of  .Trustees,  153  U.  S.  1,  14  Sup.  Ct. 
758,  38  L.  ed.  615.  Compare  DuBois  v. 
Seymour,  152  Fed.  600,  81  C.  C.  A.  590, 
11  Ann.  Cas.  656.  ' 

63.  Leas  &  McVitty  v.  Merriman, 
132  Fed.  51'0,  institution  of  action  by 
a  notice  instead  of  a  summons.  See 
West  Fork  Glass  Co;  v.  Innes-Weld 
Glass  Co.,  178  Fed.  205,  101  0.  C.  A. 
525. 

Compare  Martin  v.  Criscuola,  10 
Blatchf.  211,  16  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,159. 

[a]  Actions  for  penalties  prescribed 
by  the  federal  statutes  may  be  begun 
by  capias  where  the  state  statute  pro- 
vides that  actions  for  penalties  shall 
be  so  begun.  United  States  v.  Banister, 
70  Fed.  44. 
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when  an  action  is  to  be  deemed  eommenced,"*  will  be  followed  in  the  fed- 
eral courts,  although  not  to  the  extent  of  restricting  them  in  the  exer- 
cise of  their  jurisdiction.** 

4.  Process.  —  State  statutes  will  be  followed  as  to  the  form  of 
process,"  except  as  to  its  signature,  which  is  regulated  by  the  federal 
statutes."'  State  statutes  also  govern  as  to  the  manner  in  which  process 
must  be  served,"*  except  as  otherwise  provided  by  federal  statute,"*  but 
are  not  controling  in  determining  what  is  sufficient  service  of  process  or 
sufficient  appearance  of  parties  to  confer  jurisdiction  on  a  federal  court, 


64.  In  re  Connaway,  178  U.  S.  421, 
20  Sup.  Ct.  951,  44  L.  ed.  1134  (by  fil- 
ing complaint);  Goldenberg  v.  Murphy, 
108  U.  S.  162,  2  Sup.  Ct.  388,  27  L.  ed. 
686  (when  the  summons  is  served);  In- 
ternational Bank  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Clark, 
159  Fed.  68,  86  C.  C.  A.  248;  Deepwa- 
ter  E.  Co.  v.  Western  Pocahontas  Coal 
&  Lumber  Co.,  152  Fed.  824,  condemna- 
tion proceedings. 

65.  See  Hills  &  Co.  v.  Hoover,  220 
U.  S.  329,  31  Sup.  Ct.  402,  55  L.  ed. 
485,  Ann.  Cas.  1912C,  562;  Davenport 
V.  Dodge  County,  105  U.  S.  237,  26  L. 
ed.  1018;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  City  of 
Port  Townsend,  184  Fed.  574,  106  C.  C. 
A.  554. 

66.  Gillum  v.  Stewart,  112  Fed.  30, 
See  Chamberlain  v.  Mensing,  47  Fed. 
435. 

[a]  '  BecLuiring  a  reference  to  the 
statute  to  be  indorsed  on  the  summons 
in  an  action  for  a  statutory  penalty. 
Brown  v.  Church,  5  Fed.  41;  Brown  v. 
Pond,  5  Fed.  31,  41. 

[b]  In  Elson  v.  Town  of  Waterford, 
135  Fed.  247,  it  was  held  that  the  fact 
that  copies  of  the  original  writ  and 
process  in  an  action  against  a  town 
were  attested  by  the  clerk,  instead  of 
by  the  ofS.cer  making  the  service,  as 
required  by  the  state'  statute,  did  not 
defeat  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court. 
The  court  of  appeals  affirmed  the  final 
judgment  in  this  case,  but  refused  to 
pass  on  the  question  of  jurisdiction. 

67.  Gillum  v.  Stewart,  112  Fed.  30; 
Dwight  V.  Merritt,  4  Fed.  614. 

[a]  A  summons  signed  by  plain- 
tiff's attorney  and  without  a  seal  is 
insufficient,  though  proper  under  the 
state  practice.  Dwight  v.  Merritt,  4 
Fed.  614.  See  also  Middleton  Paper  Co. 
V.  Eock  Eiver  Paper  Co.,  19  Fed.  262. 

[b]  A  notice  of  motion  for  judg- 
ment under  the  West  Virginia  statute 
is  not  a  process  within  the  meaning  of 
the  federal  statute.    Schofield  v.  Palm- 
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er,  134  Fed.  753;   Leas  &  McVitty  v. 
Merriman,  132  Fed.  510. 

68.  Amy  v.  Watertown,  130  U.  S. 
301,  9  Sup.  Ct.  530,  32  L.  ed.  946;  Nick- 
erson  v.  Warren  City  Tank  &  Boiler 
Co.,  223  Fed.  843;  Lemon  v.  Imperial 
Window  Glass  Co.,  199  Fed.  927;  Jew- 
ett  V.  Garrett,  47  Fed.  625.  See  Craw- 
ford V.  Foster,  84  Fed.  939,  28  C.  C.  A. 
576;  United  States  v.  Mitchell,  223 
Fed.  805. 

[a]  On  Foreign  Corporations.  —  St. 
Louis  S.  W.  E.  Co.  V.  Alexander,  227 
U.  S.  218,  33  Sup.  Ct.  245,  57  L.  ed. 
486,  Ann.  Cas.  1915B,  77;  Penn.  Lum- 
bermen's Mut.  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Meyer, 
197  U.  S.  407,  25  Sup.  Ct.  483,  39  L. 
ed.  810;  Boultbee  «.  International  Pa- 
per Co.,  229  Fed.  951,  144  C.  C.  A.  233; 
Beach  v.  Kerr  Turbine  Co.,  243  Fed. 
706.  But  see  Barrow  S.  S.  Co.  v.  Kane, 
170  U.  S.  100,  18  Sup.  Ct.  526,  42  L. 
ed.  964. 

[b]  A  rule  which  includes  the  state 
mode  of  procedure,  and  more  effectu- 
ally secures  personal  service  on  the  de- 
fendant, which  is  the  purpose  of  the 
state  law,  does  not  violate  §914.  Lowry 
V.  Story,  31  Fed.  769. 

[c]  Federal  Courts  Not  Absolutely 
Bound.  —  Collin  County  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Hughes,  152  Fed.  414,  81  C.  C.  A.  556, 
rehearing  denied  155  Fed.  389,  83  C. 
C.  A.  661.  See  also  Hale  v.  Wharton, 
73  Fed.  739. 

[d]  Penalty  for  Failure  to  Serve. 
A  federal  court  will  not  enforce  against 
its  marshal  a  penalty  imposed  by  a 
state  statute  upon  sheriffs  who  fail  or 
neglect  to  serve  process  duly  issued  to 
and  received  by  them.  Lowry  v.  Story, 
31  Fed.  769. 

[e]  State  Statute  as  to  Conclusive- 
ness of  Beturn.  —  See  Joseph  v.  New 
Albany  Steam  Forge  &  E.  Mill  Co.,  53 
Fed.  180. 

69.  United  States  v.  Southern 
Dredging  Co.,  251  Fed.  400;  Vitkus  v. 
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or  what,  shall  be  deemed  sufficient  process  of  law."  Process  of  attach- 
ment" or  for  the  enforcement  of  judgments  is  discussed  elsewhere." 

Amendment  of  Process.  —  A  state  statute  may  enlarge  the  power  of  the 
federal  courts  to  amend  process,^'  but  cannot  diminish  the  power  con- 
ferred upon  them  in  this  regard  by  the  acts  of  congress.''* 

5.  Survival  and  Revivor  of  Actions.  —  Whether  an  action  survives 
depends  on  the  substance  of  the  cause  of  action,  and  not  on  the  forms  of 
proceeding  to  enforce  it.^"*  The  state  law  controls  in  determining  wheth- 
er or  not  a  right  of  action  given  by  the  state  statute  survives,^'  but  not 
where  the  right  of  action  is  given  by  the  federal  statutes.''  If  the  cause 
of  action  survives,  the  state  practice  will  be  followed  as  to  the  method  of 
effecting  a  revivor  or  continuing  the  action.'^ 

6.  Parties.  —  Generally  speaking,  the  state  practice  controls  in  de- 
termining questions  as  to  parties  in  actions  at  law,"  except  in  so  far  as 
a  peculiar  federal  rule  may  be  jurisdictional.^"  Thus,  the  statp  practice 
will  be  followed  in  determining  the  right  of  a  particular  person,^^  as  a 


Clyde  Steamship  Co.,  232  Fed.  288.  See 
Colosino  V.  Pittsburgh  &  L.  E.  K.  Co., 
210  Fed.  550. 

70.  See  supra,  TV,  D,  1,  and  also 
Beach  v.  Kerr  Turbine  Co.,  243  Fed. 
706. 

71.  See  infra^  TV,  D,  17. 

72.  See  infra,  IV,  D,  13. 

73.  Norton  v.  City  of  Dover,  14 
Fed.  106. 

74.  Norton  v.  City  of  Dover,  14 
Fed.  106.  See  also  Eev.  St.  §954,  Comp. 
St.  1916,  §1591. 

75.  In  re  Connaway,  178  IT.  S.  421, 
20  Sup.  Ct.  951,  44  L.  ed.  1134;  Martin 
V.  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.,  151  U.  S.  673, 
14  Sup.  Ct.  533,  38  L.  ed.  311;  Sehreib- 
er  V.  Sharpless,  110  U.  S.  76,  3  Sup.  Ct. 
423,  28  L.  ed.  65. 

76.  In  re  Connaway,  178  U.  S.  421, 
20  Sup.  Ct.  951,  44  L.  ed.  1134;  Balti- 
more &  O.  E.  Co.  V.  Joy,  173  U.  S.  226, 

19  Sup.  Ct.  387,  43  L.  ed.  677;  Martin 
V.  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.,  151  IT.  S.  673, 
14  Sup.  Ct;  533,  38  L.  ed.  311. 

77.  In  re  Connaway,  178  U.  S.  421, 

20  Sup.  Ct.  951,  44  L.  ed.  1134;  Balti- 
more &  O.  E.  Co.  V.  Joy,  173  IT.  S.  226, 
19  Sup.  Ct.  387,  43  L.  ed.  677;  Martin 
V.  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.,  151  U.  S.  673, 
14  Sup.  Ct.  533,  38  L.  ed.  311;  Sehreib- 
er  V.  Sharpless,  110  IT.  S.  76,  3  Sup.  Ct. 
423,  28  L.  ed.  65;  Caillouet  v.  Amer- 
ican Sugar  Eef.  Co.,  250  Fed.  639; 
Walsh  V.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  E.  Co., 
173  Fed.  494. 

78.  Martin's  Admr.  v.  Baltimore  & 
O.  E.  Co.,  151  IT.  S.  673,  14  Sup.  Ct.  533. 
38  L.  ed.  311;  In  re  Connaway,  178  IT.  S. 


421,  20  Sup.  Ct.  951,  44  L.  ed.  1134; 
Schreiber  v.  Sharpless,  110  IT.  S.  76, 
3  Sup.  Ct.  423,  28  L.  ed.  65;  United 
States  V.  Dunne,  173  Fed.  254,  97  C. 
C.  A.  420,  19  Ann.  Cas.  1145;  Spaeth  v. 
Sells,  176  Fed.  797;  Y-ta-tah-wah  v. 
Eeboek,  105  Fed.  257.  See  Eenaud  «. 
Abbott,  116  U.  S.  277,  6  Sup.  Ct.  1194, 
29  L.  ed.  629. 

[a]  In  United  States  v.  Agee,  108 
Fed.  10,  47  C.  C.  A.  152,  it  is  held  that 
the  state  statute  controls  as  to  the 
right  to  revive  an  action  against  the 
personal  representative  of  a  deceased 
surety  in  an  action  on  the  bond  of  a 
postmaster. 

79.  Hale  v.  Tyler,  104  Fed.  757.  But 
see  Springfield  Fire  &  Marine  Ins.  Co. 
17.  Eichmond  &  D.  E.  Co.,  48  Fed.  360, 
as  to  rules  derived  from  equity. 

80.  See  Phelps  v.  Oaks,  117  U.  S. 
236,  6  Sup.  Ct.  714,  29  L.  ed.  888;  New 
York  Evening  Post  Co.  v.  Chaloner  (C. 
C.  A.),  265  Fed.  204. 

81.  Albany  &  Eensslaer  Co.  v.  Lund- 
berg,  121  U.  S.  451,  7  Sup.  Ct.  958,  30 
L.  ed.  982. 

[a]  Where  plaintiffs  may  maintain 
an  action  at  law  in  their  own  names, 
they  may  do  so  in  the  federal  court 
after  removal.  Thompson  v.  Central 
Ohio  E.  Co.,  6  Wall.  (U.  S.)  134,  18  L. 
ed.  765. 

[b]  In  whose  name  an  action  shall 
be  brought  depends  upon  state  law. 
New  York  Evening  Post  v.  Chaloner 
(C.  C.  A.),  265  Fed.  204. 

[e]  Married  Woman.  —  Texas  &  P. 
E.  Co.  V.  Humble,  97  Fed.  837,  38  C.  0. 
A.  502. 
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guardian,'^  or  one  with  whom,  or  in  whose  name  a  contract  is  made  for 
the  benefit  of  another,*^  to  sue  in  his  own  name,  and  the  same  is  true  as 
to  the  right  of  an  assignee  to  sue,  **  subject  to  federal  statutory  limita- 
tions on  the  right  of  an  assignee  to  sue."  So,  except  as  otherwise  pro- 
vided by  federal  statute,"  state  practice  as  to  parties  defendant  will  be 
followed,*'  as  in  case  of  the  joinder  of  defendants,'*  and  as  to  the  right 
to  sue  one  or  more  of  several  joint  obligors  without  joining  them  all.*" 
Objections  to  Parties.  —  State  statutes  as  to  the  manner  of  raising  the 
objection  that  there  is  a  defect*"  or  misjoinder**  of  parties  and  as  to  the 


82.  As  to  the  right  of  a  guardian  to 
sue  in  his  own  name  to  recover  for  in- 
juries to  the  ward.  Mexican  Cent.  E. 
Co.  V.  Eckman,  205  U.  S.  538,  27  Sup. 
Ct.  791,  51  L.  ed.  920. 

83.  Albany  &  Rensslaer  Co.  v, 
Lundberg,  121  XJ.  S.  451,  7  Sup.  Ct. 
958,  30  L.  ed.  982. 

84.  Hartford  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v,  Erie 
R.  Co.,  172  Fed.  899. 

[a]  As  to  the  right  of  an  assignee 
of  a  chose  in  action  to  sue  (1)  in  his 
own  name.  Glenn  v.  Marbury,  145  U.  S. 
499,  508,  12  Sup.  Ct.  914,  36  L.  ed.  790; 
Pritchard  v.  Norton,  106  U.  S.  124,  130, 
1  Sup.  Ct.  102,  27  L.  ed.  104.  (2)  As- 
signee of  a  claim  for  damages  under 
the  interstate  commerce  act  against  a 
carrier  for  alleged  overcharges  upon 
interstate  shipments  of  freight.  Ed- 
munds V.  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.,  80  Fed. 
78.  (3)  State  statutes  permitting  the 
assignee  of  a  nonnegotiable  contract  to 
sue  thereon  in  his  own  name,  ahd  the 
assignee  of  a  part  of  a  contract  to  sue 
thereon  jointly  with  his  assignor,  or 
alone  if  no  objection  is  taken  by  de- 
murrer or  answer  to  the  nonjoinder  of 
his  assignor,  govern  in  the  federal 
courts.  Delaware  County  Com'rs.  v. 
Diebold  Safe  &  Lock  Co.,  133  IT.  S. 
473,  10  Sup.  Ct.  399,  33  L.  ed.  674. 

[b]  As  to  the  right  of  equitable  as- 
signees (1)  of  a  part  of  a  right  of  ac- 
tion to  sue  in  their  own  names.  Gaug- 
ler  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  P.  S.  R.  Co.,  197 
Fed.  79.  (2)  Permitting  equitable 
owner  of  drafts  to  sue  thereon  in  his 
own  name.  Thompson  v.  Central  Ohio 
B.  Co.,  6  Wall.  (U.  S.)  134,  18  L.  ed.  765. 

85.  See  supra,  II,  F,  14,  and  Webb 
'0.  Goldsmith,  127  Fed.  572,  assignee  of 
right  of  action  for  infringement  of  pat-' 
ent. 

86.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Federal  statute  relating  to  the 
right  to  proceed  against  part  of  several 
defendants    when    the    rest    are    not 
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served,  will  control  as  against  an  in- 
consistent state  statute  on  the  same 
subject.  AUnut  v.  Lancaster,  76  Fed. 
131. 

87.  Adams  v.  Shirk,  105  Fed.  659,  44 
C.  C.  A.  653.  See  Hearfield  v.  Bridge, 
67  Fed.  333. 

88.  Deepwater  E.  Co.  v.  Western 
Pocahontas  Coal  &  Lumber  Co.,  152 
Fed.  824;  United  States  «?.  Lawrence, 
14  Blatchf.  229,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,- 
574. 

[a]  As  to  Indispensable  Parties. 
Columbia  Digger  Co.  v.  Eector,  216 
Fed.  618;  Farmers'  Bank  v.  Wright, 
158  Fed.  841. 

fb]  Joint  Action  Against  Principal 
and  Sureties.  —  St.  Louis  Brew.  Assn. 
V.  Hayes,  97  Fed.  859,  38  C.  C.  A.  449; 
United  States  v.  Comet  Oil  &  Gas  Co., 
187  Fed.  674. 

[c]  As  to  the  right  to  sue  the  ad- 
ministrator of  one  of  several  joint  con- 
tracting parties  jointly  with  the  sur- 
vivors. United  States  v.  Agee,  108  Fed. 
10,  47  C.  C.  A.  152  (reversing  United 
States  V.  Bullard,  103  Fed.  256,  on  other 
grounds) ;  United  States  v.  Tracy,  8 
Ben.  1,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,536. 

89.  Will  be  governed  by  a  state 
statute  providing  that  where  two  or 
more  persons  are  jointly  bound  by  eon- 
tract,  an  action  thereon  may  be 
brought  against  all  or  any  of  them, 
that  judgment  may  be  given  for  or 
against  one  or  more  of  several  plain- 
tiffs or  defendants,  and  that  though  all 
of  the  defendants  have  been  sum- 
moned, judgment  may  be  rendered 
against  any  of  them  severally,  where 
plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  judgment 
against  such  defendants  if  the  action 
had  been  against  them  alone.  Sawin  v. 
Kenny,  93  U.  S.  289,  23  L.  ed.  926; 
Knight  V.  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.,  180  Fed. 
368,  103  C.  C.  A.  514. 

90.  Buckingham  v.  Dake,  112  Fed. 
258,  263,  49  C.  C.  A.  492. 

91.  United  States  v,  Agee,  108  Fed. 


UNITED  STATES  COVETS 


481 


waiver  of  such  objections"^  will  be  followed. 

7.  Pleading  and  Related  Matters,  —  a.  Generally,  —  Except  as 
otherwise  provided  by  federal  statutes,*'  the  federal  courts  will,  as  a 
general  rule,  follow  the  state  practice  as  to  the  form  and  order  of  plead- 
ings in  actions  at  law,"*  and  as  to  the  time  within  which  they  must  be 
filed,"'  their  sufficiency  and  scope,*'  and  as  to  the  manner  in  which  they 


10,  47  C.  C.  A.  152  {reversing  United 
States  V.  BuUard,  103  Fed.  256) ;  Buck- 
ingham V.  Dalie,  112  Fed.  258,  263,  50 
C.  C.  A.  492. 

[a]  Rectuiring  objection  to  l)e  taken 
Taefore  answer  by  a  motion  to  require 
an  election.  Merchants'  Ins^  Co.  v. 
Buekner,  110  Fed.  345,  49  C.  C.  A.  8-0. 

92.  Merchants'  Ins.  Co.  u.  Buekner, 
110  Fed.  345,  49  C.  C.  A.  80;  United 
States  V.  Agee,  108  Fed.  10,  47  C.  C. 
A.  152,  reversing  United  States  v.  Bul- 
lard,  103  Fed.  256. 

[a]  That  a  defect  or  misjoinder  of 
parties  plaintiff  is  waived  if  not  taken 
advantage  of  by  demurrer  or  answer. 
Buckingham  v.  Dake,  112  Fed.  258,  263, 
49  C.  0.  A.  492. 

93.  See  Myers  v.  Cunningham,  44 
Fed.  346,  infringement  of  patent.  Com- 
pare Johnston  v.  Klopsch,  88  Fed.  692; 
Celluloid  Mfg.  Co.  ■;;.  American  Zylo- 
nite  Co.,  34  Fed,  744. 

94.  Mexican  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Pink- 
ney,  149  U.  S.  194,  206,  13  Sup.  Ct.  859, 
37  L.  ed.  699;  Southern  Pae.  Co.  ■;;. 
Denton,  146  U.  S.  202,  209,  13  Sup.  Ct. 
44,  36  L.  ed.  942;  Brown  v.  Cumber- 
land Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.,  181  Fed.  246.  See 
Hein  v.  Westinghouse  Air  Brake  Co., 
168  Fed.  766;  Hein  v.  Westinghouse  Air 
Brake  Co.,  164  Fed.  79. 

[a]  Exhibits  in  Pleadings.  —  Re- 
quiring the  plaintiff  in  an  action  of 
ejectment  to  set  forth  in  his  complaint 
all  deeds  and  other  written  evidences 
of  title  on  which  he  relies,  and  to  file 
copies  thereof  as  exhibits  therewith, 
and  requiring  defendant  in  his  answer 
to  set  forth  exceptions  to  any  of  such 
documents  to  which  he  wishes  to  ob- 
ject. Alexander  v.  Gordon,  101  Fed. 
91,  41  C.  C.  A.  228. 

[b]  Permitting  a  general  allegation 
as  to  the  performance  of  conditions 
precedent.  Stratton  v.  Essex  County 
Park  Cora.,  164  Fed.  901. 

[e]  That  each  cause  of  action  must 
be  complete  in  itself,  (1)  and  must  con- 
tain facts  sufficient  to  sustain  it,  ir- 
respective   of   any    averments   in    any 


other  one.  Moore  Bros.  Glass  Co.  v. 
Drevet  Mfg.  Co.,  154  Fed.  737.  (2) 
Must  be  separately  stated  and  num- 
bered. Hoyt  V.  Computing  Scale  Co., 
96  Fed.  250. 

[d]  BecLuiring  Defenses  To  Be  Sep- 
arately Stated.  —  Cottier  v.  Stimson,  18 
Fed.  689. 

[e]  Conclusion  of  Pleas.  —  As  to 
whether  a  plea  should  conclude  to  the 
country  or  with  a  verification.  Strat- 
ton V.  Essex  County  Park  Com.,  164 
Fed.  901. 

95.  Eicard  v.  Inhabitants  of  Tp.  of 
New  Providence,  5  Fed.  433. 

96.  Glenn  v.  Sumner,  132  U.  S.  152, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  41,  33  L.  ed.  301;  Cruz  v. 
O 'Boyle,  197  Fed.  824;  Ohman  v.  New 
York,  168  Fed.  953. 

[a]  Sufficiency  on  Demurrer.  —  Nor- 
folk &  P.  Traction  Co.  v.  Eephan,  188 
Fed.  276,  110  C.  C.  A.  254;  Castro  v. 
De  Uriarte,  12  Fed.  250. 

[b]  Sufficiency  of  the  Petition  to 
Uphold  a  Judgment.  —  Eush  v.  New- 
man, 58  Fed.  158,  7  C.  G.  A.  136. 

[c]  In    an    Action    for    a    Penalty 

Given  by  a  Federal  Statute Fish  v. 

Manning,  31  Fed.  340. 

[d]  As'  to  Necessity  of  Avoiding 
Apparent  Bar  of  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions.—  Eatican  v.  Terminal  E.  Assn., 
114  Fed.  666. 

[e]  As  to  General  Averment  of 
Negligence.  —  Beck  v.  Johnson,  169 
Fed.  154. 

[f]  As  to  manner  of  alleging  dam- 
ages, in  action  for  treble  damages  un- 
der Sherman  Anti- Trust  Act.  Monarch 
Tobacco  Works  v.  American  Tobacco 
Co.,  165  Fed.  774. 

[g]  Definiteness  of  Allegation  of 
Time.  —  Fish  v.  Manning,  31  Fed.  340. 
,  [h]  Garnishment.  —  Whether  or  not 
the  notice  served  by  plaintiff  on  a  gar- 
nishee, pursuant  to  a  state  statute,  was 
sufficient  to  put  the  garnishee's  answer 
in  issue.  Logan  v.  Goodwin,  104  Fed. 
490,  43  C.  C.  A.  658. 

[i]  As  to  whether  cause  of  action 
is  entire,  in  determining  whether  sep- 
arable  controversy  is   involved.    Beck- 
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are  to  be  construed."'  They  are  bound  by  state  statutes  abolishing  the 
forms  of  actions  at  law,"  and  substituting  a  complaint  for  the  common- 
law  declaration."  State  statutes  relating  to  bills  of  particulars  will  be 
followed.* 

State  practice  relative  to  the  joinder  of  causes  of  action  at  law,''  and 
as  to  the  right  of  defendant  to  plead  as  many  defenses  as  he  may  have, 
in  his  answer,'  will  ordinarily  be  followed,  but  prior  to  the  federal  stat- 
ute authorizing  it,  legal  and  equitable  causes  of  action  could  not  be 
joined  nor  equitable  defenses  pleaded  in  actions  at  law  in  the  federal 
courts,  regardless  of  state  statutes  on  the  subject.* 

State  statutes  requiring  matter  in  abatement  to  be  pleaded  in  the  an- 
swer are  controlling,'  and  the  state  practice  will  be  followed  as  to 
whether  a  plea  in  abatement  is  waived  by  pleading  to  the  merits.' 

Those  defenses  and  only  those  are  open  to  the  defendant  under  any 
form  of  plea  or  answer  which  would  have  been  open  to  him  under  a 
like  pleading  in  the  courts  of  the  state.'  Thus,  the  state  practice  will  be 
followed  in  determining  what  matters  are  or  are  not  put  in  issue  by, 
and  what  defenses  are  or  are  not  available  under,  a  general  denial,*  or 


■with  V.  Chicago,   M.   &  St.  P.  E.   Co., 
223  Fed.  858. 

[j]  Affidavit  of  Defense.  —  See  Mc- 
Carty  v.  Neilson,  239  Fed.  151;  Hard- 
ing, Whitman  &  Co.  v.  York  Knitting 
Mills,  142  Fed.  228. 

97.  United  States  v.  Parker,  120  U. 
S.  89,  r  Sup.  Ct.  454,  30  L.  ed.  601; 
Bryson  v.  Gallo,  180  Fed.  70,  103  C.  C. 
A.  424;  Sommer  v.  Carbon  Hill  Coal 
Co.,  89  Fed.  54,  60,  32  C.  C.  A.  156. 

[a]  Answer.  —  School  Dist.  No.  11 
17.  Chapman,  152  Fed.  887,  82  C.  C.  A. 
35. 

[b]  That  a  denial  in  one  defense  is 
q.ualifled  by  admissions  in  another. 
Northern  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  Paine,  119  U. 
S.  561,  7  Sup.  Ct.  323,  30  L.  ed.  513. 

98.  Indianapolis  &  St.  L.  E.  Co.  v. 
Horst,  93  U.  S.  291,  300,  23  L.  ed.  898; 
N.  P.  Pratt  Laboratory  v.  Buffalo 
Forge  Co.,  184  Fed.  287,  106  C.  C.  A, 
429;  Davis  v.  Bessemer  City  Cotton 
Mills,  178  Fed.  784,  102  C.  C.  A.  232: 
Chicago  &  N.  W.  E.  Co.  v.  De  Clow, 
124  Fed.  142,  61  C.  C.  A.  34. 

99.  Indianapolis  &  St.  L.  E.  Co.  v. 
Horst,  93  U.  S.  291,  300,  23  L.  ed.  898; 
N.  P.  Pratt  Laboratory  v.  Buffalo 
Forge  Co.,  184  Fed.  287,  106  C.  C.  A. 
429;  Swift  &  Co.  V.  Jones,  145  Fed.  489, 
76  C.  C.  A.  253,  reversing  135  Fed.  437. 

1.  Locker  v.  American  Tobacco  Co., 
2O0  Fed.  973.  See  Shryook  v.  S.  P.  Cal- 
kins &  Co.,  248  Fed.  649,  160  C.  0.  A. 
549;  0-So-Ezy  Mop  Co.  v.  Channell 
Chem.  Co.,  230  Fed.  469. 
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2.  Hartford  Steam  Boiler  Inspec- 
tion &  Ins.  Co.  V.  Pabst  Brewing  Co., 
201  Fed.  617,  120  C.  C.  A.  45,  Ann.  Cas. 
1915A,  637;  Ohman  v.  City  of  New 
York,  168  Fed.  953,  961;  Chamberlain 
V.  Mensing,  51  Fed.  511.  See  Light  v. 
Gray   250  Fed.  631. 

[a]  In  a  single  covint  where  they 
arise  from  a  single  occurrence.  J.  W. 
Bishop  Co.  V.  Shelhorse,  141  Fed.  643, 
72  C.  C.  A.  337. 

3.  Cottier  v.   Stimson,   18  Fed.   689. 

fa]  As  to  Bight  To  Plead  Incon- 
sistent Defenses.  —  Tomkins  v.  Pater- 
son,  239  Fed.  402. 

4.  See  supra,  TV,  C. 

5.  Cole  V.  Carson,  153  Fed.  278,  82 
C.  C.  A.  408;  Eoberts  v.  Langenbach, 
119  Fed.  349,  56  C.  C.  A.  253.  See 
Whelan  v  Eio  Grande  "Western  E.  Co., 
Ill  Fed.  326. 

[a]  Defendant  is  not  bound  to  so 
present  the  issue  of  jurisdiction,  though 
he  may  do  so.  Jones  v.  Eowley,  73  Fed. 
286.   See  supra,  IV,  D,  1. 

6.  Wetzel  &  T.  E.  Co.  v.  Tennis 
Bros.  Co.,  145  Fed.  458,  75  C.  C.  A.  266, 
affirming  140  Fed.  193;  Derk  P.  Yonk- 
erman  Co.  v.  Charles  H.  Puller's  Adv. 
Agency,  135  Fed.  613. 

7.  Eoberts  v.  Lewis,  144  IT.  S.  653, 
12  Sup.  Ct.  781,  36  L.  ed.  579.  See  also 
Kalloch  V.  Hoagland,  239  Fed.  252,  152 
C.  C.  A.  240. 

8.  Old  Wayne  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
McDonough,  204  U.  S.  8,  27  Sup.  Ct. 
236,  51  L.  ed.  345;   Hodges  v.  Easton, 
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the  general  issue,'  or  a  denial  on  information  and  belief,"  and  what 
matters  must  be  specially  pleaded.^^ 

Admissions.  —  The  federal  courts  will  follow  state  statutes  to  the  effect 
that  allegations  in  a  pleading  which  are  not  denied  by  the  pleading  of 
the  adverse  party,^^  or  which  are  not  denied  under  oath,^'  are  to  be 
taken  as  true,  and  will  be  controlled  by  the  state  practice  in  determin- 
ing whether  denials  in  an  answer  are  qualified  by  subsequent  admis- 
sions.^* 

b.  Amendments.  —  Congress  has  to  some  extent  made  provision, 
both  generaP"  and  special,^"  for  amendments;  and  the  federal  courts 
are,  of  course,  bound  to  follow  these  acts  as  far  as  they  go,  rather  than 
any  contrary  or  inconsistent  state  practice.^^   Nevertheless  federal  courts 


106  TJ.  S.  408,  410,  1  Sup.  Ct.  307,  27 

L.  ed.  169;  Hardy  v.  Chicago,  St.  P., 
^M.  &  O.  E.  Co.,  172  Fed.  454  (contrib- 
'tory  negligence) ;    First   Nat.   Bank   v. 

Hamor,  47  Fed.  36,  existence  of  alleged 

judgment. 

[a]  Will  follow  the  common-law 
rule,  applicable  in  the  state,  that,  in  an 
action  in  case,  defendant  may  show 
contributory  negligence  under  a  gen- 
eral traverse.  Canadian  Pac.  E.  Co.  v. 
Clark,  73  Fed.  76,  20  C.  C.  A.  447,  74 
Fed.  362,  reversing  69  Fed.  543. 

[b]  Citizenship. —  (1)  Such  a  denial 
is  sufS.cient  to  put  in  issue  allegations 
as  to  the  citizenship  of  the  parties, 
where,  under  the  state  code,  it  puts  in 
issue  every  material  allegation  of  the 
petition.  Roberts  v.  Lewis,  144  TJ.  S. 
653,  12  Sup.  Ct.  781,  36  L.  ed.  579; 
Lindsay-Bitton  Live  Stock  Co.  v.  Jus- 
tice, 191  Fed.  163,  111  C.  C.  A.  525; 
Toledo  Traction  Co.  v.  Cameron,  137 
Fed.  48,  53,  69  C.  C.  A.  28;  Yocum  v. 
Parker,  130  Fed.  770,  66  C.  C.  A.  80. 
(2)  The  main  opinion  in  the  case  of 
Hill  V.  Walker,  167  Fed.  241,  92  C.  C. 
A,  633,  holds  to  the  contrary,  but,  as 
pointed  out  in  Lindsay-Bitton  Live 
Stock  Co.  V.  Justice,  supra,  one  of  the 
other  judges  hearing  that  case  dis- 
sented, and  the  third  judge  concurred 
in  the  result  on  other  grounds. 

9.  West  V.  Smith,  101  TJ.  S.  263,  25 
L.  ed.  809,  general  issue  with  notice. 

10.  Wells  Co.  V.  Gastonia  Cotton 
Mfg.  Co.,  198  U.  S.  177,  25  Sup.  Ct. 
640,  49  L.  ed.  1003;  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Hamor,  47  Fed.  36. 

11.  Southern  E.  Co.  f.  King,  160 
Fed.  332,  87  C.  C.  A.  284,  invalidity  of 
statute;  Preferred  Ace.  Ing.  Co.  v. 
Barker,  93  Fed.  158,  35  C.  C.  A.  250, 
res  judicata;  Imperial  Ref.  Co.  v.  Wy- 
man,  38  Fed.  574,  3  L.  E.  A.  503. 


[a]  Facts  controTerting  plaintiff's 
general   allegation   of  performance    of 

conditions  precedent.  Halferty  v.  Wil- 
mering,  112  U.  S.  713,  5  Sup.  Ct.  364, 
28  L.  ed.  858.  See  also  Stratton  v.  Es- 
sex County  Park  Com.,  164  Fed.  90L 

[b]  As  to  the  effect  of  state  stat- 
utes abolishing  special  pleas,  see  Fng- 
lish  V.  Ealston,  112  Fed.  272. 

12.  Deputron  v.  Young,  134  TJ.  S. 
241,  250,  10  Sup.  Ct.  539,  33  L.  ed.  923; 
Robertson  v.  Perkins,  129  TJ.  S.  233,  9 
Sup.  Ct.  279,  32  L.  ed.  686;  Buckeye 
Cotton  Oil  Co.  V.  Sloan,  250  Fed.  712, 
163  C.  C.  A.  44,  falsely  of  alleged  libel. 

13.  County  of  Ealls  v.  Douglass,  105 
V.  S.  728,  732,  26  L.  ed.  957. 

14.  School  Dist.  v.  Chapman,  152 
Fed.  887,  895,  82  C.  C.  A.  35. 

15.  Eev.  St.,  §  954,  Comp.  St.,  1916, 
§1591,  requiring  defects  in  form  to  be 
disregarded  unless  specially  demurred 
to,  and  authorizing  the  court  to  per- 
mit either  party  to  amend  any  defect 
in  the  process  or  pleadings  upon  such 
conditions  as  it  shall  in  its  discretion 
and  by  its  rules  prescribe. 

16.  See  Jud.  Code,  §  274a,  Comp.  St., 
1916,  §1251a  (providing  for  amendment 
of  pleadings  in  suits  at  law  or  in 
equity,  to  correct  the  error  of  bringing 
suit  on  the  wrong  side  of  the  court), 
and  Jud.  Code,  i274c,  Comp.  St.,  1916, 
§1251c,  providing  for  amendment  to 
show  jurisdiction  on  ground  of  diverse 
citizenship. 

17.  Mexican  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Duthie, 
189  TJ.  S.  76,  23  Sup.  Ct.  610,  47  L.  ed. 
715;  Hudgins  v.  Kemp,  18  How.  (TJ.  S.) 
530,  15  L.  ed.  511;  Salyer  v.  Consolida- 
tion Coal  Co.,  246  Fed.  794,  159  C.  C. 
A.  96  (certiorari  denied  in  246  TJ.  S. 
669,  38  Sup.  Ct.  345,  62  L.  ed.  931); 
Erie  E.  Co.  v.  Schmidt,  225  Fed.  513, 
140  C.  C.  A.  655;  Lange  v.  Union  Pac. 
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may  and  do  follow  the  local  state  practice  in  so  far  as  it  is  not  incon- 
sistent with  these  acts  of  congress.*'  It  has,  however,  been  held  that  the 
state  practice  will  not  be  followed  in  determining  whether  amendments, 
when  authorized  and  made,  work  a  waiver  of  substantial  rightsf  or  a 
release  of  errors.*' 

e.  Set-off  and  Counterclaim.  —  State  statutes  control  in  determin- 
ing what  may  be  pleaded  as  a  set-off^"  or  counterclaim,**  but  not  as  to 
the  right  to  plead  an  equitable  set-off  in  an  action  at  law.'' 

The  state  practice  also  governs  as  to  the  manner  in  which  a  set-off  or 


E.  Co.,  126  Fed.  338,  62  C.  C.  A.  48 
(certiorari  denied,  193  U.  S.  671,  24 
Sup.  Ct.  853,  48  L.  ed.  841) ;  North  Chi- 
cago St.  E.  Co.  V.  Burnham,  102  Fed. 
669,  42  C.  C.  A.  584  (introducing  new 
issues  after  verdict) ;  Van  Doren  v. 
Pennsylvania  E.  Co.,  93  Fed.  260,  35 
C.  C.  A.  282;  Bowden  v.  Burnham,  59 
Fed.  752,  8  C.  C.  A.  248;  Manitowoc 
Malting  Co.  v.  Fuechtwanger,  169  Fed. 
983;  Do  Valle  Da.  Costa  v.  Southern 
Pac.  Co.,  167  Fed.  654. 

18.  Henderson  v.  Louisville  &  N.  E. 
Co.,  123  U.  S.  61,  8  Sup.  Ct.  60,  31  L. 
ed.  92;  West  v.  Smith,  101  U.  S.  263, 
25  L.  ed.  809;  Truckee  Eiver  Gen.  Elec. 
Co.  V.  Benner,  211  Fed.  79,  127  C.  C. 
A.  503;  Williams  v.  W.  B.  Scaife  & 
Sons  Co.,  227  Fed.  922;  Hannum  v. 
Jerome,  184  Fed.  179;  Lemau  v.  Balti- 
more &  O.  E.  Co.,  128  Fed.  191;  Nuss- 
taum  V.  Northern  Ins.  Co.,  40  Fed.  337. 
See  Van  Doren  v.  Pennsylvania  E.  Co., 
93  Fed.  260,  35  C.  C.  A.  282;  Eeardon 
V.  Balaklala  Consol.  Cop.  Co.,  193  Fed. 
189. 

[a]  To  Conform  to  the  Proof. 
Liverpool  &  L.  &  6.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Gunther, 
116  V.  S.  113,  126,  6  Sup.  Ct.  306,  29 
L.  ed.  575;  Bryson  v.  Gallo,  180  Fed. 
70,  103  C.  C.  A.  424.  "In  allowing 
amendments  to  conform  to  the  proof, 
the  federal  courts  will  follow  a  state 
statute  defining  a  material  variance." 
Hodges  V.  Kimball,  91  Fed.  845,  849, 
34  C.  C.  A.  103. 

[b]  As  to  number  of  amended  peti- 
tions which  may  be  filed.  Woodward  v. 
Gould,  28  Fed.  736. 

[c]  Where  a  state  statute  allows 
an  amendment  at  any  stage  of  a  case 
as  a  matter  of  right,  the  federal  court 
will  not  exercise  its  discretion  to  deny 
it,  Hodges  v.  Kimball,  91  Fed.  845,  34 
G.  C.  A.  103. 

[d]  A  state  statute  allowing  amend- 
ments introducing  new  causes  of  ac- 

Vol.  XXV 


tion,  and  the  state  decisions  as  to  what 
does  or  does  not  constitute  a  new  cause 
of  action.  Hodges  v.  Kimball,  91  Fed. 
845,  34  C.  C.  A.  103;  Chamberlain  v. 
Mensing,  51  Fed.  511.  See  generally  the 
title  "New  Cause  of  Action  or  De- 
fense." But  see  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  E.* 
Co.  V.  Wulf,  226  U.  S.  570,  33  Sup.  Ct. 
135,  57  L.  ed.  355,  Ann.  Cas.  1914B, 
134. 

[e]  Amendment  of  Bill  of  Particu- 
lars.—  Lamar  v.  Spalding,  154  Fed.  27, 
83  C.  C.  A.  111.  See  the  title  "BiUs  of 
Particulars." 

19.  Williamson  v.  Liverpool  &  L.  & 
G.  Ins.  Co.,  141  Fed.  54,  72  C.  C.  A.  542, 

5  Anrl.  Cas.  402. 

20.  Dushane  v.  Benedict,  120  IT.  S. 
630,  7  Sup.  Ct.  696,  30  L.  ed.  810;  Part- 
ridge V.  Phoenix  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  15 
Wall.  (IT.  S.)  573,  580,  21  L.  ed.  229; 
Charmley  v.  Sibley,  73  Fed.  980,  20  C. 
C.  A.  157;  Arkwright  Mills  v.  Aultman 

6  Taylor  Mach.  Co.,  128  Fed.  195.  See 
also  Merchants  Heat  &  L.  Co.  v.  Clow 
&  Sons,  204  U.  S.  286,  27  Sup.  Ct.  285, 
51  L.  ed.  488;  West  v.  Aurora  City,  6 
Wall.  (IT.  S.)  139,  18  L.  ed.  819. 

21.  Californian  Canneries  Co.  v.  Pa- 
cific Sheet  Metal  Works,  164  Fed.  978, 
91  C.  C.  A.  106  (^affirming  144  Fed.  886) ; 
Walsh  Construction  Co.  v.  Cleveland, 
250  Fed.  137. 

22.  Scott  V.  Armstrong,  146  IT.  S. 
499,  13  Sup.  Ct.  148,  36  L.  ed.  1059; 
Anglo-American  Land,  M.  &  A.  Co.  v. 
Lombard,  132  Fed.  721,  731,  28  C.  C. 
A.  89  (certiorari  denied,  196  IT.  S.  638, 
25  Sup.  Ct.  793,  49  L.  ed.  630) ;  Crissey 
V.  Morrill,  125  Fed.  878,  60  C.  C.  A.  460. 
See  supra,  IV,  C. 

[a]  Federal  statute  now  permits 
equitable  relief  in  actions  at  law.  See 
Act  Mar.  3,  1915,  o.  90,  38  St.  at  L. 
956,  Comp.  St.,  1916,  §1251b,  Jud.  Code, 
§274b. 
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counterclaim  must  be  pleaded,"  how  it  shall  be  disposed  of,'*  and  as  to 
whether  matter  constituting  a  counterclaim  which  is  not  set  up  in  the 
answer  may  thereafter  be  made  the  basis  of  a  separate  aetion.^^ 

d.  Replication.  —  The  state  practice  as  to  replication  in  law  actions 
is  followed  in  the  federal  courts,^'  except  as  the  matter  may  be  gov- 
erned by  act  of  congress.^' 

e.  Verification.  —  State  statutes  requiring  the  verification  of  plead- 
ings are  controlling.^' 

f.  Objections  to  Pleadings.  —  (!•)  G-enerally,  —  The  state  practice 
will  be  followed  as  to  the  time  and  manner  of  taking  objections  to 
pleadings,''"  and  the  waiver  or  cure  of  defects,^"  except  as  otherwise  pro- 
vided by  act  of  congress.^^ 

(H.)  Demurrers.  —  Except  as  congress  has  otherwise  provided,"  the 
state  practice  controls  as  to  the  form  of  demurrers,"  and  as  to  what 
matters  may  be  taken  advantage  of  by  demurrer,^*  as  does  a  statute  as 


23.  See  Davis  v.  Bessemer  City  Cot- 
ton Mills,  178  Fed.  784,  102  C.  C.  A. 
232;  Groton  Bridge  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Amer- 
ican Bridge  Co.,  151  Fed.  871,  879. 

24.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  As  to  whether  an  affirmative 
judgment  may  be  rendered  thereon. 
Dotson  V.  Kirk,  180  Fed.  14,  103  C.  C. 
A.  368. 

[b]  After  dismissal  by  plaintiff,  as 
to  the  right  of  defendant  to  proceed 
on  his  set-off  as  an  independent  claim. 
Meyer,  Weis  &  Co.  v.  Gateus,  4  Fed.  35. 

25.  Virginia-Carolina  Chem.  Co.  v. 
Kirven,  215  U.  8.  252,  30  Sup.  Ct.  78, 
54  L.  ed.  179. 

26.  See  Boatmen's  Bank  v.  Fritzlen, 
221  Fed.  154,  137  C.  C.  A.  45;  Hartley 
V.  Lapidus  &  Holub  Co.,  216  Fed.  92, 
132  C.  C.  A.  336. 

27.  See  Jud.  Code,  §274b,  Comp.  St., 
1916,  il251b,  where  equitable  defense 
made  in  action  at  law. 

28.  Simon  v.  American  Tobacco  Co., 
192  Fed.  662  (answer  of  corporation); 
Cottier  v.  Stimson,  18  Fed.  689,  pleas. 
See  Gold  Hunter  Min.  &  S.  Co.  v.  Bow- 
den,  262  Fed.  388,  164  C.  C.  A.  312. 

[a]  Beciuiring  a  verified  denial  of 
the  execution  or  assignment  of  written 
instruments.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  E. 
Co.  V.  Knight,  122  V.  S.  79,  96,  7  Sup. 
Ct.  1132,  30  L.  ed.  1077;  County  of 
Ralls  V.  Douglass,  105  TJ.  S.  728,  732, 
26  L.  ed.  957. 

29.  Merchants'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Buckner, 
110  Fed.  345,  49  C.  C.  A.  80;  Werthein 
V.  Continental  R.  &  T.  Co.,  11  Fed.  689, 
pleas  in  abatement.  See  S.  M.  Hamil- 
ton Coal  Co.  V.  Watts,  232  Fed.  832,  147 
C.   C.   A.   26;   Brazoria   v.  Youngstown 


Bridge  Co.,  80  Fed.  10,  25  C.  C.  A.  306. 
Cuthbert  v.  Galloway,  35  Fed.  466. 
But  see  United  Kansas  Port.  Cem.  Co. 
V.  Harvey,  216  Fed.  316,  132  C.  C.  A. 
460,  refusing  to  follow  state  practice 
permitting  objection  to  evidence  on 
ground  that  complaint  does  not  state  a 
cause  of  action. 

30.  Central  Vermont  E.  Co.  v.  White, 
238  U.  S.  507,  35  Sup.  Ct.  865,  59  L.  ed. 
1433,  Ann.  Gas.  1916B,  252.  See  supra, 
IV,  D,  7,  a.  But  see  Williamson  v. 
Liverpool  &  London  &  G.  Ins.  Co.,  141 
Fed.  54,  72  C.  C.  A.  542,  5  Ann.  Cas. 
402. 

31.  See  Eev,  St.,  §954,  Comp.  S^., 
1916,  §1591. 

32.  See  Eev.  St.,  §954,  Comp.  St., 
1916,  §  1591,  requiring  special  demurrer 
to  matters  of  form. 

33.  Van  Doren  v.  Pennsylvania  E. 
Co.,  93  Fed.  260,  35  C.  C.  A.  282  (only 
grounds  specified  can  be  relied  on); 
Brown  i).  Cumberland  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co., 
181  Fed.  246,  stating  objection  relied 
on.  See  Day  v.  Atlantic  C.  L.  E.  Co., 
179  Fed.  26,  102  C.  C.  A.  654. 

34.  Eoberts  v.  Lewis,  144  TJ.  S.  653, 
12  Sup.  Ct.  781,  36  L.  ed.  579.  See 
Norfolk  &  Portsmouth  Traction  Co.  v. 
Eephan,  188  Fed.  276,  110  C.  0.  A.  254. 

[a]  Whether  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions may  be.  Chemung  Canal  Bank  v. 
Lowery,  93  XT.  S.  72,  23  L.  ed.  806; 
Gray  v.  Grand  Trunk  W.  E.  Co.,  156 
Fed.  736,  84  C.  C.  A.  392.  See  also  Da- 
vis V.  Mills,  121  Fed.  703,  58  C.  C.  A. 
123;  Eatican  v.  Terminal  E.  Assn.,  114 
Fed.  666. 

[b]  For  lack  of  verification  to  plea. 
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to  notice  of  hearing  on  demurrer.^'  It  has  been  held  that  a  state  prac- 
tice requiring  all  questions  so  raised  to  be  decided  on  demurrer  need  not 
be  followed  where  no  substantial  right  of  the  demurrant  will  be  denied 
by  postponing  some  of  such  questions  until  the  trial."  Nor  is  it  neces- 
sary for  a  federal  court  to  follow  a  state  statute  as  to  the  practice  upon 
overruling  a  demurrer." 

(III.)  Motions.  —  State  statutes  as  to  motions  to  strike  out  pleadings,'* 
or  to  make  them  more  definite  and  certain,'*  will  be  followed. 

g.  Variance.  —  State  statutes  are  controlling  in  determining  when 
a  variance  is  to  be  deemed  material,*"  and  as  to  permitting  amendments 
to  cure  variances.*^ 

8.  Dismissal,  Discontinuance  and  Nonsuit.*'  —  Except  as  otherwise 
provided  by  congress,*'  state  statutes  as  to  dismissal,**  granting  a  com- 
pulsory nonsuit,*^  and  as  to  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  dismiss  or  take 
a  nonsuit  without  prejudice,*"  will  be  followed  in  the  federal  court.  But 


Bell  V.  Vicksburg,  23  How.  (U.  S.)  443, 
16  L.  ed.  579. 

35.  Eosenbach  v.  Dreyf uss,  2  Fed.  23. 

36.  Kent  v.  Bay  State  Gas  Co.,  93 
Fed.  887. 

37.  Boultbee  v.  International  Paper 
Co.,  229  Fed.  951,  144  C.  C.  A.  233,  as 
to  entry  of  judgment  for  plaintiff  upon 
overrnling  demurrer  to  replication. 

38.  Buckeye  Powder  Co.  v.  E.  I. 
Du  Pont  De  Nemours  Powder  Co.,  196 
Ped.  514. 

39.  Gadonnex  v.  New  Orleans  K.  Co., 
128  Fed.  805. 

40.  Liverpool  &  L.  &  G.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Gunther,  116  XJ.  S.  113,  127,  6  Sup.  Ct. 
306,  29  L.  ed.  575;  Pryson  v.  Gallo,  180 
Fed.  70,  103  C.  C.  A.  424;  Hodges  v. 
Kimball,  91  Fed.  845,  34  C.  C.  A.  103. 
See  generally  the  title  "Variance  and 
railure  of  Proof." 

41.  Liverpool.  &  L.  &  G.  Ins.  Co.  ■». 
Gunther,  116  U.  S.  113,  127,  6  Sup.  Ct. 
306,  29  L.  ed.  575;  Bryson  v.  Gallo,  180 
Fed.  70,  103  C.  C.  A.  424;  Hodges  v. 
Kimball,  91  Fed.  845,  34  C.  C.  A.  103. 
See  supra,  IV,  D,  7,  b. 

42.  See  generally  the  title  "Dis- 
missal, Discontinuance  and  Nonsuit." 

43.  See  federal  statutes. 

44.  See  S.  M.  Hamilton  Coal  Co.  v. 
Watts,  232  Fed.  832,  147  C.  C.  A.  26. 

fa]  But  federal  courts  are  not 
bound  hy  a,  state  statute  requiring  a 
dismissal  unless  further  proceedings  are 
had  within  a  specified  time  after  a  case 
is  remanded  by  an  appellate  court  for 
a  new  trial  or  for  further  proceedings. 
Manitowoc  Malting  Co.  v.  Feucht- 
wanger,  196  Fed.  506. 

Vpl.  XXV 


45.  Coughran  v.  Bigelow,  164  TJ.  S. 
301,  308,  17  Sup.  Ct.  117,  41  L.  ed.  442; 
Meehan  v.  Valentine,  145  U.  S.  611,  618, 
12  Sup.  Ct.  972,  36  L.  ed.  835;  Central 
Transp.  Co.  v.  Pullman's  Palace  Car 
Co.,  139  U.  S.  24,  11  Sup.  Ct.  478,  35 
L.  ed.  55;  E.  D.  Cole  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Men- 
denhall,  240  Fed.  641,  153  C.  C.  A.  439; 
Board  of  Comrs.  v.  Home  Sav.  Bank, 
200  Fed.  28,  35.  Compare  Dominion 
Trust  Co.  V.  National  Surety  Co.,  221 
Fed.  618,  137  C.  C.  A.  642,  Ann.  Cas. 
1917C,  447. 

[a]  "If  the  state  law  permits  a 
nonsuit  where  the  evidence  with  all  the 
inferences  to  be  drawn  therefrom 
would  not  sustain  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff,"  the  federal  court  may  grant 
one  under  such  circumstances.  Eusso- 
Chinese  Bank  v.  National  Bank  of 
Commerce,  187  Fed.  80,  109  C.  C.  A. 
398. 

46.  Barrett  v.  Virginian  E.  Co.,  250 
U.  S.  473,  39  Sup.  Ct.  540,  63  L.  ed. 
1092  (when  and  how  the  right  may  be 
asserted);  Alsop  v.  McCombs,  253  Fed. 
949,  165  C.  C.  A.  391;  Cybur  Lumb.  Co. 
V.  Erkhart,  247  Fed.  284,  159  C.  C.  A.  378; 
Pannill  v.  Eoanoke  Times  Co.,  252  Fed. 
910;  Whitted  v.  Southwestern  Tel.  & 
Tel.  Co.,  217  Fed.  835;  Drummond  v. 
Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  109  Fed.  531; 
Nussbaum  v.  Northern  Ins.  Co.,  40  Fed. 
337;  Meyer,  Weis  &  Co.  ■».  Gateus,  4 
Fed.  35,  notwithstanding  plea  of  set- 
off. 

But  see  Cogdill  l>.  Whiting  Mfg.  Co., 
212  Fed.  658,  129  C.  C.  A.  194;  Pyrene 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Castle,  240  Fed.  841. 

[a]  After  the  court  has  announced 
its  intention  to  direct  a  verdict  for 


UNITED  STATES  COURTS 


487 


as  to  the  circumstances  under  wlych  a  verdict  should  be  directed  the 
federal  courts  follow  their  own  practice.*' 

9.  Continuances.  —  The  granting  or  refusal  of  an  application  for 
a  continuance  because  of  the  absence  of  a  witness  is  discretionary  in  the 
federal  courts,  even  though  the  continuance  may  be  a  matter  of  right 
under  a  state  statute.*'  But  it  has  been  held  that  a  state  statute  as  to 
the  length  of  a  continuance  should  be  followed.** 

10.  Reference.  —  In  view  of  the  federal  statutes  in  regard  to  the 
trial  of  issues  of  fact,  state  statutes  permitting  a  reference  in  actions  at 
law  have  no  application  in  the  federal  courts.""  Such  statutes  may  be 
followed  as  to  matters  of  practice  and  procedure,  however,  where  a  ref- 
erence is  had  by  consent  of  parties,"^  provided  it  will  not  tend  to  defeat 
the  ends  of  justice.'^ 

11.  Evidence  and  Practice  Connected  Therewith.  —  In  accordance 
with  the  general  rules  and  subject  to  the  qualifications  already  discussed, 
the  state  law  of  evidence  will  be  followed.*^  But  special  provisions  of 
the  federal  statutes  relative  to  the  competency  or  admissibility  of  evi- 
dence must  be  followed,  rather  than  state  laws  or  practice  in  conflict 
therewith.** 


defendant,  (1)  but  before  sueh  direc- 
tion has  been  given.  Knight  v.  Illinois 
Cent.  E.  Co.,  180  Fed.  368,  103  C.  C.  A. 
514;  Meyer  v.  National  Biscuit  Co., 
168  Fed.  906,  94  C.  C.  A.  335;  Chicago, 
M.  &  St.  P.  E.  Co.  V.  MetalstafE,  101 
Fed.  769,  41  C.  C.  A.  669;  Duffy  v. 
Glucose  Sugar  Eef.  Co.,  141  Fed.  206; 
Gassman  v.  Jarvis,  94  Fed.  603;  Wol- 
cott  V.  Studebaker,  34  Fed.  8.  (2) 
In  Parks  v.  Southern  E.  Co.,  74 
C.  C.  A.  414,  143  Fed.  276,  and  Huntt 
V.  MeNamee,  72  C.  C.  A.  441,  141  Fed. 
293,  it  was  held  that  a  state  practice, 
not  based  upon  statute,  permitting  a 
plaintiff  to  take  a  nonsuit  after  defend- 
ant's motion  for  a  directed  verdict  had 
been  sustained  was  not  binding  on  the 
federal  courts,  but  that  in  said  courts 
under  such  circumstances  it  was  dis- 
cretionary with  the  judge  either  to  per- 
mit a  nonsuit  or  to  direct  a  verdict. 

[b]  After  reversal  of  a  judgment 
for  plaintiff  and  remand  for  a  new 
trial.  Connecticut  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Man- 
ning, 177  Fed.  893,  101   C.  C.  A.  107. 

47.  See  infra,  IV,  D,  12,  e. 

48.  Texas  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Nelson,  50 
Fed.  814,  1  C.  C.  A.  688. 

49.  Barker  v.  Ladd,  3  Sawy.  44,  2 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  990. 

50.  Swift  &  Co.  V.  Jones,  145  Fed. 
489,  76  C.  C.  A.  253  (reversing  135  Fed. 
437) ;  United  States  v.  Wells,  203  Fed. 
146.  Compare  Tiernan  v.  Chicago  L. 
Ins.  Co.,  214  Fed.  238,  131  C.  C.  A.  884. 


51.  Boatmen's  Bank  v.  Trower  Bros. 
Co.,  181  Fed.  804,  104  0.  C.  A.  314, 
reversing  171  Fed.  964,  requiring  the 
referee  to  return  to  the  court  with  his 
report  the  evidence  taken  before  him. 

[al  Though  state  practice  in  con- 
ducting a  reference  in  an  action  at  law 
may  be  followed  by  stipulation,  the 
rules  as  to  the  entry  of  judgment  and 
of  hearing  upon  appeal  or  by  writ  of 
error  are  controlled  by  the  federal  stat- 
utes and  the  practice  of  the  federal 
courts.  Alder  v.  Bdenborn,  198  Fed. 
928. 

52.  Boatmen 's  Bank  v.  Trower  Brog. 
Co.,  181  Fed.  804,  104  C.  C.  A.  314, 
reversing  171  Fed.  964. 

53.  American  Issue  Pub.  Co.  v. 
Sloan,  248  Fed.  251,  160  C.  C.  A.  329. 
See  Downs  v.  Wall,  176  Fed.  657,  100 
C.  C.  A.  209. 

Not  in  Criminal  Cases.  —  See  supra, 
TV,  A. 

[a]  This  rule  does  not  include  the 
limits  of  cross-examination  prescribed 
by  state  statute,  since  this  is  not  a  mat- 
ter of  procedure,  a  law  of  evidence,  or 
a  rule  of  competency,  but  is  a  subject 
within  the  personal  conduct  and  admin- 
istration of  the  trial  by  the  judge  and 
not  governed  by  state  law.  American 
Issue  Pub.  Co.  V.  Sloan,  248  Fed.  251, 
160  C.  C.  A.  329.    See  infra,  IV,  D,  12. 

54.  Whitford  v.  Clark  County,  119 
U.  8.  522,  7  Sup.  Ct.  306,  30  L.  ed.  500. 

Voj.  XXV 


488 


UNITED  STATES  COVETS 


The  federal  statutes  govern  the  practice  as  to  the  mode  of  summoning 
witnesses,'"  and  the  taking  of  testimony,"^  and  as  to  the  production  of 
hooks  and  papers  containing  evidence,''  and  state  statutes  do  not  apply. 
In  view  of  the  provision  of  the  federal  statutes  that  the  mode  of  taking 
proof  in  common-law  actions  shall  be  by  oral  testimony  and  examina- 
tion of  witnesses  in  open  court,  statutes  providing  for  the  examination 
of  a  party  before  trial  are  not  applicable  in  the  federal  courts.'*  State 
statutes  permitting  the  issuance  of  subpoenas  duces  tecum  will  be  fol- 
lowed, however,'^  and  as  to  the  manner  of  taking  advantage  of  the  in- 
sufficiency of  adverse  party's  evidence.*'  It  has  been  held  that  the  state 
practice  will  be  followed  in  determining  the  burden  of  proof  in  statutory 
actions.'* 

Competency  of  Witnesses.— By  act  of  congress  it  is  expressly  provided 
that  the  competency  of  a  witness  to  testify  in  any  civil  action,  suit,  or 
proceeding  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States  shall  be  determined  by 
the  laws  of  the  state  or  territory  in  which  the  court  is  held,**  This  stat- 


55.  Texas  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Nelson,  50 
Fed.  814,  1  C.  C.  A.  688. 

56.  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Nelson,  50 
Fed.  814,  1  C.  C.  A.  688.  See  Bev,  St., 
§  861,  Comp.  St.,  1916,  §  1468. 

57.  General  Film  Co.  i).  Sampliner, 
232  Fed.  95,  146  C.  C.  A.  287;  Kaiser 
V,  Chicago,  St.  P.,  M.  &  O.  E.  Co.,  192 
Fed.  1013;  United  Staes-i;.  National 
Lead  Co.,  75  Fed.  94;  Gregory  v.  Chi- 
cago, M.  &  St.  P.  E.  Co.,  10  Fed.  529. 
See  7  Standaed  Proc.  617.  But  see 
Frescole  v.  Lancaster,  70  Fed.  337, 
distinguishing!  between  inspection  of 
papers  to  aid  in  preparation  for  trial 
and  inspection  of  papers  to  be  used  on 
the  trial. 

[a]  Production  at  Taking  of  Deposi- 
tion. —  See  Smith  v.  National  Bank, 
193  Fed.  255. 

58.  Hanks  Dental  Assn.  v.  Inter- 
national Tooth  Crown  Co.,  194  IT.  8. 
303,  24  Sup.  Ct.  700,  48  L.  ed.  989;  Ex 
parte  Fisk,  113  U.  S.  713,  721,  5  Sup. 
Ct.  724,  28  L.  ed.  1117;  National  Cash 
Eegister  Co.  v.  Leland,  94  Fed.  502, 
37  C.  C.  A.  372;  Green  v.  Delaware, 
L.  &  "W.  E.  Co.,  211  Fed.  774;  Cheat- 
ham Elec.  Switching  Device  v.  Amer- 
ican Automatic  Switch  Co.,  198  Fed. 
496;  Barnes  v.  Trees,  194  Fed.  230. 
But  see  Anderson  v.  Mackay,  46  Fed. 
105  (following,  as  not  inconsistent  with 
this  rule,  a  state  statute  permitting 
examination  of  a  defendant  to  enable 
Tilaintiff  to  frame  his  complaint) ; 
Bryant  v.  Leyland,  6  Fed.  125.  See 
generally  the  title  "Discovery." 

Vol.  XXV 


59.  Palmer  v.  Mahin,  120  Fed.  737, 
746,  57  C.  C.  A.  41. 

60.  See  infra,  this  note;  supra,  TV, 
D,  8;  and  also  Fries-Breslin  Co.  v.  Ber- 
gen, 168  Fed.  360.  Compare,  IV,  D, 
12,  e.- 

[a]  Whether  defendant  may  ques- 
tion the  sufficiency  of  plaintiff's  evi- 
dence by  motion  for  a  nonsuit,  or  for 
direction  of  a  verdict,  or  by  demurrer 
to  the  evidence.  Central  Transp.  Co. 
V.  Pullman's  Palace  Car  Co.,  139  TJ.  S. 
24,  39,  11  Sup.  Ct.  478,  35  L.  ed.  55; 
Knight  V.  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.,  180  Fed. 
368,  372,  103  C.  C.  A.  514. 

61.  Sawyer  v.  White,  122  Fed.  223, 
58  C.  C.  A.  587,  in  an  aetion  to  con- 
test a  will  after  probate. 

62.  Eev.  St.,  §  858  (as  amended  by 
Act  June  29,  1906,  c.  3608,  34  St.  at  L. 
618),  Comp.  St.,  1916,  §  1464.  See  Con- 
necticut Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Union 
Trust  Co.,  112  U.  S.  250,  5  Sup.  Ct.  119, 
28  L.  ed.  708;  Potter  v.  National  Bank, 
102  U.  S.  163,  26  L.  ed.  Ill;  In  re 
Hoffman,  199  Fed.  448. 

[a]  The  competency  of  witnesses 
convicted  of  crimes  is  determined  by 
the  law  of  the  state  where  the  trial 
is  had.  See  Wise  v.  Williams,  162  Fed. 
161.  The  exception  formerly  made  by 
Eev.  St.,  i  5392,  in  case  of  witnesses 
convicted  of  perjury,  was  repealed  by 
Grim.   Code,   §  341,   Comp.   St.,   §  10515. 

[b]  Privileged  Communication.  — 
Supreme  Lodge  K.  P.  v.  Meyer,  198 
U.  S.  508,  25  Sup.  Ct.  754,  49  L.  ed. 
1146;  Butler  v.  Fayerweather,  91  Fed. 
458,  33  C,  C.  A.  625. 
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ute  does  not  apply  to  criminal  prosecutions,"^  but  in  this  class  of  cases 
the  common  law  as  modified  by  acts  of  congress  and  judicial  decision, 
prevails.^*  So  also  any  special  provision  made  bj  act  of  congress  as  to 
competency  of  witnesses  generally,  will  control.** 

Physical  Examination  or  Inspection  of  Person,  Premises  and  Appliances. 
The  federal  courts  will  follow  state  statutes  permitting  the  physical 
examination  of  a  party  before  trial,^*  or  an  inspection  of  premises"'  or 
appliances."* 

Depositions.— So  far  as  the  mode  of  taking  depositions  is  concerned,  a 
federal  statute  expressly  provides  that  either  the  method  which  they 
prescribe  or  that  prescribed  by  the  law  of  the  state  in  which  the  court 
sits,  may  be  followed  ;"*  and  this  was  probably  the  law  previous  to  such 
statute.'"'  But  as  to  the  grounds  upon  and  the  circmnstanees  under 
which  depositions  may  be  taken  and  used,  the  federal  statutes  are  alone 
controlling  and  are  not  enlarged  by  this  statute  or  the  conformity  aet.'^ 
'  12.  Trial.  —  a.  Practice  Generally.  —  In  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
conformity  act  was  occasioned  by  the  adoption  codes  of  procedure  in 
some  of  the  states  and  was  intended  merely  to  harmonize  "as  near  aa 


63.  Logan  v.  United  States,  144  IT. 
e.  263,  299,  12  Sup.  Ct.  617,  36  L.  ed. 
429. 

64.  See  the  federal  statutes  and 
Greer  v.  United  States,  245  U.  S.  559, 
38  Sup.  Ct.  209,  62  L.  ed.  469  (holding 
that  the  court  is  not  bound  by  the 
common  law  as  it  existed  at  the  adop- 
tion of  the  constitution),  and  also 
supra,  TV,  A,  Compare,  Maxey  v. 
United  States,  207  Fed.  327,  125  C.  C. 
A.    77. 

65.  King  V.  Worthington,  104  U.  S. 
44,  26  L.  ed.  652. 

[a]  As  to  Transactions  With  Per- 
sons Since  Deceased.  —  Rowland  v. 
Biesecker,  185  Fed.  515,  107  C.  C.  A. 
615.  See  12  Enct.  of  Ev.  731.  But 
see  McBride  v.  Kirkpatrick,  207  Fed. 
893. 

66.  Camden  &  S.  E.  Co.  v.  Stetson, 
177  U.  S.  172,  20  Sup.  Ct.  617,  44  L.  ed. 
721. 

[a]  But  will  not  permit  such  an 
examination  where  there  is  no  state 
statute  authorizing  it.  Union  Pac.  E. 
Co.  V.  Botsford,  141  U.  S.  250,  11  Sup. 
Ct.  I'OOO,  35  L.  ed.  734.  See  generally 
the   title    "Physical   Examination." 

67.  Mills  V.  Providence  Belting  Co., 
145  Fed.  447. 

68.  Wilson  v.  New  England  Nav. 
Co.,  197  Fed.  88,  action  for  personal 
injuries.  -Contra,  Cheatham  Elee. 
Switching  Device  Co.  v.  Transit  Devel. 
Co.,  190  Fed.  202. 

69.  Act  Mar.  9,  1892,  e.  14,  27  St.  at 


L.  7,  Comp.  St.,  1916,  §  1476.  See  also 
Cook  V.  Flagg,  233  Fed.  713;  Wallace 
V.  D.  Appletpn  &  Co.,  161  Fed.  884; 
Blood  V.  Morrin,  140  Fed.  918;  Car- 
rara Paint  Agency  Co.  v.  Carrara  Paint 
Co.,  137  Fed.  319.  Cpmpare,  United 
States  V.  Fifty  Boxes  and  Packages  of 
Lace,  92  Fed.  601. 

[a]  Where  taken  in  accordance 
with  federal  statutes,  the  state  statute 
as  to  time  for  filing  is  not  applicable. 
Walker  v.  Collins,  59  Fed.  70,  8  C.  C. 
A.  1,  judgment  reversed,  167  U.  S.  57, 
17  Sup.  Ct.  738,  42  L.  ed.  76. 

70.  See  McLennan  v.  Kansas  City, 
St.  J.  &  C.  B.  E.  Co.,  22  Fed.  198,  and 
7  Standard  Peoc.  191,  note. 

71.  See  the  following  cases:  Colum- 
bus E.  Co.  V.  Paterson,  143  Fed.  245,  73 
C.  C.  A.  603;  Cheatham  Elec.  Switch- 
ing Co.  V.  Transit  Develop.  Co.,  190 
Fed.  202;  Magone  v.  Colorado  Smelt- 
ing &  Min.  Co.,  135  Fed.  846;  National 
Cash  Eegister  Co.  v.  Leland,  77  Fed. 
242  (affirmed,  94  Fed.  502,  37  C.  C.  A. 
372) ;  Seeley  v.  Kansas  City  Star  Co., 
71  Fed.  554,  use  in  subsequent  suit. 

[a]  Upon  removal  of  the  cause,  de- , 
position  previously  properly  taken  un- 
der the  state  law,  will  not  be  sup- 
pressed because  it  could  not  have  been 
taken  under  the  federal  statutes,  if  the 
witness  is  dead.  United  States  L.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Eoss,  102  Fed.  722,  42  C.  C.  A. 
601,  certiorari  denied,  179  U.  S.  683, 
21  Sup.  Ct.  916,  45  L.  ed.  385. 

Vol.  XXV 


490 


UNITED  STATES  COVETS 


may  be"  the  federal  procedure  in  law  cases  with  that  embodied  in  the 
state  code,  the  federal  courts  have  refused  to  extend  it  to  include  the 
personal  conduct  and  administration  of  the  trial  on  the  part  of  the 
judge  in  tjie  discharge  of  his  separate  functions.''^  Applying  this  quali- 
fication, it  has  been  held  that  the  conformity  act  does  not  govern  the 
mode  and  limits  of  examination  or  cross-examination  of  witnesses,"  the 
scope  of  the  argument,^*  the  manner  of  instructing  the  jury  or  taking 
exceptions  to  the  charge,'®  the  conduct  of  their  deliberations,'"  and,  to 
some  extent  the  practice  with  respect  to  the  questions  submitted  to  them 
and  their  findings  thereon."  Notwithstanding  this  general  qualification 
however,  federal  courts  have  sometimes  conformed  to  state  statutes  regu- 
lating certain  phases  of  the  trial.'*  But  any  matters  of  state  trial  prac- 
tice inconsistent  with  federal  statutes  will  not,  of  course,  be  followed 
by  the  federal  courts.'^ 

b.  Bight  to  Jury  Trial.  —  The  right  to  a  jury  trial,*"  and  the 
method  of  waiving  it,*^  are  prescribed  by  the  federal  constitution  and 
statutes  and  state  statutes  are  not  controlling. 

c.  Instructions.  —  The  federal  courts  are  not  required  to  follow 
state  practice  as  to  the  manner  of  charging  the  jury.*^  Thus,  they  are 
not  bound  by  a  state  practice  requiring  the  court  to  instruct  only  as  to 
the  law,*'  and  forbidding  him  from  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  facts,'* 
requiring  him  to  give  to  the  jury  the  whole  law,*®  or  requiring  instruc- 


72.  See  supra,  IV,  A,  and  also  Amer- 
ican Issue  Pub.  Co.  V.  Sloan,  248  Fed. 
251,  160  C.  C.  A.  329  (and  the  cases 
cited);  Philadelphia  &  R.  E.  Co.  v. 
Marland,  239  Fed.  1,  152  C.  C.  A.  51. 

73.  American  Issue  Pub.  Co.  v. 
Sloan,  248  Fed.  251,  160  C.  C.  A.  329. 

74.  Philadelphia  &  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Sker- 
man,  247  Fed.  269,  159  C.  C.  A.  363. 

75.  See  infra,  IV,  D,  12,  e. 

76.  See  infra,  IV,  D,  12,  d. 

77.  See  infra,  IV,  D,  12,  e. 

78.  See  United  States  v.  John  A. 
Heitz,  238  Fed.  1002,  under  Pennsyl- 
vania affidavit  of  defense  law. 

[a]  Order  of  trial  of  issues  of  fact 
arising  on  different  pleas.  Norton  v. 
Portsmouth,  31  Fed.  326. 

79.  Swift  &  Co.  V.  Jones,  145  Fed. 
489,  76  C.  0.  A.  253. 

80.  Chappell  v.  United  States,  160 
U.  S.  499,  514,  16  Sup.  Ct.  397,  40  L.  ed. 
510;  Swift  &  Co.  V.  Jones,  145  Fed. 
489,  76  C.  C.  A.  263,  .  reversing  135 
Fed.  437.  But  see  Luxton  v.  North 
Eiver  Bridge  Co.,  147  U.  S.  337,  13 
Sup.  Ct.  356,  37  L.  ed.  194,  in  condem- 
nation cases. 

[a]  In  an  action  of  book  account 
provided  for  by  state  statute  the  trial 
must  be  by  jury,  tliough  the  gtat?  ?tat- 
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ute  provides  for  a   trial  by   auditors. 
Sulzer  V.   Watson,  39  Fed.  414. 

81.  Erkel  v.  United  States,  169  Fed. 
623,  95  C.  C.  A.  151;  Lanning  v.  Loek- 
ett,  11  Fed.  814.  See  Kev.  St.,  §  649, 
Comp.  St.,  1916,  §  1587. 

[a]  Not  Applicable  to  Default  Cases. 
Midland  Cent.  Co.  v.  Toledo  Foundry 
&  Maeh.  Co.,  154  Fed.  797,  83  C.  C.  A. 
489. 

82.  Indianapolis  &  St.  L.  E.  Co.  v. 
Horst,  93  U.  S.  291,  300,  23  L.  ed. 
898;  Nudd  v.  Burrows,  91  U.  S.  426, 
441,  23  L.  ed.  286;  United  States  v. 
Oppenheim,  228  Fed.  220.  See  Amer- 
ican Issue  Pub.  Co.  V.  Sloan,  248  Fed. 
251,  160  C.  C.  A.  329. 

[a]  After  retirement  of  juiy  in  the 
absence  of  the  parties.  Yates  v.  Whyel 
Coke  Co.,  221  Fed.  603,  137  C.  C.  A. 
327. 

83.  Nudd  V.  Burrows,  91  U.  S.  426, 
441,  23  L.  ed.  286. 

84.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  E.  Co.  v. 
Vickers,  122  U.  S.  360,  7  Sup.  Ct.  1216, 
30  L.  ed.  1161;  Vioksburg  &  M.  E.  Co. 
V.  Putnam,  118  U.  S.  545,  553,  7  Sup. 
Ct.  1,  30  L.  ed.  257;  Knight  v.  Illinois 
Cent.  R.  Co.,  180  Fed.  368,  103  C.  C.  A. 
514. 

85.  Steers  v.  United  States,  X92  Fed. 

1, 10, 112  c.  c.  4r  m, 
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tions  to  be  in  writing  ;*'  nor  are  they  bound  by  the  state  statutes  as  to 
the  time  or  manner  of  excepting  to  the  charge.*^  They  will  not  follow  a 
state  practice  requiring  the  court  in  cases  tried  without  a  jury  to  rule 
on  propositions  of  law  presented  by  the  parties.^' 

d.  Deliberations  of  the  Jury,  —  The  federal  courts  are  not  required 
to  follow  the  state  practice  as  to  the  papers  which  the  jury  may  take 
with  them  on  their  retirement,'^  nor  are  they  bound  by  state  statutes 
forbidding  the  separation  of  the  jury  after  charge  given  and  before 
verdict  rendered.®" 

e.  Verdicts  and  Findings.  —  Generally  speaking,  the  federal  courts 
will  follow  state  statutes  as  to  the  form  and  effect  of  verdicts.®^  They 
may  in  their  discretion  also  follow  a  state  statute  permitting  plaintiff  to 
remit  a  part  of  a  verdict  or  judgment  in  his  favor ,®^  but  they  are  not 
bound  to  follow  a  state  practice  requiring  the  submission  of  special  in- 
terrogatories or  a  special  verdict,®*  and  even  if  they  do  follow  such 
practice  they  are  not  bound  by  the  statute  as  to  the  effect  or  sufficiency 
of  the  special  findings,  in  determining  what  judgment  to  enter.®*  They 
are  not  bound  by  a  state  statute  or  practice  as  to  separately  stating  the 


86.  Lincoln  v.  Powers,  151  XT.  S. 
436,  442,  14  Sup.  Ct.  387,  38  L.  ed. 
224;  Nudd  v.  Burrows,  91  U.  S.  426, 
441,  23  L.  ed.  286;  Knight  v.  Illinois 
Cent.  R.  Co.,  180  Fed.  368,  103  C.  C  A. 
514;  Mexican  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Glover, 
107  Fed.  356,  362,  46  C.  C.  A.  334. 

87.  Philadelphia  &  R.  E.  Co.  v.  Mar- 
land,  239  Fed.  1,  152  C.  C.  A.  51;  Con- 
sumers' Cotton  Oil  Co.  ■!!(.  Ashburn, 
81  Fed.  331,  26  C.  C.  A.  436.    See  infra, 

IV,  D,  15. 

88.  Streeter  v.  Sanitary  Dist.,  133 
Fed.  124,  66  C.  C.  A.  190;  United 
States  V.  Indian  Grave  Drain.  Dist., 
85  Fed.  928,  29  C.  C.  A.  578. 

89.  Indianapolis  &  St.  L.  E.  Co.  V. 
Horst,  93  V.  S.  291,  30O,  23  L.  ed. 
898;  Nudd  v.  Burrows,  91  U.  S.  426, 
441,  23  L.  ed.  286;  Knight  v.  Illinois 
Cent.  E.  ■  Co.,  180  ;Ped.  368,  372,  103 
0.  C.  A.  514. 

[a]  A  statute  providing  that  all 
written  charges  and  instructions  shall 
he  taken  by  the  jurors  on  their  retire- 
ment, need  not  be  followed.  Western 
Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Burgess,  108  Fed.  26, 
32,  47  C.  C.  A.  168. 

90.  Knight  v.  Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co., 
180  Fed.  368,  372,  103  C.  C.  A.  514; 
Liverpool,  L.  &  G.  Ins.  Co.  v.  N.  &  M, 
Friedman  Co.,  133  Fed.  713,  66  C.  C.  A. 
543. 

91.  Glenn  v.  Sumner,  132  U.  S.  152, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  41,  33  L.  ed.  301;     Knight 

V.  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.,  180  Fed.  368, 


103  C.  C.  A.  514;  Ohman  v.  New  Tork, 
168  Fed,  953.  But  see  Toledo,  St.  L. 
&  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Reardon,  159  Fed.  366, 
86  C.  C.  A.  366. 

[a]  A  state  statute  providing  that 
an  entire  verdict  on  several  counts  shall 
not  be  reversed  on  the  ground  of  any 
defective  count,  if  one  or  more  of  the 
counts  is  sufficient  to  sustain  it.  Bond 
V.  Dustin,  112  U.  S.  604,  609,  5  Sup. 
Ct.  296,  28  L.  ed.  835;  Townsend  v. 
Jemison,  7  How.  (U.  S.)  706,  72^,  12 
L.  ed.  880. 

92.  Pacific  Postal  Tel.  Cable  Co.  v. 
O'Connor,  128  U.  S.  394,  9  Sup.  Ct.  112, 
32  L.  ed.  488;  Alabama  Gold  Life  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Nichols,  109  U.  S.  232,  3  Sup.  Ct. 
120,  27  L.  ed.  915. 

93.  United  States  Mut.  Ace.  Assn. 
V.  Barry,  131  U.  S.  100,  119,  9  Sup.  Ct. 
755,  33  L.  ed.  60;  Indianapolis  &  St.  L. 
E.  Co.  V.  Horst,  93  U.  S.  291,  299,  23 
L.  ed.  898;  Knight  v.  Illinois  Cent.  R. 
Co.,  180  Fed.  368,  372,  103  C.  C.  A.  514; 
Toledo,  St.  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Reardon, 
159  Fed.  366,  86  C.  C.  A.  366;  Aetna 
Life  Ins.  Co.  V.  Vandecar,  86  Fed.  282, 
290,  30  C.  C.  A.  48;  McElwee  v.  Met- 
ropolitan Lumber  Co.,  69  Fed.  302,  319, 
16  C.  C.  A.  232. 

94.  Spokane  &  I.  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Camp- 
bell, 217  Fed.  518,  133  C.  C.  A.  370; 
City  of  Detroit  v.  Grummond,  216  Fed. 
273,  132  C.  C.  A.  417;  McElwee  v.  Met- 
ropolitan Lumb.  Co.,  69  Fed.  302,  16 
C.  C.  A.  232. 
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'  amount  of  different  items  of  damage,®^  or  which  does  not  permit  a  gen- 
eral verdict  where  there  are  several  counts  or  counterclaims.'^  The 
right  of  the  federal  courts  to  amend  verdicts  is  controlled  by  the  federal 
statutes,  and  is  not  affected  by  state  statutes  or  decisions.'^  While  state 
statutes  as  to  the  manner  of  questioning  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence 
may  be  followed,'*  in  determining  whether  a  verdict  should  be  directed 
the  federal  courts  follow  their  own  rules  rather  than  the  state  practice 
or  statutes.''  In  a  case  tried  without  a  jury  a  federal  court  need  not 
follow  a  state  statute  as  to  its  findings  since  this  matter  is  provided  for 
by  federal  statute.^ 

13.  Judgments.  —  The  federal  courts  will  follow  state  statutes  as 
to  the  mode  of  entering  and  recording  judgments,^  providing  for  judg- 
ment non  obstante  veredicto,^  or  for  judgment  against  one  of  several 
parties,*  and  those  authorizing  the  rendition  of  summary  judgments 
against  the  sureties  on  appeal  and  supersedeas  bonds,^  or  providing  for 
judgment  for  lack  of  or  insufficiency  of  an  affidavit  of  del ense.°  In  as- 


95.  Times  Pub.  Co.  v.  Carlisle,  94 
Fed.  762,  771,  36  C.  C.  A.  475,  puni- 
tive damages. 

[a]  In  action  on  employers'  liabil- 
ity act  the  verdict  will  not  specify 
separately  the  amount  allowed  respect- 
ively for  decedent's  suffering  and  for 
lo^s  to  his  dependents.  Kansas  City  S.  B. 
Co.  V.  Leslie,  238  U.  S.  599,  35  Sup.  Ct. 
844,  59  L.  ed.  1478. 

96.  City  of  St.  Charles  v.  Stookey, 
154  Fed.  772,  85  C.  C.  A.  494. 

97.  Is  controlled  by  Eev.  St.,  §954. 
Osborne  v-  Altschul,  93  Fed.  381,  35  C. 
C.  A.  354. 

98.  See  supra,  IV,  D,  8;  IV,  D,  11. 

99.  Barrett  v.  Virginian  E.  Co.,  250 
IT.  S.  473,  39  Sup.  Ct.  540,  68  L.  ed. 
1092.  Compare  Fries-Breslia  Co.  v. 
Bergen,  168  Fed.  860. 

1.  See  Eev.  St.,  §649,  Comp.  St., 
1916,  §  1587,  and  also  Jones  v.  United 
States,  135  Fed.  518,  68  C.  C.  A.  68; 
Streeter  v.  Sanitary  Dist.  of  Chicago, 
133  Fed.  124,  66  C.  C.  A.  190;  Martin- 
dale  V.  Waas,  11  Fed.  551;  Marye  V. 
Strouse,  5  Fed.  494. 

State  statute  providing  for  submis- 
sion of  propositions  of  law  to  the  judge 
for  a  ruling,  see  supra,  IV,  D,  12,  e. 

2.  Knight  v.  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co., 
180  Fed.  368,  103  C.  C.  A.  514.  But  see 
Parks  V.  Turner,  12  How.  (U.  S.)  39, 
13  L.ed.  888. 

[a]  Where  the  state  law  requires 
judgments  to  be  recorded,  and  the  pro- 
ceedings to  be  enrolled,  the  clerks  of 
the  federal  courts  in  that  state  must 
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conform  thereto  and  are  entitled  to 
fees  for  making  such  records.  Morri- 
son V.  Bernards  Township,  85  Fed. 
400. 

[b]  Upon  voluntary  dismissal  by 
plaintiff.  Lapp  v.  Bitter,  88  Fed.  108, 
See  King  v.  McLean  Asylum,  64  Fed. 
331,  12  C.  C.  A.  145. 

3.  City  of  Ft.  Scott  v.  W.  G.  Eads 
Brokerage  Co.,  117  Fed.  51,  54  C.  C. 
A.  437,  certiorari  denied,  187  U.  S.  647, 
23  Sup.  Ct.  846,  47  L.  ed.  348.  See 
Fadley  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  B.  Co.,  153 
Fed.  514,  517,  82  C.  C.  A.' 464. 

[aj  Pennsylvania  Statute,  —  Cor- 
nette  v.  Baltimore  &  0.  E.  Co.,  195 
Fed.  59,  115  C.  C.  A.  61;  Smith  v. 
Jones,  181  Fed,  819,  104  C.  C.  A.  329; 
Baltimore  &  O,  E.  Co.  v.  McCune,  174 
Fed.  991,  98  C.  C.  A.  661;  Fries-Bres- 
lia Co.  V.  Bergen,  176  Fed,  76,  81,  99 
C.  C.  A.  848  {affirming  168  Fed.  360); 
Carstairs  v.  American  Bonding  &  T. 
Co.,  116  Fed.  449,  54  C.  C.  A.  85  (cer- 
tiorari denied,  187  XT.  S.  644,  23  Sup. 
Ct.  844,  47  L.  ed.  346) ;  Troxell  v.  Del- 
aware, L.  &  W.  E.  Co.,  180  Fed.  871, 

4,  Knight  v,  Illinois  Cent,  E.  Co., 
180  Fed.  368,  103  C.  C.  A.  514.  See 
Morgan  v.  Eggers,  127  U.  S.  63,  8  Sup, 
Ct.  1041,  32  L.  ed.  56  (in  ejectment); 
Allen  V.  Clayton,  11  Fed.  73,  attach- 
ment suit. 

5,  Smith  V.  Gaines,  93  IT,  S.  341,  23 
L.  ed.  901;  Gordon  v.  Third  Nat.  Bank, 
56  Fed.  790,  6  C.  C.  A.  125;  Egan  v. 
Chicago,  G.  W.  E.  Co.,  163  Fed.  344. 

6.  Harding,  Whitman  &  Co.  v,  York 
Knitting  Mills,  142  Fed.  228. 


UNITED  STATES  COURTS 


493 


sessing  damages  after  a  default,  state  practice  will  be  followed.' 

"While  federal  courts  may  follow  a  state  statute  as  to  the  sufficiency 
of  a  verdict,^  in  determining  what  Judgment  to  enter  where  special  find- 
ings inconsistent  with  the  general  verdict  have  been  made,  they  are  not 
controlled  by  state  statutes." 

Vacation  of  Judgments.  —  The  right  of  a  federal  court  to  vacate  its 
judgments  during  the  term  at  which  they  are  rendered  is  inherent,  and 
is  unaffected  by  state  statutes."  It  has  no  right  to  do  so  after  the  ex- 
piration of  the  term,  regardless  of  state  statutes  on  the  subject.^^ 

Enforcement  of  Judgments.  —  The  conformity  act  as  such  has  no  ap- 
plication in  matters  relating  to  the  manner  of  enforcing  the  judgments 
of  the  federal  courts,^^  and  the  process  by  which  such  judgments  may  be 
executed  is  not  controlled  by  state  laws.^^  A  federal  statute,  however, 
expressly  gives  the  right,  in  enforcing  a  district  court  judgment  in  a 
law  case,  against  the  debtor 's  property,^*  to  remedies,  by  execution  or 
otherwise,  similar  to  those  provided  in  like  cases  by  the  existing  laws  of 
the  state  where  the  court  sits,  or  by  any  such  subsequently  enacted  laws 
adopted  by  general  rules  of  such  court.**  This  act  adopted  only  those 


7.  Loewe  v.  Union  Sav.  Bank,  226 
Fed.  294;  Johnson  v.  Bridgeport  Deox- 
idized Bronze  &  M.  Co.,  125  Fed.  631. 

[a]  Without  a  Jury.  —  Midland 
Cont.  Co.  V.  Toledo  Foundry  &  Mach. 
Co.,  154  Fed.  797,  83  C.  C.  A.  489. 

8.  See  Bond  v.  Dustin,  112  IT.  S.  604, 
5  Sup.  Ct.  296,  38  L.  ed.  835,  and  supra, 
IV,  D,  12,  e. 

9.  See  supra,  IV,  D,  12,  e. 

10.  Bronson  v.  Schulten,  104  U.  S. 
410,  417,  26  L.  ed.  797;  Southern  Pac. 
Co.  V.  Kelley,  187  Fed.  937,  109  C.  C. 
A.  659;  Loewe  v.  Union  Sav.  Bank,  222 
Fed.  342;  Wellman  v.  Bethea,  213  Fed. 
367.  But  see  Wylie  Permanent  Camp- 
ing Co.  V.  Lynch,  195  Fed.  386,  115  C. 
C.  A.  288,  certiorari  denied,  225  U.  S. 
707,  32  Sup.  St.  839,  56  L.  ed.  1266. 

11.  United  States  v.  Mayer,  235  U. 
S.  55,  35  Sup.  Ct.  16,  59  L.  ed.  129; 
Klever  v.  Seawall,  65  Fed.  373,  12  0. 
C.  A.  653;  United  States  v.  One  Trunk, 
etc.,  155  Fed.  651.  Compare  West  Side 
Irr.  Co.  V.  United  States,  264  Fed.  538. 

Contra,  Virginia,  T.  &  C.  Steel  &  Iron 
Co.  V.  Harris,  151  Fed.  428,  80  C.  C. 
A.  658;  Travelers'  Protective  Assn.  v. 
Gilbert,  111  Fed.  269,  276,  49  C.  C.  A. 
309. 

[a]  The  question  relates  to  the 
power  of  the  court,  and  not  to  the  mode 
of  procedure.  Phillips  v.  Negley,  117 
U.  S.  665,  674,  6  Sup.  Ct.  901,  29  L. 
ed.  1013;  Bronson  v.  Schulten,  104  U. 
S.  410,  417,  26  L.  ed.  797. 

12.  In   re   Chateaugay    Ore    &   Iron 


Co.,  128  U.  S.  544,  9  Sup.  Ct.  150,  32 
L.  ed.  508;  Lamaster  v.  Keeler,  123  U. 
S.  376,  387,  8  Sup.  Ct.  197,  31  L.  ed. 
238. 

13.  Kaill  V.  Board  of  Directors,  194 
Fed.  73,  114  C.  C.  A.  151;  Hart  v. 
Board  of  Liquidation,  12  Fed.  292,  af- 
firmed, 118  U.  S.  136,  6  Sup.  Ct.  995,  30 
L.  ed.  65. 

No  execution  against  revenuo  officers 
in  certain  cases,  see  Eev.  St.,  §989, 
Comp.  St.,  1916,  §1635. 

14.  United  States  v.  Arnold,  69  Fed. 
987,  16  C.  C.  A.  575. 

[a]  But  Not  Against  His  Person. 
Friedly  v.  Giddings,  119  Fed.  438,  judg- 
ment affirmed,  128  Fed.  355,  63  C.  0. 
A.  85,  65  L.  E.  A.  327.  As  to  execution 
against  person  in  federal  courts,  see  16 
Standard  Pboc.  275.  But  see  Ex  parte 
Crawford,  154  Fed.  769,  83  C.  C.  A. 
474,  holding  a  statute  authorizing  ar- 
rest for  fraudulent  removal  or  con- 
cealment of  property  is  a  remedy  to 
reach  the  property  of  the  judgment 
debtor. 

As  to  imprisonment  for  debt,  see  in- 
fra, IV,  D,  18. 

15.  Eev.  St.,  §916,  Comp.  St.,  1916, 
§1540.  See  Davis  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C. 
&  St.  L.  E.  Co.,  217  U.  S.  157,  30  Sup. 
Ct.  463,  54  L.  ed.  708,  27  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  823,  18  Ann.  Cas.  907;  Fink  v. 
O'Neil,  106  U.  S.  272,  1  Sup.  Ct.  325, 
27  L.  ed.  196. 

[a]     This     Provision     Is     Constitu- 
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state  statutes  then  existing.^f  All  subsequent  ones  must  be  adopted  by 
general  rules' of  court  before  they  are  in  force  in  the  federal  courts.^'^ 
The  rule,  however,  need  not  be  in  writing,  but  a  general  practice  may 
become  a  rule.^' 

This  act  does  not  limit  the  power  of  the  court  to  determine  how  its 
process  shall  be  served  after  judgment.^'  State  laws  governing  what 
property  may  be  levied  upon  or  is  exempt  from  levy  are  embraced  by 
this  federal  statute,^"  even  in  the  ease  of  judgments  in  favor  of  the  gov- 
ernment.^^ Judgments  in  criminal  eases  are  not  governed  by  this  pro- 
vision but  by  act  of  congress  providing  for  the  collection  of  fines.^^ 


tional.  —  Ex  parte  Boyd,  105  IT.  S.  647, 
26  L.  ed.  1200. 

[b]  Tbia  section,  rather  than  the 
conformity  act,  controls  in  regard  to 
remedies  for  enforcing  judgments.  La- 
master  V.  Keeler,  123  U.  S.  376,  387,  8 
Sup.  Ct.  197,  31  L.  ed.  238. 

[c]  This  Section  Crovems  Supple- 
mentary Proceedings.  —  Ex  parte  Boyd, 

105  U.  S.  647,  26  L.  ed.  1200.  See  Sus- 
quehanna Coal  Co.  V.  Pratt,  251  Fed. 
665;  Brown  V.  Fletcher,  239  Fed.  360; 
In  re  Quantity  of  Manufactured  To- 
bacco, 10  Ben.  447,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
11,499.  But  see  Begina  Muaic-Box  Co. 
V.  P.  G.  Otto  &  Son,  124  Fed.  747. 

[d]  '  Applies  to  judgments  (1)  in 
favor  of  United  States  (Fink  v.  O  'Neil, 

106  V.  S.  272,  1  Sup.  Ct.  325,  27  L.  ed. 
196.  Allen  v.  Clarli,  126  Fed.  738,  62 
C.  C.  A.  58),  except  (2)  as  federal  stat- 
utes otherwise  provide.  United  States 
V.  Houston,  48  Fed.  207. 

[e]  Suit  in  rem  for  forfeiture  un- 
der revenue  laws.  In  re  Quantity  of 
Manufactured  Tobacco,  10  Ben.  447,  20 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,499. 

[f  ]  Execution  against  a  county  not 
permitted,  see  Clearwater  County  v, 
Pfeffer,  236  Fed.  183,  149  C.  C.  A.  373. 

[g]  No  application  (1)  to  equity 
cases  (see  Hudson  v.  Wood,  119  Fed. 
764),  but  (2)  by  rule  8  decrees  for 
payment  of  money  only,  may  be  en- 
forced by  execution.  See  Brown  v. 
Fletcher,  239  Fed.  360  (supplementary 
,  proceedings) ;  General  Elee.  Co.  v, 
Hurd,  171  Fed.  984. 

[h]  Garnishment.  —  Canal  &  Clai- 
borne Sts.  E.  Co.  V.  Hart,  114  TJ.  S.  654, 
5  Sup.  Ct.  1127,  29  L.  ed.  226.  See  in- 
fra, IV,  D,  17. 

[i]  As  to  mandamus,  see  Stewart  v. 
Justices  of  St.  Clair  County  Court,  47 
Fed.  482. 

16.  Lamaster  v.  Keeler,  123  U.  S. 
376,  387,  8  Sup.  Ct.  197,  31  L.  ed.  238, 
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(only  those  in  force  June  1,  1872); 
Canal  &  Claiborne  Streets  E.  Co.  v. 
Hart,  114  U.  S.  654,  5  Sup.  Ct.  1127, 
29  L.  ed.  226;  Collin  County  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Hughes,  152  Fed.  414,  81  C.  C.  A. 
556,  rehearing  denied,  155  Fed.  389,  83 
C.  C.  A.  661;  General  Electric  Co.  i>. 
Hurd,  171  Fed.  984;  Meyer  v.  Consol- 
idated Ice  Co.,  163  Fed.  400, 

17.  See  preceding  notes, 

18.  Collin  County  Nat.  Bank  •». 
Hughes,  152  Fed.  414,  81  C.  C.  A.  556, 
rehearing  denied,  155  Fed.  389,  83  C. 
C.  A.  661;  Citizens'  Bank  v.  Farwell, 
56  Fed.  570,  6  C.  C.  A.  24. 

[a]  Presumption  as  to  Adoption. 
In  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  con- 
trary, and  when  necessary  to  support 
the  judgment,  when  the  general  prac- 
tice is  to  use  the  remedies  adopted  by 
the  state  statutes,  the  court  of  appeals 
will  presume  that  they  have  been 
adopted  by  a  general  practice  or  a 
general  rule.  Collin  County  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Hughes,  152  i^ed.  414,  81  C.  C.  A. 
556,  rehearing  denied,  155  Fed.  389, 
83  C.  C.  A.  661 ;  Citizens'  Bank  v.  Far- 
well,  56  Fed.  570,  6  C.  C.  A.  24. 

19.  Collin  County  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Hughes,  152  Fed.  414,  81  C.  C.  A.  556, 
rehearing  denied,  155  Fed.  389,  83  C.  C. 
A.  661. 

20.  Thompson  v.  McConnell,  107 
Fed.  33,  46  C.  C.  A.  124;  In  re  Hoag, 
227  Fed.  480,  pension  of  retired  city 
employe;  Manufacturers'  &  Farmers' 
Bank  v.  Bayless,  16  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,050. 

21.  Fink  v.  O'Neil,  106  U.  S.  272, 
1  Sup.  Ct.  325,  27  L.  ed.  196;  Clark  v. 
Allen,  117  Fed.  699. 

22.  See  Fink  v.  O'Neil,  106  U.  S.  272, 
1  Sup.  Ct.  325,  27  L.  ed.  196;  Clark  v. 
Allen,  114  Fed.  374,  and  Eev,  St., 
§§1041,  1042,  Comp.  St.,  1916,  §§1705, 
1706. 

[a]  As  to  execution  or  capias  to 
collect  flne  and  exemptions,  see  Allen 
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Specific  provision  has  been  made  for  appraisal  of  goods  taken  under 
execution,  by  state  appraisers,  and  for  conformity  to  the  state  law  in 
such  matter.^* 

Scire  Facias.  —  The  right  of  the  federal  courts  to  issue  and  serve  writs 
of  scire  facias  is  derived  from  the  constitution  and  the  acts  of  congress, 
and  cannot  be  restricted,  limited,  or  made  less  efficacious  by  state  stat- 
utes.^* Nevertheless  the  state  practice  with  reference  to  the  writ  may 
otherwise  be  followed.''^ 

14.  Costs.  —  The  allowance  of  costs  in  the  federal  courts  rests,  not 
upon  express  statutory  enactment  by  congress,  bui  upon  usage  long 
continued  and  confirmed  by  implication  from  provisions  in  many  stat- 
utes.^' It  is  the  practice  of  the  federal  courts  to  conform  to  the  state 
laws  as  to  costs  when  no  provision  has  been  made  by  act  of  congress  or 
rule  of  eourt,^''  at  least  if  they  do  not  result  in  injustice  in  a  particular 
case,^'  and  the  same  is  true  as  to  state  practice  relating  to  the  giving  of 
security  for  eosts.^' 

15.  New  Trials.  —  As  a  rule  state  practice  relating  to  motions  for 


c.  Clark,  126  Fed.  738,  62  C.  C.  A.  58; 
United  States  v.  Stacey,  155  Fed.'  510; 
Ex  parte  Barclay,  153  Fed.  669. 

23.  Eev.  St.,  §993,  Comp.  St.,  1916, 
§993.  See  also  Wayman  v.  Southard,  10 
Wheat.  1,  33,  6  L.  ed.  253;  Northwest- 
ern Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Seaman,  SO 
Fed.  357. 

24.  (Universal  Transp.  Co.  V.  Na- 
tional Surety  Co.,  252  Fed.  293.  See 
aupra,  II,  H,  3;  II,  I,  9;  II,  J,  29. 

[a]  The  conformity  act  applies  ex- 
clusively to  proceedings  before  judg- 
ment, and  does  not  require  the  federal 
court  to  follow  the  method  of  serving 
a  writ  of  scire  facias  prescribed  by 
state  statute.  Collin  County  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Hughes,  152  Fed.  414,  81  C.  C.  A. 
556,  rehearing  denied,  155  Fed.  389,  83 
C.  C.  A.  661. 

25.  Ewing  v.  United  States,  240 
Fed.  241,  153  C.  C.  A.  167,  amendment 
of  writ  as  to  jurisdictional  facts.  Com- 
pare Kirk  V.  United  States,  131  Fed. 
331. 

26.  In  re  Peterson  (U.  S.),  40  Sup. 
Ct.  543,  and  cases  cited. 

27.  In  re  Peterson  (U.  S.),  40  Sup. 
Ct.  543;  Shreve  v.  Cheesman,  69  Fed. 
785,  16  C.  C.  A.  413;  United  States  v. 
Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  S.  M.  E.  Co., 
235  Fed.  951;  Michigan  Aluminum 
Foundry  Co.  v.  Aluminum  Co.,  190  Fed. 
903;  Primrose  v.  Fenno,  113  Fed.  375; 
Nead  v.  Millersburg  Home  Water  Co., 
79  Fed.  129.  See  Huntress  v.  Epsom, 
15  Fed.  732. 

[a]     Not  Where  Regulated  by  Fed- 


eral Statute.  —  O'Neil  v.  Kansas  City, 
S.  &  M.  E.  Co.,  31  Fed.  663.  See  Pent- 
large  V.  Kirby,  2'0  Fed.  898. 

[b]  Costs  against  United  States 
not  authorized  by  conformity  act.  Car- 
lisle V.  Cooper,  64  Fed.  472,  12  C.  C.  A. 
235.  See  generally  5  Standard  Peoc. 
928,  983,  and  the  title  "United 
States."  But  see  De  Bary  v.  Carter, 
102  Fed.  130,  42  C.  C.  A.  209. 

[c]  As  to  liability  of  indorser  on 
writ,  see  Washburn  v.  Pullman's  Pal. 
Car  Co.,  76  Fed.  1005,  21  C.  C.  A.  598. 

[d]  State  fee  bill  not  adopted. 
Swancoat  v.  Eerasen,  76  Fed.  950. 

[e]  Necessity  of  stating  amount  of 
costs  in  judgment,  see  Flynn  v.  Ed- 
wards, 36  Fed.  873. 

28.  Michigan  Aluminum  Foundry 
Co.  V.  Aluminum  Co.,  190  Fed.  903; 
Primrose  v.  Fenno,  113  Fed.  375. 

[aj  Need  not  follow  state  practice 
in  the  taxation  of  costs  to  such  an  ex- 
tent as  to  embarrass  the  court  in  do- 
ing justice  between  the  parties.  Prim- 
rose V.  Fenno,  113  Fed.  375. 

29.  Silvas  v.  Arizona  Copper  Co., 
220  Fed.  116,  136  C.  C.  A.  208;  Handy 
Varnish  Co.  v.  Midland  Linseed  Oil 
Co.,  191  Fed.  256;  Winkley  Co.  v.  Bow- 
en  Mfg.  Co.,  180  Fed.  624;  Schofield  v. 
Palmer,  134  Fed.  753;  Miller's  Admr. 
«.  Norfolk  &  W.  E.  Co.,  47  Fed.  264. 

[a]  As  to  the  time  within  which 
application  therefor  must  be  made. 
Winkley  Co.  v.  Bowen  Mfg.  Co.,  180 
Fed.  624;  Hugunin  v.  Thatcher,  18  Fed. 
105. 
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new  trials  will  not  be  followed  in  the  federal  courts,^"  though  the  con- 
trary is  true  as  to  state  statutes  giving  a  new  trial  as  a  matter  of  right 
in  actions  of  ejectment."  The  state  rule  as  to  impeachment  of  a  verdict 
by  oath  of  a  jury  is  not  binding  on  the  federal  courts.^^ 

16.  Appellate  Procedure.  —  By  its  terms  the  conformity  act  has 
no  application  to  proceedings  in  the  supreme  court  or  in  the  circuit 
courts  of  appeals,^^  and  state  statutes  and  practice  will  not  be  followed 
in  proceedings  to  obtain  a  review  by  those-  courts  of  the  judgments  of 
inferior  federal  courts,'*  or  in  determining  what  judgments  or  ordera 
are  so  reviewable,'^  or  at  whose  instance  they  may  be  reviewed."  Eul- 
ings  on  motions  for  a  change  of  venue,''  or  for  a  continuance,'*  or  for  a 
new  trial,'^  are  not  reviewable  on  error  in  the  federal  courts  regardless 
of  a  state  practice  to  the  contrary. 


30.  Fishburn  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  S.  P. 
E.  Co.,  137  U.  S.  60,  11  Sup.  Ct.  8,  34 
L.  ed.  585;  Indianapolis  &  St.L.  E.  Co. 
V.  Horst,  93  U.  S.  291,  23  L.  ed.  898; 
Boatmen's  Bank  v.  Trower  Bros.  Co., 
181  Fed.  804,  104  C.  C.  A.  314;  Knight 
V.  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.,  180  Fed.  368, 
103      C.      C.     A.     514;      Francisco     v. 

^Chicago  &  A.  E.  Co.,  149  Fed.  354, 
79  C.  C.  A.  292,  9  Ann.  Cas.  628; 
Duke  V.  St.  L.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.,  172  Fed. 
684.  See  Philadelphia  &  E.  E.  Co.  v. 
Marland,  239  Fed.  1,  152  C.  C.  A.  51. 
But  see  Norfolk  S.  E.  Co.  v.  Ferebee, 
238  V.  S.  269,  35  Sup.  Ct.  781,  59  L. 
ed.  1303. 

31.  Smale  v.  Mitchell,  143  IT.  S.  99, 
12  Sup.  Ct.  353,  36  L.  ed.  90;  Equator 
Min.  &  S.  Co.  V.  Hall,  106  IT.  S.  86,  1 
Sup.  Ct.  128,  27  L.  ed.  114;  Iron  Sil- 
ver Min.  Co.  V.  Campbell,  61  Fed.  932, 
10  C.  C.  A.  172. 

32.  McDona,ia  v.  Pless,  238  IT.  S. 
264,  35  Sup.  Ct.  783,  59  L.  ed.  1300. 

33.  Egan  v.  Chicago  G.  W.  E.  Co., 
163  Fed.  344. 

34.  Camp  v.  Gress,  250  IT.  S.  308,  39 
Sup.  Ct.  478,  63  L.  ed.  997;  Missouri, 
Pac.  E.  Co.  V.  Chicago  &  A.  E.  Co.,  132 
V.  S.  191,  10  Sup.  Ct.  65,  33  L.  ed.  309; 
In  re  Chateaugay  Ore  &  Iron  Co.,  128 
V.  S.  544,  553,  9  Sup.  Ct.  150,  32  L. 
ed.  508;  Philadelphia  &  E.  E.  Co.  v. 
Marland,  239  Fed.  1,  152  C.  C.  A.  51; 
Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Aldridge, 
219  Fed.  836,  135  C.  C.  A.  606;  Mc- 
Bride  v.  Neal,  214  Fed.  966,  131  C.  C. 
A.  262.  See  United  States  ea;  rel.  Lou- 
isiana V.  Boarman,  244  U.  S.  397,  37 
Sup.  Ct.  605,  61  L.  ed.  1222,  in  equity 
cases. 

[a]  The  authority  of  the  supreme 
court  to  review  judgments  of  the  lower 
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federal  courts  by  bill  of  exceptions  and 
writ  of  error  is  regulated  solely  (1)  by 
the  acts  of  congress  and  the  practice 
of  the  federal  courts.  Andes  v.  Slau- 
son,_130  U.  S.  435,  9  Sup.  Ct.  573,  32 
L.  ed.  989.  (2)  "The  power  and  prac- 
tice of  the  national  appellate  courts 
and  the  means  of  reviewing  the  judg- 
ments of  the  circuit  and  district 
courts  therein  are  neither  conditioned, 
affected;  or  controlled  by  the  statutes 
of  the  states,  the  practice  of  their 
courts,  or  the  act  of  conformity." 
Francisco  v.  Chicago  &  A.  E.  Co.,  149 
Fed.  354,  79  C.  C.  A.  292. 

35.  Kennon  v.  Gilmer,  131  U.  S.  22, 
9  (Sup.  Ct.  696,  33  L.  ed.  110;  Boogher 
V.  New  York  Ins.  Co.,  103  U.  S.  90,  26 
L.  ed.  310;  Francisco  v.  Chicago  &  A. 
E.  Co.,  149  Fed.  354,  79  C.  C.  A.  292; 
Texas  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Nelson,  50  Fed. 
814,  1  C.  C.  A.  688. 

[a]  On  the  Question  of  the  (1)  Ti- 
nalitjr  of  a  Judgment.  —  Menge  v.  War- 
riner,  120  Fed.  816,  57  C.  C.  A.  432; 
Elder  v.  McClaskey,  70  Fed.  529,  556, 
17  C.  C.  A.  251.  (2)  Are  not  bound  by 
a  state  statute  permitting  the  review 
of  an  interlocutory  order  refusing 
judgment  for  want  of  a  sufficient  affi- 
davit of  defense.  Shumaker  v.  Secur- 
ity Life  &  Annuity  Co.,  169  Fed.  112, 
86  C.  C.  A.  302. 

36.  United  States,  ex  rel.  Louisiana 
V.  Boarman,  244  U.  S.  397,  37  Sup.  Ct. 
605,  61  L.  ed.  1222. 

37.  Kennon  v.  Gilmer,  131  U.  S.  22, 
9  Sup.  Ct.  696,  33  L.  ed.  110. 

38.  Texas  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Nelson,  50 
Fed.  814,  1  C.  C.  A.  688,  absence  of 
witness. 

39.  Fishburn  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St. 
P.  E.  Co.,  137  U.  S.  60,  11  Sup.  Ct.  8, 
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State  practice  will  not  be  followed  in  regard  to  the  time*"  and  man- 
ner*^ of  taking  up  cases  for  review,  nor  in  regard  to  any  matter  of'  ap- 
pellate procedure.*"  Thus,  the  federal  courts  are  not  bound  by  state 
practice  as  to  the  necessity  for  exceptions,*'  the  time  and  manner  of 
taking  them,**  nor  as  to  the  necessity  for  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,*'  or 
the  submission  of  propositions  of  law  in  a  trial  without  a  jury,*°  in 
order  to  obtain  a  review  of  particular  questions  or  rulings,  nor  will 
they  follow  state  practice  as  to  the  preparation,  perfecting,  settling  and 
signing  of  bills  of  exceptions,*'  as  to  how  motions  and  rulings  not  in 


34  L.  ed.  585;  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co. 
V.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.,  132  V.  S.  191, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  65,  33  L.  ed.  309;  New- 
comb  V.  Wood,  97  U.  S.  581,  24  L.  ed. 
1085;  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  White, 
100  Fed.  239,  40  C.  C.  A.  352;  Latchti- 
macker  v.  Jacksonville  Towing  & 
Wrecking  Co.,  181  Fed.  276;  Duke  v. 
St.  Louis  &  S.  r.  E.  Co.,  172  Fed.  684. 
[a]  This  Is  a  rule  of  law  estab- 
lished by  the  federal  supreme  court. 
Indianapolis  &  St.  L.  E.  Co.  v.  Horst, 
93  U.  S.  291,  301,  23  L.  ed.  898. 

40.  Siegelschiffier  v.  Penn  Mut.  L. 
Ins.  Co.,  248  Fed.  226,  160  C.  C.  A.  304; 
Kentucky  Life  &  Ace.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Ham- 
ilton, 63  Fed.  93,  11  C.  C.  A.  42;  United 
States  V.  Train,  12  Fed.  852. 

[a]  A  state  statute  limiting  the 
time  within  which  a  petition  in  error 
must  be  filed.  Logan  v.  Goodwin,  104 
Fed.  490,  43  C.  0.  A.  658. 

41.  Hudson  v.  Parker,  156  TJ.  S.  277, 
281,  15  Sup.  Ct.  450,  39  L.  ed.  424; 
Luxton  V.  North  Eiver  Bridge  Co.,  147 
U.  S.  337,  13  Sup.  Ct.  366,  37  L.  ed. 
194;  Smith  v.  Currie,  230  Fed.  803,  145 
C.  C.  A.  113;  Boatmen's  Bank  v.  Trow- 
er  Bros.  Co.,  181  Fed.  804,  104  C.  C. 
A.  314  (reversing  171  Fed.  964);  Fran- 
cisco V.  Chicago  &  A.  E.  Co.,  149  Fed. 
354,  79  C.  C.  A.  292;  Hoover,  Owens 
&  Bentschler  Co.  v.  John  Feather- 
stone's  Sons,  111  Fed.  81,  87,  49  C.  C. 
A.  229;  Kentucky  Life  &  Aec.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Hamilton,  63  Fed.  93,  98,  11  C.  C. 
A.  42;  Jabine  v.  Dates,  115  Fed.  861; 
United  States  v.  Train,  12  Fed.  852. 

42.  Boatmen 's  Bank  v.  Trower  Bros. 
Co.,  181  Fed.  804,  104  C.  C.  A.  314  (re- 
versing 171  Fed.  964) ;  Manitowoc 
Malting  Co.  v.  Feuchtwanger,  196  Fed. 
506. 

[a]  Proceedings  (1)  on  Review. 
Knight  D.  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.,  180  Fed. 
368,  372,  103  C.  C.  A.  514.  (2)  The 
hearing  on   review   of  a  case  referred 


"by  consent.  Alder  u.  Edenborn,  198 
Fed.  928. 

[b]  "Everything  \  after  judgment, 
looking  to  its  review  in  an  appellate 
court,  is  regulated  solely  by  act  of 
congress,  and  is  in  no  way  affected  or 
controlled  by  state  practice."  West 
V.  East  Coast  Cedar  Co.,  113  Fed.  737, 
741,  51  C.  C.  A.  411. 

[e]  As  to  what  must  be  done  in  the 
trial  court  to  obtain  a  review  of  its 
action  on  any  question.  Ghost  v. 
United  States,  168  Fed.  841,  94  C.  C. 
A.  253.  See  also  St.  Clair  v.  United 
States,  154  U.  S.  134,  14  Sup.  Ct.  1002, 
38  L.  ed.  936;  In  re  Chateaugay  Ore  & 
Iron  Co.,  128  U.  S.  544,  553,  9  Sup.  Ct. 
150,  32  L.  ed.  608. 

43.  St.  Clair  v.  United  States,  154 
U.  S.  134,  153,  14  Sup.  Ct.  1002,  38  L. 
ed.  936.  See  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.  v. 
McCune,  174  Fed.  991,  95"  C.  C.  A.  561. 

[a]  Will  not  follow  a  state  statute 
dispensing  with  the  necessity  of  taking 
exceptions  in  certain  cases.  Ghost  v. 
United  States,  168  Fed.  841,  94  C.  C. 
A.  253. 

44.  Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Mar- 
land,  239  Fed.  1,  152  C.  C.  A.  51. 

[a]  Requiring  exceptions  to  the 
charge  to  be  taken  before  the  jury  re- 
tires. Knight  V.  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co., 
180  Fed.  368,  372,  103  C.  C.  A.  514; 
Consumers'  Cotton-Oil  Co.  i;.  Ashburn, 
SI  Fed.  331,  26  C.  C.  A.  338. 

45.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  A  motion  for  a  new  trial  Is  not 
necessary  to  obtain  a  review  of  the 
rulings  of  the  trial  court  though  re- 
quired in  the  state  courts.  Boatmen's 
Bank  v.  Trower  Bros.  Co.,  181  Fed. 
804,  104  C.  C.  A.  314,  reversing  171 
Fed.  964.    See  the  title  "New  Trial." 

46.  United  States  v.  Indian  Grave 
Drainage  Dist.,  85  Fed.  928,  29  C.  C. 
A.  578. 

47.  Fishburn  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St. 
P.  E.  Co.,  137  U.  S.  60,  11  Sup.  Ct.  8, 
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themselves  part  of  the  record  may  be  made  such,*'  and  as  to  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  record  to  obtain  a  review  of  particular  rulings."  It  has 
been  held,  however,  that  they  will  follow  a  state  statute  requiring  im- 
material errors  to  be  disregarded.""  State  statutes  regulating  proced- 
ure after  reversal  and  remand,  need  not  be  followed.*^ 

17.  Provisional  Remedies.  —  The  federal  statutes  provide  that  in 
common-law  cases  in  the  district  court  the  plaintiff  shall  be  entitled  to 
similar  remedies,  by  attachment  or  other  process,  against  the  property 
of  the  defendant  to  those  provided  by  the  laws  of  the  state  in  which  the 
court  is  held,  upon  giving  the  required  affidavit  and  security,  and  that 
the  district  courts  may,  from  time  to  time,  by  general  rules  adopt  such 
state  laws  as  may  be  in  force  in  said  states  in  reference  to  them.°^  The 
effect  of  this  provision  was  to  make  effective  in  the  federal  courts  the 
then  existing  attachment  laws  of  the  state  and  the  subsequently  enacted 
laws  so  far  as  adopted  by  rule."'  This  statute,  however,  refers  merely 


34  L.  ed.  585;  Missouri  Pac.  E.  Co.  v. 
Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.,  132  U.  S.  191,  10 
Sup.  Ct.  65,  33  L.  ed.  309;  Andes  v. 
Slauson,  130  U.  S.  435,  9  Sup.  Ct.  573, 
32  L.  ed.  989;  In  re  Chateaugay  Ore  & 
Iron  Co.,  128  TJ.  S.  544,  553,  9  Sup.  Ct. 
150,  32  L.  ed.  508;  BUsse  v.  United 
States  (C.  C.  A.),  263  Fed.  961;  Boat- 
men's Bank  v.  Trower  Bros.  Co.,  181 
Fed.  804,  104  C.  C.  A.  314  {reversing 
171  Fed.  964) ;  Knight  v.  Illinois  Cent. 
E.  Co.,  180  Fed.  368,  103  C.  C.  A.  514; 
Fraheiseo  v.  Chicago  &  A.  E.  Co.,  149 
Fed.  354,  79  C.,C.  A.  292;  Louisville  & 
N.  E.  Co.  V.  White,  100  Fed.  239,  243; 
40  C.  C.  A.  352. 

[a]  As  to  the  time  within  which 
'bills  of  exceptions  must  be  filed.  Unit- 
ed States  V.  Train,  12  Fed.  852;  Whalen 
17.  Sheridan,  5  Fed.  436. 

[b]  As  to  what  may  be  incorpor- 
ated in  the  transcript  and  the  neces- 
sity for  incorporating  matter  in  a  bill 
of  exceptions.  "West  v.  East  Coast  Ce- 
dar Co.,  113  Fed.  737,  741,  51  C.  C.  A. 
411. 

48.  Ghost  V.  United  States,  168  Fed, 
841,  94  C.  C.  A.  253, 

49.  Kentucky  Life  &  Aee.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Hamilton,  63  Fed.  93,  11  C.  C.  A.  42. 
Compare  Montana  By.  Co.  v.  Warren, 
137  U.  S.  348,  11  Sup.  Ct.  96,  34  L.  ed. 
681,  holding  statement  on  motion  for 
new  trial  prepared  in  accordance  with 
state  statute,  sufficient  to  present  ques- 
ticins  for  review. 

50.  Bryson  v.  Gallo,  180  Fed.  70, 
103  C.  C.  A.  424. 

51.  Manitowoc  Malting  Co.  i), 
Feuchtwanger,  196  Fed.  506.    Compare 
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Hagerraan  t;.  Moran,  75  Fed.  97,  21  C. 
C.  A.  242. 

But  see  Cybur  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Erkhart, 
247  Fed.  284,  159  C.  C.  A.  378,  as  to 
right   to   take  voluntary   nonsuit. 

As  to  entry  of  summary  judgment 
on  appeal  bonds,  see  fiupra,  IV,  D,  13. 

52.  Eev.  St.,  §915,  Comp.  St.,  1916, 
§1539. 

53.  Loewe  v.  Union  Savings  Bank, 
226  Fed.  294;  Files  v.  Davis,  118  Fed. 
465;  Russia  Cement  Co.  «.  Le  Page  Co., 
174  Mass.  349,  55  N.  E.  70.  See  Dooley 
V.  Pease,  ,180  U.  S.  126,  21  Sup.  Ct.  329, 
45  L.  ed.  457;  McDermott  v.  Hayes, 
197  Fed.  129,  116  C.  C.  A.  553;  Lant  v. 
Manley,  75  Fed.  627,  21  C.  C.  A.  457. 

[a]  Not  in  Equity  Cases.  —  Bucy- 
rrn  "o.  V.  McArthur,  219  Fed.  266. 

[b]  The  decisions  of  the  highest 
court  of  the  state  construing  and  ap- 
plying its  attachment  laws  must  be 
followed.  Manley  v.  Park,  187  U.  S. 
547,  23  Sup.  Ct;  208,  47  L.  ed.  296; 
Fleitas  v.  Cockrem,  101  U.  S.  301,  25 
L.  ed.  954;  Eice  v.  Adler-Goldman  Com. 
Co.,  71  Fed.  151,  18  C.  C.  A.  15;  Peo- 
ple's Sav.  Bank  &  Tr.  Co.  v.  Batchelder 
Egg  Case  Co.,  51  Fed.  130,  2  C.  C.  A. 
126. 

[c]  Constructive  levy  on  property 
in  hands  of  marshal  or  sheriff.  Qumbel 
V.  Pitkin,  124  U.  S.  131,  8  Sup.  Ct.  379, 
31  L.  ed.  374;  Brooks  v.  Fry,  45  Fed. 
776. 

[d]  Garnishment. — Sea  Eandolph 
V.  Tandy,  98  Fed.  939,  39  C.  C.  A.  351; 
Citizens'  Bank  v.  Farwell,  56  Fed.  570, 
6  C.  C.  A.  24. 

[e]  As  to  Proceedings  on  Third 
Party    Claims.  —  Miller     v.     Tennant- 
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to  attachment  as  an  ancillary  remedy  and  does  not  authorize  the  insti- 
tution of  an  action  in  the  federal  courts  by  process  of  foreign  attach- 
ment where  defendant  is  not  amenable  to  personal  service."* 

It  is  not  essential  that  a  rule  adopting  subsequent  state  statutes  be  in 
writing,  but  a  general  practice  may  become  a  rule."  Amendments  al- 
lowable either  under  the  state  or  federal  laws,  may  be  made.°° 

By  another  federal  statute  conformity  to  state  law  is  provided  for 
with  respect  to  the  grounds  upon  which  attachments  may  be  dissolved.'* 

Special  provision  is  made  for  attachments  and  the  proceedings  there- 
on "in  all  cases  where  debts  are  due  from  defaulting  or  delinquent 
postmasters,  contractors,  or  other  officers,  agents,  or  employes  of  the 
Post-Office  Department.""^  As  to  attachment  against  national  banka 
the  federal  courts  are  controlled  by  the  limitations  imposed  on  state 
courts  by  federal  statute."* 

18.  Imprisonment  for  Debt.  —  By  federal  statute  imprisonment  for 
debt  is  available  in  a  federal  court  only  when  and  to  the  extent  author- 
ized by  the  statutes  of  the  state  where  it  sits,  and  the  proceedings 
therein,  including  custody  and  discharge  from  arrest  must  also  con- 
form to  those  in  the  state  courts.®"  This  section  does  not  control  pro- 
ceedings against  the  person  under  specific  acts  of  congress,'^  nor  does  it 
include  a  commitment  for  contempt,®^  as  where  a  bankrupt  refuses  to 
surrender  assets  of  tl;ie  estate.** 


Stribling    Shoe    Co.,   119   Fed.   865,   56 
C.  C.  A.  377. 

54.  Big  Vein  Coal  Co.  v.  Bead,  229 
U.  S.  31,  83  Sup.  Ct.  694,  57  L.  ed.  1053; 
Bucyrus  Co.  v.  McArthur,  219  Fed.  266, 
Smith  V.  Eeed,  210  Fed.  968;  Lackett 
V.  Eumbaugh,  45  Fed.  23. 

[a]  Otherwise  in  Cases  Begun  in 
State  Court  and  Then  Removed.  —  See 
cases  supra,  this  note  and  Flint  v.  Cof- 
fin, 176  Fed.  872,  100  C.  C.  A.  342. 

55.  Collins  County  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Hughes,  152  Fed.  414,  81  C.  C.  A.  556 
(rehearing  denied,  156  Fed.  389,  83  C. 
C.  A.  661);  Logan  v.  Goodwin,  104  Fed. 
490,  43  C.  C.  A.  658;  Citizens'  Bank  v. 
Farwell,  56  Fed.  570,  6  C.  C.  A.  24. 

See  also  supra,  IV,  D,  13,  the  eateh- 
line  "Enforcement  of  Judgments." 

56.  See  People's  Sav.  Bank  &  Tr. 
Co.  ■;;.  Batchelder  Egg  Case  Co.,  51  Fed. 
130,  2  C.  C.  A.  126;  "Wolf  V.  Cook,  40 
Fed.  432;  Norton  v.  Dover,  14  Fed.  106. 

[a]  Even  Though  Not  Permissihle 
in  State  Courts.  —  Erstein  v.  Eoths- 
child,  22  Fed.  61. 

[b]  Amendment  of  afftdavit  to 
state  new  ground  for  attachment  may 
be  allowed  where  permitted  by  state 
statute.  Fitzpatrick  v.  Flannagan,  106 
U.  S.  648,  1  Sup.  Ct.  369,  27  L.  ed.  211. 

57.  Bev.  St.,  §933,  Comp.  St.,  1916, 


§1559.  See  Neufeld  v.  Neufeld,  37  Fed. 
560;  Bates  v.  Days,  17  Fed.  167;  Math- 
er V.  Nesbit,  13  Fed.  872. 

58.  Eev.  St.,  §§924-931,  Comp.  St., 
1916,  §§1550-1557. 

59.  Butler  v.  Coleman,  124  U.  S. 
721,  8  Sup.  Ct.  718,  31  L.  ed.  567;  How- 
er  V,  Weiss  Malting  &  Elev.  Co.,  55 
Fed.  356,  5  C.  C.  A.  129. 

60.  Eev.  St.,  §§990-992,  Comp.  St., 
1916,  §§1636-1638.  See  Stroheim  v. 
Deirael,  77  Fed.  802,  23  C.  C.  A.  467 
(reversing  73  Fed.  430);  Low  v.  Bur- 
tee,  5  Fed.  256;  and  supra,  IV,  D,  13. 

[a]  Does  Not  Apply  to  Fines,  For- 
feitures, or  Costs.  —  In  re  Sanborn,  52 
Fed.  583. 

[b]  Proceedings  for  Discharge  Must 
Be  Before  Commissioner.  —  See  stat- 
utes cited  supra  this  note,  and  also 
Hayes  v.  Canada,  A.  &  P.  S.  S.  Co.,  184 
Fed.  821,  108  C.  C.  A.  175;  Johnson  v. 
Crawford,  154  Fed.  761. 

61.  United  States  v.  Dillin,  168  Fed. 
813,  94  C.  C.  A.  337. 

62.  Cutting  V.  Van  Fleet,  252  Fed. 
100,  164  C.  C.  A.  212,  for  failure  tO' 
pay  master's  fee  allowed  by  court.  But 
see  Mallory  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Fox,  20  Fed. 
409. 

63.  Mueller  v.  Nugent,  184  IT.  S.  1, 
22  Sup.  Ct.  269,  46  L.  ed.  405;  Samel  v. 
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V.  STATE  LAWS  AS  RULES  OF  DECISION.  —  The  extent  to 
which  procedure  in  the  federal  courts  must  conform  to  the  rules  pre- 
scribed by  state  statutes  and  decisions  has  been  already  fully  dis- 
cussed f^  as  has  the  question  as  to  how  far  a  federal  court  in  reviewing 
a  decision  of  a  state  or  federal  court,  may  review  questions  of  local  or 
non-federal  law.^^  The  further  question  as  to  how  far  the  laws  of  the 
states  are  rules  of  decision  in  federal  courts  is  substantive  rather  than 
procedural  in  its  nature  and  for  that  reason  is  not  strictly  within  the 
scope  of  this  work;  therefore  only  a  brief  general  statement  as  to  this 
matter  is  here  made.*^ 

The  federal  statutes  provide  that  the  laws  of  the  several  states,  ex- 
cept where  the  constitution,  treaties,  or  statutes  of  the  United  States 
otherwise  require  or  provide,  shall  be  regarded  as  rules  of  decision  in 
trials  at  common  law  in  the  federal  courts  in  cases  in  which  they 
apply.''  This  provision  has  no  application  in  suits  in  admiralty,**  or 
equity,"  nor  is  it  applicable  to  criminal  offenses  against  the  United 
States/"  or  to  matters  of  practice,'*  or  to  federal  questions.'*  Decisions 
of  the  state  courts  are  not  "laws"  within  the  meaning  of  this  provi- 
sion.'^ Consequently  the  federal  courts  do  not  consider  themselves 
bound  to  follow  state  decisions  on  questions  of  general  jurisprudence,'* 
or  general  commercial  law.'^  They  will,  however,  follow  state  decisions 
as  to  matters  of  purely  local  law,'°  or  constituting  rules  of  property.'" 


^Dodd,  142  Fed.  68,  73  C.  C.  A.  254,  cer- 
tiorari denied,  201  U.  S.  646,  26  Sup. 
Ct.  761,  50  L.  ed.  903. 

64.  See  swpra,  IV. 

65.  See  swpra,  II,  H,  4,  b,  (I),  (D), 
(4);  II,  H,  4,  0,(11),  (M). 

66.  For  an  exhaustive  discussion  of 
the  extent  to  which  state  court  deci- 
sions are  followed  in  the  federal  courts, 
see  note  in  40  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  380-454. 
See  also  annotations  appended  to  U.  S. 
Comp.  St.,  1916,  §1538. 

67.  Eev.  St.,  §721,  Comp.  St.,  1916, 
§1538. 

68.  Bueher  v.  Cheshire  E.  Co.,  125 
V.  S.  555,  582,  8  Sup.  Ct.  974,  31  L.  ed. 
795;  Davis  v.  Smokeless  Fuel  Co.,  196 
Fed.  763,  116  C.  C.  A.  381. 

[aj  As  to  the  applicability  of  state 
law  in  admiralty  and  maritime  cases, 
see  Knickerbocker  Ice  Co.  1>.  Stewart, 
40  Sup.  Ct.  "438;  Chelentis  v.  Lucken- 
bach  S.  S.  Co.,  247  U.  S.  372,  38  Sup. 
Ct.  501,  62  L.  ed.  1171. 

69.  Bueher  v.  Cheshire  E.  Co.,  125 
U.  S.  555,  582,  8  Sup.  Ct.  974,  31  L.  ed. 
795;  Kirby  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  E. 
Co.,  120  U.  S.  130,  137,  7  Sup.  Ct.  430, 
30  L.  ed.  569. 

70.  Bueher  v.  Cheshire  E.  Co.,  125 
IT.  S.  555,  582,  8  Sup.  Ct.  974,  31  L.  ed. 
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795;  Jones  v.  United  States,  162  Ted. 
417,  89  C.  C.  A.  303. 

71.  Wayman  v.  Southard,  10  Wheat. 
(IT.  S.)  1,  6  L,  ed.  253;  Chicago  &  N. 
"W.  E.  Co.  V.  Kendall,  167  Fed.  62,  93 
C.  C.  A.  422. 

Practice  matters  are  governed  by  the 
conformity  act,  see  swpra,  IV. 

72.  See  the  act  cited  supra,  and  also 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Liewer,  187  Fed.  16, 
109  C.  C.  A.  70;  Michigan  Trust  Co.  «.. 
Ferry,  175  Fed.  667,  677,  99  C.  C.  A. 
221. 

73.  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.  v.  Baugh, 
149  17.  S.  368,  13  Sup.  Ct.  914,  37  L.  ed. 
772. 

74.  Kuhn  v.  Fairmont  Coal  Co.,  215 
U.  S.  349,  30  Sup.  Ct.  140,  54  L.  ed. 
228;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Liewer,  187 
Fed.  16,  109  C.  C.  A.  70. 

75.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Liewer,  187 
Fed.  16,  109  C.  C.  A.  70. 

76.  See  Baltimore  &  Q.  E.  Co.  v. 
Baugh,  149  U.  S.  368,  13  Sup.  Ct.  914, 
37  L.   ed.  772. 

77.  Burgess  v.  Seligman,  107  U.  S. 
20,  33,  2  Sup.  Ct.  10,  27  L.  ed.  359; 
Sturdivant  Bank  v.  Sehade,  195  Fed. 
188,  115  C.  C.  A.  140;  Faulds  v.  Tilton, 
192  Fed.  297,  112  C.  C.  A.  555;  Seefeld 
V.  Duffer,  179  Fed.  214,  103  C.  C.  A. 
32;  Elder  v.  McClaskey,  70  Fed.  529, 
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In  so  far  as  they  do  not  involve  a  federal  question,  decisions  of  the  high- 
est court  of  a  state  in  regard  to  the  validity  or  meaning  of  the  consti- 
tution or  statutes  of  that  state,^^  will,  with  certain  exceptions,^'  ordi- 
narily be  followed.  To  render  it  binding  on  the  federal  courts,  the  de- 
cision must  be  that  of  the  court  of  last  resort  of  the  state.'"  "Where  the 
law  has  not  been  settled  by  the  decisions  of  the  state  courts,  it  is  the 
right  and  duty  of  the  federal  courts  to  exercise  their  own  judgment.'^ 

A  decision  of  the  highest  court  of  a  territory  construing  a  territorial 
statute,  while  entitled  to  great  respect,  is  not  controlling.*" 

In  following  state  decisions,  the  federal  courts  will  be  governed  by 
the  general  principles  of  the  doctrine  of  "stare  decisis,"  which  are 
elsewhere  discussed.** 


538,  17  C.  C.  A.  251;  Barker  v.  East- 
man, 192  Fed.  659. 

[a]  "Those  rules  which  govern  the 
descent,  transfer,  or  sale  of  property, 
and  the  rules  which  affect  the  title  and 
possession  thereto."  Bucher  v.  Ches- 
hire E.  Co.,  125  U.  S.  555,  583,  8  Sup. 
Ct.  974,  31  L.  ed.  795. 

[b]  This  is  True  Whether  the  De- 
cisions Are  Founded  Upon  Statutes  or 
Not.  —  Bucher  v.  Cheshire  B.  Co.,  125 
IT.  S.  555,  583,  8  Sup.  Ct.  974,  31  L.  ed. 
795. 

[c]  In  EoLUity.  —  When  the  federal 
rules  of  practice  in  equity  conflict  with 
state  constitutiona,!  provisions  govern- 
ing the  descent,  alienation  and  trans- 
fer of  land  and  which  have  become 
rules  of  property,  the  latter  prevail  in 
suits  involving  the  title  to  realty,  since 
they  become  a  part  of  the  contracts 
between  the  parties,  but  when  there  is 
no  conflict  between  them,  both  are  alike 
enforced.  Childs  v.  Ferguson,  181  Fed. 
795,  r04  C.  C.  A.  305. 

78.  Bucher  v.  Cheshire  E.  Co.,  125 
U.  S.  555,  582,  8  Sup.  Ct.  974,  31  L. 
ed.  795;  Luther  v.  Borden,  7  How.  (U. 


S.)  1,  40,  12  L.  ed.  581;  LefSngwell  v. 
Warren,  2  Black  (U.  S.)  599,  17  L.  ed. 
261;  Ehmen  v.  City  of  Gottenbnrg,  200 
Fed.  564,  119  C.  C.  A.  44;  Sturdivant 
Bank  v.  Schade,  195  Fed.  188,  115  C. 
0.  A.  140;  Joplin  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Payne, 
194  Fed.  387,  114  C.  C.  A.  305;  In  re 
Huxoll,  193  Fed.  851,  113  C.  C.  A.  637; 
Allen  V.  Francisco  Sugar  Co.,  193  Fed. 
825,  114  C.  C.  A.  453;  United  States 
Gypsum  Co.  v.  Sliwienska,  183  Fed. 
688,  106  C.  C.  A.  38;  Seefeld  V.  DuflEer, 
179  Fed.  214,  103  C.  C.  A.  32. 

79.  See- note,  40  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
394-402,  for  a  careful  discussion  as  to 
the  nature  and  extent  of  these  excep- 
tions. 

80.  United  Sta,tes  Tel.  Co.  v.  Cen- 
tral Union  Tel.  Co.,  202  Fed.  66,  122 
C.  C.  A.  86. 

81.  Burgess  v.  Seligman,  107  U.  S. 
20,  33,  2  Sup.  Ct.  10,  27  L.  ed.  359; 
Foster-Eddy  v.  Baker,  192  Fed.  624, 
632. 

82.  WhitmeT  v.  El  Paso  &  S.  W.  Co., 
201  Fed.  193,  201,  119  C.  C.  A.  637. 

83.  See  the  title  "Stare  Decisis." 


UNITED  STATES  MARSHALS.— See  Sheriffs,  Constables  and  Mar- 

shals- 
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Affray; 
Conspiracy's 


Disorderly  Conduct; 
Eiot. 


For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  tHe  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 


I.  INDICTMENT,  — An  indictment  for  unlawful  assembly  must 
charge  the  offense  in  accordance  with  the  general  rules  regulating  in- 
dictments.^ 

II.  TRIAL.  —  As  three  or  more  persons  are  required  to  commit  the 
offense,  at  least  three  must  be  indicted  and  found  guilty  to  sustain  a 
conviction,*  unless  a  less  number  be  charged  with  others  unknown,'  or 
with  many  others  and  they  be  not  brought  to  trial  or  die  before  trial.* 


1.  Ind.  — See  Hobba  «.  State,  133 
Ind.  404,  32  N.  E.  1019,  18  L.  R.  A, 
774,  indictment  under  "white  cap 
act."  Mo.  — State  17.  Soot,  19  Mo.  379. 
Tex. — Murphy  v.  State,  23  Tex.  App. 
333,  4  S.  W.  906,  sufficient  charge.  Wig, 
State  V.  Dean,  71  "Wis.  678,  38  N.  W. 
341;  Bonneville  v.  State,  53  Wis,  680, 
UN.  W.  427. 

See  the  title,  "Indictment  and  In- 
fonnation." 

[a]  A  charge  is  sufficient  which  al- 
leges that  the  object  of  the  parties  un- 
lawfully assembled  was  to  prevent  and 
intimidate  one  C.  who  was  by  occu- 
pation and  employment  engaged  in  the 
avocation  of  railway  conductor,  from 
operating  and  running  the  engine  and 
cars  in  his  charge  belonging  to  the  M. 
P.  Co.  along  their  road.  McGehee  v. 
State,  23  Tax.  App.  330,  5  S,  W.  222. 

[b]  Intent  must  be  alleged.  Cole  v. 
State,  81  Tex.  Crim.  202,  194  S.  W.  830. 
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See  also  Dntcher  v.  State,  16  Neb.  SO, 
19  N.  W.  612. 

[c]  The  words  "unlawfully  and 
riotously"  in  describing  the  assembly 
are  not  required.  Butcher  v.  State,  16 
Neb.  30,  19  N.  W.  612. 

[d]  Indictment  for  unlawful  as- 
sembly in  meeting  to  deprive  a  person 
of  any  right  or  disturb  him  in  its  en- 
joyment must  show  the  right  is  not 
merely  an  abstract  right.  So  that  a 
charge  of  unlawful  assembly  to  pre- 
vent a  person  from  holding  a  dance  at 
his  house  must  show  that  he  has  a 
house  and  intends  to  give  a  dance. 
Follis  V.  State,  37  Tex.  Crim.  535,  4ft 
S.  W.  277,  followed  in  Bradford  v. 
State,  40  Tex.  Crim.  632,  51  S.  W.  379. 

2,    State  V.  Bailey,  3  Blackf.  (Ind.) 


209. 

3. 
209. 

i. 
209. 


State  V.  BaUey,  3  Blackf.  (Ind.) 
State  V.  Bailey,  3  Blackf.  (Ind.)' 
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UNLAWFUL  DETAINER.— See  Forcible  Entry  and  Detainer;  Land- 

lord  and  Tenant. 


UNLAWFULLY. — See  Indictment  and  Information;  Pleading. 


USAGES  AND  CUSTOMS.— See  Oustoms  and  Usages. 
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For  forms,  see  9  Standard  Proc.  1234. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.  NATURE  OF  REMEDY.  —  A.  In  General.  —  Use  and  oceupa- 
tion  is  a  form  of  assumpsit^  originating  perhaps  in  the  early  common 
law^  and  recognized  and  regulated  by  statute.^  Its  purpose  is  to  recover 
compensation  for  the  use  of  property  which  may  be  the  subject  of  a 
tenancy,*  and  which  is  held  and  occupied  by  the  defendant  under  cir- 
cumstances from  which  a  promise  to  pay  rent  to  the  plaintiff  may,  be 
implied.^  The  essential  characteristics  of  the  action  are  recognition  by 


1.  See  3  Standard  Proc.  205. 

[a]  Not  an  Action  Ex  Delicto. 
Fitzgerald  v.  Beebe,  7  Ark.  305,  46  Am. 
Dec.  285. 

2.  Conn.  —  Gunn  v.  Scovil,  4  Day 
228,  4  Am.  Dec.  208.  Ky.  —  Crouch  v. 
Briles,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  255,  23  Am.  Dee. 
404.  Mass.  —  Gould  v.  Thompson,  4 
Mete.  224.  Mich.  —  Dwight  v.  Cutler, 
3  Mich.  566,  64  Am.  Dec.  105.  Ohio. 
Heidelbach,  S.  &  Co.  v.  Slader,  12  Ohio 
Dec.  (Eeprint)  234.  Pa.  — Pott  v. 
Lesher,  1  Yeates  576.  Va.  —  Eppes* 
Exrs.  V.  Cole,  4  Hen.  &  M.  (14  Va.) 
161,  4  Am.  Dec.  512.  Eng.  —  Gibson  v. 
Kirk,  1  Q.  B.  850,  41  E.  C.  L.  807,  113 
Eng.  Eeprint  1357. 

[a]  That  it  is  not  a  common  law 
remedy,  see  Byrd  v.  Chace,  10  Ark. 
602;  Fitzgerald  v.  Beebe,  7  Ark.  305, 
46  Am.  Dee.  285;  Long  v.  Bonner,  33 
N.  C.  27.  See  also  2  Harvard  Law  Re- 
view 377. 

3.  See  St.  11  Geo.  II,  c.  19,  and  lo- 
cal statutes. 

[a]  Statutes  of  similar  import  to 
the  English  statute  of  11  Geo.  II  have 
been  enacted  in  the  United  States. 
Byrd  V.  Chase,  10  Ark.  602.  See  Fitz- 
gerald V.  Beebe,  7  Ark.  305,  46  Am. 
Dec.  285;  Little  v.  Martin,  3  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  219,  20  Am.  Dec.  688. 

4.  See  generally  the  title  "Land- 
lord and  Tenant." 

[a]  "Lands"  are  particularly  spec- 
ified by  some  statutes.  Ind.  —  Winings 
V.  Wood,  53  Ind.  187.  Kan.  —  Story  v. 
McCormick,  70  Kan.  323,  78  Pac.  819. 
Okla.  — Bilby  v.  Gilliland,  41  Okla. 
150,  137  Pac.  690. 

[d]  Incorporeal  hereditaments  may 
be  the  subject  of  tenancy  and  the  ac- 
tion will  lie  for  their  use  and  occupa- 
tion. Mass.  —  Quincy  Canal  v.  New- 
comb,  7  Mete.  276,  39  Am.  Dee.  778. 
iSich.  —  Ledyard    v.    Morey,    54    Mich. 


77,  19  N.  W.  754.  Eng.  — Bird  v.  Hig- 
ginson,  2  Ad.  &  El.  6y6,  29  E.  C.  L.  321, 
111  Eng.  Eeprint  267;  Davis  v.  Mor- 
gan, 4  Barn.  &  C.  8,  10  B.  C.  L.  458, 
107  Eng.  Eeprint  962. 

[c]  Personal  property  may  be  the 
subject  of  a  tenancy,  e.  g.,  a  house  on 
another's  land.  Watson  v.  Brainard,  33 
Vt.  88.  See  also  Denver  T.  &  W.  Co. 
V.  Swem,  8  Colo.  Ill,  6  Pac.  836. 

5.  U.  S.  —  Carpenter  v.  United 
States,  17  Wall.  489,  21  L.  ed.  680,  9 
Ct.  CI.  18.  Ala.  —  Crabtree  v.  Street, 
79  So.  192.  Ark.  — Dell  ».  Gardner,  25 
Ark.  ISI:.  Cal.  —  Warnock  v.  Harlow, 
96  Cal.  298,  31  Pae.  166,  31  Am.  St. 
Eep.  209;  Pacific  States  Corp.  v.  Ar- 
nold, 23  Cal.  App.  672,  139  Pac.  239. 
Conn.  —  Welles  v.  Cowles,  4  Conn.  182, 
10  Am.  Dec.  115;  Van  Den  Heuvel  v. 
Storrs,  3  Conn.  203.  Del.  —  Eedden  v. 
Barker,  4  Harr.  179.  Fla.  —  Ward  v. 
Bull,  1  Fla.  271.  Ga.  — Atlanta,  etc.,  R. 
Co.  V.  McHan,  111  Ga.  822,  35  S.  E.  634; 
Lathrop  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.,  83  Ga. 
307,  9  S.  E.  1041.  lU.  — Dudding  v. 
Hill,  15  111.  61.  Ind.  —  Lennen  v.  Len- 
nen,  87  Ind.  130;  Nance  v.  Alexander, 
49  Ind.  516.  la.  — Cole  v.  Thomps6n, 
134  Iowa  685,  112  N.  W.  178.  Ky. 
Crouch  v.  Briles,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  255,  23 
Am.  Dec.  404.    Me.  —  Emery  v.  Emery, 

87  Me.  281,  32  Atl.  900.    Md Stockett 

V.  Watkins '  Admrs.,  2  Gill  &  J.  326,  20 
Am.  Dec.  438.  Mass.  —  Stevenson  v. 
Donnelly,  221  Mass.  161,  108  N.  E.  926, 
Ann.  Cas.  1917E,  932;  Jones  v.  Don- 
nelly, 221  Mass.  213,  108  N.  E.  1063; 
Central  Mills  Co.  v.  Hart,  124  Mass.  123; 
Merrill  v.  Bullock,  105  Mass.  486. 
Mich. — Smith  v.  Haight,  188  Mich. 
512,  154  N.  W.  563;  Dwight  v.  Cutler, 
3  Mich.  566,  64  Am.  Dee.  105.  Miss. 
Scales  V.  Anderson,  26  Miss.  94.  Mo. 
Young  V.  Downey,  145  Mo.  261,  46  S. 
W.    962;    Thompson    v.    Granite   B.   P. 
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the  occupant  of  the  owner's  title,  and  possession  in  subordination 
thereto  with  his  express  or  implied  consent.^  It  cannot  be  used  for  the 
purpose  of  trying  title  to  land.' 

B.  Distinguished  From  Other  Remedies.  —  Use  and  occupation 
differs  from  a  specific  action  for  rent  based  on  the  express  terms  of  a 
lease^  and  from  possessory  actions,^  such  as  ejectment,^"  and  trespass,^^ 
or  from  an  action  for  mesne  profits  springing  from  a  trespass  and  tor- 
tious holding.^* 

II.  CONTRACTUAL  RELATION  OP  LANDLORD  AND  TEN- 
ANT. —  A.  Necessity  for.  —  Assumpsit  for  use  and  occupation  is 
available  only  where  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  exists  between 
the  parties,^*  and  since  that  relation  can  only  grow  out  of  a  contract^* 
it  follows  that  to  sustain  the  action  a  contract,^^  is  necessary,  either 


Co.,  199  Mo.  App.  356,  203  S.  W.  496. 
Mont.  —  Leyson  v.  Davenport,  38  Mont. 
62,  98  Pac.  641.  Neb.  —  Rosenberg  v. 
Sprecher,  74  Neb.  176,  103  N.  W.  1045, 
105  N.  W.  293.  N.  H.  — Barron  v. 
Marsh,  63  N.  H.  107.  N.  J.  — Donovan 
V.  Brenning,  79  N.  J.  L.  202,  74  Atl. 
253.  N.  Y.  — Collyer  v.  Collyer,  113  N. 
Y.  442,  21  N.  E.  114;  Katz  v.  Gelfan, 
162  N.  Y.  Supp.  352.  N.  O.  — Sessoms 
V.  Tayloe,  148  N.  C.  369,  62  S.  E.  424. 
Ohio.  —  Eiehey  v.  Hinde,  6  Ohio  371. 
Pa.  —  In  re  Stockton's  Appeal,  64  Pa. 
58.  R.  I.  —  Cavanaugh  v.  Cook,  38  E. 
I.  25,  94  Atl.  663;  MeCardell  v.  Miller, 
22  E.  I.  96,  46  Atl.  184.  S.  C  — Eyan 
V.  Marsh's  Admr.,  2  Nott  &  MeC.  156. 
Vt.  — Keyes  v.  Hill,  30  Vt.  759.  Va. 
Sutton  V.  Mandeville,  1  Munf.  (15  Va.) 
407,  4  Am.  Dee.  549.  Wis.  —  De  Pere 
V.  Eeynen,  65  Wis.  271,  22  N.  W.  761, 
27  N.  W.  155.  Bag.  —  Keating  v. 
Bulkely,  2  Stark.  419,  3  B.  C.  L.  471. 
Can.  —  Matthie  v.  Rose,  9  U.  C.  Q.  B. 
602. 

Against  assignee  or  sub-tenant  of  the 
lessee  by  the  landlord.  See  18  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  484.  But  fpr  use  and  occu- 
pation of  a  part  of  the  premises  dur- 
ing the  lessee's  term  by  a  third  party, 
an  action  lies  originally  in  favor  of 
the  lessee,  not  the  landlord.  See  18 
Standard  Pboc.  451. 

[a]  A  licensee,  holding  under  a  pa- 
rol license  simply,  until  such  license  is 
revoked,  cannot  be  treated  either  as 
a  trespasser  or  tenant,  and  therefore 
an  action  for  use  and  occupation 
against  him  cannot  be  maintained. 
Eeed  v.  Lammel,  40  Minn.  397,  42  N. 
W.  202.  Eevoking  license  relating  to 
land  by  suing  for  use  and  occupation, 
see  18  Standard  Proc.  640.  As  to  11- 

Vol.  XXV 


censes  generally,  see  the  title  "Lands 
and  Land  Transfers." 

6.  Marlatt  v.  Marlatt,  4  Penny, 
(Pa.)  91. 

7.  Crabtree  v.  Strefet  (Ala.),  76  So. 
374;  Stringfellow  17.  Curry  &  Co.,  76 
Ala.  394;  Gulliksen  v.  White  Eagle 
Brew.  Co.,  203  111.  App.  391. 

8.  Ghegan  v.  Young,  23  Pa.  18.  See 
18  Standard  Peoc.  471. 

9.  Miller  v.  Eichards,  139  Ind.  263, 
38  N.  E.  854. 

10.  In  re  Pott's  Appeal,  5  Pa.  5'00. 

11.  See  the  title  "Trespass." 

As  against  a  trespasser  whose  occu- 
pancy is  tortious  the  action  will  not 
lie,  see  infra,  II,  D. 

12.  Thompson  v.  Bower,  60  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  463;  Eoukous  v.  De  Graft,  40 
E.  I.  57,  99  Atl.  821.  See  the  title 
"Mesne  Profits." 

13.  Stevenson  v.  Donnelly,  221 
Mass.  161,  108  N.  E.  926,  Ann.  Caa. 
1917E,  932;  Central  Mills  Co.  v.  H3,rt, 
124  Mass.  123.    See  supra,  I,  A. 

14.  See  18  Standard  Proc.  450. 

15.  Ala.  — Pike  v.  Bright,  29  Ala. 
332.  Cal.  —  Hathaway  v.  Eyan,  35  Cal. 
188.  Del.  —  Eedden  v.  Barker,  4  Harr. 
l'/9.  Ga.  —  Barnes  i;.  Shinholster,  14  Ga. 
131.  111.  — Hill  V.  Coal  Valley  Min.  Co., 
103  111.  App.  41.  Ind.  —  Nance  v.  Alex- 
ander, 49  Ind.  516.  Ky.  —  Crouch  v. 
Briles,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  25,  23  Am.  Dec. 
404.  La.  —  Stringer  v.  Mathis,  41  La. 
Ann.  985,  7  So.  229.  Me.  —  Patterson 
V.  Stoddard,  47  Me.  355,  74  Am.  Dec. 
490.  Md.— Stockett  v.  "Watkins '  Admrs., 
2  Gill  &  J.  326,  20  Am.  Dec.  438.  Mass. 
Stevenson  v.  Donnelly,  221  Mass.  161, 
108  N.  B.  926,  Ann.  Cas.  191 7E,  932; 
Kirchgassner  v.  Eodick,  170  Mass.  543, 
49    N.    E.    1015;    Central   Mills   Co.   v. 
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express^'  or  implied."  The  conduct  of  the  occupant  in  taking  posses- 
sion with  the  owner's  permission  and  using  the  premises  for  his  own 
benefit  implies  a  promise  to  make  compensation.^*  The  action  is  not 
maintainable,  however,  as  a  general  rule,  where  the  facts  negative  the 
implication  of  a  promise  to  pay  rent,^'  as  when  there  is  an  outstanding 


Hart,  124  Mass.  123.  Mich.  —  Mar- 
quette, H.  &  O.  E.  Co.  V.  Harlow,  37 
Mich.  554,  26  Am.  Eep.  538.  Miss. 
Fleming  v.  Hughes,  6  So.  842.  Minn. 
Hayes  v.  More,  127  Minn.  404,  149  N. 
W.  659.  Mo.  — Aull  Sav.  Bk.  v.  Aull's 
Admr.,  80  Mo.  199.  Neb. —  Skinner 
V.  Skinner,  38  Neb.  756,  57  IST.  W.  534, 
N.  H.  —  Swift  V.  New  Durham  Lumb. 
Co.,  64  N.  H.  53,  5  Atl.  903.  N.  J. 
Stewart  v.  Fitch,  31  N.  J.  L.  17.  N.  Y. 
Benedict  v.  Jennings,  47  Misc.  134,  93 
N.  Y.  Supp.  464.  Ohio.  —  Mitchell  v. 
Pendleton,  21  Ohio  St.  664.  Pa.  — Bro- 
lasky  c.  Ferguson,  48  Pa.  434.  Vt. 
Moore  v.  Harvey,  50  Vt.  297.  Va. 
Sutton  V.  Mandeville,  1  Munf.  (15  Va.) 
407,  4  Am.  Dee.  549.  Wis.  —  Munkwitz, 
etc.,  Co.  V.  Milwaukee,  143  Wis.  230, 
126  N.  W.  542.  Eng.  — Phipps  v.  Seul- 
thorpe,  1  B.  &  Aid.  50,  106  Eng.  Re- 
print 19.  Can.  —  Clendinning  v.  Turner, 
9  Ont.  34. 

[a]  Under  some  statutes  the  occu- 
pant of  any  lands,  without  special  con- 
tract, is  liable  for  the  rent  to  any  per- 
son entitled  thereto.  Ind.  —  Winings  v. 
Wood,  63  Ind.  187.  Kan.  —  Story  v. 
McCormick,  70  Kan.  323,  78  Pac.  819. 
Okla.- Bilby  v.  Gilliland,  41  Okla.  150, 
137  Pac.  690;  Earl  v.  Tyler,  36  Okla. 
179,  128  Pac.  269;  Eodman  v.  Davis, 
34  Okla.  766,  127  Pac.  411.  See  Hen-' 
wood  V.  Cheeseman,  3  Serg.  &  R.  (Pa.) 
500. 

16.  Md.  —  Marshall  v.  McPherson, 
8  Gill  &  J.  333.  N.  Y.  — Preston  v. 
Hawley,  139  N.  Y.  296,  34  N.  B.  906; 
Smith  V.  Stewart,  6  Johns.  46,  5  Am. 
Dec.  186.  N.  C.  —  Long  v.  Bonner,  33 
N.  C.  27.  Va.  —  Eppes'  Exrs.  v.  Cole, 
4  Hen.  &  M.  (14  Va.)  161,  4  Am.  Dee. 
512.  Eng.  —  Eeade  v.  Johnson,  Cro, 
Eliz.  242,   78  Eng.  Eeprint  498. 

[a]  Prior  to  the  statute  of  11  Geo, 
n,  ch.  19,  an  express  contract  was  ne- 
cessary. Crabtree  v.  Pemberton,  Sneed 
(Ky.)  122. 

[b]  But  where  rent  Is  reserved  by 
deed,  assumpsit  for  use  and  occupation 
will  not  lie.  Wood  v.  Wilcox,  1  Denio 
(N.  Y.)  37;  Beverley  v.  Lincoln  etc. 
Co.,  6  Ad.  &f  El.  829,  33  E.  C.  L.  434, 


112  Eng.  Eeprint  318.   See  3  Standard 
Peoc.  205;  1  Chitty  on  Pleading  354. 

17.  Ala.  —  Crabtree  v.  Street,  79 
So.  192;  Smith's  Exrs.  v.  Houstoii,  16 
Ala.  111.  Ark.  —  Cooley  v.  Ksir,  105 
Ark.  307,  151  S.  W.  254,  43  L.  R.  A. 
(N.  S.)  527;  Beardsley  v.  Nashville, 
64  Ark.  240,  41  S.  W.  853.  Cal.  —  Hid- 
den V.  Jordan,  57  Cal.  184.  Conn. 
Gunn  V.  Scovil,  4  Day  228,  4  Am.  Dec. 
208.  Del.  —  Redden  v.  Barker,  4  Harr. 
179.  111.  — Oakes  v.  Oakes,  16  111.  106. 
Ind.  — Estep  v.  Estep,  23  Ind.  114. 
Ky.  —  Johnson  v.  Beauchamp,  9  Dana 
124;  Walker  v.  Tipton,  3  Dana  3.  Md. 
Stockett  V.  Watkins'  Admrs.,  2  Gill  & 
J.  326,  20  Am.  Dec.  438.  Mass.  —  Aus- 
tin V.  Whittle,  178  Mass.  155,  59  N.  E. 
636.  Mich.  —  Hogsett  v.  Ellis,  17  Mich. 
351.  Mo.  —  Thompson  v.  Granite  B.  P. 
Co.,  199  Mo.  App.  356,  203  S.  W.  496; 
Edmunds  v.  Missouri  Elec.  etc.  Co.,  76 
Mo.  App.  610.  Neb.  —  Eosenberg  ». 
Sprecher,  74  Neb.  176,  103  N.  W.  1045, 
105  N.  W.  293.  N.  J.  — Chambers  v. 
Ross,  25  N.  J.  L.  293.  N.  Y.  —  Talley 
V.  James  Everard's  Brew.,  116  N.  Y. 
Supp.  657.  Ohio.  —  Heidelbach,  S.  & 
Co.  V.  Slader,  12  Ohio  Dee.  (Eeprint) 
234.  Okla.  —  Eodman  v.  Davis,  34  Okla. 
766,  127  Pac.  411.  Pa.  — Henwood  v. 
Cheeseman,  3  Serg.  &  E.  500;  Pott  v. 
Lesher,  1  Yeates  5f6.  R.  I.  —  McCar- 
dell  V.  Miller,  22  R.  L  96,  46  Atl.  184. 
Vt.  —  Watson  v.  Brainard,  33  Vt.  88. 
Va.  —  Eppes'  Exrs.  v.  Cole,  4  Hen.  & 
M.  (14  Va.)  161,  4  Am.  Dec.  512.  Eng. 
Pollock  V.  Stacy,  9  Q.  B.  1033,  58  E. 
C.  L.  1033,  115  Eng.  Reprint  1570. 
Can.  —  Blackburn  v.  Lawson,  2  Ont. 
App.  215. 

18.  See  the  eases  cited  in  the  next 
preceding  note. 

19.  Mass.  —  Cook  v.  Medbery,  150 
Mass.  499,  23  N.  E.  225.  Mo.  — Bracht 
V.  Johnson,  187  Mo.  App.  220,  173  S. 
W.  692.  N.  J-.  —  Mason  v.  Haurand,  79 
N.  J.  L.  375,  75  Atl.  452.  N.  Y.  —  Cros- 
well  V.  Crane,  7  Barb.  191 ;  James  Roy 
Co.  V.  Eoy  Woolen  Co.,  172  App.  Div. 
269,  158  N.  Y.  Supp.  755.  Ohio.  — Mit- 
chell V.  Pendleton,  21  Ohio  St.  664.  P. 
R.  —  Salguero  v.  American  E.   Co.,  17 
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lease  by  the  owner  to  a  third  party,^°  or  where  the  possession  is  tor- 
tious.^^ 

B.  Where  "Written  Lease.  —  During  the  period  covered  by  a  valid 
written  lease,  an  action  for  use  and  occupation  based  on  an  implied 
promise  to  pay  rent  cannot  be  maintained."  When  the  occupancy  is 
under  a  voidable  lease,  which  has  been  repudiated  by  the  lessee,  the 
action  will  lie  f^  and  when  a  tenant  under  a  written  lease  holds  over, 
use  and  occupation  will  lie  against  him  for  the  hold-over  period.^* 


Porto  Eico  591.  Eng.  —  Churchward 
V.  Ford,  2  H.  &  N.  446,  26  L.  J.  Ex. 
354,  5  Wkly.  Eep.  831.  Can.  —  Toronto 
Hospital  V.  Heward,  8  U.  C.  C.  P.  84. 

And  see  infra,  II,  C  and  D. 

[a]  Where  an  owner's  relatives  are 
permitted  to  live  on  certain  land  for 
many  years  •without  anything  being 
sa^d  concerning  rent  or  an  accounting, 
an  action  against  them  for  use  and  oc- 
cupation will  not  lie.  Crodle  v.  Dodge, 
99  Wash.  121,  168  Pac.  986.  But  see 
Story  V.  McCormiek,  70  Kan.  323,  78 
Pac.  819. 

20.  Journeay  v.  Brackley,  1  Hilt  (N. 
Y.)  447. 

21.  Stevenson  v.  Donnelly,  221  Mass. 
161,  108  N.  B.  926,  Ann.  Cas.  1917B, 
932;  Henderson  v.  Detroit,  61  Mich. 
378,  28  N.  W.  133.  But  see  Bilby  v. 
Gilliland,  41  Okla.  150,  137  Pac.  690. 

22.  Conn.  —  North  v.  Nichols,  37 
Conn.  375.  Mass.  —  Smiley  v.  Mc- 
Lauthlin,  138  Mass.  363.  N.  Y.  — Kier- 
sted  V.  Orange  etc.  p.  Co.,  69  N.  Y.  343, 
25  Am.  Eep.  199;  Wood  v.  Wilcox,  1 
Denio  37. 

But  see  Beecher  v.  Dufifield,  97  Mich. 
423,  56  N.  W.  777;  Dalton  v.  Laudahn, 
30  Mich.  349.  See  alsp  Warren  v.  Fer- 
dinand, 9  Allen  (Mass.)  357. 

Action  hy  the  landlord  upon  waiving 
written  lease  signed  by  unauthorized 
agent,  see  18   Standard  Pkoc.  480. 

[a]  "It  is  obvious  that  there  could 
be  no  implied  contract  between  the 
parties  to  pay  rent  for  the  premises, 
arising  from  use  and  occupation,  so 
long  as  the  written  contract  concerning 
the  same  premises  subsisted  between 
them;  for  there  can  be  but  one  con- 
tract at  the  same  time  between  the 
same  parties  touching  the  same  thing; 
and  if  a  written  contract  exists  it  takes 
precedence  of  all  others,  and  forms  the 
only  contract  between  the  parties  dur- 
ing the  time  of  its  existence."  North 
V.  Nichols,   37   Conn.   375. 

23.  Ala. — Smith  v.  Pritchett,  98 
Ala.  649,  13  So.  569;     Parker's  Admr. 

V9l,  SXV 


V.  Hollis,  50  Ala.  411.  Conn.  —  Howard 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Hope  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  22  Conn. 
394;  Wells  v.  Doming,  2  Boot  149. 
lU.— Warner  v.  Hale,  65  111.  395; 
Matousek  v.  Quirici,  195  111.  App.  391; 
Smith  V.  Kinkaid,  1  111.  App.  620.  Ky. 
Eagsdale  v.  Lander,  80  Ky.  61;  Pepper 
V.  Harper,  20  Ky.  L.  Eep.  837,  47  S.  W. 
620.  N.  Y.  —  Talamo  v.  Spitzmiller, 
120  N.  Y.  37,  23  N.  E.  980,  17  Am.  St. 
Eep.  607,  8  L.  E.  A.  221;  Herrmann  i/. 
Curiel,  3  App.  Div.  511,  38  N.  Y.  Supp. 
343;  Eiviera  Eealty  Co.  v.  Henry,  144 
N.  Y.  Supp.  790.  Ohio.  — Wilson  v. 
Trustees  of  No.  16,  8  Ohio  174.  Tex. 
Eobb  V.  San  Antonio  St.  By.  Co.,  82 
Tex.  392,  18  S.  W.  707. 

[a]  But  when  the  lessor  In  bad 
faith  repudiates  an  agreement  unen- 
forcible  under  the  statute  of  frauds, 
under  which  the  vendee  went  into 
possession,  he  cannot  maintain  an 
action  for  use  and  occupation  for 
the  period  prior  to  his  repudiation. 
Greton  v.  Smith,  33  N.  Y.  245,  affirm- 
ing 1  Daly  380. 

24.  Colo.  —  Pitkin  v.  Brown,  2  Colo. 
App.  473,  31  Pac.  525.  Mo.  —  Young 
V.  Home  Telephone  Co.  (Mo.  App.),  201 
S.  VV.  635.  N.  Y.  — Conger  v.  Ensler, 
85  App.  Div.  564,  83  N.  Y.  Supp.  419. 
N.  D.  —  Schwoebel  u.  Eugina,  14  N.  D. 
375,  104  N.  W.  848.  Pa.  — Keown  v. 
Mallissee,  57  Pa.  Super.  592.  Eng. 
Davis  V.  Morgan,  4  Barn.  &  C.  8,  10 
E.  C.  L.  458,  107  Eng.  Eeprint  962. 

[a]  An  assignee  who  holds  over  may 
be  sued  for  use  and  occupation  under 
the  same  circumstances  that  the  action 
might  have  been  brought  against  the 
original  lessee.  Weaver  v.  Southern 
Oregon  Co.,  31  Ore.  14,  48  Pac.  167. 

[b]  The  distinction  between  hold- 
over and  trespass  is  that  "in  the  former 
case,  as  the  occupancy  has  commenced 
rightfully  and  under  an  agreement,  the 
law  will  imply  that  one  who  continues 
a  possession  thus  obtained  will  pay 
therefor,  since  the  law  always  implies 
honesty  and  right  dealing  raither  than, 
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C.  Under  Purchase  Contract.  —  It  is  a  general  rule  that  an  action 
for  use  and  occupation  cannot  be  maintained  against  one  in  possession 
under  a  contract  to  purchase. ^^  This  is  especially  so  when  the  failure 
of  the  contract  is  due  to  the  vendor's  fault,^^  such  as  a  defect  in  his 
title,^'  although  in  such  case  the  contrary  has  been  held.^*  But  where 
the  vendee  refuses  to  complete  the  contract  of  sale  without  good  reason 
for  so  doing  he  may  be  sued  for  use  and  occupation,^'  though  the  con- 


the  contrary.  But  where  the  posses- 
sion originates  in  and  has  been  ob- 
tained by  wrongdoing,  there  is  nothing 
upon  which  the  law  can  presume  a 
change  to  right  doing  unless  there  is 
some  affirmative  action  on  the  part  of 
the  wrongdoer  to  show  an  intention  to 
pay."  Young  v.  Home  Telephone  Co. 
(Mo.  App.),  201  S.  W.  635. 

25.  Cal.  —  Pomeroy  v.  Bell,  118  Cal. 
635, 50  Pac.  683.  Colo. — Denver  T.  &  W. 
Co.  V.  Swem,  8  Colo.  Ill,  5  Pac.  836. 
Del.  —  Eedden  v.  Barker,  4  Harr.  179; 
Mariner  v.  Burton's  Admr.,  4  Harr.  69. 
111.  — Dixon  li.  Haley,  16  111.  145;  Me- 
Ijfair  V.  Schwartz,  16  111.  24.  Ind. 
Newby  v.  Vestal,  6  Ind.  412.  Ky. 
Johnson  •».  Beauchamp,  9  Dana  124. 
N.  J. -—Brewer  v.  Couover's  Admrs., 
18  N.  J.  L.  214.  N.  Y.  —  See  Preston 
V.  Hawley,  139  N.  Y.  296,  34  N.  E.  906. 

[a]  The  reason  is  that  one  who 
enters  into  possession  of  land  under  an 
executory  agreement  for  its  purchase 
does  not  thereby  become  the  tenant  of 
the  vendor.  Belger  v.  Sanchez,  137  Cal. 
614,  70  Pac.  738;  Bancroft  v.  Ward- 
well,  13  Johns.  489,  7  Am.  Dee.  396. 

26.  Mass.  —  Little  v.  Pearson,  7 
Pick.  301,  19  Am.  Dec.  289.  N.  Y. 
Castle  V.  Armstead,  168  App.  Div.  466, 
153  N.  T.  Supp.  266;  Thompson  v.  Bow- 
ers, 60  Barb.  463;  Sylvester  c.  Ealston, 
31  Barb.  286.  Pa.  — Bardsley  v. 
Eaas,  4  Sad.  584,  affirming  2  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  55.  Vt.  — Hough  V.  Birge,  11  Vt. 
190,  34  Am.  Dee.  682. 

[a]  Whether  or  not  the  vendor  is 
at  fault,  the  action  will  not  lie.  Syl- 
vester V.  Ealston,  31  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
286. 

27.  Ala,  — Bell  v.  Ellis'  Heirs,  1 
Stew.  &  P.  294.  111.  —  McNair  v. 
Schwartz,  16  111.  24.  Ky.  —  Jones  v. 
Tipton,  2  Dana  295.  Mass.  —  Little  v. 
Pearson,  7  Pick.  301,  19  Am.  Dec.  289. 
Mo.  — Coffman  v.  Huck,  19  Mo.  435, 
N.  J.  —  Brewer  v.  Craig,  18  N.  J.  L. 
214.  N.  Y, — Smith  v.  Stewart,  6  Johns. 
46,  5  Am.  Dee.  186.  Vt.  —  Hough  v. 
Birge,  11   Vt.   190,  34   Am.   Dee.   682, 


Eng.  —  "Winterbottom  v.  Ingham,  7  Q. 
B.  611,  53  E.  C.  L.  611,  115  Eng.  Ee- 
print  620. 

28.  Wheaton  v.  Collins,  90  N.  J.  L. 
29,  100  Atl.  157. 

[a]  Thus,  where  the  vendee  rescinded 
because  the  vendor  had  no  marketable 
title,  and  the  vendee  defended  an 
action  for  use  and  occupation  on  the 
ground  that  he  was  in  possession  under 
a  contract  of  sale,  the  court  said  "it 
does  not  lie  in  the  mouth  of  the  defend- 
ant to  assert  in  one  breath  that  he  is 
in  possession  under  a  valid  contract  of 
sale,  and  therefore  not  liable  to  make 
compensation  ifor  his  occupation  of  the 
premises,  and  in  the  next  breath  assert 
successfully  that  he  is  under  no  obli- 
gation to  perform  the  contract,  and  is 
entitled  to  and  does  repudiate  it." 
Wheaton  v.  Collins,  90  N.  J.  L.  29,  100 
Atl.  157.  See  also  Johnson  v.  Beau- 
champ,  9  Dana  (Ky.)  124,  holding  that 
the  action  might  lie  against  the  ven- 
dee under  circumstances  raising  an 
equitable  obligation  to  pay  for  the 
use. 

29.  Ala.  —  Smith  v.  Wooding,  20 
Ala.  324;  Smith's  Bxrs.  v.  Houston,  16 
Ala.  Ill;  Davidson  v.  Ernest,  7  Ala. 
817.  Ga.  —  Dodgen  v.  Camp,  47  Ga. 
328.  Ind.  —  Mattox  v.  Hightshue,  39 
Ind.  95.  Me.  —  Bishop  v.  Clark,  82  Me. 
532,  20'  Atl.  88;  Patterson  v.  Stoddard, 
47  Me.  355,  74  Am.  Dec.  490.  N.  H. 
Woodbury  v.  Woodbury,  47  N.  H.  11, 
90  Am.  Dec.  555;  Clough  v,  Hosford, 
6  N.  H.  231.  N.  Y.  —  Pierce  V.  Pierce, 
25  Barb.  243.  But  see  Smith  v.  Stew- 
art, 6  Johns.  46,  5  Am.  Dec.  186.  Vt. 
Hough  V.  Bir?e,  11  Vt.  190,  34  Am.s 
Dec.  682.  Compare,  Stacy  v.  Vermont 
Cent.  E.  Co.,  32  Vt.  551. 

See  also  18  Standard  Peoc.  472,  and 
the  title  "Vendor  and  Purchaser." 

[a]  When  the  contract  provides  for 
rent  in  case  of  default,  the  action  will 
lie.  Eedden  v.  Barker,  4  Harr.  (Del.) 
179;     Wright  v.  Eoberts,  22   Wis.  161. 

[b]  Where  the  contract  ^is  avoidable, 
such  as  a  parol  agreement  to  purchase 
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trary  view  has  been  maintained.^"'  The  action  has  also  oeen  sustained 
after  rescission,  by  mutual  agreement,  of  a  contract  to  purchase  upon 
acquisition  of  the  legal  title  by  the  vendor  ;'^  likewise  for  occupancy  by 
the  vendee  subsequent  to  abandonment  of  the  contract  ;'^  as  well  as  for 
occupancy  by  the  vendor  after  the  completed  sale  where  he  remains  in 
possession  as  a  tenant  of  the  vendee.^' 

D.  Trespass,  Adverse  Claim,  etc.  —  An  action  for  use  and  occupa- 
tion is  not,  as  a  rule,  maintainable  against  a  trespasser,^*  or  adverse 
claimant,^^  or  one  who  disputes  the  plaintiff's  title.'*  In  some  jurisdic- 
tions," however,  the  owner  may  waive  the  tort  and  sue  for  use  and  oecu- 


land,  and  the  vendee  refuses  to  per- 
form, the  action  will  lie.  "Whitney  v. 
Cochran,  2  111.  209. 

30.  Byrd  v.  Chase,  I'O  Ark.  '602; 
Denver  T.  &  W.  Co.  v.  Swem,  8  Colo. 
Ill,  5  Pac.  836. 

[a]  When  the  contract  provides 
that  no  rent  shall  be  charged  for  occu- 
pancy prior  to  the  completion  of  the 
contract,  an  action  for  use  and  occupa- 
tion will  not  lie  on  abandonment  by 
the  vendee.  Welch  v.  Andrews,  9 
Mete.  (Mass.)  78. 

31.  Lynch  v.  Pearson,  125  Cal.  21, 
57   JPaQ.   676. 

32.  Belger  i).  Sanchez,  137  Cal.  614, 
70  Pac.  738;  Howard  v.  Shaw,  8  Mees. 
&  W.   (Eng.)   118. 

33.  Larrabee  v.  Lumbert,  34  Me.  79. 
See  also  Preston  v.  Hawley,  139  N.  Y. 
296,  34  N.  E.  906. 

34.  TJ.  S.  —  Lloyd  v.  Hough,  1  How. 
153,  11  L.  ed.  83.  Ala. ^-Weaver  v. 
Jones,  24  Ala.  420.  Cal.  —  Hathaway 
V.  Ryan,  35  Cal.  188;  O 'Conner  i;.  Cor- 
bitt,  3  Cal.  370.  Ga.— Williams  v. 
Hollis,  19  aa.  313.  111.  — Chicago  Gen. 
R.  Co.  V.  John  Spry  Lumb.  Co.,  60  111. 
App.  646.  la.  —  Cole  v.  Thompson,  134 
Iowa  685,  112  N.  W.  178.  Md.  — De 
Young  V.  Buchanan,  10  Gill  &  J.  149, 
32  Am.  Dec.  156.  Mich.  —  Lockwood 
V.  Thunder,  B.  R.  B.  Co.,  42  Mich.  536, 
4  N.  W.  292.  Miss.  — Inman  v.  Mor- 
ris, 63  Miss.  347.  Mo. — Young  v. 
Home  Telephone  Co.  (Mo.  App.),  201 
S.  W.  636.  N.  H.  —  Wiggin  v.  Wiggin, 
6  N.  H.  298.  N.  Y.  — Hurd  v.  Miller, 
2  Hilt.  540.  Ohio.  —  Richey  v.  Hinde, 
6  Ohio  371.  Pa.  —  Henwood  v.  Cheese- 
man,  3  Serg.  &  E.  500.  S.  0.  —  Ryan 
V.  Marsh 's  Admr.,  2  Nott  &  MeO.  156. 

See  also  3  Standabd  Proc.  205. 

[a]  Under  some  statutes  an  action 
for  use  and  occupation  will  lie  "when 
the   defendant  has   gone   in  possession 
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of  the  land  unlawfully,"  which  has 
been  construed  to  mean  "a  possession 
acquired  by  an  intrusion  without  bona 
fide  claim  of  title  upon  plaintiff's 
actual  peaceable  possession."  Crab- 
tree  V.  Street  (Ala.),  76  So.  374. 

35.  Ala.  —  Smith's  Exrs.  v.  Hous- 
ton, 16  Ala.  111.  Cal.  —  Ramirez  v, 
Murray,  5  Cal.  222.  Ga.  —  Lathrop  v. 
Standard  Oil  Co.,  83  Ga.  307,-9  S.  E. 
1041.  la.  —  Carrigg  v.  Mechanics' 
Bank,  136  Iowa  261,  111  N.  W.  329. 
Me.  —  Howe  v.  Russell,  41  Me.  446. 
Md.  —  Stockett  V.  Watkins'  Admrs., 
2  Gill  &  J.  326,  20  Am.  Dee.  438.  Mass. 
Boston  V.  Binney,  11  Pick.  1,  22  Am. 
Dec.  353.  Mich.  —  Marquette,  H.  &  O. 
R.  Co.  V.  Harlow,  37  Mich.  554,  26  Am. 
Rep.  538.  Minn.  —  Eolsom  v.  Carli,  6 
Minn.  420,  80  Am.  Dee.  456.  Miss. 
Dean  v.  Tucker,  58  Miss.  487.  N.  Y. 
Biglow  V.  Biglow,  75  App.  Div.  98,  77 
N.  Y.  Supp.  716.  Ohio.  —  Cincinnati  v. 
Walls,  1  Ohio  St.  222.  Ore.  —  Espy  v. 
Penton,  5  Ore.  423.  Can.  —  Le  Cain  v. 
Hosterman,  11  Nova  Scotia  229. 

[a]  Under  a  statute  making  any 
occupant  liable  who,  without  special 
contract,  occupies  the  land  of  another, 
the  action  will  lie  against  an  adverse 
claimant  after  title  quieted  in  plain- 
tiff. Bilby  V.  Gilliland,  41  Okla.  150, 
137  Pac.  69'0.  See  also  Winings  v. 
Wood,  53  Ind.  187. 

[b]  In  trespass  to  try  title  a  claim 
for  use  and  occupation  may  be  made. 
Miller  v.  Knowles  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  44 
S.  W.  927. 

36.  Smith  v.  Haight,  188  Mich.  512, 
154  N.  W.  563. 

37.  Ala.  —  Catterlin  v.  Spinks,  16 
Ala.  467.  111.  —  See  GuUiksen  v.  White 
Eagle  Brew.  Co.,  203  111.  App.  391. 
Pa.  —  National  Oil  Refining  Co.  v. 
Bush,  88  Pa.  335.  S.  D.  — Baldwin  v. 
Bohl,  23  S.  D.  395,  122  N.  W.  247; 
Parkinson  t;.  Shew,  12  S.  D.  171,  80  N. 
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pation,  but  in  other  jurisdictions  this  privilege  has  been  denied." 

III.  POSSESSION  OR  OOCUPANOY,  —  To  support  the  action  for 
use  and  occupation  there  must  have  been  an  entry  on  or  occupation  of 
the  premises,^'  or  at  least  a  constructive  or  legal  possession  thereof.*" 

IV.  JURISDICTION  AND  VENUE.  — An  action  for  use  and  occu- 
pation is  transitory,*^  and  the  general  rules  relating  to  the  jurisdiction 
and  venue  of  such  actions  are  applicable.*^ 

V.  PARTIES.*^  —  Under  circumstances  showing  the  existence  of  the 
relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  between  the  parties,  an  action  for  use 
and  occupation  may  be  brought  by  the  holder  of  the  legal**  or  the  equit- 

.  able  title.*^    But  when  the  contract  is  with  a  trustee,  the  cestui  que 
trust  cannot  maintain  the  action,*^  and  vice  versa.*^  The  action  will  lie 


W.  189.  Tex.  —  Estes  v.  Browning,  11 
Tex.  237,  60  Am.  Dee.  238. 

[a]  Under  ceitain  statutes  it  is  per- 
missible to  waive  the  tort  and  sue  for 
use  and  occupation.  Mooty  v.  Doyle,  1 
Ala.  App.  577,  55  So.  436. 

38.  Me.  —  Richardson  v.  Eichard- 
son,  72  Me.  403;  Rogers  v.  Libbey,  35 
Me.  200.  Mass.  —  Munroe  v.  Luke,  1 
Mete.  459.  Minn.  —  Hurley  v.  Lamer- 
aux,  29  Minn.  138,  12  N.  W.  447.  Mo. 
Young  V.  Home  Telephone  Co.  (Mo. 
App.),  201  S.  W.  635.  N.  Y.  — Thomp- 
son V.  Fox,  21  Misc.  298,  47  N.  Y.  Supp. 
176.  Ohio.  —  Peters  r.  Elkins,  14  Ohio 
344.  Wis.  —  Ackerman  v.  Lyman,  20 
Wis.  454. 

[a]  The  reason  given  for  denying 
permission  to  waive  the  tort  and  sue 
for  use  and  occupation  is  that  a  tres- 
passer cannot  be  converted  into  a  ten- 
ant without  his  consent.  Edmonson  v. 
Kite,  43  Mo.  176. 

[b]  A  notice  to  pay  rent,  (1)  with- 
out the  trespasser's  agreement  to  pay 
in  accordance  therewith,  does  not  make 
the  trespasser  a  tenant  and  therefore 
will  not  support  an  action  for  use  and 
occupation.  Smith  v.  Haight,  188  Mich. 
512,  154  N.  W.  563;  Young  v.  Home 
Telephone  Co.  (Mo.  App.),  201  S.  W. 
635.  (2)  But  the  action  is  maintain- 
able against  a  party  in  possession  not 
holding  under  an  adverse  or  hostile 
title  after  a  notice  to  pay  rent.  Gul- 
Ilksen  V.  White  Eagle  Brew.  Co.,  203 
111.  App.  391. 

39.  Ala.  — Tully  v.  Dunn,  42  Ala. 
262.  Me.  — Haskell  v.  Haskell,  2 
Greenl.  157,  11  Am.  Dec.  54.  N.  H. 
Currier  v.  Perley,  24  N.  H.  219.  N.  Y. 
Gilhooley  v.  Washington,  4  N.  Y.  217; 
Beach  v.  Gray,  2  Denio  84.  Okla. 
Jones  V.  Byington,  56  Okla.  284,  155 
Pac.  1118.     Tex.  —  Nolan  v.  Mendere, 


77  Tex.  565,  14  S.  W.  167,  19  Am.  St. 
Eep.  801.    Va.  —  Watts  v.  Watts'  Exx., 

104  Va.  269,  51  S.  E.  359.  Eng.— Towne 
V.  D'Heinrich,  13  C.  B.  892,  76  E.  C.  L. 
892,   138   Eng.   Reprint   1454. 

40.  111.  —  Matousek  v.  Quirici,  195 
111.  App.  391.  N.  Y.  — Hall  v.  Western 
Transp.  Co.,  34  N.  Y.  284;  Little  v. 
Martin,  3  Wend.  219,  20  Am.  Dec.  688; 
Seaman  v.  Ward,  1  Hilt.  52.  Eng. 
Pinero  v.  Judson,  6  Bing.  206,  19  E.  C. 
L.  100,  130  Eng.  Reprint  1259. 

41.  New  iTork  v.  Dawson,  2  Johns. 
Cas.   (N.  Y.)   335. 

42.  See  generally  the  titles  "Juris- 
diction;"   "Venue." 

[a]  Thus  an  action  for  use  and  oc- 
cupation need  not  be  brought  in  the 
county,  where  the  land  lies.  Henwood 
V.  Cheeseman,  3  Serg.  &  R.  (Pa.)  5O0; 
Davies  v.  Edwards,  3  Maule  &  S.  380, 

105  Eng.  Reprint  654;  Kirtland  v. 
Pounsett,  1  Taunt.  570,  127  Eng.  Re- 
print 956. 

43.  Parties  by  and  against  whom 
the  action  lies  under  particular  cir- 
cumstances, see  supra.  III,  A,  et  «eg. 

44.  Evertson  v.  Sawyer,  2  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)   507. 

By  an  execution  sale  purchaser  for 
rent  accruing  after  receiving  his  deed. 
See  18  Standard  Proc.  480. 

45.  Chapin  v.  Eoss,  75  111.  280; 
Dolby  V.  lies,  11  Ad.  &  El.  335,  39  E.  C. 
L.  195,  113  Eng.  Reprint  443. 

[a]  An  executor  may  maintain  use 
and  occupation  for  land  held  by  a  ten- 
ant during  his  testator 's  lifetime.  Wal- 
lis  V.  Harrold,  23  U.  C.  Q.  B.  (Can.) 
279.  ' 

46.  Grady  v.  Ibach,  94  Ala.  152,  10 
So.  287;  Morgell  v.  Paul,  2  Man.  &  R. 
303,  17  E.  C.  L.  711. 

47.  Churchward  v.  Ford,  2  H.  &  N. 
446,  26  L.  J.  Ex.  354,  5  Wkly.  Rep.  831. 
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in  favor  of  a  tenant  in  common  against  a  cotenant,  on  an  express  agree- 
ment.*' 

VI.  PLEADING.  —  A.  Declabation  oe  Complaint.*^  —  The  plain- 
tiff should  set  forth  in  his  declaration  or  complaint  for  use  and  occupa- 
tion the  substantive  facts  constituting  his  cause  of  action,'"  showing  the 
relation  of  landlord  and  tenant,'^  the  location  of  the  premises,'^  an 
entry  by  the  lessee,'^  and  the  term  of  occupation.'* 

Amendments  of  a  declaration  or  complaint  for  use  and  occupation  are 
regulated  by  the  general  rules  on  that  subject."' 

B.  Plea  ok  Answer.  —  A  defense  of  tenancy  under  a  written  lease 
'  need  not  be  specially  pleaded,  but  is  admissible  under  a  general  de- 
nial,'® but  a  gratuitous  use,  to  be  available  as  a  defense,  must  be  spe- 


48.  Wilmarth  v.  Palmer,  34  Mich. 
347;  Everts  v.  Beach,  31  Mich.  136,  18 
Am.  Eep.  169;  Hunton  v.  Powers,  38 
Mo.  353.  See  generally  the  title  "Ten- 
ants in  Common." 

As  to  joinder  of  cotenants  in  use 
and  occupation,  see  18  Standard  Phoc. 
483.  In  contract  actions  generally,  see 
11  Standard  Peoc.  969. 

Accounting  against  cotenant  by 
statute,  for  use  and  occupation,  see  14 
Standard  Peoc.  736. 

49.  See  generally  the  titles  "As- 
sumpsit;" "Declaration  and  Com- 
plaint." 

50.  Warren  v.  Ferdinand,  9  Allen 
(Mass.)  357.  See  18  Standard  Peoc. 
487,  n.  95,  [d]. 

[a]  A  promise  to  pay  is  not  an  es- 
sential allegation  in  an  action  for  use 
and  occupation.  Wills  v.  Wills,  34  Ind. 
106. 

[b]  The  plaintiff's  character,  as 
that  he  is  an  assignee,  need  not  be  al- 
leged. Armstrong  v.  Clark,  17  Ohio 
495. 

[e]  Assumpsit  on  Lease  Under  Seal. 
Under  a  statute  abolishing  the  distinc- 
tion between  actions  of  assumpsit, 
covenant  and  debt,  if  the  plaintiff's 
claim  is  for  rent  under  a  parol  demise 
it  may  be  described  by  a  count  for  use 
and  occupation,  but  if  upon  a  lease  un- 
der sea],  he  must  set  forth  the  lease  or 
the  legal  effect  thereof.  Warren  v. 
Ferdinand,  9  Allen  (Mass.)  357;  Dal- 
ton  V.  Laudahn,  30  Mich.  349. 

51.  Minn.  —  Hurley  d.  Lameraux,  29 
Minn.  138,  12  N.  W.  447.  Mo.— Young 
V.  Downey,  145  Mo.  261,  46  S.  W.  962; 
Hunton  v.  Powers,  38  Mo.  353;  Thomp- 
son V.  Granite  B.  P.  Co.,  199  Mo.  App. 
356,  203  S.   W.  496;     Wilson  v.  Meln- 
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1  turff  (Mo.  App.),  198  S.  W.  421.  N.  J. 
Folwell  V.  Ford,  12  N.  J.  L.  68.  N.  Y. 
Hall  V.  Southmayd,  15  Barb.  32;  Mor- 
ris V.  Niles,  12  Abb.  Pr.  103;  Waters  «. 
Clark,  22  How.  Pr.  104.  Pa.  — Touri- 
son  V.  Engard,  30  Pa.  Super.  179. 

[a]  Pleading  consent  of  owner  on 
defendant's  request,  see  Bradley  v. 
Davenport,  6  Conn.  1. 

[b]  Under  a  statute  permitting  the 
■action  in  certain  cases  where  there  is 
no  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant,  such 
relation  need  not  be  pleaded.  Winings 
V.  Wood,  53  Ind.  187;  Bilby  v.  Gilli- 
land,  41  Okla.  150,  137  Pae.  690;  Earl 
V.  Tyler,  36  Okla.  179,  128  Pac.  269. 

52.  Kiernan  v.  Terry,  26  Ore.  494, 
38  Pac.  671. 

[a]  It  is  the  better  practice  to  give 
■a  description  of  the  premises,  or  wherp 
they  are  located,  but  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  do  so,  according  to  the  common 
law  rules  of  pleading,  in  assumpsit  or 
debt  for  use  and  occupation.  Me. 
Plummer  v.  Bowie,  76  Me.  496.  N.  H. 
Gray  V.  Johnson,  14  N.  H.  414.  Eng. 
Eex  V.  Fraser,  6  East  348,  102  Eng.  Re- 
print 1320, 

53.  Bingham  v.  Honeyman,  32  Ore. 
129,  51  Pac.  735,  52  Pac.  755. 

54.  Crabtree  v.  Pemberton,  Sneed 
(Ky.)   122. 

55.  See  the  titles  "Amendments  and 
Jeofails;"  "New  Cause  of  Action  or 
Defense ; "    "  Parties. ' ' 

Amending  complaint  for  rent  on  'writ- 
ten lease  to  use  and  occupation,  see  18 
Standard  Proc.  491. 

Amending  complaint  of  tort  action 
to  use  and  occupation  not  permissible, 
see  18  Standard  Peoc,  566. 

56.  Warren  v.  Ferdinand,  9  Allen 
(Mass.)  357. 
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cially  pleaded. ^^ 

VII.  TRIAL. — Whether  or  not  an  implied  contract  of  tenancy  ex- 
ists is  generally  a  question  of  fact,'''  as  is  also  the  value  of  the  use.°° 

Instructions,  as  in  other  cases,  must  be  based  on  the  evidence,""  and  not 
be  misleading"^  or  prejudicial."^ 

VIII.  JUDGMENT  AND  EEVIEW."^—  The  judgment  recovered,  in 
jurisdictions  following  the  English  statute,"*  may  be  for  a  sum  de- 
fiiied,"^  or  a  reasonable  compensation  for  the  use  of  the  premises,""  a 
certain  rent,  in  the  former  ease,  being  regarded  as  evidence  of  the  rea- 
sonable value  of  the  use."''  But  such  recovery  can  be  had  only  for  the 
part  of  the  premises  occupied,  where  it  is  shown  that  in  fact  only  a  part 
was  occupied;"*  and  for  the  actual  time  such  occupancy  lasted;"^  and 
recovery  cannot  be  had,  as  a  rule,  for  use  and  occupation  of  premises 
during  a  period  prior  to  the  plaintiff 's  acquisition  of  title  thereto,^"  nor 
for  a  period  subsequent  to  the  commencement  of  the  action.'^ 

On  appeal  in  an  action  for  use  and  occupation,  the  rules  relating  to 
appeals  generally,  are  applicable.'^ 


57.  Black  v.  Miller,  158  Iowa  293, 
138  N.  W.  535. 

58.  Ala.  —  Crabtree  v.  Street,  79 
So.  192.  N.  Y.  —  Gregg  v.  Tamsen,  42 
App.  Div.  138,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  1026. 
Vt.  —  Chamberlin  v.  Donahue,  44  Vt. 
57. 

59.  Preston  v.  Hawley,  139  N.  T. 
296,  34  N.  E.  906. 

As  to  questions  of  law  and.  fact  gen- 
erally, see  the  title  "Province  of 
Judge  and  Jury." 

60.  Memphis  v.  Wait,  102  Tenn.  274, 
52  S.  W.  161.  See  generally  the  title 
"Instructions." 

61.  Patrick  v.  Eoaeh,  27  Tex.   579. 

62.  Lazarus  v.  Phelps,  156  U.  S.  202, 
15  Sup.  Ct.  271,  39  L.  ed.  397. 

63.  As  to  recovery  ou  written  lease 
under  pleading  for  use  and  occupation, 
see,  18  Standard  Proc.  499. 

64.  St.  11  Geo.  11,  ch.  19. 

65.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — Wal- 
ker V  Houghteling,  107  Ted.  619,  46 
C.  C.  A.  512.  Me.  — Fogg  v.  Hill,  21 
Me.  529.  Mo.  —  Warne  v.  Prentiss,  9 
Mo.  544.  N.  J.  —  Perrine  v.  Hankin- 
son,  11  N.  J.  L.  181.  Ohio.  — Wilson 
V.  Trustees  of  No.  16,  8  Ohio  174.  Pa. 
Kline  v.  Jacobs,  68  Pa.  57.  W.  Va. 
Atkinson  v.  Winters,  47  W.  Va.  226, 
34  S.  E.  834. 

66.  Ind.  • —  Hanes  v.  Worthington, 
14  Ind.  320.  la.  —  Newell  «;.  Sanford, 
13  Towa  191.  N.  J.  — Poole  v.  Engelke, 
61  N.  ,J.  L.  124,  38  All.  823.  N.  Y. 
Scrantom  v.  Booth,  29  Barb.  171.  N.  0. 
SpsFoms  i:  Tayloe,  148  N.  C.  369,  62  S. 
E.  424.    Wis.  —  Wittman  v.  Milwaukee 


etc.  E.  Co.,  51  Wis.  89,  8  N.  W.  6. 

67.  Stover  v.  Cadwallader,  2  Penny. 
(Pa.)  117.  See  also  Eichardson  v. 
Penny,  10  Okla.  32,  61  Pac.584;  "Ames 
on  Assumpsit,"  2  Harvard  Law  Eev. 
377. 

68.  Ind.  —  Hanes  v.  Worthington,  14 
Ind.  320.  Kan.  —  Missouri  Pac.  E.  Co. 
V.  Atchison,  43  Kan.  529,  23  Pac.  610. 
Va.  — Watts  V.  Watts'  Exx.,  104  Va. 
269,  51  S.  E.  359. 

69.  Carroll  v.  Einnagan,  1  Cranch 
C.  C.  2.34,  5  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,453;  Cros- 
well  V.  Crane,  7  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  191. 

70.  Smith's  Exrs.  v.  Houston,  16 
Ala.  111. 

71.  Hunt  V.  Howell,  8  N.  J.  L.  61. 

72.  See  the  titles  "Appeals;" 
"Writ  of  Error;"  and  titles  dealing 
with  particular  aspects  of  appellate 
procedure. 

[a]  Errors  Not  Prejudicial.  —  Under 
a  statute  providing  that  no  ease  shall 
be  reversed  for  an  error  in  pleading  or 
procedure  unless  prejudicial  to  a  party, 
a  judgment  for  plaintiff  in  an  action 
for  use  and  occupation  against  a  ven- 
dee who  rescinded  his  contract  because 
the  vendor's  title  was  not  marketable 
will  not  be  reversed  on  the  ground  that 
the  pleadings  do  not  show  the  relation 
of  landlord  and  tenant  where  the  case 
is  tried  on  its  merits,  and  it  appears 
that  the  plaintiff  is  manifestly  entitled 
to  compensation  for  the  use  of  his 
property.  Wheaton  v.  Collins,  90  N.  J. 
L.  29,  100  Atl.  157.  See  also  Nathan 
V.  Crouse,  24  Colo.  App.  32,  131  Pac. 
287. 
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C.  Conditions  Precedent,  524 

D.  Bill  or  Petition,  525 

V.  PROSECUTIONS  FOR  USURY,  525 


CBOSS-BEFEKENCES: 


Illegality,  How  Pleaded ; 
Interest ; 


Loan  Associations; 

Penalties,  Forfeitures  and  Fines. 


For  forms,  see  9  Standaed  Proc.  1238,  et  seq. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 


I.  AS  A  DEFENSE.  —  A.  Necessity  of  Pleading.  —  The  general 
rule,  alike  in  courts  of  law  and  of  equity,^  is  that  the  defense  of  usury, 
to  be  availing,  must  be  specially^  and  sufficiently^  pleaded.  In  some  jur- 
isdictions however,  when  usury  appears  on  the  face  of  the  complaint 
it  need  not  be  pleaded  in  the  answer,*  but  may  be  taken  advantage  of 


1.  Albritton  v.  Lott-Blaekshear  Com. 
Co.,  180  Ala.  33,  60  So.  148;  Ander- 
son V.  Griffith,  51  Ore.  116,  93  Pac.  934; 
Tyler,  Law  of  Usury,  p.  458. 

2.  Ala.  —  Albritton  v.  Lott-Black- 
shear  Com.  Co.,  180  Ala.  33,  60  So.  148; 
Stephenson  v.  Allison,  123  Ala.  439,  26 
So.  290.  Ark.  —  Nieholls  v.  Gee,  30 
Ark.  135.  Ga.  —  Baker  v.  Magrath,  106 
Ga.  419,  32  S.  E.  370.  lU.  — Home 
Building  &  L.  Assn.  v.  McKay,  217  111. 
551,  75  N.  E.  569,  108  Am.  St.  Rep. 
263.  Mass.  — Hills  v.  Eliot,  12  Mass. 
26,  7  Am.  Dec.  26.  Minn.  — Bab- 
cock  V.  Murray,  58  Minn.  385,  59 
N.  W.  1038.  Mo.  —  Bond  v.  Wor- 
ley,  26  Mo.  253.  Neb.  —  McCready 
V.  Phillips,  56  Neb.  446,  76  N.  W. 
885.  N.  Y.  — Baldwin  v.  Doying,  114 
N.  Y.  452,  21  N.  E.  1007.  N.  C— Roun- 
tree  v.  Brinson,  98  N.  E.  107,  3  S.  E. 
747.  Ore.  —  Anderson  v.  Griffith,  51 
Ore.  116,  93  Pac.  934.  Term.  —  Tilf ord 
V.  Sumner's  Exrs.,  2  Yerg.  255.  Tex. 
Rogers  v.  O'Barr  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  81 
S.  W.  750;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Pen- 
man (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  47  S.  W.  68. 
W.  Va.— Washington  Nat.  Bldg.  & 
Loan  Assn.  v.  Westfall,  55  W.  Va.  305, 
47  S.  E.  74.  Wis.  —  Jordan  v.  Est.  of 
Warner,  107  Wis.  539,  83  N.  W.  946. 


[a]  In  a  justice's  court  where  there 
need  be  no  pleadings,  if  usury  is  to  be 
relied  on  as  a  defense  something  in  the 
nature  of  an  answer  should  be  filed. 
Wickersham  v.  Jarvis,  2  Mo.  App.  279. 
See  generally  the  title  "Justices  of  the 
Peace." 

3.  See  infra,  I,  C,  and  Kase  v.  Ben- 
nett, 54  N.  J.  Eq.  97,  33  Atl.  248. 
' '  Where  an  answer  attempting  to  set 
up  usury  is  radically  defective,  that 
defense  cannot  be  presented  to  the 
court  under  it." 

4.  Ala.  —  Albritton  v.  Lott-Black- 
shear  Com.  Co.,  180  Ala.  33,  60  So.  148. 
Ga.  —  Shealy  v.  Toole,  56  Ga.  210.  lU. 
Nat.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Donovan,  238  111. 
283,  87  N.  E.  356;  Hamill  v.  Mason,  51 
ill.  488.  Ky.  — Morgan  v.  Wickliffe, 
110  Ky.  215,  61  S.  W.  13.  Mo.  — Davis 
V.  Tandy,  107  Mo.  App.  437,  81  S.  W. 
457.  Tenn.  —  Johnson  City  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Mann,  94  Tenn.  17,  27  S.  W. 
1015,  27  L.  E.  A.  565.  Va.  — Turner 
V.  Turner,  80  Va.  379.  Wis.  —  Jordan 
r.  Est.  of  Warner,  107  Wis.  539,  83  N. 
W.  946. 

[a]  Where  the  contract  is  governed 
by  a  foreign  law,  even  though  under 
the  lex  fori  the  contract  is  usurious,  the 
defense     must    be     specially     pleaded. 
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under  a  general  denial,'  or  met  by  a  demurrer.* 

A  plea  of  usury  by  one  of  several  joint  defendants  inures  to  the  benefit  of 
his  eodef  endants.' 

B.  Time  To  Plead.  —  The  plea  of  usury  must  be  filed  within  the 
time  prescribed  by  law.'  Ordinarily  the  court  will  not  extend  the  time 
to  plead  to  admit  a  plea  of  usury,^  and  where  the  time  to  plead  has 
been  extended  by  order  of  court  without  notice  to  the  adverse  party, 
or  without  his  consent,  the  court  will  modify  the  order  so  as  to  exclude 
the  defense  of  usury.^"  "Where,  however,  usury  would  defeat  the  whole 
note  the  court  may  and  will  let  in  such  a  plea  out  of  time  if  the  forfeit- 
ure be  waived,  the  plea  going  to  the  usurious  part  only,'*  and  also,  ac- 
cording to  some  authorities,  where  it  appears  from  the  statement  in  the 
declaration  or  complaint  that  the  defense  of  usury  is  probably  cor- 
rect.*^ Such  a  plea  may  not  be  set  up  for  the  first  time  in  an  appellate 
court.*' 

C.  Plea  or  Answer.  — 1.  In  General.  —  Where  local  statutes  pre- 
scribe the  form  and  contents  of  a  plea  of  usury  such  plea  must  comply 
therewith  or  be  insufficient.**  Generally,  however,  it  must  appear  from 
the  plea  or  answer  that  there  was  a  loan  or  a  forbearance  to  collect  a 
debt  ;*'  that  the  contract  therefor  was  made  vrith  the  intent  to  violate 


Beiff  V.  Baklien,  36  Minn.  333,  31  N. 
W.  348. 

5.  Davis  V.  Tandy,  107  Mo.  App. 
437,  81   S.  W.  457. 

[a]  Where  defendant  has  bad  no 
opportunity  to  plead  usury,  as  where, 
not  being  one  of  the  original  parties  to 
the  transaction  he  had  no  knowledge 
of  the  true  facts  until  too  late  to  plead 
it,  he  may  yet  give  the  facts  of  usury 
in  evidence,  the  adverse  party  being 
given  time  to  rebut  such  evidence.  Hills 
V.  Eliot,  12  Mass.  26,  7  Am.  Dec.  26. 

6.  Matlock  V.  Mallory,  19  Ala.  694. 
"When  the  contract  on  its  face  shows 
that  more  than  the  legal  rate  of  inter- 
est is  reserved  for  forbearance,  the 
declaration  is  demurrable;  for  that 
which  appears  need  not  be  pleaded  or 
averred." 

[a]  A  general  demurrer  is  not  suf- 
ficient when  some  of  the  charges  are 
lawful,  only  a  part  being  usurious. 
American  Bldg.  Loan  &  T.  Sav.  Assn. 
V.  Haley,  132  Ala.  135,  31  So.  88. 

7.  Tappan  v.  Prescott,  9  N.  H.  531; 
Baker  v.  Jerome,  50  Ohio  St.  682,  35 
N.  E.  1113. 

8.  Collard  v.  Smith,  13  N.  J.  Eq. 
43;  Snyder  v.  Middle  States  etc.  Con- 
struction Co.,  52  W.  Va.  655,  44  S.  E. 
250. 

[a]  In  equity  the  plea  must  at  least 
be     interposed     before     final     decree. 
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Snyder  v.  Middle  States  etc.  Construc- 
tion Co.,  52  W.  Va.  655,  44  S.  B.  250. 

9.  Collard  v.  Smith,  13  N.  J.  Eq.  43; 
Beach  v.  Pulton  Bank,  3  Wend.  (N. 
Y.)  573;     Tyler,  Law  of  Usury,  p.  463. 

10.  Collard  i).  Smith,  13  N.  J.  Eq. 
43. 

11.  Shed  V.  Garfield,  5  Vt.  39. 

12.  Ellzey  v.  Lane's  Exx.,  4  Munf. 
(18  Va.)   66. 

13.  Michie  v.  Jeffries,  21  Gratt.  (62 
Va.)  334. 

14.  Sullivan  v.  Rich,  18  Ga.  App. 
301,  89  S.  E.  429;  Building  &  L.  Assn. 
V.  Westfall,  55  W.  Va.  305,  47  S.  B. 
74. 

[a]  The  usual  rules  for  the  construc- 
tion of  pleadings  apply  as  well  to  an 
an%wer  of  usury  as  to  one  setting  up 
any  other  defense.  Lewis  v.  Barton,  106 
N.  Y.  70,  12  N.  E.  437;  National  Bank 
V.  Lewis,  75  N.  Y.  516,  31  Am.  Eep. 
484. 

15.  Ark.  —  Jordan  v.  Mitchell,  25 
Ark.  258.  Ga.  —  Bushing  v.  Worsham, 
102  Ga.  825,  30  S.  E.  541;  Willis  v. 
Jefferson,  75  Ga.  743.  N.  J.  —  Case  v. 
Bennett,  54  N.  J.  Eq.  97,  33  Atl.  248. 
N.  Y.  —  Porgotston  v.  McKeon,  14  App. 
Div.  342,  43  N.  Y.,Supp.  939;  Holford 
V.  Blatchford,  2  Sand.  Ch.  149.  Ore. 
Balfour  v.  Davis,  14  Ore.  47,  12  Pae, 
89. 
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the  usury  law,^*  unless  such  intent  must  be  necessarily  inferred  from 
facts  alleged,^^  and  that  the  note  or  obligation  in  suit  was  given  in  pur- 
suance of  .this  corrupt  intention.^^  Averments  inconsistent  with  these 
requirements  will  render  the  plea  defective. ^^ 

The  amount  of  the  usurious  charge  agreed  upon,  taken  or  reserved, 
must  be  alleged,^"  and  also  the  sum  upon  which  this  alleged  usury  was 
paid  or  to  be  paid.^^  The  plea  or  answer  must  also  set  forth  the  time 
when  this  charge  was  payable,^^  the  time  when  the  contract  was  made,^^ 
and,  in  some  eases,  where  it  was  made,^*  and  the  substanee^^  of  the  terms 
of  the  contract  and  particular  facts  relied  upon  as  to  make  the  trans- 
action usurious.^'    Each  and  every  item  need  not  be  particularly  set 


16.  Ark.  —  Jordan  v.  Mitchelly  25 
Avk.  258;  Moody  v.  Hawkins,  25  Ark. 
191.  Ga.— Willis  v.  Jefferson,  75  Ga. 
743;  lU.  —  Durham  v.  Tucker,  40  111. 
519.  Neb.  —  McKinley-Lanning  L.  & 
T.  Co.  V.  Aldrich,  50  Neb.  785,  70  N.  W. 
399.  N.  J.  —  Case  v.  Bennett,  54  N.  J. 
Eq.  97,  33  Atl.  248.  N.  Y.  — Manning 
V.  Tyler,  21  N.  Y.  567.  Ore.  — Balfour 
V.  Davis,  14  Ore.  47,  12  Pae.  89. 

17.  Case  v.  Bennett,  54  N.  J.  Eq. 
97,  33  Atl.  248;  Miller  v.  Schuyler,  20 
N.  Y.  522;  Nat.  Bank  of  the  Metrop- 
olis V.  Oreutt,  48  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  256. 

18.  Kase  v.  Bennett,  54  N.  J.  Eq.  97, 
33  Atl.  248.  "At  common  law  *  *  *  all 
three  of  these  elements  are  considered 
essential." 

19.  Wosterfield  v.  Bried,  26  N.  J. 
Eq:  357. 

[a]  That  the  plaintiff  "exacted  and 
extorted"  the  usurious  note  in  suit  is 
bad  since  such  an  averment  negatives 
the  idea  that  there  was  any  contract 
entered  into.  Westerfleld  v.  Bried,  26 
N.  J.  Eq.  357. 

20.  Ala. — Miller  v.  Graham,  196 
Ala.  230,  72  So.  87;  Albritton  v.  Lott- 
Blackshear  Com.  Co.,  180  Ala.  33,  60 
So.  148;  Farley  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hender- 
son, 118  Ala.  441,  24  So.  428;  Stickney 
V.  Moore,  108  Ala.  590,  19  So.  76.  Ga. 
Lee  V.  Stephen  A.  Eyan  Co.,  142  Ga. 
609,  83  S.  E.  272;  Culver  v.  Wood  & 
Bro.,  138  Ga.  60,  74  S.  E.  790;  Burnett 
V.  W.  A.  Davis  &  Co.,  124  Ga.  541,  52 
S.  E.  927.  Ind.  —  Collins  «.  Makepeace, 
13  Ind.  448.  Neb.  —  Eainbolt  v. 
Strang,  39  Neb.  339,  58  N.  W.  96.  N. 
H.  — Tappan  v.  Prescott,  9  N.  H.  531. 
N.  J.  — Cox  V.  Wescoat,  29  N.  J.  Eq. 
551.  N.  Y.  —  New  Orleans  Gaa  Light 
&  B.  Co.  V.  Dudley,  8  Paige  452;  Vroom 
V.  Ditmas,  4  Paige  526.  Ore.  —  Balfour 
V.  Davis,  14  Ore.  47,  12  Pac.  89.  Wis. 
Newman  v,  Kershaw,  10  Wis.  333. 


21.  Culver  v.  Wood  &  Bros.,  138  Ga. 
60,  74  8.  E.  790. 

22.  Ga.  — Lee  v.  King,  142  Ga.  609, 
83  S.  E.  272;  Culver  v.  Wood  &  Bro., 
138  Ga.  60,  74  S.  E.  790.  111.  — Hel- 
mick  V.  Carter,  171  111.  App.  25.  N.  J. 
Cox  V.  Westcoat,  29   N.  J.  Eq.   551. 

23.  Ga.  —  Lee  v.  King,  142  Ga.  609, 
83  S.  E.  272;  Culver  v.  Wood  &  Bro., 
138  Ga.  60,  74  S.  E.  790.  111.  — Hel- 
mick  V.  Carter,  171  111.  App.  25.  Neb. 
Eainbolt  v.  Strang,  39  Neb.  339,  58 
N.  W.  96. 

24.  Eainbolt  v.  Strang,  39  NelD.  339, 
58  N.  W.  96. 

25.  New  Jersey  Patent  Tanning 
Co.  V.  Turner,  14  N.  J.  Eq.  326;  Clark 
V.   Badgley,  8   N.  J.  L.   233. 

26.  Ala.  —  Miller  v.  Graham,  196 
Ala.  230,  72  So.  87;  Albritton  v.  Lott- 
Blackshear  Com.  Co.,  180  AJa.  33,  60 
So.  148;  Stickney  v.  Moore,  108  Ala. 
590,  19  So.  76;  Woodall  v.  Kelly,  85 
Ala.  368,  5  So.  164,  7  Am.  St.  Eep.  57. 
Ark.  —  Jennings  v.  Wilamowieoz,  7 
Ark.  277.  Ga. — Culver  v.  Wood  &  Bro., 
138  Ga.  60,  74  S.  E.  790;  Weldon  f. 
Ayers,  116  Ga.  181,  42  S.  E.  473;  Hawk- 
ins V.  Amerieus  Nat.  B.  &  L.  Assn.,  96 
Ga.  206,  22  S.  E.  711.  lU.  — Home 
Building  &  L.  Assn.  v.  McKay,  2i7 
111.  651,  75  N.  E.  569,  108  Am.  St.  Eep. 
263;  Stanley  v.  Chicago  Trust  &  Sav. 
Bank,  165  111.  295,  46  N.  E.  273;  Hel- 
mick  V.  Carter,  171  111.  App.  25.  Ind. 
Wilson  V.  Fleming,  23  Ind.  119.  la. 
Callanan  v.  Shaw,  24  Iowa  441.  Mo. 
Davis  V.  Tuttle,  10  Mo.  201.  Neb. 
Ord  Nat.  Bank  v.  Wells,  43  Neb.  550, 
61  N.  W.  692.  N.  H.  — Tappan  v. 
Prescott,  9  N.  H.  531;  Olcott  v.  Alden, 
6  N.  H.  516.  N.  J.  — Case  v.  Bennett, 
54  N.  J.  Eq.  97,  33  Atl.  248;  Copper- 
thwait  V.  Dummer,  18  N.  J.  L.  258.  N. 
Y.  —  National  Bank  v.  Lewis,  75  N.  Y. 
516,    31    Am.    Eep.    484;       Manning    v. 
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forth, ^^  no  greater  degree  of  strictness  being  required  in  a  plea  of  usury 
than  in  any  other  defense,^*  but  bare  conclusions  of  the  pleader,  as 
that  the  contract  is  usurious,  will  not  suffice,^^  nor  will  such  an  allega- 
tion enlarge  or  qualify  allegations  of  fact  which  are  otherwise  insuffi- 
cient.^" 

2.  Alleging  Tender  of  Amount  Legally  Due.  —  Where  statutes  de- 
clare than  on  a  usurious  contract  the  obligee  may  recover  only  the  prin- 
cipal, forfeiting  the  right  to  interest,  a  plea  of  usury  in  a  suit  upon  such 
a  contract  need  not  aver  a  tender  of  the  amount  legally  due.^^ 

3.  When  a  Foreign  Law  Controls.  —  A  defendant  seeking  to  avail 
himself  of  the  defense  of  usury  under  a  foreign  contract  must  set  up  in 
his  answer  the  foreign  law  which  renders  the  contract  usurious,  as  any 


Tyler,  21  N.  T.  567;  "Whitehead  v. 
Heidenheimer,  57  App.  Div.  690,  68 
N.  Y.  Supp.  704;  Sogers  v.  Morton,  46 
Misc.  494,  95  N.  Y.  Supp.  49;  Vroom  v. 
Ditmas,  4  Paige  526.  N.  C.  —  Eountree 
V.  Brinson,  98  N.  C.  107,  3  S.  E.  747. 
Tex.  —  Martin-Brown  Co.  v.  Perrill,  77 
Tex.  199,  13  S.  W.  975.  Va.  — Smith 
V.  Nicholas,  8  Leigh  (35  Va.)  330. 
Wash.  —  Brundage  v.  Burke,  11  Wash. 
679,  40  Pac.  343.  W.  Va.  — Moore  v. 
Johnson,  34  W.  Va.  672,  12  S.  B.  918. 
Wis.  —  Newman  v.  Kershaw,  10  Wis. 
333. 

[a]  An  exception  to  this  rule  re- 
quiring a  precise  statement  of  the  facts 
was  allowed  where,  without  any  agree- 
ment, usurious  interest  is  added  to  an 
account.  Zadek  v.  Burnett,  176  Ala. 
80,  57  So.  447. 

27.  Garlick  v.  Mutual  L.  &  Bldg. 
Assn.,  116  111.  App.  311. 

[a]  A  General  Test.  —  A  plea  of 
usury  is  generally  sufficient  if  it  could 
not  mislead  the  plaintiff  as  to  the  na- 
ture of  the  '  defense  nor  the  circum- 
stance relied  upon  as  supporting  it. 
Simpson  v.  Hefter,  42  Misc.  482,  87  N. 
Y.  Supp.  243. 

[b]  A  mere  lack  of  precision  and 
certainty  which  does  not  mislead  in 
respect  to  the  defense  intended  will  not 
render  the  plea  insufficient.  Lewis  v. 
Barton,  106  N.  Y.  70,  12  N.  E.  437. 

28.  Smith  v.Muncie  Nat.  Bank,  29 
Ind.  158.  Compare  Haywood  v.  Lewis, 
65  Ga.  221. 

29.  Ala. —  Nance  v.  Gray,  143  Ala. 
234,  38  So.  916;  Powell  v.  Crawford, 
110  Ala.  294,  18  So.  302;  Moses  v.  Home 
Bldg.  &  L.  Assn.,  100  Ala.  465,  14  So. 
412.  111.  —  Durham  v.  Tucker,  40  111. 
519.  N.  J.  — Case  v.  Bennett,  54  N.  ,1. 
Bq.  97,  33  Atl.  248;  New  Jersey  Patent 
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Tanning  Co.  v.  Turner,  14  N.  J.  Eq. 
326.  Wis.  —  Newman  v,  Kershaw,  10 
Wis.  333. 

[a]  Compare  Lewis  ■».  Barton,  106 
N.  Y.  70,  12  N.  E.  437,  where  the  plea 
contained  an  averment  that  the  trans- 
action sued  upon  was  usurious  and  also 
set  forth  a  statement  of  the  facta 
which,  although  wanting  in  "precision 
and  certainty,"  did  not  mislead  as  to 
the  nature  of  the  defense  and  the  plea 
was  held  sufficient. 

[b]  An  Illustration.  —  To  allege 
that  a  debt  is  "usurious  and  void," 
and  that  "usurious  interest  has  been 
included  therein"  is  not  sufficient. 
Nance  v.  Gray,  143  Ala.  234,  38  So.  916. 

[c]  Where,  on  the  face  of  the  bond, 
the  interest  is  usurious  the  rule  re- 
mains the  same.  Otherwise  "a  demur- 
rer to  the  declaration  or  bill  would  be 
well  taken,  if  any  bond,  on  the  face 
of  it,  reserved  more  than  legal  interest. 
But  the  law  is  settled  that  as  to  usury 
. . . .  the  lender  may  show  that  although 
usurious  upon  its  face,  there  was  no 
usurious  intent,  and  the  contract  of 
loan  was  not  in  fact  usurious."  Kase 
V.  Bennett,  54  N.  J.  Eq.  97,  33  Atl.  248. 

30.  New  Jersey  Patent  Tanning  Co. 
V.  Turner,  14  N.  J.  Eq.  326. 

31.  111.  —  Harris  v.  Bressler,  119  111. 
467,  10  N.  E.  188.  Kan.  —  Blakeman  v. 
Busby,  61  Kan.  745,  60  Pac.  1064.  Wis. 
Maynard  v.  Hall,  92  Wis.  665,  66  N.  W. 
715. 

[a]  The  Keason.  —  When  usury  ia 
thus  set  up  in  defense  "the  defendants 
have  not  applied  for  equitable  relief, 
the  equity  rule  applicable  to  cases  re- 
quiring a  tender  of  the  principal  sum 
loaned,  as  a  condition  of  relief,  does 
not  apply.  The  defendants  stand  on 
the  defensive,  and  claim  only  what  the 
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other  pertinent  fact,''  and  must  set  forth  the  contract  or  agreement 
alleged  to  be  usurious,''  and  show  that  the  transaction  is  one  to  be  gov- 
erned by  such  foreign  law.^* 

4.  In  Equity.  —  In  courts  of  equity  the  same  precision  as  in  courts 
of  law  is  not  required  of  a  plea  of  usury,'^  although  in  substantial  mat- 
ters the  answer  in  equity  must  be  as  certain  and  definite  as  the  plea  at 
law.'*  A  plea  in  general  terms  that  the  contract  or  assurance  on  which 
the  suit  is  brought  was  for  the  payment  of  a  greater  rate  of  interest 
than  is  allowed  by  law  is  sufficient  to  raise  the  question  of  usury  in  a 
court  of  equity.'^  Thus,  in  ejectment  plaintiff's  deed  may  be  attacked 
on  the  ground  of  usury  upon  a  general  plea  that  it  was  given  to  secure 
a  usurious  debt,'^  or,  under  some  circumstances,  without  any  special 
plea  of  usury.'^  In  a  similar  case  of  trover  the  same  rule  applies,*"  and 
if  the  plaintiff's  declaration  does  not  set  forth  the  bill  of  sale  under 
which  he  claims  title  usury  may  be  urged  to  defeat  it  without  being 
specially  pleaded.*^ 


statute  secures  to  them."    Mayuard  v. 
Hall,  92  Wis.  565,  66  N.  "W.  715. 

32.  HI.  —  Giddings  v.  McCumber,  51 
111.  App.  373.  Minn.  —  EeifE  «.  Bakken, 
36  Minn.  333,  31  N.  W.  348.  N.  J. 
Rutherford  B.  S.  &  C.  Elee.  Co.  v. 
Franklin  T.  Co.,  58  N.  J.  Eq.  584,  43 
Atl.  1098;  Atwater  i;.  Walker,  16  N.  J. 
Eq.  42;  Dolman  v.  Cook,  14  N.  J.  Eq. 
56.  N.  Y.  — Whitehead  v.  Heidenheim- 
er,  57  App.  Div.  590,  68  N.  Y.  Supp. 
704;  Curtis  v.  Hasten,  11  Paige  15; 
Hosford  V.  Nichols,  1  Paige  220.  Ore. 
Balfour  v.  Davis,  14  Ore.  47,  12  Pae.  89. 
Wis. —  Hull  V.  Augustine,  23  Wis.  383. 

[a]  No  aidsr  by  presumption  that 
in  the  absence  of  pleading  and  proof 
the  foreign  law  will  be  presumed  to  be 
the  same  as  the  lex  fori.  Hull  v.  Au- 
gustine, 23   Wis.  383. 

33.  Kirk  v.  Eickerson,  46  N.  J.  L. 
13. 

34.  Dolman  v.  Cook,  14  N.  J.  Eq.  56; 
Stuyvesant  v.  Grissler,  12  Abb.  Pr.  N. 
8.  (N.  Y.)   6. 

35.  Ga.  —  Carswell  v.  Hartridge,  65 
Ga.  412.  111.  —  Jenkins  v.  Greenbaum, 
95  111.  11.  Va.  — Smith  V.  Nicholas,  8 
Leigh  (35  Va.)  330.  W.  Va.  — Building 
&  Loan  Assn.  v.  Westfall,  55  W.  Va. 
305,  47  S.  E.  74. 

[a]  Compare  Ease  v.  Bennett,  54 
N.  J.  Eq.  97,  33  Atl.  248.  "And  in 
equity  the  rule  of  pleading  as  to  this 
defense,  may  be  somewhat  stricter  than 
at  law,  for  while  at  law  a  general  plea 
of  usury  without  particulars  may  be 
bad  only  on  special  demurrer,  and  may 


be  cured  by  the  plaintiff  pleading  over, 
our  rule  in  equity  is  settled  that  the 
failure  to  particularize  in  the  answer 
will  be  fatal,  even  on  final  hearing." 

36.  N.  J.  —  Case  v.  Bennett,  54  N. 
J.  Eq.  97,  33  Atl.  248;  Taylor  v.  Morris, 
22  N.  J.  Eq.  606.  N.  Y.  — New  Orleana 
Gas  Light  &  B.  Co.  v.  Dudley,  8  Paige. 
452.  Va.  — Smith  v.  Nicholas,  8  Leigh 
(35  Va.)  330. 

37.  Carswell  v.  Hartridge,  55  Ga. 
412;  Building  &  Loan  Assn.  v.  West- 
fall,  56   W.  Va.  305,  47  S.  E.  74. 

38.  Jaques  v.  Stewart,  81  Ga.  81, 
6  S.  E.  815;  Carswell  v.  Hartridge,  55 
Ga.  412. 

[aj  The  Reason  and  an  Illustration. 
A  debtor  gives  a  deed  to  land  to  se- 
cure an  usurious  debt.  Ejectment  is 
brought  and  usury  pleaded  to  avoid  the 
deed.  Objection  "that  the  plea  did  not 
set  out  the  usury  with  the  amplification 
and  minuteness"  required  by  statute. 
The  objection  was  held  "untenable, 
for  the  section  referred  to  applies  to 
pleas  in  a  different  class  of  actions, 
those  for  money,  where  precise  amounts 
are  material.  Here  the  bare  fact  of 
usury  was  sufficient  to  defeat  the 
deed."  Carswell  v.  Hartridge,  55  Ga. 
412. 

39.  Jaques  v.  Stewart,  81  Ga.  81,  6 
S.  E.  815. 

40.  Jaques  v.  Stewart,  81  Ga.  81,  6 
S.  E.  815. 

41.  Jaques  v.  Stewart,  81  Ga.  81,  6 
S.  B.  815. 
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5,  Verification. ; —  Statutes  in  some  states  require  that  the  plea  of 
usury  be  interposed  under  oath,*^  in  which  event  the  court  may  refuse 
to  permit  a  plea  to  be  filed  which  does  not  comply  therewith.*'  ' 

D.  Objections  and  "Waiver  of  Defects.  —  A  demurrer  **  or  motion 
to  strike*'  is  a  proper  remedy  where  the  plea  of  usury  is  substantially 
defective.  Any  objection  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  plea  must  be  made 
within  the  time  prescribed  by  law  and  before  issue  is  joined  thereon, 
otherwise  defects  therein  will  be  considered  to  have  been  waived.*" 

E.  Replication  or  Reply.  —  1.  In  General.*'  —  In  an  otherwise 
proper  case  the  plaintiff  may,*'  and  sometimes  must,*'  file  a  replication 
to  a  plea  of  usury,  verifying  his  pleading  by  his  own  oath,""  or,  if  knowl- 
edge of  the  contents  thereof  rests  with  some  prior  party  to  the  note,  the 
replication  may  be  verified  by  the  oath  of  such  prior  party.°^ 

2.  Form  and  Sufficiency.  —  The  replication  must  cover  the  whole 
plea,"^  but  need  not  go  further."*   The  rule  that  a  replication  which 


42.  3ee  the  statutes  and  Stepliensoa 
V.  Landis,  14  Lea  (Tenn.)  433;  Cheek  v. 
Merchants'  Nat.  Bank,  10  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)  618;  Krause  v.  Pope,  78  Tex. 
478,  14  S.  W.  616;  Bomer  v.  Smith 
(Tex.   Civ.  App.),-  195   S.  "W.   964. 

43.  Cheek  v.  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank, 
10  Heisk.  (Tenn.)   618. 

44.  Sehnitzer  v.  Schaefer,  10  Appi 
Div.  173,  41  N.  Y.  Supp.  908;  Bail  & 
Bro.  V.  Harper,  83  N.  G.  4. 

45.  Ga.  —  Culver  v.  Wood  &  Bro., 
138  Ga.  60,  74  S.  E.  790;  Hawkins  v. 
Americus  Nat.  Bldg.  &  L.  Assn.,  96 
Ga.  206,  22  S.  E.  711.  Ky.  — Wilson  v. 
Donaldson,  18  Ky.  L.  Kep.  932,  38  S. 
W.  897.  N.  J.  —  Copperthwait  v.  Dum- 
mer,  IS  N.  J.  L.  258. 

[a]  An  oral  motion  to  strike  a  de- 
fective plea  declared  sufficient  in  Cul- 
ver V.  Wood  &  Bro.,  138  Ga.  60,  74  S. 
E.  790. 

46.  Siesal  &  Bro.  v.  Harris,  48  Ga. 
652. 

47.  Keplications,  generally,  see  the 
title  " Replication  and  Reply." 

48.  Nettleton  v.  Billings,  17  N.  H. 
453. 

[a]  ^  But  when  the  defendant  offers 
to  verify  a  plea  of  usury  by  his  oath, 
the  plaintiff  cannot  reply  new  matter, 
nor  traverse  the  matter  alleged  in  the 
plea,  and  tender  an  issue  to  the  jury, 
nor  conclude  with  a  general  verifica- 
tion. Nettleton  v.  Billings,  17  N.  H. 
453. 

49.  Building  &  L.  Assn.  v.  Westfall, 
55  W.  Va.  305,  47  S.  E.  74. 

fa]  Where  statutes  declare  that 
new  matter  in  the  answer  not  contro- 
verted in  the  reply  shall  be  taken  as 
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true,  a  defense  of  usury  must  be  met 
by  replication,  being  considered  new 
matter  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute.  Babeock  v.  Farmers'  &  Drov- 
ers' Bank,  46  Kan.  548,  26  Pac.  1037. 

[b]  Where  the  statute  requires  a 
reply  only  to  a  set-off  or  counterclaim, 
a  reply  is  unnecessary  to  an  answer 
setting  up  usury,  as  a  defense,  even 
though  it  is  denominated  a  counter- 
claim in  the  answer.  True  v.  Triplett, 
4  Mete.  (Ky.)   57. 

[c]  Statute  of  limitations  must  be 
set  up  by  replication.  Wells  v.  Robin- 
son, 53  Vt.  202. 

50.  Briggs  V.  Sholes,  19  N.  H.  453; 
Nettleton  v.  Billings,  17  N.  H.  453. 

51.  Nettleton  v.  Billings,  17  N.  H. 
453. 

[a]  "The  party  charged  in  the  plea 
with  having  taken  the  excessive  inter- 
est" is  a  proper  person  to  verify  the 
replication.  Briggs  v.  Sholes,  19  N.  H. 
453. 

[b]  A  Statute  permitting  the  cred- 
itor, by  his  own  oath,  to  avoid  the 
plea,  means  the  person  "who  stood  in 
the  position  of  creditor  at  the  time 
the  usury  is  alleged  to  have  been  tak- 
en or  secured."  Briggs  v.  Sholes,  19 
N.  H.  463. 

52.  Wright  v.  Minter,  2  Stew.  (Ala.) 
453;  Darling  v.  Homer,  16  Mass.  288. 

[a]  The  replication  is  suificient  if 
It  deny  the  corrupt  intent  to  effect  an 
usurious  loan.  Case  1>.  Bennett,  54  N. 
J.  Eq.  97,  33  Atl.  248. 

53.  Darling  v.  Homer,  16  Mass.  288. 

[a]  An  Illustration.  —  Under  a  stat- 
ute making  usury  a  defense  where 
usurious    interest    is    reserved    or    se- 
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concludps  to  the  country  must  be  as  broad  as  the  plea,'*  applies  to  rep- 
lications to  a  plea  of  usury.'^  Statutes  prescribing  the  form  and  con- 
tents of  the  replication  to  a  plea  of  usury  must  be  foUowed.^^ 

F.  Trial.  —  A  defendant  relying  upon  the  defense  of  usury  is  gen- 
erally entitled  to  open  and  close,'^  and  this  right  may  be  asserted  for 
the  first  time  after  the  evidence  is  in  and  before  argument  to  the  jury."* 
The  presence  or  absence  of  an  intent  to  violate  the  usury  law  is  a  mat- 
ter to  be  determined  by  the  jury,^^  unless  it  clearly  appears  from  the 
instrument  in  suit  that  the  contract  was  infected  with  usury, °°  or  there 
is  no  dispute  as  to  the  facts.^^  On  the  other  hand  what  constitutes  usury 
must  be  determined  by  the  court.®^  The  verdict  need  not  expressly  de- 
clare the  transaction  usurious  where  it  finds  facts  which  in  law  render 
it  such.®^ 

G.  CosTS.^* —  Generally  costs  are  awarded  to  a  defendant  who  estab- 
lishes the  defense  of  usury  although  the  plaintiff  may  only  be  thereby 
restricted  in  the  amount  of  his  recovery.^"  In  some  jurisdictions  this 
rule  only  extends  to  the  costs  incident  to  the  litigation  over  the  question 


cured  by  the  contract,  and  where  such 
interest  has  been  received,  a  plea  set- 
ting up  that  such  interest  was  re- 
served and  secured  is  met  by  a  repli- 
cation denying  these  allegations.  It 
was  not  necessary  for  the  reply  to  go 
further  and  aver  that  such  interest  had 
not  been  received.  Darling  v.  Homer, 
16  Mass.  288. 

54.  See  the  title  "Replication  and 
Reply." 

55.  Wright  «.  Minter,  2  Stew.  (Ala.) 
453. 

[a]  An  Illustration.  —  To  a  plea 
that  "the  consideration  of  the  note" 
was  usurious  the  replication  averred 
that  "it  was  not  agreed  by  and  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  and  defendant's 
principal  that  more  than  legal  interest 
should  be  reserved."  *  *  »  "Under  the 
plea,  the  consideration  *  *  *  'may  be 
inquired  into,  for  the  purpose  of  prov- 
ing it  to  be  usurious,  no  matter  from 
whom  that  consideration  passed,  or 
hqw  it  arose.  By  the  replication,  this 
investigation  is  narrowed  down  to  the 
inquiry,  'did  the  plaintiff  and  Elliott 
mutually  agree  that  usury  should  be 
reserved?'  "  Wright  v.  Minter,  2  Stew. 
(Ala.)  453. 

56.  Briggs  V.  Sholes,  19  N.  H.  453; 
Tappan  v.  Sargeant,  14  N.  H.  299. 

57.  Suiter  v.  Park  Nat.  Bank,  35 
Neb.  372,  63  N.  W.  205;  Sammons  & 
Piercy's  Exrs.  v.  Hawver,  25  W.  Va. 
678.  See  generally,  the  title  "Opening 
and  Closing." 


58.  Sammons  &  Piercy's  Exrs.  ■». 
Hawver,  25  W.  Va.  678. 

59.  Conn.  —  Douglass  v.  Boulevard 
Co.,  91  Conn.  601,  100  Atl.  1067.  Ga. 
Pulwood  V.  Leitch,  7  Ga.  App.  359,  66 
S.  E.  987.  Ind.  — Vail  «.  Heustis,  14 
Ind.  607.  Minn.  —  Banning  v.  Hall,  70 
Minn.  89,  72  N.  W.  817.  Mass.  —  Train 
V.  Collins,  2  Pick.  145.  N.  Y.  —  Catlin 
V.  Gunter,  11  N.  Y.  368,  62  Am.  Dec. 
113.  Okla.  —  Deming  Inv.  Co.  v.  Grigs- 
by,  163  Pae.  530.  Tenn.  —  Eichmond  v. 
Wagnon,  5  Humph.  571.  Va.  —  Brum- 
mel  &  Co.  V.  Enders,  Sutton  &  Co.,  18 
Gratt.  (59  Va.)  873. 

60.  Woolsey  v.  Jones,  84  Ala.  88,  4 
So.  190;  Deming  Inv.  Co.  v.  Grigaby 
(Okla.),  163  Pae.  530. 

61.  Minn.  —  Eantala  v.  Haish,  133 
Minn.  323,  156  N.  W.  666.  Vt.  — Ham- 
mond's Admr.  v.  Smith,  17  Vt.  231. 
Wis.  —  Grant  v.  Merrill,  36  Wis.  390. 

62.  Brummel  &  Co.  v.  Enders,  Sut- 
ton &  Co.,  18  Gratt.  (59  Va.)  873; 
Steptoe'a  Admrs.  v.  Harvey's  Exrs.,  7 
Leigh  (34  Va.)   501. 

63.  Warren  v.  Coombs,  20  Me.  144. 

64.  See  generally  the  title  "Costs." 

65.  Ala.  —  Black  v.  Hightower,  30 
Ala.  317.  la.  —  Lombard  v.  Gregory,  81 
Iowa  569,  47  N.  W.  298.  Me.  — Brad- 
ford V.  Fuller,  33  Me.  176.  Mo.  — Mit- 
chell V.  Griffith,  22  Mo.  515.  Neb. 
Montgomery  ■;;.  Albion  Nat.  Bank,  50 
Neb.  652,  70  N.  W.  239.  N.  J.  — Pond 
V.  Causdell,  23  N.  J.  Eq.  181.  S.  C— Al- 
len V,  Petty,  58  S.  C,  240,  36  S.  E.  586- 

Vol,  XXV 


522 


USURY 


of  usury,'^  while  in  others  the  rule  is  applied  without  this  limitation.^^ 

II.  ACTIONS  TO  RECOVER  USURIOUS  PAYMENTS  AND 
PLEDGES.  —  A.  Form  of  Action.  —  The  usual  form  of  action  to  re- 
cover money  paid  usuriously  is  assumpsit,^'  but  actions  on  the  case,^' 
and  in  debt'"  have  been  sustained,  as  has  also  a  bill  in  equity.'^  Where 
a,  statute  provides  a  remedy  for  the  recovery  of  usurious  payments 
made  that  remedy  is  exclusive.'^ 

Trover'^  or  replevin,'*  may,  in  an  otherwise  proper  case,  be  employed 
to  recover  property  pledged  to  secure  an  usurious  debt. 

B.  Pleading.  —  The  complaint  must  show  a  cause  of  action  within 
the  provisions  of  local  statutes.'^  The  claim  asserted  must  be  set  forth 
with  a  reasonable  degree  of  definiteness,'*  stating  the  terms  of  the  eon- 
tract  and  the  amount  paid  thereunder,"  unless  these  details  are  to  the 
plaintiff  unknown.'^ 

III.  ACTIONS  TO  RECOVER  PENALTIES  AND  FORFEIT- 
URES.'^ — A.  Peioe  Demand.  —  Under  the  statutes  of  some  states  it 


Tenn.  —  Tyler  v.  Walker,  101  Tenn.  306, 
47  S.  W.  424. 

66.  Eonner  v.  Welcker,  99  Tenn. 
623,  42  S.  W.  439.  See  also  Ramsay  v. 
Warner,  97  Mass.  8,  where  it  was  held 
that  where  suit  was  brought  on  sev- 
eral notes,  to  one  of  which  the  defense 
of  usury  was  established,  each  party 
should  recover  costs. 

67.  Montgomery  v.  Albion  Nat. 
Bank,  50  Neb.  652,  70  N.  W.  239,  where 
costs  were  allowed,  not  only  for  gen- 
eral expense  of  litigation,  but  for  ex- 
penses on  an  attachment  as  well. 

68.  111'.  —  Riehter  v.  Burdock,  257 
111.  410,  100  N.  E.  1063.  Ilid.  — Baum 
V.  Thoms,  150  Ind-.  378,  50  N.  E.  357, 
65  Am.  St.  Rep.  368.  Me.  — Webb  v. 
Wilshire,  19  Me.  406.  N,  H.  —  Ossipee 
V.  Gafney,  56  N.  H.  352.  N.  J.  —  Weitz 
V.  Quigley,  88  N.  J.  L.  617,  97  Atl.  254. 
N.  Y.  —  Wheaton  v.  Hibbard,  20  Johns. 
290,  11  Am.  Dec.  284.  N.  C  — Cobb  v. 
Morgan,  83  N.  C.  211.  Vt.  — Blair  v. 
Ellsworth,  55  Vt.  415;  Nichols  v.  Bel- 
lows, 22  Vt.  581,  54  Am.  Dec.  85. 

See  generally  the  title  "Assump- 
sit." 

[a]  "The  theory  of  the  common 
law  is  that  money  paid  usuriously  is 
had  and  received  by  the  lender  for  the 
use  of  the  borrower  under  an  implied 
promise  to  repay  it  to  him,  and  the 
form  of  action  is  assumpsit  for  the 
breach  of  this  implied  promise."  Weitz 
V.  Quigley,  88  N.  J.  L.  617,  97  Atl.  254. 

69.  Heath  v.  Page,  48  Pa.  130. 

70.  Houghton  v.  Stowell,  28  Me.  215. 
"It  may  often  be  maintained,  when 
assumpsit   might   also    be    maintained. 
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The  distinction  between  debt  and  as- 
sumpsit is,  that  debt  is  founded  upon, 
the  contract,  or  statute  liability,  and 
assumpsit  upon  the  promise." 

71.  Thompson  v.  Ware,  8  B.  Mon. 
(Ky.)  26;  Ross  v.  Boss,  3  Mete.  (Ky.) 
274;  Lorentz  v.  Pinnell,  55  W.  Va.  114, 
46  N.  E.  796.  "It  seems  to  be  well  set- 
tled that  a  debtor  paying  usurious  inter- 
est has  a  right  to  recover  it  back  in 
equity  as  well  as  in  law." 

72.  Wiley  v.  Yale,  1  Mete.  (Mass.) 
553. 

73.  Braynard  v.  Hoppoek,  7  Bosw. 
(N.  Y.)  157. 

74.  Johnson  v,  Simmons,  61  Mo. 
App.  395. 

75.  See  the  statutes  and  Dunn  v. 
Moore,  26  Ohio  St.  641. 

[a]  An  Illustration.  —  Under  a  stat- 
ute (Mo.  Rev.  St.,  1909,  §  7182)  pro- 
viding  for  the  recovery  of  "all  sums 
of  money  paid  in  excess  of  the  princi- 
pal and  legal  rate  of  interest  of  any 
loan"  it  is  not  enough  to  allege  that 
the  defendant  charged  and  exacted 
usury.  Whitworth  v.  Davey  (Mo.  App.), 
185  S.  W.  241. 

76.  King  Bros.  &  Co.  ■».  Moore,  147 
Ga.  43,  92  S.  E.  757;  Lee  v.  Stephen  A. 
Ryan  Co.,  142  Ga.  609,  83  S.  E.  272. 

77.  Ala.  —  Nance  v.  Gray,  143  Ala. 
234,  38  So.  916;  Stickney  v.  Moore,  108 
Ala.  590,  19  So.  76.  G-a.  —  Lee  v.  Steph- 
en A.  Ryan  Co.,  142  Ga.  609,  83  S.  E, 
272.  Ind.  —  Gilman  v.  Pultz,  37  Ind. 
App.  609,  77  N.  E.  746.  N.  C  — Mor- 
gan  V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  93  N.  C.  352. 

78.  Jones  v.  Herndon,  29  N.  C.  79. 

79.  See  generally  the  title  "Penal- 
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is  a  necessary  prerequisite  to  an  action  to  recover  a  penalty  for  usury 
that  a  demand  be  made  upon  the  creditor,'"  while  in  other  jurisdictions 
no  such  demand  is  necessary.*^  Where  the  law  does  not  require  a  par- 
ticular form  of  demand  it  is  sufficient  if  it  notify  the  lender  of  the  bor- 
rower's claim,*^  and  usually  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  statute 
is  sufficient.^^  The  demand  should  be  for  such  sum  as  the  party  is  en- 
titled to  recover  rather  than  the  amount  paid  in  excess  of  the  legal 
rate.'*  That  the  sum  claimed  therein  is  incorrectly  stated  does  not  viti- 
ate the  notice. '^ 

B.  By  Action. — Debt  is  the  form  of  action  usually  employed  to 
recover  penalties  or  forfeitures  upon  usurious  loans,*'  though  in  some 
jurisdictions  either  debt  or  case  will  lie.*' 

C.  Bt  Counterclaim.  —  Except  where  statutes  expressly  so  pro- 
vide,'* these  statutory  penalties  may  generally  be  recovered  only  in  a 
direct  action  and  not  by  way  of  counterclaim,*'  though  there  is  author- 
ity to  the  contrary.^' 

D.  Against  National  Banks.  —  State  courts  have  jurisdiction  of  an 
action  to  enforce  against  a  national  bank  the  penalty  prescribed  by 
federal  statutes,'^  but  have  no  jurisdiction  to  enforce  against  such  banks 
a  penalty  prescribed  by  state  statutes.'* 


ties,  Forfeitnres  and  Fines," 

80.  Boughton  v.  Bruce,  20  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  234;  Citizens'  State  Bank  v. 
Strahan  (Okla.),  165  Pae.  189;  Mitchell 
V.  Clark,  52  Okla.  628,  152  Pac.  354. 

81.  Newton  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Turner,  3  Kan.  App.  352,  42  Pae.  936; 
Albany  v.  Abbott,  61  N.  H.  157. 

82.  Citizens'  State  Bank  v.  Strahan 
(Okla.),  165  Pac.  189;  Ardmore  State 
Bank  V.  Lee   (Okla.),  159  Pao.  903. 

83.  Citizens'  State  Bank  v.  Strahan 
(Okla.),  165  Pac.  189. 

84.  Bank  of  Tuttle  v.  Gordon 
(Okla.),  161  Pac.  1081. 

85.  Texmo  Cotton  Exchange  Bank  v. 
Listen  (Okla.),  160  Pac.  82;  Ardmore 
State  Bank  v.  Lee  (Okla.),  159  Pac. 
903,  -where  the  demand  was  for  a 
larger  sum  than  was  due. 

86.  Heath  v.  Cook,  7  Allen  (Mass.) 
59;  Smith  v.  Old  Dominion  Bldg.  &  L. 
Assn.,  119  N.  C.  249,  26  S.  E.  41.'  See 
the  title  "Penalties,  Forfeitures  and 
Fines." 

87.  Phillips  V.  Bevans,  23  N.  J.  L. 
373. 

88.  See  the  statutes  and  Faison  v. 
Grandy,  126  N.  0.  827,  36  S.  E.  276, 
affirmed.  128  N.  0.  438,  38  S.  E.  897, 
83  Am.  St.  Eep.  693. 

89.  Idaho.  —  Cleveland  v.  Western 
Loan  etc.  Co.,  7  Idaho  477,  63  Pac.  885, 


Kan  —  Morrison  v.  State  Bank,  3  Kan. 
App.  201,  43  Pac.  441.  N.  Y.— Caponigri 
V.  Altieri,  165  N.  Y.  255,  59  N.  E.  87.  S. 
C— Porter  v.  JefEeries,  40  S.  C.  92,  18 
a  E.  229.  Vt.  —  Ewing  v.  Griswold, 
43  Vt.  400. 

90.  Atlanta  Sav.  Bank  v.  Spencer, 
107  Ga.  629,  33  S.  E.  878;  Divoll  v.  At- 
wood,  41  N.  H.  446. 

91.  tr,  S.  —  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Mor- 
gan, 132  U.  S.  141,  10  Sup.  Ct.  37,  33 
L.  ed.  282.  Ark.  —  Pickett  v.  Mer- 
chants' Nat.  Bank,  32  Ark.  346.  Minn. 
Endres  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  66  Minn. 
257,  68  N.  W.  1092.  N.  C.  —  Morgan  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank,  93  N.  C.  352,  affirmed, 
132  U.  S.  141,  10  Sup.  Ct.  37,  33  L.  ed. 
282.  Pa.  —  Lebanon  Nat.  Bank  v.  Kar- 
many,  98  Pa.  65;  Gruber  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  87  Pa.  465.  Vt.  — Hill  v.  Na- 
tional Bank,  56  Vt.  582. 

Jurisdiction  of  state  courts  over  na- 
tional banks  generally,  see  4  Standard 
Peoc.  7,  et  seq. 

92.  XJ.  S.  — Farmers'  &  M.  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Bearing,  91  U.  S.  29,  23  L.  ed. 
196.  Ala.  —  Slaughter  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  109  Ala.  157,  19  So.  430;  Flor- 
ence E.  E.  &  Imp.  Co.  V.  Chase  Nat. 
Bank,  106  Ala.  364,  17  So.  720.  Ark. 
Pickett  V.  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank,  32 
Ark.  346. 
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E.  The  Complaint.  —  The  complaint  must  set  forth  the  illegal  con- 
tract,*^  and  must  allege  when,^*  and  to  whom,^^  the  payments  were 
made,  the  amount  thereof,*'  and  that  they  were  made  and  accepted  as 
a  usurious  payment.*'  Where  a  demand  for  the  return  of  the  usurious 
payments  is  necessary**  the  complaint  must  allege  that  this  prerequisite 
has  been  performed.** 

Against  a  national  bank  the  complaint  must  allege  that  the  defendant 
knowingly  received  an  usurious  rate  of  interest,  stating  the  same.^ 

IV.  EQUITABLE  RELIEF  AGAINST  USURY.— A.  Scope.— This 
discussion  excludes  equitable  relief  from  judgments  on  the  ground  of 
usury  which  is  fully  treated  elsewhere  in  this  work.^ 

B.  JuEiSDicTioN.  —  In  the  exercise  of  its  general  jurisdiction  a  court 
of  equity  may,  in  an  otherwise  proper  case,  afford  relief  against  an 
usurious  transaction.^  There  must,  however,  be  present  some  distinct 
ground  of  equitable  jurisdiction,*  as  the  inadequacy  of  any  legal  rem- 
edy under  the  circumstances;^  the  mere  fact  that  the  transaction  in- 
volved is  usurious  is  not  enough."  Where  the  complainant  has  an  ade- 
quate remedy  at  law  equity  will  not  interfere.' 

C.  Conditions  Peecedent.  —  It  is  a  general  rule  that  the  complain- 
ant must  have  tendered  the  amount  lawfully  due  or  allege  his  willing- 
ness to  pay  the  same.® 


93.  Livermore  v.  Boswell,  4  Mass. 
i37. 

94.  Western  Bank  &  T.  Co.  v.  Og- 
den,  42  Tex.  Civ.  App.  465,  93  S.  W. 
1102. 

95.  Western  Bank  &  Trust  Co.  V. 
Ogden,  42  Tex.  Civ.  App.  465,  93  S.  W. 
1102. 

96.  Gillam  v.  Li^e  Ins.  Co.,  121  N. 
C.  369,  28  S.  E.  470;  Lomax  v.  Haskell 
First  Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  39 
S.  W.  655. 

97.  Gillam  v.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  121  N. 
C.  369,  28  S.  E.  470,  allegation  of  over- 
payment of  interest  by  mistake. 

98.  See  supra,  III,   A. 

99.  Mitchell  v.  Clark,  52  Okla.  628, 
152  Pac.   354. 

1.  Ala.  —  Slaughter  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  109  Ala.  157,  19  So.  430.  Ky. 
Henderson  Nat.  Bank  v.  Alves,  91  Ky. 
142,  15  S.  W.  132.  Neb.  — Ord  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Wells,  43  Neb.  550,  61  N.  W. 
692.  N.  0.  — Morgan  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  93  N.  C.  352.  Pa.  — Lebanon 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Karmany,  98  Pa.  65. 
Tex.  —  Lomax  •;;.  Haskell  First  Nat. 
Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  39  S.  W.  655. 

2.  See  15  Standard  Proc.  306. 

3.  Woodworth  v.  Huntoon,  40  111. 
131,  89  Am.  Dec.  340;  Borer  v.  Hol- 
Bton  Nat.  Bldg.  etc.  Assn.,  55  W.  Va. 
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255,  46  S.  E.  1018,  104  Am,  St.  Eep. 
993. 

[a]  Where  accounting  involved  is 
long  and  complicated  a  court  of  equity 
will  taken  jurisdiction.  McLaren  v. 
Steapp,  1  Ga.  376. 

Recovery  of  usurious  payments,  see 
supra,  II,  A. 

4.  Ala.  —  Security  Loan  Assn.  v. 
Lake,  69  Ala.  456.  Ga.  —  Collins  v. 
Clayton,  53  Ga.  649.  HI.  —  Woodworth 
V.  Huntoo'n,  40  111.  131,  89  Am.  Dec.  340. 
Kan.  —  Waite  v.  Ballou,  19  Kan.  601. 
Va.  —  Cabaness  v.  Matthews,  2  Gratt. 
(43  Va.)   325. 

5.  Ala.  —  Jones  v.  Watkins,  1  Stew. 
81.  Ga. —  Collins  v.  Clayton,  53  Ga. 
649.  Miss.  —  Kelly  v.  Weaver,  37  Miss. 
631.  N.  O.  —  Meroney  v.  Atlanta  Nat. 
Bldg.  etc.  Assn.,  112  N.  C.  842,  17  S.  E. 
637. 

6.  Grove  v.  Great  Northern  Loan 
Co.,  17  N.  D.  352,  116  N.  W.  345,  138 
Am.  St.  Eep.  707. 

7.  Palmer  v.  Jones,  69  Hun  240,  23 
N.  Y.  Supp.  584,  53  N.  Y.  St.  ,355; 
Armstrong  v.  Gibson,  31  Wis.  61,  H 
Am.  Dec.  599. 

8.  Ala.  —  Hawkins  v.  Pearson,  96 
Ala.  369,  11  So.  304.  Ga.  —  Dotterer  v. 
Freeman,  88  Ga.  479,  14  S.  B.  863. 
N.  C  — Gore  v.  Lewis,  109  N.  C.  539, 
13  S.  E.  909;,    Beard  v.  Bingham,  76 
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D.  Bill  or  Petition.  —  The  bill  or  petition  in  a  suit  to  cancel  an 
obligation  on  the  ground  that  so  much  as  remains  unpaid  is  usurious 
and  invalid,  must  unequivocally  show  that  the  valid  portion  has  been 
paid,^  or  that  the  obligor  is  willing  and  presently  offers  to  pay  what- 
ever balance  of  principal  and  valid  interest  remains  unpaid."  The 
terms  and  character  of  the  agreement,^^  the  amount  of  the  usurious 
charge,'^  an  intent  to  violate  the  usury  law,^^  and  the  facts  attending 
the  exacting  and  paying  of  the  illegal  rate,^*  in  addition  to  facts  which 
will  warrant  the  interposition  of  a  court  of  equity,  as  the  lack  of  an  ade- 
quate remedy  at  laWj^"*  must  be  alleged. 

Where  the  transaction  is  governed  ty  a  foreign  law,  such  law  must  be 
pleaded  as  any  other  fact.^^  The  bill  need  not  specifically  pray  for  the 
relief  to  which  the  complainant  is,  under  the  statute,  entitled.^' 

V.  PROSECUTIONS  FOR  USURY.  — An  indictment  or  informa- 
tion for  usury  must  contain  all  the  statutory  elements  of  the  offense 
and  if  it  does  so  is  usually  sufficient.^*  Generally,  however,  the  time,^' 
place,^"  and  terms^*  of  the  usurious  agreement,  and  the  amount  of  usury 


N.  C.  285.  Tex.  —  Garden  r.  Short  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  31  S.  "W.  246.  Vt.  — Me- 
Daniels  v.  Barnum,  5  Vt.  '279. 

[a]  When  defendants  seek  affirm- 
ative relief  the  same  rule  is  enforced 
against  them.  Hudnit  v.  Nash,  16  N. 
J.  Eq.  550;     Shed  v.  Garfield,  5  Vt.  39. 

[b]  In  suit  for  relief  only  from  il- 
legal excess,  amount  lawfully  due  hav- 
ing been  paid,  no  tender  is  required. 
Mullen  V.  Eussell,  46  Iowa  386. 

9.  King  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  Moore,  147 
Ga.  43,  92  S.  E.  757  j  Peacock  v.  Terry, 
9  Ga.  137. 

10.  Ala.  —  Security  Loan  Assn.  v. 
Lake,  69  Ala.  456;  Miller  v.  Bates,  36 
Ala.  580.  Ga.  —  Peacock  v.  Terry,  9 
Ga.  137.  111.  —  Woodworth  v.  Huntoon, 
40  111.  131,  89  Am.  Dec.  340.  Ohio. 
Bains  v.  Scott,  13  Ohio  107.  Tex. 
Maloney  v.  Eaheart,  81  Tex.  281,  16 
S.  W.  1030;  Spann  v.  Sterns,  Admrs., 
18  Tex.  556.  Wis.  —  Draper  v.  Emer- 
son, 22  Wis.  147. 

See  supra,  IV,  C. 

[a]  Averment  of  a  tender  or  bring- 
ing money  into  court  is  unnecessary 
when  the  bill  contains  such  an  allega- 
tion. Security  Loan  Assn.  v.  Lake,  69 
Ala.  456. 

11.  Ala.  —  May  v.  Folsom,  113  Ala. 
198,  20  So.  984;  Security  Loan  Assn. 
V.  Lake,  69  Ala.  456.  Ga.  — Whatley 
V.  Barker,  79  Ga.  790,  4  S.  E.  387. 
N.  Y.  — Chapuis  v.  Mathot,  91  Hun 
565,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  835;  Myers  i: 
Wheeler,  24  App.  Div.  327,  48  N.  T, 
Supp.  611.  N.  C  — Churchill  «.  Turn- 
age,  122  N.  C.  426,  30  S,  B.  122. 


12.  Miller  v.  Graham,  196  Ala.  230, 
72  So.  87;  May  v.  Folsom,  113  Ala. 
198,  20  So.  984;  Security  Loan  Assn. 
V.  Lake,  69  Ala,  456;  Neurath  v.  Hecht, 
62  Md.  221. 

13.  Chapuis  v.  Mathot,  91  Hun  565, 
36  N.  Y.  Supp.  835. 

14.  Miller  v.  Graham,  196  Ala.  230, 

72  So.  87. 

15.  Morse  v.  Hovey,  9  Paige  (N. 
Y.)  197. 

16.  Kliack  v.  Price,  4  W.  Va.  4,  6 
Am.  Eep.  268. 

17.  Davis  V.  Demming,  12  W.  V^. 
246. 

18.  Ind.  — Marble  v.  State,  13  Ind.' 
362.  Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Morris,  176  Mass. 
19,  56  N.  E.  896.  Mo.  —  State  v. 
Haney,  130  Mo.  App.  95,  108  S.  W. 
1080. 

[a]  Evidence  need  not  be  pleaded. 
State  V.  Haney,  130  Mo,  App.  95,  108 
S.  W.  1080. 

[b]  The  particulars  of  the  offense 
need  not  be  set  forth  with  more  defin- 
iteness  and  certainty  than  is  employed 
in  the  statute  creating  the  same.  State 
V.  Haney,  130  Mo.  App.  95,  108  S.  W. 
1080.  See  the  title  "Indictment  and 
Information." 

19.  Com.  V.  Harrington,  3  Pick. 
(Mass.)  26. 

20.  State  v.  Williams,  4  Ind.  234,  58 
Am.  Dee.  627. 

21.  People  V.  Hubbard,  10  Misc.  104, 
31  N.  Y.  Supp.  114.  ' 

[a]     Where  the  offense  consists  in 
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taken/^  must  be  alleged.  A  corrupt  or  usurious  intent  must  also  be  al- 
leged,^^  unless,  under  the  local  statute,  the  criminality  of  the  act  does 
not  depend  upon  the  intent.^* 


taking  illegal  interest  rather  than  con- 
tracting to  receive  or  exact  it,  the, 
contract  becomes  a  matter  of  induce- 
ment rather  than  substance  and  need 
not  be  set  forth  with  that  particular- 
ity required  where  such  an  agreement 
constitutes  the  gist  of  the  offense.  Gil- 
lespie V.  State,  6  Humph.  (Tenn.)  164. 
22.  Merriman  v.  State,  6  Blackf. 
(Ind.)  449. 


[a]  Wbere  the  amount  is  ascertain- 
able by  computation  from  facts  alleged, 
an  allegation  of  the  amount  in  terms 
is  unnecessary.  State  v.  Tappan,  15 
N.  H.  91. 

23.  Block  V.   State,  14  Ind.   425. 

24.  State  v.  Haney,  130  Mo.  App. 
95,  108  S.  "W.  1080. 


VACATING  JUDGMENTS.— See  Decrees;  Judgments. 


VACATION. — See  Courts;  Judicial  Officers;  and  the  index  to  this 

work. 
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VAGRANCY 

By  The  Editorial  Staff. 

I.  IN  GENERAL,  527 

II.  INDICTMENT,  INFORMATION  OR  COMPLAINT,  527 

III.  TRIAL,  528 

IV.  SENTENCE,  528 

CKOSS-BEFEKENCES : 

Disorderly  Conduct;  Prostitution; 

Review. 

Eight  to  trial  by  jury  in  prosecution  for,  see  16  Standard  Peoc^  856, 
910. 

I.  IN  GENERAL. — Vagrancy  is  a  statuory,  not  a  common  law,  of- 
fense.^ 

n.  INDICTMENT,  INFORMATION  OR  COMPLAINT.  —  An  in- 
dictment, information  or  complaint  for  vagrancy  must  be  drawn  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  general  rules  elsewhere  treated.^  The  charge  must 
come  within  the  statute  defining  vagrancy,^  and  as  a  general  rule  is 


1.  Forbes'  Case,  11  Abb.  Pr.  (N. 
y.)  62,  19  How.  Pr.  457,  4  Park.  Cr. 
«11. 

2.  See  generally  the  title  "Indict- 
ment and  Information;"  and  People  v. 
Lester,  207  111.  App.  111. 

[a]  Joinder  of  Charges.  —  It  does 
not  vitiate  an  indictment  if  in  separate 
counts  it  joins  charges  under  different 
subdivisions  of  the  section  of  the  stat- 
ute defining  vagrancy.  Brannon  v. 
State,  12  Ala.  App.  189,  67  So.  634. 
See  also  Boggess  v.  State,  15  Okla. 
Crim.   223,   175   Pac.   946. 

[b]  A  grammatical  error  which  does 
not  change  the  meaning  of  the  charge, 
such  as,  on  a  certain  day,  defendant 
"U  known  to  be  a  thief,"  does  not 
vitiate  the  information.  People  v. 
Wolf,  199  HI.  App.  445. 


[c]  Redundancy.  —  An  information 
is  not  rendered  defective  by  using  a 
redundant  expression  of  the  statute 
which  defines  the  offense.  People  v. 
Wolf,  199  111.  App.  445. 

[d]  Waiver.  —  A  defect  in  an  in- 
formation for  vagrancy  which  does  not 
go  to  the  merits  of  the  case  on  the 
question  of  guilt  or  innocence,  such  as 
a  failure  to  allege  the  place  or  places 
defendant  is  charged  with  having  been 
found  prowling  around,  is  waived  by 
failure  to  move  to  quash  the  informa- 
tion. People  v.  Wolf,  199  111.  App. 
445. 

3.  State  V.  Custer,  65  N.  C.  339; 
Edwards  v.  State,  71  Tex.  Crim.  405, 
160  S.  W.  80. 

[a]  Every  word  of  the  statute  de- 
fining and  describing  the  class  of  vag- 
rants   within    which    the     defendant 
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sufficient  when  stated  in  the  words  of  the  statute,*  but  a  more  particular 
statement  of  the  facts  is  often  necessary  in  order  to  charge  all  the  es- 
sential elements  of  the  ofifense,^  e.  g.,  that  the  defendant  committed  the 
acts  charged  on  a  day  certain  and  for  some  time  previous  thereto,^  or 
at  divers  times  between  two  certain  days;^  that  the  defendant  is  an 
able-bodied  man  and  was  able  to  work,*  and  that  the  defendant  is  a 
male  person."  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  state  evidentiary  matters." 

III.  TBIAL.  —  Unless  he  pleads  guilty,"  the  accused  may  be  com- 
mitted for  vagrancy  only  after  a  trial  and  conviction.^^  The  instruc- 
tions to  the  jury  must  be  in  accord  with  the  law,^'  and  otherwise  con- 
form to  the  general  rules  elsewhere  treated;^*  and  the  same  is  true  as 
to  the  verdict." 

IV.  SENTENCE.^*  —  A  sentence  or  conunitment  for  vagrancy  is  gen- 
erally sufficient  which  follows  in  substance  the  terms  of  the  statute  re- 
lating thereto.^'  It  should  state  that  the  defendant  vsras  duly  convicted 


comes,  is  material  and  important.  Ex 
parte  McCarthy,  72  Cal.  384,  14  Pae. 
96;  Forbes'  Case,  11  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 
52,  19  How.  Pr.  457,  4  Park.  Cr.  611. 

4.  Taylor  v.  State,  100  Ala.  68,  14 
So.  875;  Armstead  v.  State,  11  OMa. 
Cr.  649,  150  Pae.  511.  See  generally 
12  Standard  Pboo.  437,  447. 

[a]  When  substantially  in  the  lan- 
guage of  the  statute,  in  the  absence  of 
an  objection  or  demand  for  bill  of 
particulars,  it  is  sufficient.  People  v. 
Wolf,  199  111.  App.  445;  People  v. 
Martin,  192  111.  App.  485. 

5.  Armstead  v.  State,  11  Okla.  Cr. 
649,  150  Pae.  511. 

6.  Armstead  v.  State,  11  Okla.  Cr. 
649,  150  Pae.  511. 

7.  Com.  V.  Sullivan,  5  Allen  (Mass.) 
511. 

[a]  On  a  certain  day,  for  example: 
"Heretofore,  to-wit,  on  the  3rd  day  of 
May,  A.  D.  1914,"  under  some  stat- 
utes, is  sufficient.  People  v.  Wolf,  199 
111.  App.  445. 

8.  Armstead  v.  State,  11  Okla.  Cr. 
849,  150  Pae.  511. 

9.  Ellis  V.  State,  65  Tex.  Crim.  480, 
145  S.  W.  339. 

[a]  Presumption  From  Name  of 
Defendant.  —  Where  the  only  indica- 
tion, in  an  information  for  vagrancy, 
that  the  defendant  is  a  man,  is  the  al- 
legation that  he  is  named  "Jim,"  the 
information    does    not   charge   an   of- 
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f ense.     Ellis  v.   State,    65    Tex.    Crim. 
480,  145  S.  W.  339. 

10.  People    V.    Wolf,    199    HI.    App. 

445. 

11.  See  the  title  "Arralgiunent  and 
Plea." 

12.  Com.  V.  Kehoe,  11  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
516. 

13.  See  Simmons  v.  State,  126  Ga. 
632,  55  S.  E.  479;  Harris  v.  State.  3 
Ga.  App.  447,  60  S.  E.  207. 

[a]  Invited  Error.  —  An  erroneous 
instruction  given  at  the  defendant's 
request  is  not  reversible  error.  Bran- 
non  V.  State,  12  Ala.  Apf.  189,  67  So. 
634. 

14.  See  the  title  "Instructions." 

15.  See  the'  title  "Verdict"  and 
State  V.  Preston,  4  Idaho  215,  38  Pae. 
694,  form  provided  by  statute  need  not 
be  followed. 

16.  See  generally  the  title  "Sen- 
tence and  Judgment." 

17.  Com.  V.  Supt.  House  of  Correc- 
tion, 23  Pa.  Dist.  815. 

[a]  Under  a  statute  which  requires 
one  sentenced  to  a  house  of  correction 
for  vagrancy  to  be  employed  at  certain 
labor,  the  commitment  need  not  use 
the  language  of  the  statute,  but  is  suf- 
ficient if  the  meaning  of  the  words 
used  is  that  the  defendant  be  required 
to  labor  during  his  term  of  confine- 
ment. Com.  V.  Supt.  House  of  Cor- 
rection, 23  Pa.  Dist.  815. 
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of  being  a  vagrant,"  and,  as  a  rule,  must  state  a  definite  period  during 
which  the  defendant  is  to  be  confined.^* 


18.  Gray's  Case,  11  Abb.  Pr.  (N. 
Y.)   56,  4  Park.  Cr.  616. 

[a]  In  the  absence  of  a  record  the 
cominitinent  must  state,  in  addition  to 
the  fact  of  due  conviction  of  the  of- 
fense of  vagrancy,  the  grounds  on 
which  the  charge  was  based.    Forbes' 


Case,  11  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  T.)  52,  19  How. 
Pr.  457,  4  Park.  Cr.  611. 

19.  Com.  V.  Kehoe,  11  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
516. 

As  to  indeteiminate  sentences,  see 
the  statutes  and  the  title  "Sentence 
and  Judgment." 


VALUE. — See  Indictment  and  Information;  Jurisdiction; 
Juistices  of  the  Peace;  Pleading. 
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For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this  work 
and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  title. 
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I.  NATURE  AND  SCOPE.  — A  variance  within  the  contemplation 
of  the  present  article  may  arise  in  either  of  two  fundamentally  differ- 
ent ways.  It  may  proceed,  on  the  one  hand,  from  a  discrepancy  be- 
tween the  summons  or  similar  process  and  the  declaration,  complaint 
or  petition,^  or,  on  the  other,  from  a  failure  of  the  evidence  to  conform 
to  or  establish  the  allegations  of  the  pleading,^  and  if  in  this  latter 
class  of  cases  the  cause  of  action  remains  unproved  in  its  entire  scope 
and  meaning,  a  total  variance  amounting  to  a  failure  of  proof  exists.* 

II.  CONFORMITY  TO  PROCESS.  — A.  In  General.  — 1.  Rule 
Stated.  —  A  frequently  occurring  form  of  variance  which  the  law  dis- 
countenances, consists  in  discrepancies  between  the  process  and  the 
pleading.  It  has  been  a  well  recognized  rule  of  procedure  that  the  two 
should  substantially  conform.  Under  the  former  practice,  the  require- 
ment necessitated  a  correspondence  between  the  declaration  and  the 
writ  upon  which  it  was  based,*  and  the  rule  of  the  more  recent  proced- 
ure, based  on  similar  reasons,*  prohibits  prejudicial  variances  between 
the  complaint,  or  equivalent  pleading,  and  the  summons  or  other  initial 
process.^  Yet  not  every  discrepancy  between  the  process  and  pleading 


1.  See  infra,  II. 

2.  See  infra.  III. 

3.  See  infra.  III,  A,  1,  b. 

4.  TJ.  S.  —  Chirac  v.  Eeinicker,  11 
Wheat.  280,  6  L.  ed.  474;  Duvall  v. 
Craig,  2  Wheat.  45,  4  L.  ed.  180;  Mc- 
Kenna  v.  Pisk,  1  How.  241,  11  L.  ed. 
117.  Ala.  —  Chapman  v.  Spenee,  22 
Ala.  588;  Turner  v.  Brown,  9  Ala.  866. 
Ark. — "Wilson  v.  Shannon,  6  Ark.  196; 
Stone  V.  Bennett,  4  Ark.  71.  111.  —  Tol- 
edo, W.  &  W.  By.  Co.  V.  McLaughlin, 
63  111.  389;  Holley  v.  Knapp,  45  111. 
App.  372;  Weld  v.  Hubbard,  11  111.  573; 
Cruikshank  v.  Brown,  10  111.  75.  Ind. 
Barnes  v.  Tannehill,  7  Blackf.  604. 
Ky.  —  Beading  v.  Hickman,  Sneed  216; 
White  V.  Walker,  1  Mon.  34.  Mich. 
Eeeder  v.  Moore,  95  Mich.  594,  55  N. 
W.  436;  Smith  v.  Judge  of  Wayne 
Circuit,  27  Mich.  87.  Miss.  —  Pierce 
V.  liacy,  23  Miss.  193.  Mo.  —  Jones  v. 
Cox,  7  Mo.  173;  Cato  v.  Hutson,  7  Mo. 
142.  N.  J.  —  Beardsley  v.  Southmayd, 
14  N".  J.  L.  534;  Bank  of  New  Bruns- 
wick V.  Arrowsmith,  9  N.  J.  L.  284. 
N.  y.  —  Nichols  V.  Nichols,  10  Wend. 
629;  Clark  v.  Benton  Farmers'  Woolen 
Mfg.  Co.,  12  Wendi  218;  Henderson 
V.  Ballantine,  4  Cow.  549.  N.  C.  —  Gov- 
ernor V.  Horton,  5  N.  C.  212.  Pa. 
Pentz  V.  Pentz,  6  Pa.  Dist.  708.  R.  I. 
Slater  v.  Fehlberg,  24  E.  I.  574,  54  Atl. 
383.  Va.  —  Dabneya  v.  Knapp,  Pres- 
ton &  Co.,  2  Gratt.  (43  Va.)  354.  Bng. 
Pepper  v.  Whalley,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  71,  27 
B.  C.  L.  548,  131  Eng.  Eeprint  1044; 


The  King  v.  Shakespeare,  10  East  83, 
103  Eng.  Eeprint  707. 

[a]  "It  is  an  ancient,  reasonable 
and  sound  principle  of  the  common  law, 
that  the  declaration  should  be  con- 
formable to  the  writ,  and  in  the  lan- 
guage of  Lord  Coke,  must  not  be  either 
'narrower  or  broader.'  "  Bank  of  New 
Brunswick  v.  Arrowsmith,  9  N.  J.  L. 
284,  287. 

5.  Tuttle  V.  Smith,  6  Abb.  Pr.  (N. 
Y.)  329,  14  How.  Pr.  395;  Boington  v. 
Lapham,  14  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  360. 

6.  Ala. — ^Ferguson  v.  George's  Exx., 
42  Ala.  135.  Colo.  —  Atchison,  T.  & 
S.  P.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Nieholls,  8  Colo.  188, 
6  Pae.  512;  Smith  v.  Aurich,  6  Colo. 
388;  Eich  v.  Collins,  12  Colo.  App.  511, 
56  Pae.  207.  Conn.  —  New  England 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Starin;  60  Conn.  369,  22 
Atl.  953.  lU.  —  Schoonhoven  v.  Gott,  20 
111.  46,  71  Am.  Dec.  247.  Ind.  — Vogel 
V.  Brown  Tp.,  112  Ind.  299,  14  N.  E. 
77,  2  Am.  St.  Eep.  187;  Hughes  v. 
Osborn,  42  Ind.  450.  la.  —  Holmes  v. 
Budd,  11  Iowa  186.  Kan.  —  Hoffman 
V.  Porslund,  6  Kan.  App.  352,  51  Pae. 
816.  Miss.  —  Eailway  Co.  v.  Boldiag, 
69  Miss.  255,  13  So.  844,  30  Am.  St. 
Rep.  541.  Mo,  —  Hite  v.  Hunton,  20 
Mo.  285.  Neb.  —  Haskins  v.  Citizens' 
Bank,  12  Neb.  39,  10  N.  W.  466.  N.  H. 
Pitman  v.  Perkins,  28  N.  H.  90;  Colby 
V.  Dow,  18  N.  H.  557.  N.  J.  — Coyle  v. 
Coyle,  26  N.  J.  L.  132.  N.  Y.  — Mae- 
coun  V.  New  York  C.  &  H.  E.  E.  Co., 
50  N.  T.  176;    Shaler  v.  Humphrey,  15 
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will  sustain  an  objection;''  it  must  appear  that  injury  or  prejudice 
would  result  therefrom  to  the  defendant.^  But  in  certain  casesi  preju- 
dice from  the  variance  will  be  conclusively  presumed.^ 

2.  Variance  in  Respect  to  Particular  Matters.  —  Under  the  rule 
against  variances  between  the  process  and  the  pleading  based  thereon, 
it  is  essential  that  the  two  substantially  conform  not  only  as  to  the  na- 
ture and  form  of  the  action/"  but  as  well  in  respect  to  such  matters  as 


How.  Pr.  564;  Tuttle  v.  Smith,  6  Abb. 
Pr.  329,  14  How.  Pr.  395;  Bandman  v. 
Gamble,  4  E.  D.  Smith  463;  Goldstein 
V.  Marx,  73  App.  Div.  545,  77  N.  Y. 
Supp.  956.  N.  0.  —  Heath  v.  Morgan, 
117  N.  C.  504,  23  S.  E.  489;  Burrell  v, 
Hughes,  116  N.  C.  430,  21  ,S.  E.  971. 
Okla.  —  ilobinson  v.  Peru  Plow  &  Wheel 
Co.,  1  Okla.  140,  31  Pae.  988.  S.  D. 
Bradey  v.  Mueller,  22  S.  D.  534,  118 
N.  W.  1035;  St.  Paul  Harvester  Co.  v. 
Forbreg,  2  S.  D.  357,  50  N.  W.  628; 
Berry  v.  Bingaman,  1  S.  D.  525,  47 
N.  W.  825.  Tex.  —  Maddox  v.  Craig, 
80  Tex.  600,  16  S.  W.  328;  Central  & 
M.  E.  Co.  V.  Morris,  68  Tex.  49,  3  S.  W. 
457;  Swain  v.  Mitchell,  27 -Tex.  Civ. 
App.  62,  66  S.  W.  61.  W.  Va.  — Hoff- 
man V.  Bircher,  22  W.  Va.  537.  Wis, 
Pond  du  Lac  v.  Bonesteel,  22  Wis.  251; 
Waterhouse  v.  Freeman,  13  Wis.  339. 
Bng.  —  Pepper  v.  Whalley,  1  Bing.  N. 
Cas.  71,  27  E.  C.  L..  548,  131  Eng.  Ee- 
print  1044;  Ashworth  v.  Eyal,  1  Barn. 

6  Ad.  19,  20  E.  C.  L.  380,  109  Eng. 
Eeprint  694. 

[a]  Variance  between  bill  of  partic- 
ulars and  the  summons.  School  Dist. 
No.  67  V.  Vedder,  19  Kan.  525;  Hoff- 
man V.  Forslund,  6  Kan.  App.  352,  61 
Pac.  816;  Haskins  v.  Citizens'  Bank, 
12  Neb.  39,  10  N.  W.  466. 

7.  See  infra,  II,  B. 

8.  Colo.  —  Eioh  V.  Collins,  12  Colo. 
App.  511,  56  Pae.  207.  lU.  — Lyon  «. 
Crew  Levick  Co.,  63  111.  App.  329.  Ind. 
Vogel  V.  Brown  Tp.,  112  Ind.  299,  14 
N.  E.  77,  2  Am.  St.  Eep.  187;  Bloom- 
field  E.  Co.  V.  BurresB,  82  Ind.  83; 
Hughes  V.  Osborn,  42  Ind.  450.  la. 
Woodruff  V.  Des  Moines  Ins.  Co.,  90 
Iowa  735,  57  N.  W.  592.  Mich.  — Smith 
V.  Judge  of  Wayne  Circuit,  27  Mich. 
87.  Miss.  —  Alabama  &  V.  E.  Co.  v. 
Holding,  69  Miss.  255,  13  So.  844,  30 
Am.  St.  Eep.  541.    Mo.  —  Jones  v.  Cox, 

7  Mo.  173;  Cato  v.  Hutson,  7  Mo.  142. 
ir.  Y.  —  Maccoun  v.  New  York  C.  & 
H.  E.  K.  Co.,  50  N.  Y.  176;  Brown  v. 
Eaton,  37  How.  Pr.  325;    Clark  v.  Ben- 

Vol.  XXV 


ton  Farmers '  Woolen  Mfg.  Co.,  12 
Wend.  218;  Ball  v.  Bank  of  Utiea,  6 
Cow.  70.  Ohio.  —  Hare  •;;.  Harrington, 
Wright  290.  S.  D.  — Bradey  v.  Muel- 
ler, 22  S.  D.  534,  118  N.  W.  1035; 
Berry  v.  Bingaman,  1  S.  D.  525,  47  N. 
W.  825.  Tenn.  —  Louisville,  N.  &  G. 
S.  E.  Co.  V.  Eeidmond,  11  Lea  205.  Tex. 
Central  &  M.  E.  Co.  v.  Morris,  68  Tex, 
49,  3  S.  W.  457.  Wis.  — Fond  du  Lac 
V.  Bonesteel,  22  Wis.  251. 

See  also  infra,  II,  B,  1,  o,  (II),  (A) 
and  (B). 

9.  St.  Paul  Harvester  Co.  v.  Tor- 
breg,  2  S.  D.  357,  50  N.  W.  628. 

[a]  Notice  of  the  ConseoLuences  of 
Failure  To  Answer.  —  Where  a  sum- 
mons, served  separate  from  the  com- 
plaint, contains  the  notice  that  if  de- 
fendant fail  to  answer  the  complaint, 
the  plaintiff  will  apply  to  the  court  for 
the  relief  demanded  in  the  complaint, 
and  the  complaint  states  only  a  cause 
of  action  in  which  the  summons  should 
have  contained  a  notice  that  upon  de- 
fendant's failure  to  answer  plaintiff 
will  take  judgment  against  him  for  a 
definite  sum,  it  will  be  conclusively 
presumed  that  defendant  is  prejudiced 
by  the  variance,  and  he  will  be  en- 
titled to  have  the  complaint  set  aside 
on  motion.  St.  Paul  Harvester  Co.  v. 
Forbreg;  2  S.  D.  357,  50  N.  W.  628. 

10.  Kan.  —  School  Dist.  No.  67  v. 
Vedder,  19  Kan.  525;  Hoffman  v.  Fors- 
lund,  6  Kan.  App.  352,  51  Pac.  816. 
N.  H.  — Colby  V.  Dow,  18  N.  H.  557. 
N.  Y.  —  Bandman  v.  Gamble,  4  E.  D, 
Smith  463.  Tenn.  —  Watkins  v.  Kitt- 
rell,  3  Baxt.  38.  Wis.  — Fond  du  Lao 
V.  Bonesteel,  22  Wis.  251. 

[a]  Variance  as  to  the  Cause  of 
Action.  —  Kan.  —  School  Dist.  No.  67  v, 
Vedder,  19  Kan.  525.  N.  H.  —  Colby  V. 
Dow,  18  N.  H.  557.  N.  Y.  — Clark  v. 
Benton  Farmers'  Woolen  Mfg.  Co.,  12 
Wend.  218;  Bandman  v.  Gamble,  4 
E.  D.  Smith  463.  Tena.  —  Watkin*  V. 
Kittrell,  3  Baxt.  38. 
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the  venue ;^^  the  description  of  the  court ;^^  the  parties;"  the  amount 


[b]  Variance  as  to  Fonn  of  Action. 
111.  —  Cruikshank  v.  Brown,  10  111.  75. 
N.  Y.  —  Eogers  v.  Rogers,  4  Johns.  485; 
Haviland  v.  Tuttle,  1  Sandf.  668.  R.  I. 
Slater  v.  Pehlberg,  24  E.  I.  574,  54  Atl. 
383.  Bng.  —  Ward  v.  Tummon,  1  Ad. 
&  El.  619,  28  E.  C.  L.  293,  110  Eng.  Re- 
print 1343;  Anderson  v.  Thomas,  9 
Bing.  678,  23  E.  C.  L.  757,  131  Eng. 
Eepriat  768;  Reynolds  v.  Welsh,  1  C. 
M.  &  E.  580. 

[c]  Summons  or  process  in  an  action 
in  contract  and  the  declaration  in  tort. 
Fond  du  Lac  v.  Bonesteel,  22  Wis.  251. 

[d]  Trespass  and  Case. —  (1)  A 
material  variance  exists  where  the  pro- 
cess is  in  trespass  and  the  pleading  in 
case  or  vice  versa  (Toledo,  W.  &  W. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  McLaughlin,  63  HI.  389; 
Smith  V.  Bradley,  1  How.  Pr.  [N.  T.] 
244),  unless  (2)  the  distinction  between 
trespass  and  case  has  been  abolished  by 
statute  (New  York,  P.  &  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Kellam's  Admr.,  85  Va.  851,  3  S.  E. 
703),  or  (3)  a  variance  in  such  cases 
is  obviated  by  rules  of  practice.  Wells 
17.  Knight,  32  E.  I.  432,  80  Atl.  16; 
Adams  v.  Lorraine  Mfg.  Co.,  29  E.  I. 
333,  71  Atl.  180,  construing  sec.  246, 
Court  and  Practice  Act  1905. 

[e]  In  replevin  where  the  writ  is 
for  the  taking  and  unjust  detention  of 
property,  a  plaintiff  cannot  declare  for 
a  wrongful  detention  only.  Nichols  v. 
Nichols,  lo  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  629. 

[f]  Admissions  by  Appearance. 
Appearance  admits  the  regularity  of 
the  summons  and  its  service,  but  not 
the  identity  of  the  cause  of  action  in- 
dicated by  the  summons  with  that  set 
out  in  the  complaint.  Tuttle  v.  Smith, 
6  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  329,  14  How.  Pr. 
395. 

[g]  The  summons  must  control  the 
complaint  (1)  as  to  the  nature  of  the 
action.  Shafer  v.  Humphrey,  15  How. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  564;  Tuttle  v.  Smith,  6 
Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  329,  14  How.  Pr.  395; 
Tilton  V.  Hamilton  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  14 
How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  363;  Ridder  «.  Whit- 
lock,  12  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  208,  even 
when  they  are  served  together.  But 
see  Voorhies  v.  Seofield,  7  How.  Pr.  (N. 
Y.)  51;  Webb  v.  Mott,  6  How.  Pr.  (N. 
Y.)_  439.  (2)  "To  hold  that  the  com- 
plaint should  control  the  summons,  in- 
stead of  the  latter  controlling  the  for- 


mer as  to  the  nature  of  an  action 
brought,  would  be  somewhat  like  mak- 
ing a  judgment  conform  to  the  execu- 
tion issued  on  it."  Ridder  v.  Whitlock, 
12  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  208. 

11.  Clark  V.  Benton  Farmers'  Wool- 
en Mfg.  Co.,  12  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  218; 
Goldstein  v.  Marx,  73  App.  Div.  545, 
77  N.  Y.  Supp.  956;  Fisher  v.  Ogden, 
12  App.  Div.  602,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  111. 

[a]  "The  mere  inadvertence  of  an 
attorney  in  naming  a  different  place  of 
trial  in  the  complaint  from  that  named 
in  the  summons  will  not  be  held  to 
effect  a  change  of  the  place  of  trial, 
provided  he  moves  promptly  in  the 
matter  to  correct  the  error,  and  does 
not  permit  his  adversary  to  act  upon 
the  assumption  that  the  change  was 
intentional."  Goldstein  v.  Marx,  73 
App.  Div.  545,  77  N.  Y.  Supp.  956;  to 
same  effect  Fisher  v.  Ogden,  12  App. 
Div.  602,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  111. 

[b]  The  complaint  controls  as  to  the 
place  of  trial  where  it  states  a  venue 
different  from  that  contained  in  th« 
summons.  Goldstein  v.  Marx,  73  App. 
Div.  545,  77  N.  Y.  Supp.  956;  Fisher 
V.  Ogden,  12  App.  Div.  602,  43  N.  Y. 
Supp.  111. 

12.  Conn.  —  New  England  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Starin,  60  Conn.  369,  22  Atl.  953. 
Ga.—  Wolf  V.  Kennedy,  93  Ga.  219,  18 
S.  E.  433.  Ind.  — Hughes  v.  Osborn, 
42  Ind.  450.  Okla.  —  Robinson  ».  Peru 
Plow  &  Wheel  Co.,  1  Okla.  140,  31  Pae. 
988. 

[a]  Title  of  Court.  —  A  variance  be- 
tween the  summons  and  petition  as  to 
the  title  of  the  court  is  cured  by  re- 
jecting as  surplusage  the  words  in  the 
petition  incorrectly  describing  the 
court.  Robinson  v.  Peru  Plow  &  Wheel 
Co.,  1  Okla.  140,  31  Pac.  988. 

13.  Ala.  —  Ferguson  v.  George's 
Exx.,  42  Ala.  135;  Chapman  v.  Spence, 
22  Ala.  588;  Turner  v.  Brown,  9  Ala. 
866.  111.  —  Schoonhoven  v.  Gott,  20  111. 
46,  71  Am.  Dec.  247.  Mo.  — Cato  v. 
Hutson,  7  Mo.  142.  Neb.  —  Haskins  v. 
Citizens'  Bank,  12  Neb.  39,  10  N.  W. 
466.  N.  Y.  —  Henderson  i;.  Ballantine, 
4  Cow.  549.  N.  O.  —  Heath  v.  Morgan, 
117  N.  C.  504,  23  S.  E.  489;  Governor 
V.  Horton,  5  N.  C.  212.  W.  Va.  —  Hoff- 
man V.  Bircher,  22  W.  Va.  537.  Eng. 
Eogers  V.  Jenkins,  1  Bos.  &  P.  383,  126 
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claimed/*  and  other  like  matters.^" 

B.  Objections  on  Ground  op  Vaeiance.  —  1,  Manner  of  Making, 
a.  In  General.  —  The  practice  in  respect  to  objections  because  of  vari- 


Eng.  Eeprint  966;  The  King  v.  Shake- 
speare, 10  East  83,  103  Eng.  Eeprint 
707. 

[a]  Variance  in  names  (1)  of  par- 
ties (Ala.  —  rerguson  v.  George 's  Eii., 
42  Ala.  135.  Ind.  —  Vogel  v.  Brown 
Tp.,  112  Ind.  299,  14  N.  E.  77,  2  Am. 
St.  Eep.  187.  Mo.  — Hite  v.  Hunton, 
20  Mo.  285.  Net.  —  Haskins  v.  Cit- 
izens' Bank,  12  Neb.  39,  10  N.  W.  466. 
Tex.  —  Maddox  v.  Craig,  80  Tex.  600, 
16  S.  W.  328;  Central  &  M.  E.  Co.  v. 
Morris,  68  Tex.  49,  3  S.  "W.  457.  W.  Va. 
Hoffman  v.  Bireher,  22  "W.  Va.  537) 
(2)  defendant.  Ark.  —  "Wilson  r.  Shan- 
non, 6  Ark.  196.  111.  —  Schoonhoven  v. 
Gott,  20  111.  46,  71  Am.  Dee.  247.  Va. 
New  York,  P.  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Kellam'e 
Admr.,  85  Va.  851,  3  S.  E.  703.  Eng. 
Pepper  v.  Whalley,  1  Bing.  N.  Cas.  71, 
27  E.  C.  L.  548,  131  Eng.  Eeprint  1044. 

[b]  Variance  in  Christian  name  of 
defendant  held  good  ground  for  setting 
aside  a  default  against  the  defendant 
for  want  of  a  plea.  Henderson  v.  Bal- 
lantine,  4  Cow.   (N.  Y.)   549. 

[c]  As  to  variance  in  names  of 
parties  "it  is  a  general  rule  in  plead- 
ing, that  the  declaration  should  pursue 
the  writ  in  regard  both  to  the  Christian 
and  surnames  of  the  parties,  and  where 
there  is  such  a  difference  as  not  to  be 
the  same  in  sound,  the  variance  might 
be  plead  in  abatment,  but  the  mis- 
spelling is  not,  however,  material  if 
the  two  names  are  the  same  in  sound." 
Schoonhoven  v.  Gott,  20  111.  46,  71  Am. 
Dec.  247. 

[d]  Where  the  names  are  idem  son- 
ans  no  material  variance  exists.  Hoff- 
man V.  Bireher,  22  "W.  Va.  537. 

[e]  railure  to  insert  the  name  of 
one  of  plaintiffs  in  the  declaration. 
Turner  v.  Brown,  9  Ala.  866. 

[f]  Variance  as  to  capacity  (1)  in 
which  plaintiffs  sue.  Stone  v.  Bennett, 
4  Ark.  71;  Chapman  v.  Spence,  22  Ala. 
588.  (2)  Where  the  writ  ia  in  plain- 
tiff's own  name  and  the  declaration  is 
in  his  name  as  assignee,  the  variance 
is  immaterial.  Eeading  v.  Hickman, 
Sneed  (Ky.)  216. 

[g]  The  right  in  which  a  plaintiff 
sues  is  a  matter   of  substance  and  a 
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discrepancy  between  the  process  ^nd 
the  declaration  in  this  respect  is  ma- 
terial. Merritt  v.  Seaman,  6  N.  Y.  168. 
See  Maddox  v,  Craig,  80  Tex.  600,  16 
S.  W.  328, 

[h]  "Assignee,"-  Descriptive  of 
Person.  —  No  material  variance  existf 
between  the  citation  and  petition  where 
the  plaintiff  is  styled  in  the  petition 
"J,  T.  Craig,  assignee  of  C.  W.  Israel 
and  J.  N.  Israel  &  Co."  and,  in  the 
citation,  "J.  T.  Craig,  assignee  of  C. 
"W.  Israel  &  Co."  The  words  "assig- 
nee," etc.,  in  the  petition  are  merely 
descriptive  of  the  person.  Maddox  V. 
Craig,  80  Tex.  600,  16  S.,  "W.  328. 

[i]  Variance  as  to  Number  of 
Paxties.  —  Governor  v.  Horton,  5  N.  C. 
212;  Pepper  v.  Whalley,-  1  Bing.  N. 
Cas.  71,  27  E.  C.  L.  548,  131  Eng.  Ee- 
print 1044;  Eogers  V.  Jenkins,  1  Bos. 
&  P.   383,  126   Eng.  Eeprint  966. 

14.  in.  — Prince  v.  Lamb.  1  Dl.  378; 
HoUey  v.  Knapp,  45  111.  App.  372;  la. 
Holmes  v.  Budd,  11  Iowa  186.  Va. 
Dabneys  <?.  Knapp,  Preston  &  Co.,  2 
Gratt.  (43  Va.)  354, 

[a]  Variance  between  the  amount 
set  out  in  statement  of  demand  and 
that  contained  in  the  summons.  Coyle 
V.  Coyle,  26  N.  J.  L.  132. 

[b]  In  an  action  of  debt  a  variance 
as  to  the  amount  claimed  has  been  held 
to  be  material.  HI. — Weld  v.  Hubbard, 
11  111.  573.  Ky.  — Palmer  v.  McGin- 
nis,  Hardin  605;  White  v.  Walker,  1 
Mon.  34.  N.  J.  — Coyle  v.  Coyle,  26 
N.  J.  L.  132.  Eng.  — Hadley  v.  Stylei, 
10  Mod.  7,  88  Eng.  Eeprint  599. 

15.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Variance  as  to  description  of 
property  may  (1)  be  material  (Mich. 
Eeeder  v.  Moore,  95  Mich.  594,  55  N. 
W.  436.  N.  H.  — Lyman  v.  Dodge,  13 
N.  H.  197.  N.  Y.  —  Cronly  v.  Brown,  13 
Wend.  271.  Tex.  —  Simon  v.  Day,  84 
Tex.  520,  19  S.  W.  691),  but  (2)  a, 
variance  as  between  the  description  of 
the  land  in  a  petition  in  trespass  to 
try  title  and  that  in  the  citation  doe* 
not  render  the  citation  void.  Cave  v. 
Houston,  65  Tex.  619;  Swain  v.  Mit- 
chell, 27  Tex.  Civ.  App.  62,  66  S.  W, 
61. 
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ance  between  the  declaration  and  the  -vvrit,  has  not  been  the  same  at  dif- 
ferent periods/'  and  has  varied  in  different  jurisdictions.^^ 

Oyer  of  Writ.  **  —  It  was  the  custom  at  one  period  to  demand  oyer  of 
the  writ  as  preliminary  to  objection  for  variance,^"  but  the  practice  of 
granting  oyer  fell  into  disuse,^"  thus,  except  where  the  writ  constituted 
a  part  of  the  record,^^  preventing  any  inquiry  at  all  into  the  alleged 
varianee,^^  or  else  necessitating  a  resort  to  some  form  of  motion. ^^ 

b.  Flea  in  Abatement?*  —  An  appropriate,^^  and  according  to  some 


16,    Bank  of  New  Brunswick  v,  Ar- 
lowsmith,  9  N.  J.  L.  284, 

[a]  "At  the  earliest  period  of  writ- 
ten pleadings  of  which  we  have  clear 
and  distinct  traces,  either  in  books  of 
precedents  or  reports,  the  declaration, 
when  the  action  was  commenced  by 
original  writ,  contained  9.  recital  of  it 
at  large.  If  therefore,  an  objection- 
able variance  existed  between  the  writ 
and  the  declaration,  it  appeared  on  the 
face  of  the  latter,  ^nd  the  defendant 
availed  himself  of  it  by  demurrer,  plea 
in  abatement,  motion  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment, or  upon  writ  of  error.  Com.  Dig. 
tit.  Pleader,  C.  13,  2  "Wils.  293.  Such 
continued  the  form  of  pleading  until, 
in  the  year  1654,  a  rule  was  made  in 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  in  order 
to  dispense  in  most  eases  with  the  use- 
less repetition  of  the  writ,  that  the 
nature  only  of  the  action  should  be 
stated.  After  the  adoption  of  this  rule 
it  was  held  that  the  only  mode  where- 
by the  defendant  could  avail  himself 
of  a  variance  between  the  writ  and 
count  was  by  praying  oyer  of  the  writ, 
whereby  the  writ  as  well  as  the  dec- 
laration would  be  placed  on  the  record. 
Salk.  658,  701,  2  Wils.  85,  293.  Oyer 
of  the  writ  continued  to  be  granted  in 
the  court  of  King's  Bench  until  the 
case  of  Boate  v.  Edwards,  in  the  year 
1779,  Doug.  227.  *  *  *  Since  that  time, 
oyer  of  the  writ  for  the  purpose  of 
setting  aside  the  proceedings,  has  been 
uniformly  refused  in  both  courts;  and 
in  those  cases  where  a  defendant  may 
avail  himself  of  a  variance  between 
the  writ  and  declaration,  he  is  per- 
mitted to  do  so  by  motion  to  set  aside 
the  proceedings  for  irregularity. "  Bank 
of  New  Brunswick  v.  Arrowsmith,  9  N. 
J.  L.  284. 

17    See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  "The  practice  before  the  code 
was  different  in  different  states;  the 
courts  of  some  holding  that  the  var- 
iance could  not  be  taken  advantage  of 


by  motion,  and  others  that  it  could." 
Fond  du  Lac  v.  Bonesteel,  22  Wis.  251. 

18.  See  generally  the  title  "Oyer 
and  Profert." 

19.  Barnes  v.  TaimeMll,  7  BJackf. 
(Ind.)  604;  Lyman  v.  Dodge,  13  N.  H. 
197. 

[a]  Without  craving  oyer  a  variance 
between  the  writ  and  the  declaration 
could  not  be  pleaded  in  abatement. 
Cronly  f.  Brown,  12  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  271. 

[b]  '  'It  was  immaterial  whether  the 
defendant  craved  oyer  of  the  writ  and 
declaration,  or  of  the  writ  only,  as  the 
declaration  is  incorporated  into  it," 
Lyman  v.  Dodge,  13  N.  H.  197,  202. 

20.  Cronly  v.  Brown,  12  Wend.  (N. 
T.)  271;  Pentz  v.  Pentz,  6  Pa.  Dist. 
708. 

[a]  Oyer  and  Plea. —  (1)  The  deci- 
sion in  Boats  v.  Ed"ward3,  1  Dougl.  227, 
99  Eng.  Eeprint  149,  ended  in  England 
the  practice  of  demanding  oyer  of  the 
writ  which  since  the  year  1657  had 
been  the  only  mode  whereby  a  defend- 
ant could  avail  himself  of  a  variance 
between  the  writ  and  the  declaration. 
See  Bank  of  New  Brunswick  1;.  Arrow- 
smith,  9  N.  J.  L.  284.  (2)  Even  after 
that  decision  oyer  and  plea  was  re- 
sorted to  in  this  country.  Bank  of  New 
Brunswick  v.  Arrowsmith,  9  N,  J.  lu 
284. 

21.  Pierce  v.  Lacy,  23  Miss.  193. 

22.  Pentz  v.  Pentz,  6  Pa.  Dist.  708. 
[a]     "The  objection  that  there  Is  *, 

variance  between  the  writ  and  com- 
plaint is  a  purely  technical  one,  and  it 
has'  been  the  practice  of  the  courts  to 
refuse  oyer  of  the  writ  which  precludeg 
inquiry  into  such  alleged  variance." 
Pentz  V.  Pentz,  6  Pa.  Dist.  708. 

23.  See   infra,  II,  B,   1,  c. 

24.  See  generally  the  title  "Abate- 
ment, Pleas  of." 

25.  U.  S.  — Chirac  v.  Eeinicker,  11 
Wheat.  280,  6  L.  ed.  474;  McKenna  v, 
Fisk,  1  How.  241,  11  L.  ed.  117;  Du- 
va]l  V.   Craig,   2    Wheat.   45,   4  L.   ed. 
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cases  the  only^»  method  of  taking  advantage  of  a  variance  between  the 
declaration  and  the  writ  was  by  plea  in  abatement.  The  availability  of 
this  remedy  depended  to  some  extent  upon  the  defendant's  right  to 
oyer  of  the  writ,^'  and  where  the  practice  of  reciting  the  contents  of 
the  writ  in  the  declaration  was  abandoned  and  oyer  of  the  writ  denied, 
abatement  fell  into  disuse,^'  and  the  defendant  proceeded  by  some  form 
of  motion.** 

That  the  summons  varies  from  the  complaint,  declaration  or  petition  i» 
an  objection  which  may  also  be  taken  by  plea  in  abatement,'"  although 
the  usual  practice  is  to  urge  the  discrepancy  by  motion,'^ 

c.  Motion.  —  (I.)  In  General.  —  It  is  generally  competent  for  a  defend- 
ant to  seek  relief  from  a  variance  between  the  pleading  and  process  by 
an  appropriate  motion.*''  It  became  in  time  the  proper  remedy  to  meet 


180.  Ala. — Ferguson  v.  George 's  Exx., 
42  Ala.  135;  Chapman  v.  Spenee,  22 
Ala.  588;  Turner  v.  Brown,  9  Ala.  866. 
Ark.  —  Wilson  v.  Shannon,  6  Ark.  196; 
Stone  V.  Bennett,  4  Ark.  71.  111.  —  Car- 
penter V.  Hoyt,  17  111.  529;,  Weld  v. 
Hubbard,  11  111.  573;  Cruikshank  v. 
Brown,  10  111.  75;  Prince  v.  Lamb,  1 
111.  378.  Ind.  — Nichols  v.  Smalle-y,  7 
Blackf.  200.  Ky.  — White  v.  Walker, 
1  Mon.  34;  Palmer  v.  McGinnis,  Hardin 
505.  Md.  —  Chapman  v.  Davis,  4  Gill 
166.  Miss.  —  Pierce  v.  Lacy,  23  Miss. 
193.  N.  H.  —  Pitman  v.  Perkins,  28 
N.  H.  90;  Dinsmore  V.  Pendexter,  28 
N.  H.  18;  Colby  v.  Dow,  18  N.  H.  557; 
Lyman  v.  Dodge,  13  N.  H.  197.  N.  J. 
Bank  of  New  Brunswick  v.  Arrow- 
smith,  9  N.  J.  L.  284.  N.  C— Governor 
V.  Horton,  5  N.  C.  213.  Eng.  — The 
King  V.  Shakespeare,  10  East  83,  103 
Eng.  Eeprint  707. 

[a]  Vaiiance  in  Names  of  Parties. 
If  the  correct  name  is  used  in  the  dec- 
laration, the  defendant  may  plead  the 
variance  in  abatement  of  the  writ. 
Schoonhoven  v.  Gott,  20  111.  46,  71  Am. 
Deo.  247. 

26.  U.  S.— Duvall  v.  Craig,  2  Wheat. 
45,  4  L.  ed.  180.  Ala.  —  Stoddard  & 
Co.  V.  Davis  &  Co.,  60  Ala.  21;  Turner 
V.  Brown,  9  Ala.  866;  Eindlay  v. 
Pruitt,  9  Port.  195.  lU.  —  Carpenter 
V.  Hoyt,  17  111.  529;  Prince  v.  Lamb,  1 
111.  378;  Bust  V.  Frothingham,  1  111. 
831.  Ky.  —  White  v.  Walker,  1  Mon. 
34.  N.  Y.  — Garland  v.  Chattle,  12 
Johns.  430.  W.  Va.  —  Anderson  v. 
Doolittle,  38  W.  Va.  629,  18  S.  E.  724. 

[a]  "It  is  a  matter  purely  In  abate- 
ment, not  affecting  in  the  least  the 
merits  of  the  action,  and,  consequent- 
ly,  must  be    met   by   the    appropriate 
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plea."     Wilson  v.  Shannon,  6  Ark.  196, 
198. 

27.  Eeeder  v.  Moore,  95  Mich.  594, 
55  N.  W.  436.    See  supra,  II,  B,  1,  a; 

[a]  Where  oyer  of  the  writ  was  not 
allowed  by  the  practice,  the  defendant 
could  not  plead  in  abatement  a  var- 
iance between  the  writ  and  the  dec- 
laration. Cronly  v.  Brown,  12  Wend. 
(N.  T.)  271;  Gray  v.  Sidneff,  3  Bos. 
&  P.  395,  127  Eng.  Reprint  216;  Spald- 
ing V.  Mure,  6  Durn.  &  E.  (Eng.)  363; 
Holland  v.  Johnson,  4  Durn.  &  B.  695. 

28.  Eeeder  v.  Moore,  95  Mich.  594, 
55  N.  W.  436.  See  also  Md.  — Chap- 
man V.  Davis,  4  Gill  166;  N.  Y.— Cron- 
ly V.  Brown,  12  Wend.  271.  S.  O. 
Dawson  v.  Eobert,  5  Eieh.  L.  258.  Eng. 
Boats  V.  Edwards,  1  Dougl.  227,  99  Eng. 
Eeprint  149. 

29.  See  infra,  11,  B,  1,  c. 

30.  HI. —  Windett  v.  Hamilton,  52 
111.  180.  W.  H.  — Colby  v.  Dow,  18  N. 
H.  557.  N.  Y.  —  Bandman  v.  Gamble, 
4  E.  D.  Smith  463. 

[a]  An  immaterial  variance  in 
names  of  parties  will  not  support  a 
plea  in  abatement.  Hoffman  v.  Bircher, 
22  "W.  Va.  537. 

[b]  The  proper  name  of  the  party 
should  be  stated  in  a  plea  in  abate- 
ment for  variance  as  to  parties.  Hoff- 
man V.  Bircher,  22  W.  Va.  537. 

[c]  An  immaterial  variance  as  to 
title  of  the  court  not  ground  of  abate- 
ment. New  England  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Star- 
in,  60  Conn.  369,  22  Atl.  953. 

31.  See  infra,  II,  B,  1,  c. 

32.  See  generally  the  title  "Mo- 
tions." 

[a]  The  Motion  Is  Addressed  Usual- 
ly to  the  Court's  Discretion.  —  Turner 
[-.  Brown,  9  Ala.  866. 
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a  discrepancy  between  the  writ  and  the  declaration/'  and  is  the  usual 
method  of  taking  advantage  of  a  variance  between  the  complaint,  or 
equivalent  pleading,  and  the  summons.^* 

(II).  Particular  Motions. —  (A.)  Motion  to  Quash  Process.  —  A  variance 
due  to  an  irregular  writ  or  summons  may  be  taken  advantage  of  by  a 
motion  to  set  aside  or  quash  such  process.'^  To  sustain  the  motion  there 
must  be  a  showing  of  prejudice  to  the  defendant;'"  consequently  the 
relief  would  not  be  available  in  jurisdictions  where  the  complaint  or 
declaration  is  filed  prior  to  the  issuance  of  the  process." 


33.  Toledo,  W.  &  W.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Laughlin, 63  111.  389;  Cruikshank  v. 
Brown,  10  111.  75;  M'Farlan  v.  Town- 
send,  17  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  440;  Willard 
V.  Missani,  1  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  37;  Rogers 
V.  Eogers,  4  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  485. 

[a]  ''Relief,  on  motion,  seems  only 
to  be  denied,  when  such  variance  exists 
between  the  declaration  and  the  orig- 
inal writ  where  the  suit  is  commenced 
by  original.  (Cowp.  455,  5  Term.  Eep. 
402,  7  Term.  Eep.  80,  6  Term.  Eep.  364, 
2  Wils.  394,  1  Tidd'9  Prae.  404)." 
Sogers  V.  Eogers,  4  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  485. 

[b]  Motion  the  Usual  Method. 
"Since  the  abandonment  of  the  prac- 
tice of  reciting  the  contents  of  the  writ 
in  the  declaration,  and  the  denial  of 
oyer  of  the  writ,  the  usual  method  of 
taking  advantage  of  a  variance  be- 
tween the  writ  and  declaration  has 
been  by  motion."  Eeeder  v.  Moore, 
95  Mich.  594,  597,  65  N.  W.  436. 

[c]  Preferable  to  Oyer  and  Plea. 
"A  defendant  may  therefore  avail 
himself  of  a  variance  between  the  writ 
and  declaration,  either  by  oyer  and 
plea,  as  has  been  done  in  the  present 
case,  or  by  a  motion  to  set  aside  the 
proceedings  for  irregularity.  The  lat- 
ter method  being  more  expeditious  and 
less  expensive  is  certainly  to  be  pre- 
ferred, and  will,  it  is  presumed,  be 
most  usually  adopted  inasmuch  as  by 
oyer  and  plea  the  defendant  will 
necessarily  increase  his  own  costs  for 
which  he  can  receive  no  return,  as  in 
case  of  abatement  the  defendant  re- 
covers no  costs  from  the  plaintiff." 
Bank  of  New  Brunswick  v.  Arrow- 
smith,  9  N.  J.  L.  284,  289. 

34.  Ala.  —  Chapman  v.  Spence,  22 
Ala.  588;  Turner  v.  Brown,  9  Ala.  866. 
Ind.  — Hughes  v.  Osborn,  42  Ind.  450. 
Mich.  —  Eeeder  v.  Moore,  95  Mich. 
594,  55  N.  W.  436;  Smith  v.  Judge  of 
Wayne  Circuit,  27  Mich.  87.  N.  Y. 
Clark  r.  Benton  Farmers'  Woolen  Mfg. 


Co^  12  Wend.  218;  Eogera  v.  Rogers, 
4  Johns.  485;  Smith  v.  Bradley,  1  How. 
Pr.  244.  E.  I.  —  Slater  v.  Pehlberg,  24 
E.  I.  574,  54  Atl.  383.  Eng.  — Pepper 
V.  Whalley,  1  Bing.  N.  Cas.  71,  27  E.  C. 
L.  548,  131  Eng.  Eepriut   1044. 

35.  Colo.  —  Eich  v.  Collins,  12  Colo. 
App.  511,  56  Pac.  207.  Ind.  — Hughes 
V.  Osborn,  42  Ind.  450.  Mo.  —  Cato  v. 
Hutson,  7  Mo.  142.  Tex.  —  Central  & 
M.  E.  Co.  V.  Morris,  68  Tex.  49,  3  S.  W. 
457. 

36.  Colo.  — Eich  V.  Collins,  12  Colo. 
App.  511,  56  Pac.  207.  Ind.  — Hughes 
V.  Osborn,  42  Ind.  450.  Mo.  —  Cato  v. 
Hutson,  7  Mo.  142;  Jones  v.  Cox,  7  Mo. 
173.  Tex.  —  Central  &  M.  E.  Co.  v. 
Morris,  68  Tex.  49,  3  S.  W.  457. 

[a]  A  variance  as  to  the  amount 
sought  to  be  recovered  in  an  action 
upon  contract,  is  not  good  ground  for 
quashing  the  summons.  Eich  v.  Col- 
lins, 12  Colo.  App.  511,  56  Pac.  207. 

[b]  That  the  plaintiff's  name  in  the 
declaration  was  written  "Hudson" 
and  in  the  writ  "Hutson"  will  not 
justify  a  quashal  of  the  writ.  Cato  v. 
Hutson,  7  Mo.  142. 

[c]  Variance  as  to  Title  of  Court 
Immaterial.  —  A  summons  will  not  be 
set  aside  because  it  requires  the  defend- 
ant to  appear  "in  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas  of  Monroe  County"  and 
the  complaint  is  entitled,  "Common 
Pleas  Court,  Monroe  County. '  *  Hughes 
V.  Osborn,  42  Ind.  450. 

37.  Jones  v.  Cox,  7  Mo.  173. 

[a]  "If  a  variance  between  the 
declaration  and  writ  can  be  taken  ad- 
vantage of  at  all,  it  is  not  seen  on 
what  principle  a  party  can  avail  him- 
self of  it  by  a  motion  to  quash;  accord- 
ing to  our  practice  the  declaration  is 
filed  before  the  writ  issues;  and  the 
declaration  being  the  foundation  of 
the  writ,  and  accompanying  it,  the 
party  would  look  to  it  in  order  to 
ascertain   the   nature    of    the    demand 
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(B.)  Motion  To  Set  Aside  Pleading.  —  A  defendant  may  move  to  strike 
out  or  set  aside  a  declaration  which  dops  not  correspond  with  the  orig- 
inal writ,^'  or  a  complaint,  or  equivalent  pleading,  which  varies  from 
the  summons.'"  The  variance  in  either  case  must  be  material;  for  the 
motion  will  not  be  allowed  where  no  injury  or  prejudice  could  result 
to  the  defendant,*"  as  where  the  summons  and  complaint  are  served 
together,**  or  where  the  defendant  appears  and  is  served  with  a  copy 
of  the  complaint.** 


against  him,  and  by  whom  it  was  in- 
Btituted.  A  variance  between  it  {ind 
the  summons  cannot  mislead  him." 
Jonea  v.  Cox,  7  Mo.  173. 

38.  Chapman  v.  Spence,  22  Ala.  588; 
Turner  v.  Brown,  9  Ala.  866. 

[a]  A  declaration  in  the  name  of 
the  "Governor  of  the  3tate  of  Ala- 
bama" may  be  stricken  out  where  the 
writ  is  in  the  name  of  Beuben  Chap- 
man in  his  individual  capacity.  Chap- 
man V.  Spence,  22  Ala.  58S. 

39.  Shafer  v.  Humphrey,  15  How. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  564;  Boington  v.  Lapham, 
14  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  360;  Tuttle  v. 
iSmith,  6  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  329,  14  How. 
Pr.  395;  Bidder  v.  Whitloek,  12  How. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  208;  St.  Paul  Harvester 
Co.  V.  Forbreg,  2  S.  D.  357,  50  N.  W. 
628. 

[a]  Where  the  nature  of  the  cause 
of  action  stated  in  the  complaint  is 
different  from  that  set  out  in  the  sum- 
mons the  complaint  will  be  set  aside. 
Shafer  v.  Humphrey,  15  How.  Pr.  (N. 
Y.)  564;  Bidder  ;;.  Whitlock,  12  How. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  208. 

40.  Mich.  —  Smith  v.  Judge  of 
,Wayne  Circuit,  27  Mich.  87.  N.  Y. 
Maceoun  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  B.  B. 
Co.,  50  N.  Y.  176;  Clark  v.  Benton 
Farmers'  Woolen  Mfg.  Co.,  12  Wend. 
218;  Brown  v.  Eaton,  37  How.  Pr.  325; 
Ball  V.  Bank  of  Utiea,  6  Cow.  70.  S.  D. 
Bradey  v.  Mueller,  22  S.  D.  534,  118 
N.  W.  1035;  Berry  v.  Bingaman,  1  S.  D. 
625,  47  N.  w.  S25.  Wis.  — Fond  du  Lac 
V.  Bonesteel,  22  Wis.  251. 

[a]  Variance  as  to  the  form  of  ac- 
tion considered  immaterial  and  not 
ground  for  setting  aside  the  declara- 
tion. Smith  V.  Judge  of  Wayne  Circuit, 
27  Mich.  87. 

[b]  When  a  summons  in  justice 
court  fully  sets  out  the  facts  constitut- 
ing plaintiff's  cause  of  action,  such  ac- 
tion as  so  shown  being  founded  on  a 
tort,  the  complaint,  when  filed,  alleg- 
ing the  same  facts  as  the  summons,  it 
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is  not  error  to  refuse  to  set  aside  the 
complaint  because  the  summons  con- 
tains a  notice  that,  if  the  defendant 
fail  to  appear  and  answer,  the  plaintiff 
will  take  judgment  for  the  amount 
specified  in  the  summons,  instead  of  a 
notice  that  he  will  apply  to  the  court 
for  the  relief  demanded.  Berry  v. 
Bingaman,  1  S.  D.  525,  47  N.  W.  825. 

[c]  "This  consideration  of  preju- 
dice we  think  ought  also  to  be  the  real 
and  controlling  element  in  determining 
the  question  presented  in  this  case, 
where  the  complaint  was  not  served 
with  the  summons."  St.  Paul  Harvest- 
er Co.  V.  Forbreg,  2  S.  D.  357,  358,  50 
N.  W.  628. 

41.  Maceoun  v.  New  York  C.  &  H. 
E.  E.  Co.,  50  N.  Y.  176;  Brown  v. 
Eaton,  37  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  325.  But 
see  Boington  v.  Lapham,  14  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  360;  Tuttle  v.  Smith;  14  How. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  395,  6  Abb.  Pr.  329;  Fond 
du  Lac  i;.  Bonesteel,  22  Wis.  251. 

[a]  The  reason  for  refusing  to  set 
aside  the  complaint  where  it  is  served 
with  the  summons  has  been  stated 
thus:  "All  the  subsequent  proceedings 
and  pleadings  are  governed  by  the  form 
of  the  action  as  stated  in  the  com- 
plaint. •  •  •  To  allow  the  defendant  to 
overlook  the  complaint  and  resort  to 
the  summons,  for  the  form  of  action, 
for  no  purpose  except  to  make  a  dila- 
tory and  fruitless  motion,  is  to  encour- 
age a  practice  which  has  already  be- 
come very  troublesome  to  parties  and 
very  annoying  to  the  courts.  .  .  It 
may  be  well  enough  to  look  into  the 
question  when  the  summons  is  in  fact 
served  before  the  complaint.  But  when 
they  are  served  together,  the  variance  is 
not  of  sufficient  importance  in  any  as- 
pect of  the  case  to  justify  the  court  in 
spending  their  time  upon  motions  to 
set  aside  either  the  summons  or  com- 
plaint." Brown  v.  Eaton,  37  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  325. 

42.  See  Fond  du  Lac  v.  Bonesteel, 
22  Wis.  251. 
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(C.)  Motion  To  Dismiss  Proceedings.-  A  fatal  variance  between  the 
writ  and  declaration  ■will  authorize  a  dismissal  of  the  action." 

(D.)  Motion  in  Aebest  or  Judgment.  —  Mere  formal  variance  between 
the  declaration  and  the  writ  will  not  support  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment." 

(E.)  Motion  To  Vacate  Default.  —  To  warrant  the  setting  aside  of  a 
default  on  the  ground  of  a  disagreement  between  the  process  and  the 
pleading,  the  variance  must  have  been  in  some  material  respect.*' 

d.  Demurrer.  —  A  general  demurrer,  being  in  bar  to  the  action,*'  is 
not  an  appropriate  method  of  taking  advantage  of  a  variance  between 
the  declaration  and  the  writ,*'  or  the  summons.**  The  discrepancy  may 
properly  be  met  in  some  jurisdictions,  however,  by  a  special  demurrer.*' 

2.  Waiver  of  Objections.  —  Unless  the  variance  between  the  process 
and  the  pleading  is  a  fatal  one  which  may  be  taken  advantage  of  at  any 
stage  of  the  case,""  it  is  waived  by  defendant 's  failure  to  interpose  proper 


43.  N.  J.  — Bank  of  New  Bruns- 
wick V.  Arrowsmith,  9  N.  J.  L.  284. 
N.  T.  —  Eogers  v.  Kogers,  4  Johns.  485; 
Smith  V.  Bradley,  1  How.  Pr.  244;  Havi- 
land  V.  Tuttle,  1  Sandf.  668.  R.  I. 
Slater  v.  Fehlberg,  24  E.  I.  574,  54  Atl. 
383.  Eng.  —  Pepper  v.  Whalley,  1  Bing. 
N.  Cas.  71,  27  E.  C.  L.  548,  131  Eng. 
Reprint  1044;  Gray  v.  Sidneflf,  3  Boa. 
&  P.  395,  127  Eng.  Reprint  216;  Spald- 
ing V.  Mure,  6  Durn.  &  E.  363. 

[a]  Variance  as  to  Title  of  Court. 
Dismissal  may  be  ordered  where  the 
form  of  the  action  Bet  out  in  the  writ 
is  trespass  on  the  case,  while  that  set 
out  in  the  declaration  is  trespass.  Slat- 
er V.  Fehlberg,  24  R.  I.  574,  54  Atl.  383. 

44.  Toledo,  W.  &  W.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Laughlin, 63  111.  389;  Barlow  v.  Tier- 
ney,  26  R.  I.  557,  59  Atl.  930. 

45.  Wolf  V.  Kennedy,  93  Ga.  219,  18 
S.  E.  433. 

[a]  Variance  as  to  Title  of  Court. 
A  default  judgment  rendered  by  a  city 
court  of  Atlanta  will  not  be  set  aside 
because  that  court  was  characterized 
in  the  plaintiflf's  petition  as  the  city 
court  of  Pulton  county,  while  the  pro- 
cess correctly  described  it  as  the  city 
court  of  Atlanta.  "Wolf  v.  Kennedy,  93 
Ga.  219,  18  8.  B.  433. 

46.  XT.  S.  —  Dnvall  v.  Craig,  2 
Wheat.  45,  4  L.  ed.  180.  Ark.  — Stone 
c.  Bennett,  4  Ark.  71.  Ky.  — White  v. 
Walker,  1  Mon.  34. 

47.  U.  S.  —  Duvall  v.  Craig,  2  Wheat. 
as 


45,  4  L.  ed.  180.  111.  —  Prince  v.  Lamb, 
1  111.  378;  Rust  v.  Frothingham,  1  111. 
331.  N.  Y.  — Garland  v.  Chattle,  12 
Johns.  430. 

[a]  That  the  debt  demanded  In  the 
declaration  exceeds  the  debt  demanded 
in  the  writ,  as  an  objection,  is  ground 
for  abatement  and  not  for  demurrer. 
White  V.  Walker,  1  Mon.  (Ky.)  34. 

48.  Wabash  R.  Co.  v.  Barrett,  117 
111.  App.  315. 

49.  Barnes  v.  Tannehill,  7  Blackf. 
(Ind.)  604;  Pierce  v.  Lacy,  23  Miss. 
193. 

[a]  Where  In  replevin  an  unlawful 
detention  was  alleged  in  the  writ  and 
a  count  in  the  declaration  alleged  a 
tortious  taking,  the  count  was  held  de- 
murrable. Barnes  v.  Tannehill,  7 
Blackf.  (Ind.)  604. 

[b]  Where  a  writ  was  sued  out  in 
the  names  of  A  and  B  as  partners  un- 
der the  firm  name  of  A  &  B  and  the 
declaration  was  filed  in  the  names  of 
A  and  B  without  describing  them  as 
partners,  the  variance  was  considered 
such  as  could  be  taken  advantage  of 
on  demurrer  or  plea  in  abatement. 
Pierce  v.  Lacy,  23  Miss.  193. 

50.  Slater  v.  Fehlberg,  24  R.  I.  574, 
54  Atl.  383. 

[a]  mine  of  the  general  issue  does 
not  waive  a  variance  as  to  the  form  of 
action  where  such  variance  is  consid- 
ered fatal.  Slater  v.  Fehlberg,  24  R.  I. 
S74,  54  Atl.  383. 
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and  timely  objections  thereto.^^  After  appearance  without  objeetion,^^ 
or  the  interposition  of  a  defense  in  bar  of  the  action,^'  it  is  too  late  to 
complain  of  such  formal  discrepancies  between  the  process  and  the 
pleading.  They  are  cured  by  the  judgment,**  and  are  not  available  for 


51.  U,  S.  — McKenna  v.  Fisk,  1 
How.  241,  11  L.  ed.  117.  Ala,  — Fergu- 
son V.  George's  Exx.,  42  Ala.  135;  Tur- 
ner V.  Brown,  9  Ala.  866.  Ark.  —  Mc- 
Neill V.  Arnold,  17  Ark.  154;  Stone  v. 
Bennett,  4  Ark.  71.  111.  — Holley  v. 
Knapp,  45  111.  App.  372.  Ind.  — Vogel 
V.  Brown  Tp.,  112  Ind.  299,  14  N.  E. 
77,  2  Am.  St.  Eep.  187;  Bloomfield  E. 
Co.  V.  Burress,  82  Ind.  83.  la.  —  Holmes 
17.  Budd,  11  Iowa  186.  Ky.  —  White  v. 
Walker,  1  Mon.  35.  Mich.  —  Eeeder  v. 
Moore,  95  Mich.  594,  55  N.  W.  436. 
MiBS. —  Eailway  Co.  v.  Bolding,  69 
Miss.  255,  13  So.  844,  30  Am.  St.  Bep. 
541.  Mo.  —  Hite  V.  Hunton,  20  Mo.  285. 
Nel).  —  Haskins  v.  Citizens'  Bank,  12 
Neb.  39,  10  N.  "W.  466.  N.  J.  — Coyle 
*;.  Coyle,  26  N.  J.  L.  132.  K.  Y.  — Gar- 
land V.  Chattle,  12  Johns.  430;  Band- 
man  V.  Gamble,  4  E.  D.  Smith  463; 
Cronly  v.  Brown,  12  Wend.  271.  R.  I. 
Barlow  v.  Tierney,  26  E.  I.  557,  59  Atl. 
930.  Va.  —  Dabneys  v.  Knapp,  Preston 
&  Co.,  2  Gratt.  (43  Va.)  354.  Wis. 
Fond  du  Lae  v.  Bonesteel,  22  Wis.  251; 
Waterhouse  v.  Freeman,   13  Wis.   339. 

52.  111. — Schoonhoven  v.  Gott,  20 
111.  46,  71  Am.  Dec.  247.  la.  —  Holmes 
V.  Budd,  11  Iowa  186.  Mo.  —  Hite  v. 
Hunton,  20  Mo.  285.  N.  J.  — Coyle  v. 
Coyle,  26  N.  J.  L.  132.  Wis.— Fond  du 
Lae  V.  Bonesteel,  22  Wis.  251;  Water- 
house  V.  Freeman,  13  Wis.  339. 

See  generally  the  title  "Appear- 
ances." 

[a]  "The  object  of  a  notice  is  to 
bring  a  party  into  court,  and  when 
such  party  appears,  unless  it  is  to  ob- 
ject to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court, 
the  notice  has  accomplished  its  pur- 
pose. The  petition  is  then  to  govern  as 
to  the  amount  claimed,  not  the  notice. 
If  defendants  had  never  appeared,  nor 
in  any  manner  submitted  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court,  and  judgment  had 
been  rendered  for  an  amount  greater 
than  that  specified  in  the  notice,  the 
defendants  might  have  made  this  a 
ground  of  complaint."  Holmes  v. 
Budd,  11  Iowa  186. 

[b]  The  mere  entry  of  a  motion  to 
quash  the  writ  or  dismiss  the  suit,  is 
not    such   an   appearanfie   as   waives   a 
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variance  between  the  writ  and  declar- 
ation. Schoonhoven  v.  Gott,  20  111.  46, 
71  Am.  Dec.  247. 

[c]  Where  defendant  appears  and 
moves  for  an  adjournment  without  ob- 
jecting to  a  variance  in  amount  be- 
tween the  summons  and  the  statement 
of  demand,  he  cannot,  after  allowing 
a  default  to  be  taken  against  him,  have 
the  judgment  reversed  on  certiorari 
because  of  the  variance.  Coyle  v. 
Coyle,  26  N.  J.  L.  132. 

[d]  Variance  in  names  of  plaintiffs 
waived  by  defendant's  appearance. 
Hite  V.  Hunton,  20  Mo.  285. 

53.  IT.  S.  —  McKenna  v.  Fisk,  1 
How.  241,  11  L.  ed.  117;  Chirac  v.  Eein- 
ieker,  11  Wheat.  280,  6  L.  ed.  474. 
Ark.  —  MeNeUl  v.  Arnold,  17  Ark.  154; 
Stone  V.  Bennett,  4  Ark.  71.  Ky. 
White  V.  Walker,  1  Mon.  35.  Mich. 
Eeeder  v.  Moore,  95  Mich.  594,  55  N. 
W.  436.  N".  T.  —  Bandman  v.  Gamble, 
4  E.  D.  Smith  463;  Garland  v.  Chattle, 
12  Johns.  430. 

[a]  "And  notwithstandlug,  an- 
ciently, after  oyer  of  the  original  writ, 
advantage  thereof  could  be  taken, 
either  by  plea  in  abatement,  demurrer, 
motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  or  writ 
of  error,  they  would  always,  as  we  ap- 
prehend, have  been  waived  by  the  in- 
terposition of  a  defense  in  bar  of  the 
action."  Stone  v.  Bennett,  4  Ark.  71, 
73. 

That  a  general  demurrer  constitutes 
such  a  defense  see  supra,  II,  B,  1,  d. 

[b]  "To  allow,  then,  a  defendant* 
after  the  general  issue  has  been  plead- 
ed, to  avail  himself  of  any  defect  or 
mistake  in  the  writ,  or  variance  or  re- 
pugnancy between  the  count  and  the 
writ,  would  be,  not  to  try  the  cause  at 
issue,  but  would  have  the  effect  to  take 
it  from  the  jury  and  to  place  it  before 
the  court  upon  a  point  of  pleading 
which  has  iot  been  pleaded,  and  which 
is  unconnected  with  the  merits  of  the 
cause."  McKenna  v.  Fisk,  1  How,  (TJ. 
S.)  241,  11  L.  ed.  117. 

54.  Dabneys  v.  Knapp,  Preston  ft 
Co.,  2  Gratt.  (43  Va.)   354. 

[a]  A  judgment  by  default  will 
cure  an  immaterial  variance.   Dabneys 
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the  first  time  in  a  court  of  review."' 

C.  Amendments  To  Avoid,  —  Within  the  usual  limitations  as  to 
amendments*"  a  variance  between  the  process  and  the  pleading  may  be 
avoided  by  an  appropriate  amendment  of  the  complaint  or  declara- 
tion,*' or  of  the  summons.^* 

D.  Revtew."'  —  A  motion  to  strike  the  declaration  from  the  files,  for 
a  variance  between  that  and  the  writ,  is  addressed  to  the  discretion  of 
the  trial  court  and  cannot  be  revised  on  review."" 

III.  CONFORMITY  OF  PROOF  TO  ALLEGATIONS.  —  A.  Gen- 
EEAL  CoNsiDEEATiONS.  —  1.  Terms  Defined  and  Explained.  —  a.  Var- 
iance.—  A  variance  between  the  pleading  and  the  proof  may  be  de- 
fined to  be  a  departure  from  the  allegation  in  the  evidence  adduced  to 


*.  Knapp,  Preston  &  Co.,  2  Gratt.  (43 
Va.)  354. 

[b]  A  mere  clerical  error  in  omit- 
ting the  name  of  one  of  the  plaintiffs 
from  the  declaration  is  cured  by  the 
judgment.   Turner  v.  Brown,  9  Ala.  866. 

55.  Ala.  —  Fears  v.  Thompson,  82 
Ala.  294,  2  So.  719;  Ferguson  v. 
George's  Exi.,  42  Ala.  135;  Flant  v. 
Malone,  Minor  92;  Roberts  v.  Johnson, 
2  Stew.  13.  111.  —  Davis  v.  American 
etc.  Christian  Union,  100  111.  313; 
Fonville  «.  Monroe,  74  111.  126;  Cruik- 
ehank  v.  Brown,  10  111.  75;  Holley  v. 
Knapp,  45  III.  App.  372.  Ky.  —  Palmer 
V.  McGinnis,  Hardin  505.  Neb.  —  Has- 
kins  V.  Citizens'  Bank,  12  Neb.  39,  10 
N.  "W.  466. 

[a]  Variance  aa  to  amount  sought 
to  be  recovered.  Holley  v.  Knapp,  45 
m.  App.  372. 

[b]  Kames  of  Parties.  —  Where  in 
the  margin  of  the  complaint,  the  name 
of  one  of  the  defendants  is  written  E. 
H.  P.  while  in  the  slimmous  it  is  Eli 
H.  F.,  the  variance  cannot  be  taken 
ad-vantage  of  on  error,  when  no  objec- 
tion was  made  below.  Ferguson  v. 
George's  Exx.,  42  Ala.  135. 

56.  See  the  titles  "Amendments 
and  Jeofails;"  "New  Cause  of  Action 
or  Defense;"  "Parties." 

[a]  Form  of  Action.  —  (1)  The 
statute  of  amendments  may  not  be 
broad  enough  to  permit  an  amendment 
where  the  form  of  the  action  set  out 
in  the  writ  is  trespass  on  the  case, 
while  that  set  out  in  the  declaration  is 
trespass  (Slater  v.  Fehlberg,  24  E.  I. 
674,  54  Atl.  383)  unless  (2)  the  plain- 
tiff has  his  election  to  bring  either 
trespass  or  case.  Barlow  v.  Tierney,  26 
B.  I.  557,  59  Atl.  930. 


57.  Ala.  —  Turner  v.  Brown,  9  Ala. 
866.  111.  — Schoonhoven  v.  Gott,  20 
111.  46,  71  Am.  Dec.  247.  Mass.  — Stone 
V.  Chamberlain,  7  Gray  206.  N.  Y. 
Smith  V.  Bradley,  1  How.  Pr.  244;  Ball 
V.  Utica  Bank,  6  Cow.  70.  N.  C.  —  Bur- 
rell  V.  Hughes,  116  N.  C.  430,  21  S.  B. 
971.  Pa.  —  Megargell  v.  Hazleton  Coal 
Co.,  8  Watts  &  S.  342.  E.  I.  — Barlow 
V.  Tierney,  26  E.  I.  557,  59  Atl.  930. 
S.  C.  —  Emmons  v.  Bailey,  1  Strobh. 
L.  422. 

[a]  A  variance  as  to  the  title  of 
the  action  is  not  a  material  defect  and 
amendment  is  permissible.  Burrell  *. 
Hughes,  116  N.  G.  430,  21  S.  E.  971. 

[b]  Amendment '  Directed  by  Su- 
preme  Court,  —  Where  a  motion  in  ar- 
rest of  judgment,  made  in  the  district 
court  on  the  ground  of  variance  be- 
tween the  declaration  and  the  writ,  is 
certified  to  the  supreme  court,  it  is 
competent  for  the  latter  court  to  di- 
rect the  district  court  to  permit  the 
proper  amendment  to  be  made  and  then 
to  enter  judgment  on  the  decision. 
Barlow  v.  Tierney,  26  E.  I.  557,  59  Atl. 
930. 

[c]  Wliere  a  variance  as  to  names 
exists,  and  the  proper  name  is  used  in 
the  writ,  the  plaintiff  may,  on  leave  of 
court,  amend  his  declaration,  so  as  to 
obviate  the  variance.  Schoonhoven  v. 
Gott,  20  111.  46,  71  Am.  Dee.  247. 

58.  Jones  v.  Cox,  7  Mo.  173.  See 
generally  21  Standard  Proc.  681. 

[a]  It  is  not  ground  for  a  continu- 
ance that  the  summons  is  amended  to 
correct  a  variance.  Hite  v.  Hunton,  20 
Mo.  285, 

59.  Necessity  of  raising  objections 
below  see  supra,  II,  B,  2. 

60.  Turner  v.  Brown,  9  Ala.  866. 
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support  it,^^  and  to  the  extent  that  it  relates  to  some  matter  which  in 
point  of  law  is  essential  to  the  charge  or  claim,  the  variance  is  deemed 
material.^^ 

b.  Failure  of  Proof.  —  If  the  discrepancy  between  the  pleading  and 
proof  goes  to  the  very  nature  of  the  action  and  the  evidence  entirely 
fails  to  make  out  a  case  it  constitutes  a  failure  of  proof,**  or  what  is 
often  spoken  of  as  a  total  variance.** 

c.  Variance  and  Failure  of  Proof  Compared.  —  Failure  of  proof,  aa 
above  defined,*'  is  sometimes  distinguished  from  variance,**  and  has 
even  been  pronounced  not  a  case  of  variance  at  all."  On  the  other  hand 
the  distinction  has  been  regarded  as  technical  merely,*'  and,  in  fact, 


61.  Ala.  —  Prestwood  v.  McGowin, 
148  Ala.  475,  41  So.  779.  See  also  TJ.  S. 
Mulligan  v.  United  States,  120  Fed.  98, 
56  C.  C.  A.  50.  Conn.  —  Shelinsky  «. 
Foster,  87  Conn.  90,  87  Atl.  35,  Ann. 
Cas.  1914C,  1007;  Plumb  v.  Griffin,  74 
Conn.  132,  50  Atl.  1;  State  v.  Wads- 
worth,  30  -Conn.  55;  House  r.  Metcalf, 
27  Conn.  631.  Ga.  —  Central  E.  Co.  v. 
Hubbard,  86  '6a.  623,  12  S.  B.  1020.  Bl. 
Keiser  v.  Topping,  72  111.  226;  Wheeler 
V.  Eeed,  36  111.  81;  Sattley  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Wendt,  116  111.  App.  375;  Gilman  v. 
Ferguson,  116  111.  App.  347;  Toledo, 
St.  L.  &  K.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Harnsberger, 
41  111.  App.  494.  Ind.  —  Becker  v. 
Baumgartner,  5  Ind.  App.  576,  32  N.  E. 
786.  Minn.  —  Dennis  v.  Spencer,  45 
Minn.  250,  47  N.  W.  795.  Mo.  —  Haugh- 
ey  Livery  &  IT.  Co.  v.  Joyce,  41  Mo. 
App.  564.  Neb.  —  State  Ins.  Co.  V. 
Schreck,  27  Neb.  527,  43  N.  W.  340, 
20  Am.  St.  Eep.  696,  6  L.  E.  A.  524. 
Tex.  —  Warrington  v.  State,  1  Tex. 
App.  168.  Vt.  —  Skinner  v.  Grant,  12 
Vt.  456. 

62.  See  infra.  III,  B,  3,  b,  and  III, 

C,  2,  b,  (II). 

63.  Ky.  —  Fox  v.  Peajcy,  20  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  2031,  50  S.  W.  983.  Mo.  — Wald- 
hier  v.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  E.  Co.,  71 
Mo.  514;  CaSey  v.  Donovan,  65  Mo. 
App.  521;  Mekos  v.  Frieke,  159  Mo. 
App.  631,  139  S.  W.  1181;  Litton  v. 
Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.,  Ill  Mo.  App. 
140,  85  S.  W.  978;  Eumbolz  v.  Bennett, 
86  Mo.  App.  174;  Wesby  v.  Bowers,  58 
Mo.  App.  419.  N.  Y.  — Eioh  v.  Eich, 
16  Wend.  663;  Eosenfeld  v.  Central 
Vermont  Ey.  Co.,  Ill  App.  Div.  371, 
97  N.  Y.  Supp.  905;  Lynch  «.  Cronk, 
91  Misc.  422,  155  N.  Y.  Supp.  271.    N. 

D.  —  Halloran  v.  Holmes,  13  N.  D.  411, 
101  N.  W.  310.  Wash.  —  Dudley  v.  Du- 
val, 29  Wash.  528,  70  Pac.  68;  Olson 
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V.  Snake  Eiver  Val.  E.  Co.,  22   Wash. 

139,  60  Pac.  156.  Wis.  — McNally  v. 
McAndrew,  98  Wis.  62,  73  N.  W.  315. 

64.  See  infra,  III,  A,  1,  c. 

65.  See  supra.  III,  A,  1,  b. 

66.  Ky.  —  Fox  V.  Pearcy,  20  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  2031,  50  S.  W.  983.  Mo.  — Litton 
V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.,  Ill  Mo.  App. 

140,  85  S.  W.  978;  Eumbolz  v.  Bennett, 
86  Mo.  App.  174.  Mont. — Forsell  «. 
Pittsburgh  &  M.  Copper  Co.,  38  Mont. 
403,  100  Pac.  218.  N.  Y.- Eosenfeld 
V.  Central  "Vermont  Ey.  Co.,  Ill  App. 
Div.  371,  97  N.  Y.  Supp.  905.  Wash. 
Dudley  v.  Duval,  29  Wash.  528,  70  Pac. 
68;  Olson  V.  Snake  Eiver  Val.  E.  Co., 
22  Wash.  139,  60  Pac.  156. 

[a]  Where  the  agreement  as  to 
compensation  averred  in  an  action  for 
commissions  for  selling  real  estate  was 
that  plaintiff  was  to  receive  sixty  dol- 
lars for  his  services,  and  the  proof 
showed  that  he  was  to  receive  two  per 
cent  on  the  amount  for  which  the 
property  should  be  sold  or  exchanged, 
this  did  not  constitute  a  failure  of 
proof  but  a  variance  which  not  having 
been  shown  to  be  material,  was  waived. 
Eumbolz  V.  Bennett,  86  Mo.  App.  174. 

67.  Mo.  —  Beck  v.  Ferrara,  19  Mo. 
30;  Haughey  Livery  &  U.  Co.  v.  Joyce, 
41  Mo.  App.  564.  N.  Y.  —  Chapman  v. 
Carolin,  3  Bosw.  456;  Butler  v.  Liver- 
more,  52  Barb.  570;  Eosenfeld  v.  Cen- 
tral Vermont  Ey.  Co.,  Ill  App.  Div. 
371,  97  N.  Y.  Supp.  905. 

68.  Forsell  i).  Pittsburgh  &  M.  Cop- 
per Co.,  38  Mont.  403,  100  Pac.  218. 

[a]  "Speaking  technically,  there  is 
a  well-defined  distinction  between 
'variance'  and  'failure  of  proof;  but 
in  the  sense  in  which  the  terms  'fail- 
ure of  proof  are  constantly  used — 
that  is,  as  the  equivalent  of  insuffi- 
ciency of  the  evidence — there  may  not 
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the  cases  frequently  speak  of  a  variance  amounting  to  a  failure  of 
proof .''  Any  distinction  which  may  exist  between  the  two  assumes  im- 
portance only  in  connection  with  the  necessity  of  urging  objections  to 
the  variance ;'"'  proving  actual  prejudice  therefrom,"  and  making 
amendments  to  meet  the  proof/'  matters  which  will  be  discussed  in 
Bubsequent  sections. 

2.  Proceedings  in  Which  Applicable.  —  a.  In  General.  —  The  rule 
against  variance  is  of  general  application  to  all  proceedings  of  a  judi- 
cial nature,  whether  criminal'^  or  civil,^*  legal,^°  or  equitable.'"  It 
applies  whether  the  trial  be  had  with  a  jury"  or  by  the  court  sitting 


be,  and  frequently  is  not,  any  distine- 
tioa  whatever."  Forsell  v.  Pittsburgh 
&  Montana  Copper  Co.,  3S  Mont,  403, 
100  Pac.  218,  221. 

69.  FoTsell  17.  Pittsburgh  &  M.  Cop- 
per Co.,  38  Mont.  403,  100  Pac.  218, 

70.  See  infra,  IIT,  B,  6,  a;  lH,  C,  4. 

71.  See  infra,  III,  C,  4,  c. 

72.  See  infra.  III,  C,  5. 

73.  See  infra,  III,  B. 

74.  See  infra.  III,  C. 

75.  JJ.  S.  —  Wilson  v.  Haley  Live- 
stock Co.,  153  U.  S.  39, 14  Sup.  Ct.  768, 
38  L.  ed.  627;  Kogers  v.  Louisville  & 
N.  E.  Co.,  88  Fed.  462.  Conn.  —  Whit- 
ing V.  Koepke,  71  Conn.  77,  40  Atl. 
1053;  New  York,  N,  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  r. 
Long,  69  Conn.  424,  37  Atl.  1070;  Allen 
V.  Jarvis,  20  Conn.  38.  Ha.  —  Wilkin- 
son V.  Pensacola  &  A.  E.  Co.,  35  Fla. 
82,  17  So.  71.  Ga. — Small  v.  Cohen, 
102  Ga.  248,  29  S.  E.  430;  Sanderlin  v. 
Willis,  98  Ga.  278,  25  S.  E.  437.  HI. 
Loewenthal  v.  Elkins,  175  111.  553,  51 
N.  E.  592;  Glos  V.  Goodrich,  175  111. 
20,  51  N.  E.  643;  Frazier  v.  Smith,  60 
111.  145.  la.  —  Humpton  v.  ITnteriirch- 
er,  97  Iowa  509,  66  N.  W.  776.  Mo. 
Debolt  V.  Kansas  City  etc.  E.  Co.,  123 
Mo.  496,  27  S.  W.  575.  Neb.  — Hayes 
t).  Slobodny,  54  Neb.  511,  74  N.  W.  96.1; 
McCormick  Harv.  Mach.  Co.  v.  Gus- 
tafson,  64  Neb.  276,  74  N.  W.  576;  El- 
liott V.  Carter  White-Lead  Co.,  53  Neb. 
458,  73  N.  W,  948;  Wilson  v.  City  Nat. 
Bank,  51  Neb.  87,  70  N.  W.  601;  Cock- 
rell  V.  Wood,  51  Neb.  269,  70  N.  W. 
944;  Robinson  v.  Kilpatriek-Koch  D.  G. 
Co.,  50  Neb.  795,  70  N.  W.  378.  Okla. 
Noble  V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co., 
4  Okla.  534,  46  Pac.  483.  Ore.  — Miller 
V.  Hirsehberg,  27  Ore.  522,  40  Pa-.  506. 
Pa.  —  Campbell  v.  Brown,  183  Pa.  112, 
38  Atl.  516;  Eyder  v.  Jacobs,  182  Pa. 
624,  38  Atl.  471.  E.  L  — Potts  v.  Allen, 
19  E.  I.  489,  34  Atl.  993.   Tex.  —  Texas 


&  P.  Ey,  Co.  V.  Purcell,  91  Tex.  585,  44 
S.  W.  1058.  Utah.  —  Peay  v.  Salt  Lake 
City,  11  Utah  331,  40  Pae.  206, 

76,  Ala.  —  Brown  v.  Weaver,  113 
Ala.  228,  20  So.  964;  Hooper  v.  Stra- 
han,  71  Ala.  75;  Lewis  v.  Montgomery 
Mut.  B.  &  L.  Assn.,  70  Ala.  276;  Gra- 
ham V.  Tankersley,'  15  Ala.  634.  Colo. 
Francis  v.  Wells,  2  Colo.  660.  Conn. 
Shelinsky  v.  Foster,  87  Conn.  90  87 
Atl.  35,  Ann.  Cas.  1914C,  1007.  Ga. 
Keaton  v.  McGwier,  24  Ga.  217.  Ill, 
Jewett  V.  Sweet,  178  111,  96,  52  N.  E. 
962;  Chaffin  V.  Kimball's  Heirs,  23  111. 
36;  Fitzpatrick  v.  Beatty,  6  111.  454, 
Ind,  — Peelman  V.  Peelman,  4  Ind,  612, 
Mich,  — Eudd  v.  Eudd,  33  Mich,  101; 
Converse  V,  Blumrich,  14  Mich,  109, 
90  Am,  Dec.  230,  Mo,  —  Eeed  v.  Bott, 
100  Mo,  62, 12  S.  W.  347, 14  S.  W.  1089; 
Lenox  v.  Harrison,  88  Mo.  491,  N,  J, 
Lehigh  Val,  R,  Co.  v.  McFarlan,  30  N. 
J.  Eq.  180;  Parsons  v.  Heston,  11  N.  J. 
Eq,  155;  Smith  v.  Axtell,  1  N.  J.  Eq, 
494,  N.  y.  — Green  v.  Storm,  3  Sandf. 
Ch.  305.  N.  C  — Mallory  v.  Mallory, 
45  N.  C.  80.  Tenn.  —  Dunaway  v. 
Dougherty,  46  S.  W.  1025;  Shaw  v. 
Patterson,  2  Tenn,  Ch,  171,  Vt.  —  Bar- 
rett  V.  Sargeant,  18  Vt.  365.  Va. 
Pigg  V.  Corder,  12  Leigh  (39  Va.)  69. 
W.  Va.  — Floyd  v.  Jones,  19  W.  Va. 
359;  Baugher  v.  Eichelberger,  11  W. 
Va.  217.  Wis.— Williams  v.  Starr,  5 
Wis.  534. 

Degree  of  conformity  required  in 
equity,  see  infra.  III,  B,  3;  III,  C,  2. 

77.  IT.  S.  —  Brown  v.  United  States, 
1  Ct.  CI.  377.  Ala.  — Wharton  v.  Cun- 
ningham, 46  Ala.  590.  Cal.  —  Bachman 
V.  Sepulveda,  39  Cal.  688;  Putnam  v. 
Lamphier,  36  Cal.  151.  Ind.  —  Wilker- 
son  V.  Rust,  67  Ind.  172;  Boardman  v. 
Griffin,  52  Ind.  101;  Oolitic  Stone  Co.  v. 
Crofton,  4  Ind.  App.  571,  31  N.  E.  375. 
Minn.  —  Erickson  v.  Fisher,   51   Minn. 

Vol.  XXV 


550 


VARIANCE  AND  PAILUBE  OF  PROOF 


without"  a  jury,  and  it  is  also  observed  as  well  in  inferior'^  as  in 
higher  courts,  but  with  less  strictness  of  application.  Although  the 
principles  governing  variance  in  criminal  proceedings  are  to  a  degree 
similar  to  those  controlling  in  civil  cases,  a  separate  discussion  of  the 
two'"  has  been  undertaken  with  a  view  to  clearness  and  accuracy. 

b.  Special  Proceedings.  —  That  the  requisite  conformity  should  exist 
between  the  allegata  and  probata  is  a  rule  operative  not  only  in  suits 
and  actions  but  as  well  in  special  proceedings  judicial  in  their  nature.'^ 

3.  Variance  Based  on  Evidence  of  Adverse  Party.  —  A  variance 
must  result  from  the  evidence  adduced  by  the  party  making  the  alle- 
gation ;  it  cannot  be  founded  upon  the  evidence  of  an  adverse  party.*' 

B.  Criminal  Proceedings.  —  1.  la  General.  —  In  criminal  proceed- 
ings, with  more  strictness  perhaps  than  in  civil,"  is  the  rule  adhered  to 
that  the  proof  must  conform  to  and  support  the  allegations.'*  And  any 


300,  53  N.  W.  638.  Neb.  —  Lincoln  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Virgin,  36  Neb.  735,  55  N.  W. 
218,  38  Am.  St.  Eep.  747.  Tex.  — Laz- 
arus V.  Barrett,  5  Tex.  Civ.  App.  5,  23 
S.  W.  822.  Wash.  —  Davis  v.  Hinch- 
liffe,  7  Wash.  199,  34  Pac.  915. 

78.  Ind.  —  Boardman  v.  Griffin,  52 
Ind.  101.  Kan.  — Wilcox  &  W.  Co.  v. 
Lasley,  40  Kan.  621,  20  Pac.  228.  Tann. 
Dibrell  v.  Miller,  8  Terg.  476,  29  Am. 
Dec.  126. 

79'.    See  18  Standakd  Prog.  75. 

80.  Variance  In  criminal  procesd- 
Ings  see  infra.  III,  B. 

Variance  in  civil  proceeding*  see  in- 
fra, III,  C. 

81.  Cal.  —  San  Jose  v.  Keed,  65  Cal. 
241,  3  Pac.  806.    la.  —  Ball  v.  Keokuk 

6  N.  W.  By.  Co.,  71  Iowa  306,  32  N. 
W.  354.  I.a.  —  Pritohard  «.  McKinstry, 
12  La.  224.  Mich.  —  Hall  v.  People,  21 
Mich.  456.  N.  Y.  —  Syracuse  v.  Bene- 
dict, 86  Hun  343,  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  944. 
lenn.  —  Hayden  v.  Memphis,  100  Tenn. 
582,  47  S.  W.  182.  Tex.  — State  v. 
Thompson,  10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  272,  30  S. 
W.  728. 

82.  Norcross  v.   Welton,  59  Vt.  50, 

7  Atl.  714;  Curtis  v.  Burdick,  48  Vt. 
166;  Greenwood  v.  Smith,  45  Vt.  37. 

83.  Ark.  —  Hany  v.  State,  9  Ark. 
193.  HI.  —  Williams  v.  People,  101  111. 
382.  Ind.  —  Zellers  v.  State,  7  Ind.  659. 
Mo.  — State  v.  Ballard,  104  Mo.  634, 
16  S.  W.  525. 

84.  U.  S.  —  Alaska  Packers'  Assn. 
V.  United  States,  244  Fed.  710,  157  C. 
C.  A.  158;  Youngs  v.  United  States, 
242  Fed.  788,  155  C.  C.  A.  376;  United 
States  V.  Eiley,  74  Fed.  210.  Ala. 
Brown  c.  Tuscaloosa,  196  Ala.  475,  71 
So.  672;  Stone  v.  State,  115  Ala.  121, 
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22  So.  275;  Agee  v.  State,  113  Ala.  52, 
21  So.  207;  Thomas  v.  State,  111  Ala. 
51,  20  So.  617;  Winter  v.  State,  90  Ala. 
637,  8  So.  556;  Cheek  v.  State,  38  Ala. 
227;  Brister  v.  State,  26  Ala.  107;  John- 
son V.  State,  4  Ala.  App.  62,  58  So.  754. 
Ariz.  —  Perez  v.  Terr.,  14  Ariz.  163,  125 
Pac.  483;  Martinez  v.  Territory,  5  Ariz. 
55, 44  Pac.  1089.  Alk. — Gardner  v.  State, 
130  Ark.  253,  197  S.  W.  23;  Woods  v. 
State,  123  Ark.  Ill,  184  S.  W.  409, 
Ann.  Gas.  1918A,  348;  Joiner  v.  State, 
113  Ark.  112,  167  S.  W.  492;  Blevins  v. 
State,  85  Ark.  195,  107  S.  W.  393;  Ad- 
ams V.  State,  64  Ark.  188,  41  S.  W.  423: 
Keoun  v.  State,  64  Ark.  231,  41  S.  W. 
808;  Blankenship  v.  State,  55  Ark.  244, 
18  S.  W.  54.  Oal.  — People  v.  Cum- 
mings,  117  Cal.  497,  49  Pac.  576;  Peo- 
ple V.  Armstrong,  114  Cal.  570,  46  Pac. 
611;  People  V.  Eeed,  70  Cal.  529,  11 
Pac.  676;  People  v.  Keefer,  65  Cal. 
232,  3  Pac.  818;  People  v.  Trim,  39 
Cal.  75;  People  v.  Gassaway,  28  Cal. 
404;  People  v.  Germino  (Cal.  App.), 
176  Pac.  489;  People  v.  Crane,  34  Cal. 
App.  599,  168  Pac.  377;  People  v.  Mal- 
jan,  34  Cal.  App.  384,  167  Pac.  547; 
People  V.  Arnold,  20  Cal.  App.  35,  127 
Pac.  1060.  Conn.  —  State  v.  Munson, 
40  Conn.  475;  State  v.  Stebbins,  29 
Conn.  463,  79  Am.  Dec.  223.  Del. 
State  V,  Hearns,  2  Harr.  530.  D.  C. 
Kemp  V.  United  States,  41  App.  Cas. 
539,  51  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  825.  Fla. 
McDonald  v.  State,  70  Fla.  250,  70  So. 
24;  Thorp  v.  Smith,  64  Fla.  154,  59  So. 
193;  Glover  v.  State,  22  Fla.  493.  Ga. 
Tarpe  v.  State,  95  Ga.  457,  20  S.  E.  217; 
Berrien  v.  State,  83  Ga.  381,  9  8.  E.  609; 
McCoy  V.  State,  62  Ga.  287;  Eouso  v. 
State,  4  Ga.  136;   Chancey  v.  State,  18 
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material  departure,  in  the  evidence  adduced  by  the  prosecution,  from 
the  essential  averments  of  the  indictment  or  information  will  work  an 


Ga.  App.  328,  89  S.  B.  461;  Foss  «. 
State,  15  Ga.  App.  478,  83  S.  E.  880; 
Southern  Exp.  Co.  v.  State  (Ga.  App.), 
97  S.  E.  550;  O'Neal  v.  State,  10  Ga. 
App.  474,  73  S.  E.  696.  Dl.  — People 
V.  Sapp,  282  ni.  51,  118  N.  E.  416; 
People  V.  Anderson,  267  111.  75,  107  N. 
E.  840;  People  v.  Hood,  191  111.  App. 
33;  Reynolds  v.  People,  83  111.  479,  25 
Am.  Eep.  410;  Brown  v.  People,  66  111. 
344;  Eiee  v.  People,  38  111.  435.  Ind. 
State  V.  Cameron,  176  Ind.  385,  96  N. 
E.  150;  State  v.  Gross,  175  Ind.  597,  95 
N.  E.  117;  Taylor  v.  State,  130  Ind.  66, 
29  N.  E.  415;  Dennis  v.  State,  91  Ind. 
291;  Wade  v.  State,  71  Ind.  635;  Moore 
V.  State,  65  Ind.  213.  la.  — State  v. 
Mofflt,  155  Iowa  702,  136  N.  W.  908; 
State  V.  Adams,  155  Iowa  660,  136  N. 
W.  1051;  State  v.  Burns,  155  Iowa  488, 
136  N.  "W.  520;  State  v.  Heft,  155  Iowa 
21,  134  N.  W.  950;  State  v.  Bell,  49 
Iowa  440;  State  v.  McConkey,  20  Iowa 
574;  State  v.  Crogan,  8  Iowa  523.  Kan. 
State  V.  Miller,  87  Zan.  454,  124  Pac. 
361;  State  v.  Woodrow,  56  Kan.  217, 
42  Pac.  714;  State  v.  Metsch,  37  Kan. 
222,  15  Pae.  251.  Ky.  —  Adams  Exp. 
Co.  V.  Com.,  178  Ky.  59,  198  S.  W.  556; 
Com.  V.  Hubble,  176  Ky.  680,  197  S.  W. 
393;  Paul  V.  Com.,  159  Ky.  848,  169  S. 
"W.  544;  Com.  v.  White,  33  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
70,  109  S.  W.  324;  Dallas  v.  Com.,  19 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  289,  40  S.  W.  456.  La. 
State  V.  Lafargue,  141  La.  936,  75  So. 
998;  State  v.  Walters,  135  La.  1070,  66 
So.  364;  State  v.  Accardo,  129  La.  666, 
66  So.  631;  State  V.  Allen,  37  La.  Ann. 
685.  Md.  — State  v.  Edwards,  124  Md. 
592,  92  Atl.  1037;  Curry  v.  State,  117 
Md.  587,  83  Atl.  1030.  Mass.  —  Com.  v. 
MacKenzie,  211  Mass.  578,  98  N.  E. 
598;  Com.  v.  Stone,  152  Mass.  498,  25 
N.  E.  967;  Com.  v.  Shearman,  11  Cush. 
546;  Com.  v.  MeAvoy,  16  Gray  235; 
Com.  V.  Harley,  7  Mete.  506.  Mich. 
Maynard  v.  Eaton  Circuit  Judge,  1'08 
Mich.  201,  65  N.  W.  760.  Miss.  — War- 
ren V.  State,  108  Miss.  502,  66  So.  979; 
Taylor  v.  State,  101  Miss.  857,  58  So. 
593;  Oliver  v.  State,  101  Miss.  382,  58 
So.  6;  Clark  v.  State,  100  Miss.  751,  57 
So.  209,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A,  463,  38  L.  R. 
A.  (N.  S.)  187.  Mo.  —  State  v.  Burgess, 
268  Mo.  407,  188  S.  W.  135;  State  v. 
McConnell,  240  Mo.  269,  144  S.  W.  836; 
State  V.  Plant,  209  Mo.  307,  107  S.  W. 


1076;  State  v.  Ballard,  104  Mo.  634,  16 
S.  W.  525;  State  v.  Apperger,  80  Mo. 
173;  State  v.  Eosefelt,  184  S.  W.  904; 
State  V.  Young,  163  Mo.  App.  88,  146 
S.  W.  70.  Mont.  — State  v.  Collins,  53 
Mont.  213,  163  Pac.  102;  State  v. 
Gaimos,  53  Mont.  118,  162  Pac.  596; 
State  V.  Booth,  46  Mont.  334,  127  Pac. 
1017;  State  v.  Crean,  43  Mont.  47,  114 
Pac.  603,  Ann.  Cas.  1912C,  424;  State 
V.  McDonald,  10  Mont.  21,  24  Pae.  628, 
24  Am.  St.  Rep.  25.  Neb.  — Clark  v. 
State,  102  Neb.  728,  169  N.  W.  271; 
Goldberry  v.  State,  66  Neb.  312,  92  N. 
W.  906;  Williams  v.  State,  51  Neb.  630, 
71  N.  W.  313.  N.  J.  —  State  v.  Eiccio, 
90  N.  J.  L.  25,  100  Atl.  187;  State  v. 
Wilson,  80  N.  J.  L.  467,  78  Atl.  144. 
N.  T.  — People  v.  Katz,  154  App.  Div. 
44,  139  N.  Y.  Supp.  137;  People  v.  Katz, 
23  How.  Pr.  93.  N.  C  — State  v.  Gib- 
son, 169  N.  O.  318,  85  S.  E.  7;  State  v. 
Miller,  93  N.  C.  511,  53  Am.  Eep.  469; 
State  V.  Burgess,  74  N.  C.  272.  Ohio. 
Angeloff  V.  State,  91  Ohio  St.  361,  110 
N.  E.  936;  Tingue  v.  State,  90  Ohio  St. 
368,  108  N.  E.  222,  Ann.  Cas.  19160, 
1156;  Goodlove  v.  State,  82  Ohio  St. 
365,  92  N.  E.  491,  30  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
134.  Okla.  —  Emyhtubby  v.  State,  14 
Okla.  Grim.  213,  169  Pac.  1124;  Smoot 
17.  State,  14  Okla.  Crim.  129,  167  Pac. 
1168;  Williams  v.  State,  14  Okla.  Crim. 
100,  167  Pac.  763;  Taggart  v.  State,  12 
Okla.  Crim.  509,  159  Pac.  940.  Ore. 
State  V.  Goddard,  69  Ore.  73,  133  Pac, 
90,  138  Pac.  243,  Ann.  Cas.  1916 A,  146; 
State  V.  Hardin,  63  Ore.  305,  127  Pac. 
789.  S.  D.  — State  v.  Yeager,  168  N". 
W.  749;  State  v.  Millard,  30  S.  D.  169, 
138  N.  W.  366;  State  v.  Julius,  29  S.  D. 
638,  137  N.  W.  590.  S.  C  — State  v. 
Owens,  10  Rich.  L.  169.  Tex.  —  Ka- 
hanek  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.),  201  S.  W. 
994;  Powell  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.),  198 
S.  W.  317;  Serrate  v.  State,  74  Tex. 
Crim.  413,  171  S.  W.  1133;  Knight  v. 
State,  71  Tex.  Crim.  36,  158  S.  W.  543; 
Jones  V.  State,  69  Tex.  Crim.  497,  154 
S.  W.  1018;  Clay  v.  State,  68  Tex. 
Crim.  250,  150  S.  W.  430;  Games  v. 
State,  53  Tex.  Crim.  490,  110.  S.  W.  750, 
22  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  706;  Haygood  v. 
State,  51  Tex.  Crim.  618,  103  S.  W.  890; 
Booth  V.  State,  36  Tex.  Crim.  600,  38 
S.  W.  196.  Utah.  —  State  v.  Harcombe, 
48     Utah     89,     158     Pac.     1096.      Va. 
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acquittal  of  the  accused,^"  and  justify  the  setting  aside  of  a  convic- 
tion.'^ It  is  a  rule  which  relates  to  whatever  evidence  is  received  to  es- 
tablish the  guilt  of  the  accused,*'  but  not  to  evidence  received  after  ^ 
conviction  whether  by  the  verdict  of  a  jury  or  confession  of  guilt  in 
open  court.** 

2.  What  Must  Be  Proved.  —  a.  Elements  of  Offense  Charged, 
Since  the  accused  can  be  legally  convicted  only  of  the  offense  charged 
in  the  indictment  or  information,*'  it  is  apparent  that  the  evidence  ad- 
duced must  be  in  conformity  with  and  be  sufficient  to  sustain,  the  ma- 
terial elements  of  the  crime  alleged.*"  Proof  of  a  different  offense  than 


Holly  V.  Com.,  113  Va.  769,  75  S.  E.  88; 
Thornton  v.  Com.,  24  Gratt.  (65  Va.) 
657.  Wash.  — State  v.  Neis,  68  Wash. 
599,  123  Pac.  1022;  State  u.  Ewing,  67 
Wash.  395,  121  Pac.  834;  State  v. 
Jones,  3  Wash.  175,  28  Pac.  254.  Wyo. 
Wilde  V.  State,  20  Wyo.  302,  123  Pac. 
85;  Fletcher  v.  State,  20  Wyo.  284,  123 
Pac.  80;  Eggart  v.  State,  19  Wyo.  285, 
116  Pae.  454. 

Application  to  particular  offenses 
see  infra,  III,  B,  5. 

[a]  A  defective  charge  In  the  in- 
dictment or  information  cannot  be 
supplemented  by  the  proof  since  the 
proof  and  the  allegations  must  agree. 
Com.  V.  White,  33  Ky.  L.  Eep.  70,  109 
S.  W.  324. 

85.  U.  S.  —  United  States  v.  How- 
ard, 3  Sumn.  12,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,- 
403.  Ala.  —  Stone  i;.  State,  115  Ala. 
121,  22  So.  275;  Gilmore  v.  State,  99 
Ala.  154,  13  So.  536;  Lynch  v.  State, 
89  Ala.  18,  7  So.  829;  Bell  v.  State,  48 
Ala.  684,  17  Am.  Eep.  40;  Fisher  v. 
State,  46  Ala.  717.  Ark.  —  Gardner  v. 
State,  130  Ark.  253,  197  S.  W.  23;  Wat- 
son V.  State,  29  Ark.  299.  Cal;  —  Peo- 
ple V.  Trim,  39  Cal.  75;  People  v.  Bart- 
nett,  15  Cal.  App.  89,  113  Pac.  879. 
Ga.  —  Caswell  v.  State,  5  Ga.  App.  483, 
63  S.  E.  666.  lU.  —  Davis  v.  People, 
19  111.  74.  Kan.  —  State  v.  Cassady,  12 
Kan.  550.  Ky.  —  Farris  ».  Com.,  90  Ky. 
637,  14  S.  W.  681;  Mulligan  v.  Com.,  84 
Ky.  229,  1  S.  W.  417;  Kessler  v.  Com., 
12  Bush  18.  La. — State  v.  Hunter,  43 
La,  Ann.  157,  8  So.  624.  Me.  —  Hinck- 
ley V.  Penobscot,  42  Me.  89.  lHass. 
Com.  17.  Dean,  109  Mass.  349.  Mo. 
State  V.  Plant,  209  Mo.  307,  107  S.  W. 
1076;  State  v.  Ballard,  104  Mo.  634,  16 
S.  W.  525.  Mont.  — State  v.  Booth,  46 
Mont.  334, 127  Pac.  1017.  N.  H.  —  State 
V.  Copp,  15  N.  H.  212.  N.  J. — State  v. 
Wyckoff,  31  N.  J.  L.  65.  N.  Y.  — Co- 
hen t:  People,  5  Park.  Crim.  330.   Okla. 
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Taggart  v.  State,  12  Okla.  Crim.  509, 
159  Pac.  940.  Ore.  —  State  v.  Kyan,  15 
Ore.  572,  16  Pac.  417.  Pa.  — Harman 
17.  Com.,  12  Serg.  &  B.  68.  S.  O.  —  State 
V.  Johnson,  45  S.  C.  483,  23  S.  E. 
619;  State  v.  Bushing,  2  Nott.  &  Mc 
0.  660.  Tex.  —  Williams  v.  State,  69 
Tex.  Crim.  163,  153  S.  W.  1136;  Lut- 
trell  V.  State,  65  Tex.  Crim.  102,  143 
S.  W.  628;  Johnson  v.  State,  ,63  Tex. 
Crim.  457,  140  S.  W.  337;  Miller  v. 
State,  16  Tex.  App.  417;  Dunham  v. 
State,  9  Tex.  App.  330.  Vt.  —  State  17. 
Jones,  39  Vt.  370.  Va.  —  Rhodes  v. 
Com.,  78  Va.  692;  Thornton  v.  Com., 
24  Gratt.  (65  Va.)   657. 

[a]  "There  was  therefore  In  this 
case  a  total  failure  of  proof  as  to  an 
essential  allegation  and  material  part 
of  the  offense  charged  in  the  indict- 
ment, and,  such  defect  not  being  one 
of  mere  variance  that  is  excused  or 
rendered  harmless  by  the  curative  pro- 
visions of  section  7216,  Eev.  St.,  it  waa 
and  is  necessarily  fatal,  and  the  mo- 
tion to  direct  a  verdict  in  this  case 
should  have  been  sustained."  Good- 
love  17.  State,  82  Ohio  St.  365,  92  N.  B. 
491,  30  L.  B.  A.   (N.  S.)   134. 

86.  See  infra,  III,  B,  10,  b. 

87.  State  v.  Branner,  149  N.  C.  559, 
63  S.  E.  169. 

88.  State  17.  Branner,  149  N.  C.  559, 
63  S.  E.  169. 

89.  Conviction  of  other  offenses,  see 
12  Standard  Pkoc.  568,  and  the  title 
"Verdict." 

90.  U.  S.  —  United  States  17.  How- 
ard, 3  Sumn.  12,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15, 
403.  Ala.  — Bell  17.  State,  48  Ala.  684, 
17  Am.  Eep.  40;  Fisher  v.  State,  46 
Ala.  717;  Elliott  v.  State,  26  Ala.  78; 
Hughes  17.  State,  12  Ala.  458.  Ark. 
Monk  17.  State,  105  Ark.  12,  150  S.  W. 
133;  Williams  17.  State,  41  Ark.  173; 
Smith  17.  State,  37  Ark.  274;  Blackwell 
17.  State,  36  Ark.  178;  Watson  17.  State, 
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that  laid  in  the  pleading  would  be  fatal  to  the  prosecution  and  must 
necessarily  result  in  an  acquittal.** 

b.  Proof  of  Part  of  Matter  Charged.  —  The  state  is  bound  to  prove 
only  so  much  of  the  matter  alleged  in  the  indictment  or  information  as 
is  necessary  to  establish  a  crime  if  one  is  included  within  the  charge,"^ 


29  Ark.  299.  CaL  —  People  v.  Trim,  39 
Cal.  75;  People  v.  Bartnett,  15  Cal.  App. 
89,  113  Pac.  879.  111.  — Davis  v.  Peo- 
ple, 19  111.  74.    Kan. — State  v.  Cassady, 

12  Kan.  550.  Ky.  —  Farris  v.  Com.,  90 
Ky.  637,  14  S.  W.  681;  Mulligan  v. 
Com.,  84  Ky.  229,  1  S.  W.  417;  Kessler 
V.  Com.,  12  Bush  18.  La.  —  State  v. 
Anderson,  136  La.  261,  66  So.  966; 
State  V.  Hardaway,  50  La.  Ann.  1345, 
24  So.  320;  State  v.  Hunter,  43  La.  Ann. 
157,  8  So.  624;  Consolidated  Fruit  Jar 
Co.  V.  Navra,  33  La.  Ann.  995.  Me. 
Hinckley  v.  Penobscot,  42  Me.  89. 
Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Howe,  182  Mass.  250; 
Com.  V.  Dean,  109  Mass.  349.  Miss. 
Clark  V.  State,  100  Miss.  751,  57  So.  209, 
Ann.  Gas.  1914A,  463,  38  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  187;  Miller  v.  State,  68  Miss.  221, 
8  So.  273.  Mo.  —  State  v.  Young,  237 
Mo.  170,  140  S.  "W.  873;  State  v.  Young, 
163  Mo.  App.  88,  146  S.  "W.  70.  Mont. 
State  V.  Duncan,  40  Mont.  531,  107 
Pac.  510;  Murray  v.  Heinze,  17  Mont. 
353,  42  Pae.  1'057,  43  Pac.  714.  N.  H. 
State  V.  Copp,  15  N.  H.  212.  N.  J. 
State  V.  Wyekoff,  31  N.  J.  L.  65.  N.  Y, 
Remington  v.  Walker,  21  Hun  322;  Co- 
hen V.  People,  5  Park.  Crim.  330.  Ore. 
State  V.  Eyan,  15  Ore.  572,  16  Pac.  417. 
Pa.  —  Harman  v.  Com.,  12  Serg.  &  E. 
68.  S.  O.  — State  v.  Johnson,  45  S.  C. 
483,  23  S.  E.  619;  State  v.  Bushing,  2 
Nott  &  MeC.  560.  Tex.  — Knight  v. 
State,  71  Tex.  Crim.  36,  158  S.  W.  543; 
Kahanek  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.),  201  S. 
W.  994;  Williams  v.  State,  69  Tex. 
Crim.  163,  153  S.  W.  1136;  Pilgrim  v. 
State,  68  Tex.  Crim.  175,  150  S.  W. 
1170;  Mills  V.  State,  65  Tex.  Crim.  497, 
145  S.  W.  368;  Miller  v.  State,  16  Tex. 
App.  417;  Osborne  v.  State,  14  Tex. 
App.  225;  Dunham  v.  State,  9  Tex.  App. 
330;  J.  I.  Case  Plow  Works  v.  Morris, 
17  Tex.  Civ.  App.  6,  42  S.  W.  652;  Don- 
ovan V.  Ladner,  3  Tex.  Civ.  App.  203, 
22  S.  W.  61.  Vt.  — State  v.  Jones,  39 
Vt.  370. 

91.    Ark.  —  Gardner    v.    State,     130 
Ark.  253,  197  S.  W.  23;  Horton  v.  State, 

13  Ark.  62.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Trim,  39 
Cal.  75.  HI.  —  Goodhue  v.  People,  94 
m.   37.     liid.— Harvey    v.    State,    80 


Ind.  142.  Ky.  —  Eobinson  «.  Com.,  6 
Dana  287.  La.  —  State  v.  Kye,  46  La. 
Ann.  424,  14  So.  883.  Me.  — State  v. 
Therrien,  86  Me.  425,  29  Atl.  1117. 
Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Churchill,  136  Mass. 
148.  Mich.  —  People  v.  Handley,  93 
Mich.  46,  52  N.  W.  1032.  Minn.—  State 
V.  Vorey,  41  Minn.  134,  43  N.  W.  324. 
Mo.  —  State  v.  Burgess,  268  Mo.  407, 
188  S.  W.  135;  State  v.  Apperger,  8Q 
Mo.  173.  Mont.  — State  v.  Gaimos,  53 
Mont.  118,  162  Pac.  596.  N.  Y. Peo- 
ple 17.  Cruger,  102  N.  Y.  510,  7  N.  E. 
555,  55  Am.  Eep.  830.  N.  0.  — State  v. 
Bisaner,  97  N.  C.  503,  2  S.  E.  368. 
Okla.  —  Smith  v.  State,  7  Okla.  Crim. 

4,  120  Pac.  1031.  Ore.  — State  v.  God- 
dard,  69  Ore.  73,  133  Pac.  90,  138  Pac. 
243,  Ann.  Cas.  1916A,  146.  S.  I>.— State 
V.  Stewart,  37  S.  D.  263,  157  N.  W.  1046. 
Tex.  —  Silvas  v.  State,  71  Tex.  Crim. 
213,  159  S.  W.  223;  Davis  v.  State,  61 
Tex.  Crim.  611,  136  S.  W.  45.  Vt. 
State  V.  Wheat,  63  Vt.  673,  22  Atl.  720. 
Wis. —  State  v.  Atkinson,  88  Wis.  1, 
58  N.  W.  1034. 

See  also  supra,  III,  B,  1. 

[a]  Proof  of  embezzlement  by  an 
administrator  will  not  sustain  a  charge 
of  embezzlement  by  a  bailee,  where  un- 
der the  statute  the  two  are  distinct 
offenses.  Gardner  v.  State,  130  Ark. 
253,  197  S.  W.  23. 

[b]  Evidence  of  keeping  a  disorder- 
ly house  through  an  agent  will  not  sup- 
port a  charge  of  keeping  a  disorderly 
house  since  the  two  offenses  are  differ- 
ent. Novy  V.  State,  62  Tex.  Crim.  492, 
138  S.  W.  139. 

92.  U.  S.  —  United  States  v.  Ballard, 
118  Fed.  757.  Colo.  — Giano  v.  People, 
30  Colo.  20,  69  Pac.  504.  Ga.  — Brazil 
V.  State,  117  Ga.  32,  43  S.  E.  460. 
Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Adams,  127  Mass.  15; 
Com.  V.  O'Brien,  107  Mass.  208;  Com. 
V.  Cox,  7  Allen  677;  Com.  v.  Griffin,  3 
Cush.  523.  N.  M.  — Terr.  v.  Neather- 
lin,  13  N.  M.  491,  85  Pac.  1044.  Tex. 
Tucker  v.  State,  59  Tex.  Crim.  291,  128 

5.  W.  617.  Va. — Morganstern  v.  Com., 
94  Va.  787,  26  S.  E.  402. 

[a]  Acts  Constituting  Distinct 
Crimes   Committed   by    Same    Person, 
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and  if  the  averment  is  divisible  and  enough  is  proved  to  constitute  the 
offense  charged  it  is  not  material  that  the  remaining  allegations  are  not 
proved.'*  An  offense  which  may  be  committed  in  one  or  more  of  several 
ways  may  be  charged  in  any  or  all  of  the  ways'*  in  which  ease  proof  of 
either  of  the  acts  pleaded  is  sufficient  to  sustain  the  allegation  of  the 
charge  and  a  failure  to  prove  them  all  is  not  fatal."*  But  if  under  the 
statute  the  offense  may  be  committed  in  several  designated  ways  and 
the  state  elects  to  charge  the  offense  in  one  of  those  ways,  it  cannot  es- 
tablish the  charge  by  proof  that  the  offense  was  committed  in  either  of 
the  other  ways.'* 

c,  Where  Two  or  More  Offenses  Charged.  —  No  variance  exists  where 
the  evidence  establishes  one  of  two  or  more  offenses  charged  since  the 
defendant  may  be  convicted  of  one  of  them  and  acquitted  of  the  others.'^ 


When  the  statute  makes  either  of  two 
or  more  distinct  acts  connected  with 
the  same  general  offense  and  subject 
to  the  same  measure  and  kind  of  punish- 
ment indictable  separately  and  as  dis- 
tinct crimes,  when  each  is  committed 
by  different  persons  and  at  different 
times,  they  may,  when  committed  by 
the  same  person  and  at  the  same  time 
ibe  coupled  in  one  count  as  constituting 
all  together  one  offense  only,  and  in 
such  case  the  offense  may  be  in- 
formed against  as  for  one  combined 
act  and  proof  of  either  of  the  acts  men- 
tioned in  the  statute  and  set  forth  in 
the  indictment  or  information  will  sus- 
tain a  conviction.  State  v.  Sherman, 
81  Kan.  874,  107  Pae.  33,  135  Am.  St. 
Eep.  403. 

93.  State  v.  I.  En,  10  Nev.  277; 
State  V.  Evans,  23  S.  C.  209.  See  infra, 
in,  B,  2,  b,  (II). 

Couvictioii  of  included  offense,  see  12 
Standard  Proc.  568. 

94.  See  the  title  "Indictment  and 
Information." 

95.  Woods  V.  State,  133  Ala.  162,  31 
So.  984;  Sampson  v.  State,  107  Ala. 
76,  18  So.  207;  McVay  v.  State,  lOO 
Ala.  110,  14  So.  862;  Sanford  v.  State, 
8  Ala.  App.  245,  62  So.  317;  State  v. 
Miller,  188  Mo.  370,  87  8.  W.  484;  State 
V.  Murphy,  47  Mo.  274;  State  v.  Young, 
163  Mo.  App.  88,  146  S.  W.  70. 

[a]  A  charge  that  defendant  did 
"falsely  make,  alter,  forge,  counter- 
feit" the  name  of  a  person  to  a  prom- 
issory note  is  sustained  by  proof  that 
he  did  any  one  of  the  things  mentioned, 
Though  the  word  "or"  is  not  placed 
between  "forge"  and  "counterfeit," 
the  indictment  will  be  construed  as 
charging  the  acts  in  the  disjunctive  and 
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a  failure  to  prove  them  all  will  not 
constitute  a  fatal  variance.  Sanford 
V.  State,  8  Ala.  App.  245,  62  So.  317. 

"[b]  The  falsity  of  all  the  matters 
charged  as  false  in  perjury  need  not 
be  proved  in  order  to  sustain  a  con- 
viction. Barber  v.  State,  64  Tex.  Grim. 
96,  142  S.  W.  577. 

[c]  In  false  pretenses  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  prove  the  falsity  of  all  the 
representations  alleged  in  an  informa- 
tion for  obtaining  money  by  false  pre- 
tenses; proof  of  one  or  more  which 
are  within  the  statute  and  which  in- 
duced the  payment  is  sufficient.  State 
V.  Hetrick,  84  Kan.  157,  113  Pae.  383, 
34  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)   642. 

96.  Quails  V.  State,  71  Tex.  Grim.  67, 
158  S.  W.  639. 

[a]  Rule  applied  to  a  prosecution  foi 
abandonment  after  seduction  and  mar- 
riage. Quails  V.  State,  71  Tex.  Grim. 
67,  158  S.  W.  539. 

97.  TJ.  S.  —  United  States  v.  Read,  2 
Craneh  C.  C.  198,  27  Fed.  Gas.  No.  16, 
126;  United  States  v.  Harding,  1  Wall, 
Jr.  127,  3  Clark  473,  26  Fed.  Gas.  No. 
15,301.  Ala.  —  Eobinson  v.  State,  84 
Ala.  434,  4  So.  774;  Borum  v.  State, 
66  Ala.  468;  McGlellan  v.  State,  53  Ala. 
640;  McElhaney  v.  State,  24  Ala.  71; 
Cheek  v.  State,  38  Ala.  227.  .Ark. 
Baker  v.  State,  4  Ark.  56.  Del.  —  State 
V.  Cocker,  3  Harr.  554.  Ga.  —  Polite  v. 
State,  78  Ga.  347.  Ind.  — Durham  v. 
State,  1  Blaekf.  33.  Kan.  —  State  v. 
Brandon,  7  Kan.  106.  La.  —  State  v. 
Morgan,  39  La.  Ann.  214,  1  So.  456. 
Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Lowery,  149  Mass.  67, 
20  N.  E.  697;  Com.  v.  McLaughlin,  12 
Cush.  612;  Com.  v.  Brown,  12  Gray 
135.  N.  Y.  — White  v.  People,  32  N. 
Y,  465;    People  V,  Snyder,  2  Park.  Grim. 
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d.  Proof  of  Lesser  Offense.  —  It  is  competent  for  the  prosecution  to 
prove  a  lesser  offense  included  in  the  averments  where  both  offenses 
belong  to  the  same  generic  class  and  the  commission  of  the  higher  may- 
involve  the  commission  of  the  lower,^^  or  any  offense  of  the  same  char- 
acter of  a  lower  degree,^^  and  evidence  of  such  included  offense,^  or  of 
such  offense  of  a  lower  degree^  does  not  constitute  a  variance. 

e.  Evidence  of  Greater  Crime  Than  Charged.  —  The  fact  that  the 
evidence  brought  out  at  the  trial  in  proof  of  the  crime  charged  may 
also  be  sufficient  to  establish  a  greater  crime  than  the  one  alleged  but 
which  includes  the  one  alleged,  does  not  constitute  a  variance.^ 

f.  Joint  Defendants. —  (I.)  in  General. —"When  two  or  more  persons 
are  indicted  together  for  one  and  the  same  offense,  to  convict  all  it  must 
appear  that  the  offense  wholly  arose  from  the  joint  act  of  all.*  Such  an 


23.  N.  C  — State  v.  Griaham,  2  N.  C. 
13.  Pa.  —  Com.  v.  Stiver,  1  Pa.  Co.  Ct 
526.  Tenn.  —  Corneli  v.  State,  7  Baxt. 
620. 

See  12  Standard  Pkoc.  568,  and  see 
the  title  "Verdict." 

fa]  Burglary  and  grand  larceny 
charged  and  conviction  had  on  proof  of 
the  latter  crime.  Robinson  v.  State, 
84  Ala.  434,  4  So.  77^. 

98.  See  12  Standard  Pkoc.  568,  and 
•the  title   "Verdict." 

99.  See  12  Standard  Proc.  572. 

1.  U.  S.  — United  States  i;.  Hall,  26 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,282.  Ark.  —  Monk  «. 
State,  105  Ark.  12,  150  S.  W.  133;  Cam- 
eron V.  State,  13  Ark.  712.  Ala. 
Stone  v.  State,  115  Ala.  121,  22  So.  275; 
MoElhaney  v.  State,  24  Ala.  71.  Ga. 
Lowe  V.  State,  57  Ga.  171.  111.  —  Spies 
V.  People,  122  111.  1,  12  N.  E.  865,  17 
N.  E.  898,  3  Am.  St.  Eep.  320.  la. 
State  V.  Harris,  11  Iowa  414;  State  v. 
Myers,  10  Iowa  448;  State  v.  Cooster, 
10  Iowa  453.  Kan.  —  State  v.  Gluek, 
49  Kan.  533,  31  Pac.  690;  State  v. 
Schweiter,  27  Kan.  499.  Me.  —  State 
V.  Burgess,  40  Me.  592.  Mass.  —  Com. 
V.  Dolan,  121  Mass.  374;  Com.  v. 
O'Brien,  107  Mass.  208;  Com.  ■».  Brown, 
14  Gray  419;  Com.  v.  O'Connell,  12 
Allen  451.  Miss.  —  Swinney  v.  State, 
8  Smed.  &  M.  576.  Mo.  — State  v. 
Kelsoe,  76  Mo.  505.  N.  Y.  —  Harris  ». 
People,  64  N.  Y.  148.  N.  C  — State  v. 
Martin,  82  N.  0.  672;  State  v.  Lock- 
lear,  44  N.  C.  205.  S.  0.  — State  v. 
Evans,  23  S.  C.  209;  State  v.  John- 
son, 3  Hill  1.  Tenn.  —  Haslip  v.  State, 
4  Hayw.  273;  Cornell  v.  State,  7  Baxt. 
523.  Tex.  —  Alderson  v.  State,  2  Tex. 
A  pp.  10.  Va.  —  Angel  v.  Com.,  2  Va: 
Cas.  (4  Va.)  231. 
2,    Ark. —  Baker    v.    State,    4    Ark. 


56.  Mass. —  Com.  v.  Hall,  142  Mass.  454, 
8  N.  E.  324.  N.  Y.  —  People  v.  Lohman, 
2  Barb.  216.  Ore.  — State  v.  Goddard, 
69  Ore.  73,  133  Pac.  90,  138  Pac.  243, 
Ann.  Cas.  1916A,  146. 

[a]  The  Rule  Applied  to  Homicide. 
Cal.  — People  v.  Pool,  27  Cal.  572.  la. 
State  V.  Moelchen,  53  Iowa  310,  5  N.  W. 
186.  La.  —  State  v.  Jones,  46  lia.  Ann. 
1395,  16  So.  369.  Mich.  —  People  v. 
"Wright,  89  Mich.  70,  50  N.  W.  792. 
Mo.  —  State  v.  Gee,  85  Mo.  647.  Mont. 
State  V.  Cadotte,  17  Mont.  315,  42  Pac. 
857;  Terr.  v.  Manton,  7  Mont.  162,  14 
Pac.  637.  Nev.  — State  v.  St.  Clair,  16 
Nev.  207.  Pa.  — Com.  v.  Manfredi,  162 
Pa.  144,  29  Atl.  404.  Tenn.  —  Goaler  v. 
State,  .5  Baxt.  678.  Tex. — Fuller  v. 
State,  30  Tex.  App.  559,  17  S.  W.  1108. 

3.  la.  —  State  v.  Graff,  66  Iowa  482, 
24  N.  "W.  6.  Mass.  — Com.  v.  Crea- 
don, 162  Mass.  466,  38  JST.  E.  1119;  Com. 
V.  "Walker,  108  Mass.  309;  Com.  v. 
Burke,  14  Gray  100;  Com.  v.  Squire,  1 
Mete.  258;  Com.  v.  McPike,  3  Cush. 
181,  50  Am.  Dec.  727.  Mo.  — State  v. 
Keeland,  90  Mo.  337,  2  S.  "W.  44'2.  Tex. 
Farrell  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.),  44  S.  W. 
512.  Wash.  —  State  v.  Hatch,  63  "Wash. 
617,  116  Pac.  286. 

[a]  That  the  facts  proved  will  also, 
establish  robbery  as  well  as  the  larceny 
charged  does  not  constitute  a  variance. 
State  V.  Hatch,  63  "Wash.  617,  116  Pac. 
286. 

Conviction  of  higher  offense,  see  12 
Standard  Proc.  599. 

4.  United  States  v.  McDonald,  8 
Biss.  439,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,667; 
Baker  v.  People,  105  111.  452. 

Conviction  of  joint  defendant  of  dif- 
ferent degrees  of  offense,  see  12  Stand- 
ard Proc.  599. 

[a]     ''Under  an  indictment  against 
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indictment  is  not  sustained  by  proof  merely  that  each  of  the  defendants 
separately  committed  at  different  times  a  separate  and  distinct  offense 
of  the  character  charged,  with  which  the  other  defendants  were  not 
connected,  and  in  which  they  did  not  participate.**  But  as  all  crimes 
committed  by  two  or  more  persons  are  several  as  well  as  joint,  it  fol- 
lows that  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  all  guilty  in  order  to  sustain  the 
indictment  or  information  as  to  one.®  There  is,  however,  a  class  of  of- 
fenses such  as  conspiracies,  riots,  etc.,  which  cannot  be  committed  by 
less  than  a  certain  number  and  in  these  cases  unless  the  requisite  num- 
ber is  proved  to  be  guilty  the  offense  is  not  made  out.' 

(II.)  Principle  in  First  and  Second  Degree.  —  "Where  several  defendants 
are  charged  as  principals  in  the  first  degree  and  others  in  the  second 
degree  proof  that  either  one  committed  the  act  and  that  the  others  were 
present  aiding  and  abetting  will  sustain  conviction  against  all,^  and  if 
the  allegation  is  of  a  principal  in  the  first  degree,  evidence  of  acts 
showing  the  crime  to  be  that  of  a  principal  in  the  second,  or  vice  versa 
degree  will  not  constitute  a  variance  where  the  punishment  is  not  dif- 
ferent in  the  two  cases.^ 

(in.)  Principal  and  Accessory.  —  A  discussion  of  the  question  as  to 
how  far  a  charge  against  one  as  principal  is  supported  by  proof  that 
he  participated  as  an  accessory  before  or  after  the  fact,  and  vice  versa, 
will  be  found  elsewhere  in  this  work.^" 

3.  Degree  of  Conformity  Required.  —  a.  In  General.  — Al  the  com- 


two  or  more,  two  can  not  be  convicted 
jointly  for  distinct  offenses,  though  of 
the  kind  charged  in  the  indictment, 
committed  by  them  severally  and  grow- 
ing out  of  separate  transactions." 
Baker  v.  People,  105  111.  452;  People  v. 
Hallam,  149  111.  App.  384. 

5.  United  States  v.  McDonald,  8 
Biss.  439,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,667. 

6.  Ward  v.  State,  22  Ala.  16:  Baker 
V.  People,  105  111.  452. 

[a]  Where  several  persons  are  joint- 
ly indicted  for  betting  and  the  evidence 
shows  that  one  of  them  only  was  en- 
gaged in  the  betting,  he  may  be  con- 
victed and  the  others  acquitted.  Ward 
V.  State,  22  Ala.  16. 

7.  See  Ward  v.  State,  22  Ala.  16  and 
5  Standard  Proc.  319. 

8.  Albritton  v.  State,  32  Pla.  358,  13 
So.  955;  Arensman  v.  State,  79  Tex. 
Crim.  546,  187  S.  W.  471.  See  the  title 
"Accessories  and  Accomplices." 

[a]  "If  the  indictment  charges  that 
A  gave  the  mortal  blow,  and  that  B 
and  C  were  present,  aiding  and  abet- 
ting, etc.,  but  on  the  evidence  it  ap- 
pears that  B  struck,  and  that  A  and  C 
were  present,  aiding  and  abetting,  etc., 
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this  is  not  a  material  variance;  for 
the  stroke  is  adjudged  in  law  to  be  the 
stroke  of  every  one  of  them  and  is  aa 
strongly  the  act  of  the  others  as  if  they 
all  had  held  the  weapon  and  had  alto- 
gether struck  the  deceased."  Brister 
V.  State,  26  Ala.  107. 

[b]  Proof  of  aiding  and  abetting  an 
abortion  will  support  a  conviction 
though  the  indictment  charges  the  de- 
fendant as  a  principal.  State  v.  Eiceio, 
90  N.  J.  L.  25,  100  Atl.  187;  State  v. 
Wilson,  80  N.  J.  L.  467,  78  Atl.  144. 

9.  Ala.  — Brister  v.  State,  26  Ala. 
107.  Ark.  —  Roberts  v.  State,  96  Ark., 
58,  131  S.  W.  60.  DeL  — State  17. 
O'Neal,  Houst.  Crim.  Cas.  468.  Ga. 
Lewis  V.  State,  136  6a.  355,  71  S.  E.  417- 
Collins  V.  State,  88  Ga.  347, 14  S.  E.  474,' 
Hill-v.  State,  28  Ga.  604.  Ind.  —  Wil- 
liams V.  State,  47  Ind.  568.  Ky. — Travis 
V.  Com.,  96  Ky.  77,  27  S.  W.  863;  Benge 
V.  Com.,  92  Ky.  1,  17  S.  W.  146;  Young 
V.  Com.,  8  Bush  366.  Mich.  —  People  v. 
Wright,  90  Mich.  362,  51  N.  W.  617. 
N.  C.  —  State  v.  Cockman,  60  N.  C.  484, 
Ohio.  —  Hanoff  v.  State,  37  Ohio  St 
178,  41  Am.  Rep.  496.  B.  I.  — State  v. 
Sprague,  4  R.  I.  257. 

10.  See  1  Standard  Proc,  160, 
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mon  law  technical  exactness  of  proof  was  required,  slight  departures 
of  the  evidence  from  the  matter  alleged  entailed  serious  consequences 
in  criminal"  as  well  as  in  civiP^  cases.  These  rigid  rules  of  the  com- 
mon law  have  been  greatly  relaxed  for  the  difficulties  attending  the 
making  of  proof  to  exactly  correspond  with  the  allegations  of  the  in- 
dictment or  information  induced  many  states  to  pass  statutes  upon  the 
subject.^^  These  statutes  do  away  with  all  objections  that  are  merely 
technical  and  do  not  affect  the  substantial  rights  of  the  defendant,^* 
and  require  that  every  objection  grounded  upon  an  alleged  difference 
between  a  descriptive  averment  and  the  evidence  given  in  support  there- 
of shall  be  disregarded,  unless  the  difference  is  so  material  as  to  mis- 
lead the  defendant  and  prejudice  him  in  making  his  defense. ^^ 

b.  Material  Variance. — (I.)  What  Constitutes  in  General.—  As  has  been 
stated,^®  a  variance,  under  the  more  liberal  rules  of  the  present  prac- 
tice, is  not  regarded  as  fatal  to  the  prosecution  unless  it  constitutes  a 
substantial  disagreement  between  the  allegation  and  the  proof.^^   Lit- 


11.  See  Goldsberry  v.  State,  66  Keb. 
312,  '92  N.  W.  906;  Chappie  v.  State, 
124  Tenn.  105,  135  S.  W.  321. 

12.  See  infra,  III,  0,  2,  a,  (I). 

13.  See  the  statutes. 

14.  Ind.  —  Oats  v.  State,  158  Ind. 
436,  55  N.  E.  226;  Kruger  v.  State,  135 
Ind.  573,  35  N.  E.  1019.  Mass.  — Com. 
V.  Soper,  133  Mass.  393;  Com.  v.  Hat- 
field, 107  Mass.  227.  Mich.  —  Eora- 
baeher  v.  Lee^  16  Mich.  169.  Mo. 
State  V.  Martin,  230  Mo.  680,  132  S.  W. 
595;  State  v.  Lackey,  230  Mo.  707,  132 
S.  W.  602;  State  v.  Hutchinson,  111 
Mo.  257,  20  S.  W.  34;  State  v.  Crow, 
107  Mo.  341,  17  S.  W.  745;  State  v. 
Burk,  151  Mo.  App.  188,  131  S.  W.  883. 
Neb.  —  Goldsberry  v.  State,  66  Neb. 
312,  92  N.  W.  906.  N.  Y.— People  «. 
Johnson,  104  N.  Y.  213,  10  N.  E.  690; 
People  V.  Coombs,  36  App.  Div.  284, 
65  N.  T.  Supp.  276.  Ohio.  —  Goodlove 
V.  State,  82  Ohio  St.  365,  92  N.  E.  491, 
30  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  134;  Mulrooney  v. 
State,  26  Ohio  St.  326. 

See  infra,  III,  B,  3,  b,  (III). 

15.  See  infra.  III,  B,  3,  b,  (III). 
[a]    A  typical  statute  is  as  follows: 

"Whenever,  on  the  trial  of  any  felony 
or  misdemeanor,  there  shall  appear  to 
be  any  variance  between  the  state- 
ment in  the  indictment  or  information 
and  the  evidence  offered  in  proof  there- 
of, in  the  Christian  name  or  surname,  or 
both  Christian  name  and  surname,  or 
other  description  whatsoever,  of  any 
person  whomsoever  therein  named  or 
described  *  *  *  or  in  the  ownership  of 
any  property  named  or  described  there-  I 


in,  such  variance  shall  not  be  deemed 
grounds  for  an  acquittal  of  the  defend- 
ant, unless  the  court  before  which  the 
trial  shall  be  had  shall  find  that  such 
variance  is  material  to  the  merits  of 
the  case  and  prejudicial  to  the  defense 
of  the  defendant."  Sec.  5114  Mo.  Eev. 
St.  (1909);  State  v.  Burk,  151  Mo. 
App.  188,  131  S.  W.  883. 

16.  See  supra,  III,  B,  3,  a. 

17.  TJ.  S.  —  Hoke  v.  United  States, 
227  U.  S.  308,  33  Sup.  Ct.  281,  57  L.  ed. 
523,  Ann.  Gas.  1913B,  905,  43  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  906.  Ala.  — Stone  v.  State, 
115  Ala.  121,  22  So.  275.  D.  O.  —  Kemp 
V.  United  States,  41  App.  Cas.  539,  51 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  825;  Williams  v.  United 
States,  3  App.  Cas.  335.  Ga. — Warren  v. 
State,  12  Ga.  App.  695,  78  S.  E.  202. 
la.  —  State  v.  Newland,  7  Iowa  242,  71 
Am.  Deo.  444.  Kan.' — State  v.  Miller, 
87  Kan.  454,  124  Pae.  361.  Mo.  —  State 
V.  Eich,  245  Mo.  162,  149  S.  W.  464; 
State  V.  Decker,  217  Mo.  315,  116  S.  W. 
1096;  State  v.  Hutchinson,  111  Mo.  257, 
20  S.  W.  34;  State  v.  Burk,  151  Mo. 
App.  188,  131  S.  W.  883.  Mont.  — State 
V.  Crean,  43  Mont.  47,  114  Pao.  603, 
Ann.  Cas.  1912C,  424.  Neb.  — Golds- 
berry V.  State,  66  Neb.  312,  92  N.  W. 
906.  N.  O.  —  State  v.  Drakeford,  162 
N.  0.  667,  78  S.  E.  308.  Ohio.  —  Good- 
love  V.  State,  82  Ohio  St.  365,  92  N.  E. 
491,  30  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  134.  Okla. 
Ostendorf  v.  State,  8  Okla.  Crim.  360, 
128  Pao.  143.  E.  I.  —  State  «.  Murphy, 
17  E.  I.  698,  24  Atl.  473,  16  L.  E.  A. 
550.  Tex.  — Pilgrim  v.  State,  68  Tex. 
Crim.   175,  150   S.  W.   1170;      Mills  v. 
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eral  conformity  is  not  required,"  but  it  is  suiBeient  if  the  criminal  act 
established  at  the  trial  be  identified  with  that  laid  in  the  indictment  or 
information.^"  F'or  a  variance  cannot  be  deemed  material  if  the  allega- 
tions and  the  proof  so  correspond  as  to  inform  the  accused  of  the  charge 
against  him,*"  and  protect  him  against  another  prosecution  for  the  same 
offense.^^ 

Proof  According  to  Legal  Effect.  —  It  is  ordinarily  sufficient  if  the  proof 
sustains  the  allegations  according  to  their  legal  effect.^* 

(II.)  Must  Relate  to  Essential  Elements  of  Offense.  —  What  the  state  is 
called  upon  to  establish  in  criminal  cases  is  the  material  elements  of 
the  offense  pleaded,*'  and  a  failure  to  do  so  is  fatal  to  the  prosecution.** 
A  variance,  then,  to  be  material,  must  relate  to  the  merits  of  the  case*^ 


state,  65  Tex.  Crim.  497,  145  S.  W. 
368;  Tucker  v.  State,  59  Tex.  Crim. 
291,  128  S.  W.  617.  Wash.  —  State  v. 
Ewing,  67  "Wash.  395,  121  Pac.  834; 
State  V.  Eackich,  66  "Wash.  390,  119 
Pac.  843,  Ann.  Gas.  1913C,  312,  37  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  760;  State  v.  Smails,  63 
"Wash.  172,  115  Pac.  82.  Wyo.  — Eg- 
gart  V.  State,  19  "Wyo.  285,  116  Pac. 
454. 

18.  State  V.  Smith,  84  Kan.  646,  114 
Pac.  1074;  State  v.  Ewing,  67  Wash. 
395,  121  Pae.  834. 

19.  State  V.  Ewing,  67  Wash.  395, 
121  Pae.  834. 

20.  Bennett  V.  United  States,  227 
U.  8.  333,  33  Sup.  Ct.  288,  57  L.  ed. 
531;  State  v.  Tillotson,  85  Kan.  577, 
117  Pae.  1030,  Ann.  Gas.  1913A,  463. 

21.  U,  S.— Bennett  v.  United  States, 
227  U.  S.  333,  33  Sup.  Ct.  288,  67  L. 
ed.  531.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Arras,  89 
Gal.  223,  26  Pac.  766;  People  v.  Mal- 
jan,  34  Gal.  App.  384,  167  Pac.  547; 
People  V.  Hoosier,  24  Cal.  App.  746,  142 
Pac.  514.  Conn.  —  State  v.  Munson,  40 
Gonn.  475.  Fla.  —  Glover  V.  State,  22 
Fla.  493.  Ga.  —  Barclay  v.  State,  55 
Ga.  179;  Bone  v.  State,  11  Ga.  App. 
128,  74  S.  E.  852;  Caswell  v.  State,  5 
Ga.  App.  483,  63  S.  E.  566.  IlL  — Dur- 
ham V.  People,  5  111.  172,  39  Am.  Dec. 
407.  Ind.  —  Oats  v.  State,  153  Ind.  436, 
55  N.  E.  226;  Moore  v.  State,  65  Ind. 
213.  La.  —  State  v.  Anderson.  136  La. 
261,  66  So.  966.  Mont.  —  State  v.  Mox- 
ley,  41  Mont.  402,  110  Pae.  83.  N.  C. 
State  17.  Gibson,  169  N.  C.  318,  85  S.  B. 
7.  Okla.  — "Williams  «.  State,  14  Okla. 
Crim.  100,  167  Pac.  763.  S.  C  — State 
V.  Kelly,  89  S.  C.  303,  71  S.  B.  987. 
Va.  — Holly  v.  Com.,  113  Va.  769,  75 
S.  E.  88. 

See  generally  the  title  "Jeopardy." 
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22.  Ala.  —  Oarr  «.  State,  104  Ala.  43, 
16  So.  155.  Conn.  —  State  v.  Curtiss, 
69  Conn.  86,  36  Atl.  1014.  Md.  —  State 
V.  Edwards,  124  Md.  592,  92  Atl.  1037. 
Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Bagley,  7  Pick.  279; 
Com.  V.  Gall,  21  Pick.  515.  Pa.  —  Com. 
V.  Gillespie,  7  Serg.  &  B.  469,  10  Am. 
Dee.  475. 

[a]  An  avenneut  of  a  sale  by  A  is 
supported  by  proof  of  a  sale  made  by 
B,  his  agent,  and  an  averment  of  a 
sale  to  A,  is  supported  by  proof  of  a 
sale  to  B,  his  agent.  See  Com.  v.  Park, 
1  Gray  (Mass.)  553;  Com.  v.  Jeffries, 
7  Allen  (Mass.)  548,  83  Am.  Dec.  712. 

[b]  The  information  charged  defend- 
ant with  selling  adulterated  milk  to  H. 
G.  Staples.  The  evidence  showed  that 
Staples  purchased  the  milk  for  a  part- 
nership composed  of  H.  G.  Staples  and 
another  person.  The  variance,  if  any, 
was  held  not  material.  State  v.  Miller, 
87  Kan.  454,  124  Pac.  361. 

[c]  Proof  of  a  sale  of  liquor  by 
defendant's  servant  acting  as  his  agent, 
will  sustain  an  allegation  of  a  sale  by 
the  defendant.  State  v.  Curtiss,  69 
Conn.  86,  36  Atl.  1014. 

[d]  But  proof  of  a  sale  of  liquor  to 
a  person's  agent  has  been  held  mater- 
ially variant  from  an  allegation  of  a 
sale  to  that  person.  Clay  v.  State,  68 
Tex.  Crim.  250,  150  S.  W.  430;  Miles 
V.  State,  62  Tex.  Crim.  530,  138  S.  "W. 
398.  Compare  Shirley  v.  Com.,  143  Ky. 
183,  136  S.  "W.  227. 

23.  See   supra,  III,  B,   2,  a. 

24.  See  supra.  III,  B,  2,  a. 

25.  Mo.  —  State  v.  Hutchinson,  111 
Mo.  257,  20  S.  "W.  34;  State  v.  Burk, 
151  Mo.  App.  188,  131  S.  "W.  883.  Mont. 
State  V.  Crean,  43  Mont.  47,  114  Pac. 
603,  Ann.  Cas.  1912C,  424;  State  v. 
Duncan,  40  Mont.  531,  107  Pac.   510. 
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to  allegations  which  in  point  of  law  involve  matters  essentially  descrip- 
tive of  the  crime  charged,^^  for  where  circumstances  are  not  descriptive 
of  the  crime  a  discrepancy  between  them  as  alleged,  and  as  proved,  is 
not  important.^'  It  is  not  necessary,  in  other,  words,  for  the  state  to 
conform  its  proof  to  immaterial  averments  ;^^  matters  of  surplusage,  for 
example,^^  and  an  immaterial  disagreement  between  the  allegation  and 
the  proofs*  from  which  the  accused  suffers  no  injury"  will  be  disre- 
garded. 

(in.)  Iilust  Eesult  in  Prejudice  to  Defendant.  —  Strict  adherence  of  the 
proof  to  the  pleading  being  necessary  at  common  law,  slight  discrepan- 
cies might  under  that  system  render  the  evidence  materially  variant,"* 
However  that  may  be,  it  is  now  the  established  rule  of  the  statutes  and 
codes  that  to  be  material  the  variance  must  be  such  as  to  operate  as  a 


Neb.  — Clark  v.  State,  102  Neb.  728, 
169  N.  W.  271;  Goldsberry  v.  State, 
66  Neb.  312,  92  N.  W.  906.  N.  O. 
State  V.  Gibson,  169  N.  C.  318,  85  S.  E. 
7.  Obio.  —  Tingue  v.  State,  90  Ohio 
St.  368,  108  N.  E.  222,  Ann.  Gas.  19160, 
1156.  Okla.  —  Ostendorf  v.  State,  8 
Okla.  Grim.  360,  128  Pac.  143.  Wyo. 
Eggart  V.  State,  19  Wyo.  285,  116  Pac. 
'454.    . 

[a]  Material  to  Merits  of  Case. 
"Clearly  it  must  relate  to  matters  that 
need  to  be  pleaded  and  proved  by  the 
state.  That  is,  it  relates  to  the  ele- 
ments of  the  offense.  Mere  matter  of 
unnecessary  particularity  oi'  descrip- 
tion, being  wholly  unnecessary  and  im- 
material, should  not  affect  the  'merits 
of  the  case'  and  cannot,  therefore,  be 
prejudicial  to  the  defendant."  Tingue 
V.  State,  90  Ohio  St.  368,  108  N.  E.  222, 
Ann.  Gas.  1916C,  1156. 

26.  Ind.  —  Moore  v.  State,  65  Ind. 
213.  Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Stone,  152  Mass. 
498,  25  N.  E.  967.  Miss.  — Clark  v. 
State,  100  Miss.  751,  57  So.  209,  Ann. 
Gas.  1914A,  463,  38  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
187;  Miller  v.  State,  68  Miss.  221,  8 
So.  273;  Miller  v.  State,  53  Miss.  403. 
Tex.  —  Kahanek  v.  State  (Tex.  Grim.), 
201  S.   W.  994. 

As  to  essential  and  material  aver- 
ments see  the  title  "Indictment  and 
Information." 

27.  Ala. — ^Davis  v.  State,  3  Ala.  App. 
71,  57  So.  493.  Oal.  — People  v.  New- 
ton, 11  Gal.  App.  762,  106  Pac.  247. 
Conn.  —  State  v.  Main,  31  Conn.  572. 
Ga.  — Crofton  v.  State,  79  Ga.  584,  4 
S.  E.  333.  Ky.  —  Madisonville,  H.  & 
E.  E.  Co.  V.  Com.,  140  Ky.  255,  130  S. 
W.  1084.  La.  —  State  v.  Tolls,  130  La. 
711,  58  So.  518.    Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Stone, 


152  Mass.  498,  25  N.  E,  967.  Neb. 
Goldsberry  v.  State,  66  Neb.  312,  92  N. 
W.  906.  N.  Y.  — People  v.  Lewis,  132 
App.  Div.  256,  116  N.  Y.  Supp.  893. 
Ohio.  —  Tingue  v.  State,  90  Ohio  St. 
368,  108  N.  E.  222,  Ann.  Gas.  1916G, 
1156.  S.  O.  —  State  v.  Graham,  15  Rich. 
L.  310.  Tex.  —  Stephens  v.  State,  63 
Tex.  Grim.  382,  139  S.  W.  1141.  Wash. 
State  V.  Eackich,  66  Wash.  390, 119  Pac. 
843,  Ann.  Cas.  1913C,  312,  37  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)   760. 

28.  ni.— People  v.  Hood,  191  111. 
App.  33.  La.  — State  v.  Tolls,  130  La. 
711,  5S  So.  518.  Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Mac- 
Kenzie,  211  Mass.  578,  98  N.  E.  598. 
Wash.  — State  v.  Pilling,  53  Wash.  464, 
102  Pac.  230,  132  Am.  St.  Eep.  1080. 

[a]  An  allegation  that  the  present 
prosecution  is  a  continuation  of  a 
former  one  need  not  be  proved  since  it 
ie  an  immaterial  mktter.  Madisonville, 
H.  &  E.  E.  Co.  V.  Com.,  140  Ky.  255,  130 
6.  W.  1084. 

[b]  "Wilfully."— Where  the  word 
"wilfully"  forms  no  part  of  the  de- 
scription of  the  offense  it  need  not  be 
alleged  or  proved.  State  v.  Tolls,  130 
La.  711,  58  So.  518.  As  to  intent  and 
knowledge  generally,  see  infra,  III,  B, 
4,  e  and  f. 

29.  See  infra,  III,  B,  3,  b,  (IV). 

30.  Ala.  —  Lewis  17.  State,  3  Ala. 
App.  133,  57  So.  1035.  la.  — State  v. 
Moffit,  155  Iowa  702,  136  N.  W.  908. 
Miss.  —  Taylor  v.  State,  101  Miss.  857, 
58  So.  593.  Tex.  —  Worsham  v.  State, 
56  Tex.  Grim.  253,  120  S.  W.  439.  Wash. 
State  V.  Ewing,  67  Wash.  395,  121  Pae. 
834. 

31.  See  infra,  III,  B,  3,  b,  (III). 

32.  See  supra,  III,  B,  3,  a. 
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surprise^'  upon  the  defendant  and  to  mislead  him  to  his  injury  or  pre- 
judice in  making  his  defense.'* 


33.  Worsham  v.  State,  56  Tex.  Crim. 
253,  120  S.  W.  439.  And  see  cases  in 
note  next  following. 

[a]  The  oTiject  of  the  doctrine  as  to 
variance  is  to  avoid  surprise.  Worsham 
V.  State,  56  Tex.  Crim.  253,  120  S.  W. 
439. 

34.  U.  S.  —  Hoke  v.  United  States, 
227  U.  S.  308,  33  .Sup.  Ct.  281,  57  L.  ed. 
623,  Ann.  Cas.  1913E,  905,  43  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  906;  Bennett  v.  United  States, 
194  Fed.  630,  114  C.  C.  A.  402;  Foster 
V.   United   States,    178    Fed.    165,    101 

C.  C.  A.  485.  Ala.  —  Page  v.  State, 
61  Ala.  16.  Ariz.  —  Perez  v.  Terr.,  14 
Ariz.  163,  125  Pae.  483.  Ark.  — Ben- 
nett V.  State,  62  Ark.  516,  36  S.  "W.  947. 
Cal.  —  People  v.  Plyler,  121  Cal.  160,  53 
Pae.  553;  People  v.  Arras,  89  Cal.  223, 
26  Pae.  766;  People  v.  Phillips,  70  Cal. 
61,  11  Pae.  493;  People  v.  Fraysier,  36 
Cal.  App.  579,  172  Pae.  1126;  People  v. 
Maljan,  34  Cal.  App.  384,  167  Pae.  547. 

D.  C.  —  Kemp  v.  United  States,  41  App. 
Cas.  539,  51  L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.)  825.    111. 
McDonald  v.  People,  47  111.  533;    Bald- 
win V.  People,  2  111.  304.    Ind.  —  Agar 
V.  State,  176  Ind.  234,  94  N.  E.  819; 
Oats  V.  State,  153  Ind.  436,  55  N.  E. 
226;    Cleaveland  v.  State,  20  Ind.  444; 
Jackson  v.   State,   14  Ind.   327.     Kan. 
State  V.  Miller,  87  Kan.  454,  124  Pae. 
361;     State  v.  Sills,  85  Kan.  830,  118 
Pae.  867;     State  v.  Tillotson,  85  Kan. 
577,   117  Pae.  1030,  Ann.   Cas.   1913A, 
463,      Md.  — Curry  v.   State,   117   Md. 
587,  83  Atl.  1030.    Mo.  —  State  v.  Eich, 
245  Mo.  162,  149  S.  W.  464;     State  v. 
McConnell,  240  Mo.  269,  144  S.  W.  836; 
State  V.  Martin,  230  Mo.  680,  132  S.'  W. 
595;      State  v.  Decker,   217   Mo.   315, 
116  S.  W.  1096;     State  v.  Hutchinson, 
111   Mo.   257,  20   8.    W.  34;     State  v. 
Crow,  107  Mo.  341,  17  S.  W.  745;    State 
V.  Ballard,  104  Mo.  634,  16  S.  W.  525; 
State  V.  Burk,  151  Mo.  App.  188,  131 
S.  W.  883.     Neb.  —  Clark  v.  State,  102 
Neb.  728,  169  N.  W.  271;     Goldsberry 
V.  State,  66  Neb.  312,  92   N.  W.  906, 
N.  J.  — State  V.  Fox,  25  N.  J.  L.  566. 
N.  y.  — People  V.  Osmond,  138  N.  Y. 
80,   33   N.   E.    739.      N.   C  — State   v. 
Drakeford,  162  N.  0.  667,  78  S.  E.  308; 
State  V.  Collins,  115  N.  C.  716,  20  S.  E. 
452.     Ohio.  —  Tingue  v.  State,  90  Ohio 
St.  368,  108  N.  E.  222,  Ann.  Cas.  1916C, 
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1156;  Burdge  v.  State,  53  Ohio  St.  512, 
42  N.  B.  594;  Tarbox  v.  State,  38  Ohio 
St.  581;  Tabler  v.  State,  34  Ohio  St. 
127;  Hummel  v.  State,  17  Ohio  St. 
628;  May  v.  State,  14  Ohio  461,  45 
Am.  Dec.  548.  S.  O.  — State  v.  Kelly, 
89  S.  C.  303,  71  S.  E.  987.  S.  !>.— State 
V.  Millard,  30  S.  D.  169,  138  N.  W.  366. 
Tex.  — Pye  v.  State,  71  Tex.  Crim.  94, 
154  S.  W.  222;  Cain  v.  State,  68  Tex. 
Crim.  507,  153  S.  W.  147;  Clay  v.  State, 
68  Tex.  Crim.  250,  150  8.  W.  430;  Wor- 
sham V.  State,  56  Tex.  Crim.  253,  120 
S.  W.  439.  Wash.  —  State  i;.  Ewing,  67 
Wash.  395,  121  Pae.  834.  Wis.  — State 
V.  Lincoln,  17  Wis.  579.  Wyo.  —  Eg- 
gart  V.  State,  19  Wyo.  285,  116  Pae. 
454. 

[a]  "The  statute,  we  think,  fully 
provides  for  such  variances.  It  says 
they  shall  'not  be  deemed  grounds  for 
an  acquittal  of  the  defendant,  unless 
the  court  before  which  the  trial  shall 
be  had  shall  find  such  variance  is  mate- 
rial to  the  merits  of  the  case,  and  pre- 
judicial to  the  defense  of  the  defend- 
ant.' "  State  V.  Hutchinson,  111  Mo. 
257,  20  a  W.  34. 

[b]  Capacity  in  Which  Embezzled 
Funds  Were  Received. — ^A  variance  be- 
tween an  indictment  charging  that  the 
defendant  received  the  money  embez- 
zled as  the  agent  of  H.  and  proof  that 
he  received  it  as  a  member  of  a  part- 
nership that  was  acting  as  agents  of 
H.  in  the  transaction,  is  not  of  such  a 
nature  as  to  prejudice  the  defendant, 
particularly  where  it  appears  he  knew 
exactly  the  nature  of  the  charge  he 
was  called  upon  to  answer.  People  v. 
Maljan,  34  Cal.  App.  384,  167  Pae.  547. 

[c]  Controlling  Consideration. 
"Upon  the  question  of  variance  be- 
tween indictment  and  proofs,  the  con- 
trolling consideration  should  be  whether 
the  charge  was  fairly  and  fully  enough 
stated  to  apprise  defendant  of  what  he 
must  meet,  and  to  protect  him  against 
another  prosecution,  and  whether  those 
pa,rticulars  in  which  the  proof  may  dif- 
fer in  form  from  the  charge  support 
the  conclusion  that  respondent  could 
have  been  misled  to  his  injury."  Har- 
rison V.  United'  States,  200  Fed.  662, 
.119  0.  C.  A.  78. 
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The  burden  of  showing  prejudice  from  the  alleged  variance  rests  upon 
the  defendant." 

(IV.)  Surplusage.  —  Under  the  rule  that  the  proof  need  correspond  only 
to  such  allegations  as  are  necessarily  descriptive  of  the  offense  pleaded/" 
it  is  not  necessary  to  establish  as  alleged,  facts  and  circumstances  which 
are  not  ingredients  of  the  crime  and  which  may  be  rejected  as  surplus- 
age without  affecting  the  charge  against  the  defendant.^'  The  rule  has 
been  applied  to  allegations  as  to  place,^'  time,*'  intent,*"  name,*^  status,*'' 
official  position,**  residence,**  value,*^  age,*°  the  character  of  premises 


35.  State  v.  Kelly,  89  S.  C.  303,  71 
S.  E.  987. 

36.  See  supra,  III,  B,  3,  b,  (II). 

Proof  of  descriptive  but  unnecessary- 
allegations,  see  infra,  III,  B,  3,  b,  (V) ; 
III,  C,  2,  b,  (II),  (F). 

37.  TJ.  S.  —  Daniels  v.  United  States, 
196  Fed.  459,  116  C.  C.  A.  233.  Cal. 
People  V.  Newton,  11  Cal.  App.  762,  106 
Pac.  247.  Del. — State  v.  Barr,  7  Penne. 
340,  79  Atl.  730;  State  v.  Holden,  2 
Boyce  429,  79  Atl.  215.  Ga.  —  Southern 
Exp.  Co.  V.  State  (Ga.  App.),  97  S.  E. 
550.  111.  — Sutton  V.  People,  145  111. 
279,  34  N.  E.  420;  Durham  v.  People, 
5  111.  172,  39  Am.  Dec.  407;  People  v. 
Strieker,  170  111.  App.  485;  Bergatraa- 
ser  V.  People,  134  111.  App.  609.  Ind. 
Crawford  v.  State,  155  Ind.  692,  57  N. 
E.  931;  Allen  v.  State,  52  Ind.  486. 
Kan.  —  State  v.  Sills,  85  Kan.  830,  118 
Pac.  867.  Ky. — Com.  v.  Hightower,  149 
Ky.  563,  149  S.  W.  971;  Bryant  v. 
Com.,  24  Ky.  L.  Eep.  447,  68  S.  W. 
846.  Mass.  —  Com.  v.  MacKenzie,  211 
Mass.  578,  98  N.  E.  698;  Com.  v. 
Eowell,  146  Mass.  128,  15  N.  E.  154. 
Miss.  —  Mobley  v.  State,  46  Miss.  501. 
Mo.  —  State  v.  Harris,  209  Mo.  423, 
108  S.  W.  28;  State  v.  Saiowski,  191 
Mo.  635,  90  S.  W.  435.  Mont.  — State 
V.  Crean,  43  Mont.  47,  114  Pac.  603, 
Ann.  Cas.  1912C,  424;  State  v.  Moxley, 
41  Mont.  402,  110  Pac.  83;  State  v. 
Duncan,  40  Mont.  531,  107  Pac.  510. 
Keb.  — Keezer  v.  State,  90  Neb.  238, 
133  N.  W.  204;  Goldsberry  v.  State, 
66  Neb.  312,  92  N.  W.  906.  N.  Y. 
People  V.  Caswell,  21  Wend.  86.  Okla. 
Oatendorj.  v.  State,  8  Okla.  Grim.  360, 
128  Pac.  143;  Spencer  v.  State,  5 
Okla.  Crim.  7,  113  Pac.  224.  S.  C. 
State  V.  Perrin,  1  Tread.  Const.  446,  3 
Brev.  152.  Teuu.  —  State  v.  Brown,  8 
Humph.  89.  Tex.  —  Peters  v.  State,  69 
Tex.  Crim.  403,  154  S.  W.  563;  Bowles 
V.  State,  67  Tex.  Crim.  578,  150  S.  W. 
626.     Vt.  — State  v.  Burt,  25  Vt.  373. 


Wash.  —  State  v.  Pilling,  53  Wash.  464, 
102  Pac.  230,  132  Am.  St.  Eep.  1080. 
Eng.  —  The  King  v.  Bmden,  9  East 
437,  103  Eng.  Eeprint  640;  Bex.  v. 
Morris,  1  Leach  C.  G.  109. 

[a]  "It  is  a  general  rule  which  runs 
through  the  whole  criminal  law,  that 
it  is  sufficient  to  prove  so  much  of  the 
indictment  as  shows  that  the  defend- 
ant has  committed  a  substantive  crime 
therein  specified  .  .  .;  and  in  the  case 
of  redundant  allegationa  it  is  sufficient 
to  prove  part  of  what  is  alleged  accord- 
ing to  its  legal  effect,  provided  that 
that  which  is  alleged,  but  not  proved, 
be  neither  essential  to  the  charge,  nor 
describe  or  limit  that  which  is  essen- 
tial."    1  Chitty's  Criminal  Law  250. 

38.  See  infra,  III,  B,  4,  c. 

Place  -wliere  corporation  organized 
see  infra,  III,  B,  4,  h. 

Averments  as  to  place,  see  12  Stand- 
ard Proc.  426. 

39.  See  infra.  III,  B,  4,  d,  (II). 
Averments  as  to  time,  see  12  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  411. 

40.  See  infra.  III,  B,  4,  e. 
Averments  as  to  intent,  see  12  Stand- 
ard Proc.  402. 

41.  See  infra,  III,  B,  4,  d,  (II). 
Averments  as  to  name,  see  the  title 

"Names,"  and  12  Standard  Proc.  362, 
et  seq.,  371,  et  seq. 

42.  See  infra.  III,  B,  4,  g,  (IV). 

43.  See  infra.  III,  B,  4,  g,   (IV). 

44.  Durham  v.  People,  5  111.  172,  39 
Am.  Dec.  407. 

45.,  See  infra,  III,  B,  4,  c,   (II). 

46.  State  v.  Ean,  90  Iowa  534,  58 
N.  W.  898;  Mobley  v.  State,  46  Miss. 
501. 

[a]  Age  of  female  in  rape  need  not 
be  proved  where  it  is  an  unnecessary 
allegation.  Sutton  v.  People,  145  III. 
279,  34  N.  E.  420;  Mobley  v.  State,  46 
Miss.  501. 

[b]  Where  a  woman  with  whom  adul- 
tery was  committed  is  alleged  to  be 
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where  the  crime  took  place,*'  the  person  from  whom/*  or  by  whom," 
goods  illegally  received  were  stolen,  description  of  animals,""  and  to 
other  allegations  illustrations  of  which  are  set  out  in  the  notes,'^  and  in 
the  following  section  discussing  the  rule  as  to  proving  matters  which 
are  alleged  with  unnecessary  particularity."* 

When  the  statute  describes  an  offense  in  such  a  manner  that  it  is 
only  necessary  that  the  indictment  should  follow  the  statute,  and  the 
pleader  incorporates  in  the  charge  words  not  found  in  the  statute  and 
which  are  not  necessary  to  describe  or  constitute  the  statutory  offense, 
a  material  variance  does  not  arise  from  a  failure  of  the  evidence  to  sus- 
tain such  averments.*' 

(V.)  Matters  Alleged  With  TInnecessary  Particularity. —  (A.)  In  Genial. 
It  is  a  rule  of  frequent  application  that  if  persons  or  things  necessary 
to  be  mentioned  in  the  indictment  or  information  be  described  with  un- 


over  18  years  old,  the  proof  need  not 
sustain  such  averment.  State  v.  Per- 
rin,  1  Tread.  Const.  (S.  C.)  446,  3  Brev. 
152. 

47.  Bowles  v.  State,  67  Tex.  Grim. 
578,  150  S.  W.  626. 

[a]  Betting  on  Dice.  —  Where  the 
statute  makes  it  an  offense  to  bet  on 
any  game  played  with  dice  wherever 
played,  an  allegation  in  an  indictment 
charging  such  offense  at  a  party's  pri- 
vate residence,  that  such  residence  was 
commonly  resorted  to  for  the  purpose 
of  gaming,  is  surplusage  and  need  not 
be  proved.  Bowles  c.  State,  67  Tex. 
Grim.  578,  150  S.  W.  626. 

48.  State  v.  Sakowski,  191  Mo.  635, 
90  S.  W.  435;  Bex  v.  Morris,  1  Leach 
C.  C.   (Eng.)   109. 

49.  People  v.  Gaswell,  21  Wend.  (N. 
T.)  86. 

[a]  By  whom  the  larceny  was  com- 
mitted need  not  be  alleged,  and  if  un- 
necessarily stated  it  is  not  a  necessary 
matter  of  description  which  need  be 
proved.  People  v.  Caswell,  21  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  86;  Bex  v.  Jervis,  6  Car.  &  P. 
156,  25  E.  C.  L.  370. 

50.  Goldsberry  v.  State,  66  Neb.  312, 
92  N.  W.  906.  See  also  infra,  HI,  B, 
4,  i,  (IV),   (B). 

51.  State  V.  Sills,  85  Kan.  830,  118 
Pae.  867. 

Disturbing  •  public  assembly,  see  7 
Standard  Peoc.  724. 

[a]  Deliberation  and  Premeditation. 
In  charging  murder  while  attempting 
to  perpetrate  a  felony,  allegations  that 
the  act  was  committed  deliberately  and 
with  premeditation  may  be  rejected  as 
surplusage  and  need  not  be  proved 
separate    and    apart    from   the    killing 
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while  the  accused  is  in  the  perpetration 
of  the  felony.  Keezer  v.  State,  90  Neb. 
238,  133  N.  W.  204. 

[b]  Preventing  Attendance  of  Wit- 
ness. —  In  a  prosecution  under  a  stat- 
ute making  it  a  misdemeanor  to  induce 
a  witness  to  absent  himself  from  a 
trial,  where  the  information  charges 
that  such  result  was  accomplished  by 
abducting  and  carrying  away  the  wit- 
ness, proof  that  the  witness  consented 
to  being  taken  away  is  not  fatal  to  a 
conviction.  State  v.  Sills,  85  Kan.  830, 
118  Pac.  867. 

[c]  Persons  by  Whom  Stolen  Goods 
Shipped. — In  an  indictment  for  larceny 
from  a  railroad  company  which  speci- 
fically describes  the  goods,  an  addition- 
al allegation  that  the  goods  so  taken 
were  "shipped  by  the  Power  Grocery 
Co.,  of  Junction  City"  is  surplusage 
and  a  variance  in  respect  to  it  is  not 
material.  Bryant  v.  Com.,  24  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  447,  68  S.  W.  846. 

[d]  An  allegation  that  defendants 
were  partners  made  in  a  complaint  un- 
der the  milk  acts,  is  surplusage  within, 
the  rule.  Com.  v.  Eowell,  146  Mass.  128, 
15  N.  E.  164. 

52.  See  infra,  III,  B,  3,  b,  V. 

53.  Com.  i;.  Hightower,  149  Ky.  563, 
149  S.  W.  971;  State  v.  Sakowski,  191 
Mo.  635,  90  S.  W.  435. 

[a]  An  allegation  that  accused  went 
forth  "armed,"  in  an  indictment  under 
Ky.  St.  sec.  1241a,  making  it  an  offense 
to  confederate  for  the  purpose  of  in- 
timidating a  person,  is  surplusage  and 
failure  to  prove  it  as  alleged  is  not 
material.  Com.  v.  Hightower,  149  Ky. 
563,  149  S.   W.  971. 
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necessary  particularity,  all  the  circumstances  of  the  description  must 
be  proved  as  alleged."*  Though  well  established,  this  principal  ougtt 
not  to  be  carried  beyond  what  is  necessary  to  promote  the  ends  of  fair- 
ness and  justice,'"  and  should  not  be  invoked  to  require  proof  of  allega- 
tions, which,  though  made  unnecessarily  minute,  are  under  the  circum- 


54.  tr.  S.  —  TJnited  States  v.  Porter, 
3  Day  283,  27  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,074; 
United  States  v.  Keen,  1  McLean  429, 
26  Fed.  Caa.  No.  15,510;  United  States 
V.  Brown,  3  McLean  233,  24  Fed.  Cas. 
No.   14,666.     Ark.  —  Ehoades  v.   State, 

96  Ark.  63,  131  S.  "W.  48;  Value  v. 
State,  84  Ark.  285,  105  S.  "W.  361; 
Blackwell  v.  State,  36  Ark.  178.  Oal. 
People  V.  Newton,  11  Cal.  App.  762,  106 
Pac.  247.  Colo. — Scliayer  v.  People, 
5  Colo.  App.  75,  37  Pac.  43.  Del. 
State  V.  Holden,  2  Boyce  429,  79  Atl. 
215.  Ga.  —  Shrouder  v.  State,  121  Ga. 
615,  49  S.  E.  702;  Fulford  i;.  State,  50 
Ga.  591;  Simmons  v.  State,  4  Ga.  465; 
Southern  Exp.  Co.  v.  State  (Ga.  App.), 

97  S.  E.  550;  Bone  v.  State,  11  Ga.  App. 
128,  74  S.  E.  852;  Caswell  v.  State,  5 
Ga.  App.  483,  63  S.  E.  566.  Ind.  —  Tay- 
lor V.  State,  130  Ind.  66,  29  N.  E.  415; 
Dennis  v.  State,  91  Ind.  291;  Choen  v. 
State,  52  Ind.  347,  21  Am.  Eep.  179; 
Wertz  V.  State,  42  Ind.  161;  Ball  v. 
State,  26  Ind.  155;  Wilkinson  v.  State, 
10  Ind.  372.  la.  —  State  v.  Crogan,  8 
Iowa  523;  State  v.  Newland,  7  Iowa 
242,  71  Am.  Dee.  444.  Kan.— State  v. 
Sills,  85  Kan.  830,  118  Pac.  867.  Ky, 
Com.  V.  Magowan,  1  Mete.  368,  71  Am. 
Dee.  480;  Clark  v.  Com.,  16  B.  Mon. 
206.  Me.  —  State  v.  Jackson,  30  Me. 
29;  State  v.  Noble,  15  Me.  476.  Mass. 
Com.  V.  Stone,  152  Mass.  498,  25  N.  E. 
967;  Com.  v.  McCarthy,  145  Mass.  575, 
14  N.  B.  643;  Com.  v.  Wellington,  7  Allen 
299;  Com.  v.  King,  9  Cush.  284.  Miss. 
Dick  V.  State,  30  Miss.  631;  Murphy  v. 
State,  28  Miss.  637.  Mo. —  State  v. 
McConnell,  240  Mo.  269,  144  S.  W.  836; 
State  V.  Harris,  209  Mo.  423,  108  S.  W. 
28;  State  v.  Samuels,  144  Mo.  68,  45 
S.  W.  1088;  State  v.  Burk,  151  Mo.  App. 
188,  131  S.  W.  883.  Mont.  — State  v. 
Crean,  43  Mont.  47,  114  Pac.  603,  Ann. 
Cas.  191 2C,  424.  N.  H.  — State  v. 
Dame,  60  N.  H.  479,  49  Am.  Eep.  331; 
State  V.  Eunnals,  49  N.  H.  498;  State 
V.  Langley,  34  N.  H.  529;  State  v. 
Bailey,  31  N.  H.  521.  N.  M.  — United 
States  V.  Fuller,  4  N.  M.  358,  20  Pac. 
175.  N.  Y.  —  Lohman  v.  People,  1  N.  Y. 
379,  4  How.  Pr.  445,  49  Am.  Dee.  340; 


People  V.  Slater,  5  Hill  401.  N.  0. 
State  V.  Johnston,  51  N.  C.  485;  State 
V.  Moore,  33  N.  C.  70;  State  v.  Am- 
mons,  7  N.  C.  123.  N.  I>.  — State  V. 
Kelly,  22  N.  D.  5,  132  N.  W.  223,  Ann. 
Cas.  1913E,  974.  Ohio.  —  Tingue  v. 
State,  90  Ohio  St.  368,  108  N.  B.  222, 
Ann.  Cas.  1916C,  1156;  Pringle  v. 
State,  1  Ohio  Dec.  283.  Okla.  — Osten- 
dorf  V.  State,  8  Okla.  Crim.  360,  128 
Pac.  143;  Spencer  v.  State,  5  Okla. 
Crim.  7,  113  Pac.  224.  Ore.  —  State  v. 
NeUon,  43  Ore.  168,  73  Pac.  321.  S.  O, 
Butler  V.  State,  3  McCord  383.  Tenn. 
Hite  V.  State,  9  Terg.  357.  Tex.  —  Ka- 
hanek  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.),  201  S.  W. 
994;  Ferguson  v.  State,  66  Tex.  Crim. 
518,  147  S.  W.  592;  Tucker  v.  State,  59 
Tex.  Crim.  291,  128  S.  W.  617;  CofEelt 
V.  State,  27  Tex.  App.  608,  11  S.  W.  639, 
11  Am.  St.  Eep.  205. 

For  illustrations  see  infra.  III,  B,  3, 
(V),  (B). 

[a]  "Tie  rule  is  that  if,  after 
rejecting  the  redundant  allegations 
enough  be  left  to  constitute  the  offense 
charged,  this  suffices,  provided  that 
which  is  alleged,  but  not  proved,  be 
neither  essential  to  the  charge,  nor 
describe  or  limit  that  which  is  essen- 
tial." State  V.  Samuels,  144  Mo.  68, 
45  S.  W.  1088. 

[b]  •  'Allegations  not  necessary  may 
be  made  material  by  their  averment. 
But  whether  intrinsically  material,  or 
rendered  material  by  the  particularity 
of  statement  employed  in  making  the 
charge,  the  burden  devolves  upon  the 
state  not  only  to  prove  those  allega- 
tions necessary  to  show  the  defendant's 
guilt  of  the  nominal  charge  preferred 
against  him,  but  also  to  go  further  and 
prove  that  the  crime  was  committed . . . 
'in  the  manner  and  form  alleged'  in 
order  that  the  defendant  may  be  pro- 
tected from  being  again  placed  in 
jeopardy  for  the  same  transaction." 
Caswell  V.  State.  6  Ga.  App.  483,  63 
S.  E.  566.  quoted  approvingly  in  Bone  v. 
State,  11  Ga.  App.  128,  74  S.  E.  852. 

55.  State  v.  Sills,  85  Kan.  830,  118 
Pac.  867. 
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stances  immaterial  and  rejeetable  as  surplusage."  Nor  can  the  rule  ob- 
tain in  the  face  of  an  express  statutory  provision  operating  to  dispense 
with  proof  of  the  particular  allegation.*' 

(B.)  Application  to  Pabticdlae  Matteks. —  The  above  rule  requiring 
substantial  correspondence  between  the  allegations  and  the  proof  as  to 
matters  of  essential  description  made  unnecessarily  minute,"'  though 
well  defined,  presents  some  difficulty  in  its  application,'*  illustrations 
of  which  appear  in  connection  with  allegations  as  to  residence,""  cor- 
porate capacity,*^  names  of  persons,*^  description  of  property,®*  owner- 


56.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Newton,  11  Cal. 
App.  762,  106  Pac.  247.  Del.  — State 
V.  Holden,  2  Boyce  429,  79  Atl.  215. 
Ga.  — Hall  v.  State,  120  Ga.  142,  47  S. 
E.  519;  Southern  Exp.  Co.  v.  State 
(Ga.  App.),  97  S.  E.  550.  111.  — Dur- 
ham V.  People,  5  111.  172,  39  Am.  Dee. 
407.  Ind.  —  Moore  v.  State,  179  Ind. 
353,  101  N.  E.  295;  Taylor  v.  State, 
130  Ind.  66,  29  N.  E.  415.  la,— State 
V.  Boomer,  103  Iowa  106,  72  N.  W.  424: 
State  V.  Ean,  SO  Iowa  534,  58  N.  W. 
898.  Kan.  — State  v.  Sills,  85  Kan.  830, 
118  Pac.  867.  Mass.  — Com.  v.  Luddy, 
143  Mass.  563,  10  N.  E.  448;  Com.  V. 
O'Brien,  134  Mass.  198;  Com.  v.  Wel- 
lington, 7  Allen  299.  Miss.  —  Dick  v. 
State,  30  Miss.  631.  Mo.  — State  V. 
Harris,  209  Mo.  423,  108  S.  W,  28; 
State  V.  Sakowksi,  191  Mo.  635,  90  S, 
"W.  435.  Mont.  — State  v.  Crean,  43 
Mont.  47,  114  Pac.  603,  Ann.  Cas.  1912- 
C,  424.  -Compare  State  v.  Duncan,  40 
Mont.  531,  107  Pac.  510.  N.  H.  — State 
V.  Bailey,  31  N.  H.  521;  State  v.  Copp, 
15  N.  H.  212.  Ohio.  —  Tingue  v.  State, 
90  Ohio  St.  368,  108  N.  E.  222,  Ann. 
Cas.  1916C,  1156.  Okla.  —  Ostendorf  v. 
State,  8  Okla.  Crim.  360,  128  Pac.  143; 
Spencer  v.  State,  5  Okla.  Crim.  7,  113 
Pac.  224.  Teim.  —  State  v.  Brown,  8 
Humph.  89.  Utah.  —  United  States  v. 
Kershaw,  5  Utah  618,  19  Pae.  194. 

Bule  as  to  surplus  allegations,  see 
supra,  III,  B,  3,  b,  (IV). 

[a]  An  mmecessarT'  description  of 
an  uomecessary  fact  need  not  be  proved 
as  alleged.  Hall  v.  State,  120  Ga.  142, 
47  S.  E.  619. 

57.  State  v.  Chissell,  245  Mo.  549, 
150  S.  W.  1066. 

[a]  Intent  To  Defraud  a  Particular 
Person.  —  Though  in  alleging  the  intent 
in  forgery,  the  pleader  unnecessarily 
names  a  particular  person  whom  it  is 
averred  accused  intended  to  defraud, 
proof  of  a  particular  intent  with  re- 
gard to   such  person  is  not  necessary, 
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where  the  statute  provides  that  it  shall 
be  sufficient  in  a  prosecution  for  any 
offense  where  an  intent  to  injure,  cheat 
or  defraud  shall  be  necessary  ' '  to  prove 
that  the  defendant  did  the  act  charged 
with  an  intent  to  injure,  cheat  or  de- 
fraud." State  V.  Chissell,  245  Mo.  549, 
150  S.  "W.  1066.  See  as  to  intent  gen- 
erally, infra,  III,  B,  4,  e. 

58.  See  supra,  IH,  B,  3,  b,  (V). 

59.  People  v.  Newton,  11  Cal.  App. 
762,  106  Pac.  247;  State  v.  Sakowski, 
191  Mo.   635,  SO  S.  W,  435. 

60.  Com.  V.  Stone,  152  Mass.  498, 
25  N.  E.  967. 

[a]  Besideuce  of  Person  Suborned. 
In  an  indictment  for  suberdination  of 
perjury,  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege 
the  residence  of  the  person  suborned, 
but  such  residence,  if  alleged,  is  de- 
scriptive of  the  offense  and  must  be 
proved  as  stated.  Com.  v.  Stone,  152 
Mass.  498,  25  N.  E.  967. 

61.  See  infra,  III,  B,  4,  h. 

62.  Southern  Exp.  Co.  v.  State  (Ga. 
App.),  97  S.   E.   550. 

[a]  Kame  of  Agent  Who  Delivered 
Liquor. — Although  it  may  not  be  neces- 
sary in  an  accusation  for  unlawful 
transportation  of  intoxicating  liquora, 
to  name  the  agent  oi  the  express  com- 
pany who  delivered  the  liquor,  yet 
when  the  name  is  alleged  it  becomes 
descriptive  of  the  identity  of  that 
which  is  legally  essential  to  the  claim 
or  charge  and  must  be  proved.  South- 
ern Exp.  Co.  V.  State  (Ga.  App.),  97 
S.   E.   550. 

{b]  Name  of  the  owner  of  a  slave 
unnecessarily  alleged  in  an  indictment 
for  trading  with  $.  slave  must  be 
proved  as  laid.  State  v,  Johnston,  51 
N.  C.  485. 

63.  Fletcher  v.  State,  97  Ark.  1,  132 
S.  W.  918;  Lieske  v.  State,  60  Tex. 
Crim.  276,  131  S.  W.  1126;  Coffelt  v. 
State,  27  Tex.  App.  608,  11  S.  W.  639, 
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ship,'*  knowledge/'  description  of  the  instrument  or  means  with  which 
the  crime  is  alleged  to  have  been  committed,"  intent,"  and  other  mat- 
ters.'* 

(VI.)  Facts  Alleged  as  Unknown.  —  (A.)  In  General.  —  Matters  are 
sometimes  alleged  in  the  indictment  as  being  to  the  grand  jurors  un- 
known,"^ or  in  the  information  as  being  unlmown,'"  in  which  event  it 


11  Am.  St.  Eep.  205;  Childers  v.  State, 
16  Tex.  App.  524. 

[a]  Bnle  Applied  to  Larceny. 
Fletcher  v.  State,  97  Ark.  1,  132  S.  W. 
918.    See  18  Standabd  Proc.  770. 

Kule  applied  to  description  of  money, 
see  infra,  III,  B,  4,  1,  (IV),  (A). 

64.  Caswell  v.  State,  5  Ga.  App.  483, 
63  S.  B.  566. 

Ownership  generally,  see  infra.  III, 
B,  4,  j. 

[a]  0\mership  unnecessarily  alleged 
must  be  proved  where  it  is  essentially 
deseriptive  of  the  crime.  Ga. — Caswell  v. 
State,  5  Ga.  App.  483,  63  S.  E.  566. 
Miss.  —  John  v.  State,  24  Misc.  569. 
N.  O.  —  State  v.  Johnston,  51  N.  C. 
485 

65.  State  v.  Sakowski,  191  Mo.  635, 
90  S.  W.  435. 

Knowledge  generally  see  infra,  HI, 
B,  4,  f . 

[a]  An  aUegatlou  that  the  defend- 
ant knew  from  whom  the  goods  were 
stolen,  need  not  be  established  in  a 
prosecution  for  receiving  stolen  goods, 
where  such  allegation  is  entirely  un- 
necessary and  immaterial  and  may  be 
treated  as  surplusage.  State  v.  Sakow- 
ski, 191  Mo.  635,  90  S.  W.  435. 

66.  Ark.  —  Ehoadea  v.  State,  96  Ark. 
€3,  131  S.  W.  48.  Ga.  —  Bone  v.  State, 
11  Ga.  App.  128,  74  S.  E.  852.  Neb. 
Morrison  v.  State,  88  Neb.  682,  130  N, 
W.  293.  Tex.  —  Cowan  v.  State,  41  Tex. 
Crim.  617,  56  S.  "W.  751. 

See  generally  infra,  HI,  B,  4,  k. 

[a]  Compare  State  v.  Sills,  85  Kan. 
830,  118  Pac.  867,  holding  that  where 
the  statute  made  it  a  misdemeanor  to 
induce  a  witness  to  absent  himself  from 
the  trial,  proof  that  the  witness  con- 
sented to  stay  away  was  not  a  material 
variance  from  an  averment  that  defend- 
ant induced  him  to  stay  away  by  ab- 
ducting and  carrying  him  away. 

[b]  Illegal  Fishing  With  "Trammel 
Net. ' '  —  Where  an  indictment  alleges 
a  violation  of  section  3600  of  Kirby's 
Digest  by  fishing  with  a  trammel  net, 
this  became  a  part  of  the  description  of 
the    offense,    and    should    have    been 


proved  as  alleged.     Bhoades  v.  State, 
96  Ark.  63,  131  S.  W.  48. 

[c]  Character  of  Weapon.  —  Un- 
necessary averments  as  to  the  character 
of  the  instrument  or  weapon  with  which 
the  act  was  committed  need  not  be  es- 
tablished. Thus  where  a  criminal  as- 
sault is  alleged  to  have  been  committed 
"with  a  deadly  weapon"  proof  of  such 
allegation  is  not  necessary.  State  v. 
Harris,  209  Mo.  423,  108  S.  W.  28. 

67.  See  infra.  III,  B,  4,  e. 

68.  See  titles  dealing  with  partic- 
ular crimes,  and  also  Ferguson  v. 
State,  66  Tex.  dim.  518,  147  S.  W. 
592, 

[a]  Where  a  check  alleged  to  have 
been  stolen  is  described  with  unneces- 
sary detail  the  proof  must  correspond 
thereto.  Ferguson  v.  State,  66  Tex. 
Crim.  518,  147  S.  W.  592. 

[b]  An  averment  that  a  sheriff  was 
"legally  appointed  and  duly  qualified," 
though  needlessly  injected  into  an  in- 
dictment for  resisting  a  deputy  sheriff 
in  the  discharge  of  his  duty,  was  held 
to  be  descriptive  and  consequently  had 
to  be  proved.  State  v.  Copp,  15  N.  H. 
212. 

[c]  An  Indictment  for  stopping  the 
mail  which  unnecessarily  alleged  a 
contract  between  the  postmaster  gen- 
eral and  the  mail  carrier,  was  held  not 
to  be  supported  without  proof  of  such 
contract.  United  States  v.  Porter,  3 
Day  283,  27  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,074. 

[d]  Disposition  of  Money  Obtained 
by  False  Pretenses.  —  Where  in  an  in- 
dictment for  obtaining  money  by  false 
pretenses,  the  state  alleges  what  the 
defendant  did  with  the  money  so  ob- 
tained, its  proof  need  not  correspond 
to  such  allegation  since  the  variance 
would  relate  to  a  matter  of  immaterial 
form  and  could  in  no  way  prejudice 
the  substantial  rights  of  the  defendant. 
Tingue  v.  State,  90  Ohio  St.  368,  108 
N.  E.  222,  Ann.  Cas.  1916C,  1156. 

69.  See  12  Standard  Proc.  360. 

70.  Eobinson  v.  State,  8  Okla.  Crim. 
667,  130  Pac.  121. 
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must  appear  by  the  evidence  that  such  was  the  case.  A  failure  of  the 
proof  to  correspond  with  an  allegation  in  the  indictment  that  the  par- 
ticular fact  was  unknown  to  the  grand  jury,^^  or  with  the  averment  in 
the  information  that  the  fact  was  unknown/^  or  to  show  that  the  grand 
jurors  or  the  prosecution  used  due  diligence  to  ascertain  the  name/* 
will  constitute  a  material  variance  unless  the  thing  or  person  thus 
averred  is  in  no  sense  descriptive  of  the  offense/* 

The  rule  has  been  applied  to  descriptive  averments  as  to  persons" 
and  property/'  to  averments  as  to  the  instrument  with  which  the  crime 
was  committed/^  and  to  other  averments. 


71.  U.  S.  —  United  States  v.  Rhodes, 
212  Fed.  513;  United  States  v.  Eiley, 
74  Fed.  210.  Ala.  —  Winter  v.  State,  90 
Ala.  637,  8  So.  556;  Duvall  v.  State,  63 
Ala.  12;  Cheek  v.  State,  38  Ala.  227; 
Johnson  v.  State,  4  Ala.  App.  62,  58 
So.  754.  Ark.  —  Reed  v.  State,  16  Ark. 
499;  Cameron  v.  State,  13  Ark.  712. 
CaJ.  — People  v.  White,  116  Cal.  17,  47 
Pae.  771.  Colo.  —  Sault  v.  People,  3 
Colo.  App.  502,  34  Pac.  263.  lU.  — Peo- 
ple V.  Sapp,  282  111.  51,  118  N.  E.  416; 
People  V.  Hunt,  251  111.  446,  96  N.  E. 
220,  36  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  933;  Cooke  v. 
People,  231  111.  9,  82  N.  E.  863.  Ind, 
Carter  v.  State,  172  Ind.  227,  87  N.  E. 
1081;  Moore  V.  State,  65  Ind.  213; 
Blod^et  V.  State,  3  Ind.  403.  Ind.  Ter. 
Oxier  v.  United  States,  1  Ind.  Ter.  85, 
38  S.  W.  331.  Kan. — State  v.  Ready, 
44  Kan.  657,  700,  26  Pac.  58.  Ky. 
Tost  V.  Com.,  5  Ky.  L.  Rep.  935.  Mass. 
Com.  V.  Noble,  165  Mass.  13,  42  N.  E. 
328;  Com.  v.  Gallagher,  126  Mass.  54; 
Com.  V.  Green,  122  Mass.  333;  Com.  v. 
Glover,  111  Mass.  395;  Com.  v.  Blood, 
4  Gray  31;  Com.  v.  Ilendrie,  2  Gray  503. 
Minn.  —  State  v.  Taunt,  16  Minn.  109. 
Mo.  —  State  v.  Schnettler,  181  Mo.  173, 
79  S.  W.  1123;  State  v.  Stowe,  132  Mo. 
199,  33  S.  W.  799;  State  u.  Ladd,  15 
Mo.  430;  State  v.  Bryant,  14  Mo.  340; 
Hays  V.  State,  13  Mo.  246;  Isbell  v. 
State,  13  Mo.  86.  Nel).  —  Guthrie  v. 
State,  16  Neb.  667,  21  N.  W.  455.  N.  Y. 
White  V.  People,  32  N.  Y.  465;  People 
V.  Noakes,  5  Park.  Crim.  291;  People 
V.  Mather,  4  Wend.  229,  21  Am.  Dec. 
122.  Okla— Reeves  v.  Terr.,  10  Okla. 
194,  61  Pac.  828.  Tex.  —  Williams  v. 
State,  69  Tex.  Crim.  163,  153  8.  W. 
1136;  Yantis  v.  State,  65  Tex.  Crim. 
564,  144  S.  W.  947;  Grant  v.  State 
(Tex.  Crim.),  36  S.  W.  264;  Swink  v. 
State,  32  Tex.  Crim.  530,  24  S.  W.  893. 
Wash. —  State  v.  Carey,  15  Wash.  549, 
46  Pac.  1060.  Eng.  —  Regina  v.  Camp- 
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bell,  1  Car.  &  K.  82,  47  B.  C.  L.  80. 

[a]  "One  rule  is  clearly  declaxed 
in  all  the  cases:  that  when  a,  fact  or 
name  is  known  or  proved  to  the  grand 
jury,  there  is  no  warrant  in  the  law 
for  averring  such  fact  or  name  as  un- 
known. Such  form  of  averment  may  be 
supposed  to  give  greater  latitude  of 
proof;  but,  when  it  appears  on  the 
trial  that  the  fact  or  name  was  known, 
a  conviction  on  such  indictment  should 
not  be  allowed."  Duvall  v.  State,-  63 
Ala.  12. 

72.  Robinson  v.  State,  8  Okl».  Crim. 
667,  130  Pae.  121. 

73.  Martin  v  States  80  Tex.  Crim. 
275,  189  S.  W.  262. 

74.  People  v.  Smith,  239  Dl.  91,  87 
N.  E.  885;  Carter  v.  State,  172  Ind.  227, 
87  N.  E.  1081. 

75.  Allegations  that  the  defendant's 
true  name  unknown,  see  infra,  III,  B, 
4,  g,  (II),  (A). 

Names  of  third  persons  see  infra, 
III,  B,  4,  g,  (H),  (B),  (1). 

76.  United  States  «.  Rhodes,  218 
Ped.  513. 

[a]  Where  an  indictment  for  con- 
spiracy to  conceal  property  of  a  bank- 
rupt alleges  that  the  property  consisted 
of  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise,  the 
character,  kind  and  particular  descrip- 
tion of  which  is  to  the  grand  jury  un- 
known, and  the  evidence  shows  that 
the  character,  kind  and  description  of 
the  goods  removed  and  concealed  or  at 
least  of  a  large  part  of  such  goods, 
were  known  to  the  grand  jury,  the 
variance  is  fatal.  United  States  v. 
Rhodes,  212  Fed.  513. 

77.  Johnson  v.  State,  4  Ala.  App.  62, 
58  So.  754;  People  v.  Sapp,  282  111.  51, 
118  N.  E.  416. 

[a]  Proof  that  the  assault  was 
made  with  a  hammer  and  that  evidence 
to  that  effect  was  produced  before  the 
grand  jury  will  entitle   the   defendant 
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(B.)  Btjrden  of  Proof. —  Considerable  discussion  appears  in  the  cases 
relative  to  the  burden  of  proof  in  respect  to  matters  alleged  as  un- 
known. A  few  earlier  authorities  impose  upon  the  prosecution  the  obli- 
gation of  affirmatively  showing  in  the  first  instance  the  truth  of  its 
averment  that  the  fact  was  unknown  to  the  grand  jury.''^  But  since  the 
fact  that  the  name  or  thing  was  in  reality  known,  must  appear  from  the 
evidence  in  the  case,'^  as  disclosed  by  the  record,^"  it  would  seem  that 
if  the  defendant  relies  upon  the  variance  he  must  prove  that  the  alle- 
gation is  untrue  and  that  the  matters  alleged  as  unknown  were  in  fact 
known.*^ 


to  an  affirmative  charge,  where  the  in- 
dictment alleges  the  assault  'with  a 
weapon  unknown  to  the  grand  jury. 
Johnson  v.  State,  4  Ala.  App.  62,  58  So. 
754. 

78.  See  Com.  v.  Stoddard,  9  Allen 
(Mass.)  280. 

79.  Coffin  V.  United  States,  156  IT. 
S.  432,  15  Sup.  Ct.  394,  39  L.  ed.  481; 
Cooke  V.  People,  231  111.  9,  82  N.  E. 
863. 

[a]  There  is  a  presumption  of  the 
verity  of  the  averment  that  the  fact 
or  name  is  unknown  where  nothing  ap- 
pears to  the  contrary.  Coffin  v.  United 
States,  156  U.  S.  432,  15  Sup.  Ct.  394, 
39  L.  ed.  481. 

[b]  "The  fact  that  the  name  of  the 
person  was  in  fact  known,  must  ap- 
pear from  the  evidence  in  the  case.  It 
is  immaterial  whether  it  so  appears 
from  the  evidence  offered  by  the  gov- 
ernment, or  that  offered  by  the  de- 
fendant. But  there  being  no  evidence 
to  the  contrary,  the  objection  that  the 
party  was  not  unknown  does  not 
arise."  Com.  v.  Thornton,  14  Gray 
(Mass.)  41. 

[e]  Where  there  Is  no  evidence  upon 
the  point  whether  the  name  or  thing 
charged  as  unknown  was  or  was  not 
known,  the  question  does  not  arise. 
Com.  V.  Luddy,  143  Mass.  563,  10  N.  E. 
448;  Cora.  v.  Gallagher,  126  Mass.  54. 

80.  Cooke  V.  People,  231  111.  9,  82  N. 
E.  863. 

[a]  Record  Must  Show  the  Matter 
Was  Kjiown.  —  A  conspiracy  was  al- 
leged to  have  been  committed  by  cer- 
tain named  persons  and  by  others  un- 
known to  the  grand  jury.  It  was  shown 
that  one  of  the  conspirators  actually 
appeared  before  the  grand  jury  and 
gave  his  name.  But  the  record  did  not 
disclose  that  the  grand  jury  ascer- 
tained from  its  investigation  that  such 
person  was  a  conspirator  and  in  con- 


sequence it  was  held  that  no  variance 
appeared.  Cooke  v.  People,  231  III.  9, 
82  N.  E.  863. 

81.  U.  S.  — Coffin  v.  United  States, 
156  U.  S.  432,  15  Sup.  Ct.  394,  39  L.  ed. 
481.  Ala.  — Cheek  v.  State,  38  Ala. 
227.  Conn.  —  State  v.  Wilson,  30  Conn. 
500.  111.  —  Koser  v.  People,  224  111.  201, 
79  N.  E.  615.  Ind.  — Carter  v.  State, 
172  Ind.  227,  87  N.  E.  1081;  Blodget  t). 
State,  3  Ind.  403.  MafiS.  —  Com.,  v. 
Luddy,  143  Mass.  563,  10  N.  E.  448; 
Com.  V.  Martin,  125  Mass.  394;  Com. 
V.  Glover,  111  Mass.  395;  Com.  v. 
Thornton,  14  Gray  41.  Neb.  —  Guthrie 
V.  State,  16  Neb.  667,  21  N.  W.  455. 
N.  Y.  — White  v.  People,  32  N.  Y.  465; 
Noakes  v.  People,  25  N.  T.  380.  Okla. 
Woodring  v.  Terr.,  14  Okla.  250,  78 
Pac.  85;  Reeves  v.  Terr.,  10  Okla.  194, 
61  Pac.  828.  Tex.  —  Jorasco  v.  State,  6 
Tex.  App.  238. 

[a]  The  state  need  not  prove  af- 
firmatively that  the  means  by  which 
deatE  was  inflicted  was  unknown  to 
the  grand  jury,  though  so  charged. 
Com.  V.  Martin,   125  Mass.  394. 

[b]  "The  true  rule,  as  we  think, 
both  upon  reason  and  the  authorities, 
is  that,  if  the  name  of  a  person  or 
means  used  to  accomplish  an  unlawful 
end  is  alleged  by  the  grand  jury  to  be 
unknown,  it  is  not  incumbent  upon  the 
state  to  show  in  the  first  instance  af- 
firmatively that  such  fact  was  unknown 
to  the  grand  jury;  but  it  is  incumbent 
that  the  fact  alleged  to  be  unknown 
should  be  shown  to  be  unknown  to  the 
traverse  jury,  or  such  a  state  of  facts 
or  circumstances  be  shown  as  to  render 
the  alleged  unknown  fact  uncertain,  in 
which  event  it  will  be  presumed  also 
to  have  been  unknown  to  the  grand 
jury,  and,  unless  it  appears  from  the 
evidence  on  the  trial  that  the  grand 
jury  did  know  the  fact  to  be  known 
which  is  alleged  to  be  unknown,  or  is 
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(Vn.)  Scilicet  and  Videlicet.82 —  The  consequences  of  a  variance  between 
the  allegations  of  the  indictment  and  the  proof  may  often  be  avoided 
by  the  use  of  the  scilicet  or  videlicet^*  to  set  forth  allegations  which 
though  not  absolutely  essential  to  the  matter  in  issue,  are  desirable.^* 
Where  time,  place  and  other  matters  are  thus  averred  the  prosecution 
is  not  held  to  proof  of  them  as  laid.*" 

4.  Allegations  of  Particular  Matters.  —  a.  Title  of  Case.  —  A  varia- 
tion as  to  the  mere  title  of  the  case  is  ordinarily  immaterial  and  will  be 
disregarded.*® 

b.  Jurisdiction  and  Venue.  — ■  Jurisdictional  allegations  in  an  indict- 
ment or  information  must  be  substantially  supported  by  the  proof,*^ 
and  it  must  appear  from  the  facts  established  that  the  criminal  act  was 
committed  in  the  county  where  the  offense  is  laid.'*  It  is  sufficient  if 


negligent  or  perverse  in  not  alleging 
'What  was  at  its  command  to  know,  the 
fact  of  knowledge  or  want  of  knowl- 
edge on  the  part  of  the  grand  jury  is 
not  presented  to  the  traverse  jury;  but 
if  it  appears  from  the  evidence  that 
the  grand  jury  did  know,  or  could  by 
the  use  of  reasonable  diligence  have 
known,  the  fact  alleged  to  be  unknown, 
then  the  burden  is  upon  the  state  to 
show  that  the  grand  jury  did  not  know 
the  alleged  unknown  fact,  and  that  the 
presumption  in  favor  of  the  allegation 
of  the  grand  jurors  is  no  different  from 
the  presumption  that  they  possess  the 
necessary  qualifications."  Carter  v. 
State,  172  Ind.  227,  87  N.  E.  1081. 

82.  See  the  title  "Scilicet." 

83.  State  v.  Burk,  151  Mo.  App.  188, 
131   S.  W.  883. 

In  alleging  intozicatlng  liquors  see 
infra,  III,  B,  4,  i,  (IV),  (C). 

84.  State  v.  Burk,  151  Mo.  App. 
188,  131  S.  W.  883. 

85.  McDade  v.  State,  20  Ala.  81. 
See  infra,  III,  B,  4,  c  and  d. 

86.  State  v.  Mofifit,  155  Iowa  702, 
136  N.  W.  908. 

[a]  Where  the  case  is  entitled  "State 
of  Iowa  V.  CSiarley  Mofflt"  and  the 
proof  showsi  that  defendant's  name 
was  "Charles  Moffit"  the  variance  is 
not  important.  State  v.  Moffit,  155 
Iowa  702,  136  N.   W.  908. 

87.  Naftzger  v.  United  States,  200 
Fed.   494,   118   C.   C.   A.   598. 

[a]  To  sustain  federal  jurisdiction 
of  an  offense  of  receiving  stolen 
stamps  the  proof  must  support  the  al- 
legation that  the  stamps  were  stolen 
from  the  United  States.  Naftzger  ■». 
United  States,  200  Fed.  494,  118  0.  C. 
A,  598. 
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88.  Ala.  —  Barnes  v.  State,  134  Ala. 
36,  32  So.  670;  Henderson  v.  State, 
129  Ala.  104,  29  So.  799;  Burks  v. 
State,  120  Ala.  386,  24  So.  931;  Eose 
V.  State,  117  Ala.  77,  23  So.  638.  Ark. 
Ward  V.  State,  77  Ark.  19,  90  S.  W. 
619.  Oal.  — People  v.  Aleck,  61  Cal. 
137;  People  v.  Bevans,  52  Cal.  470; 
People  V.  Roach,  48  Cal.  382;  People 
V.  Parks,  44  Cal.  105;  People  v.  Meser- 
os,  16  Cal.  App.  277,  116  Pac.  679. 
Fla.  — McKinnie  v.  State,  44  Fla.  143, 
32  So.  786.  Ga.— Edwards  v.  State,  123 
Ga.  531,  51  S.  E.  505;  Smith  V.  State, 
118  Ga.  83,  44  S.  E.  827;  Jones  v. 
State,  113  Ga.  271,  38  S.  E.  851;  Ak- 
ridge  v.  State,  9  Ga.  App.  396,  71  S.  B. 
494;  Shipman  v.  State,  5  Ga.  App. 
664,  63  S.  E.  671 ;  Wall  v.  State,  5  Ga. 
App.  305,  63  S.  E.  27.  lU.  — People  v. 
Anderson,  267  111.  75,  107  N.  E.  840; 
Eice  V.  People,  38  111.  435;  Ferkel  V. 
People,  16  111.  App.  310.  Ind.  — Strick- 
land V.  State,  171  Ind.  642,  87  N.  E. 
12;  Luck  V.  State,  96  Ind.  16;  Mc- 
Laughlin V.  State,  45  Ind.  338;  Mul- 
linix  V.  State,  43  Ind.  511;  Sohn  v. 
State,  18  Ind.  389;  Pirtle  v.  State,  15 
Ind.  21.  la.  — State  v.  Blanchard,  74 
Iowa  628,  38  N.  W.  519;  State  v. 
Crogan,  8  Iowa  523.  Ky.  —  Bailey  v. 
Com.,  24  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1419,  71  S.  W. 
632.  Miss.  —  Taylor  v.  State,  101  Miss. 
857,  58  So.  593.  Mo.  — State  v.  Burns, 
48  Mo.  438.  Mont.  —  State  v.  Orean, 
43  Mont.  47,  114  Pae.  603,  Ann.  Cas. 
1912C,  424.  N.  S.  — State  v.  Forbes, 
75  N.  H.  306,  73  Atl.  929.  N.  M.— Ter- 
ritory V.  Padilla,  12  N".  M.  1,  71  Pac. 
1084.  N.  C  — State  v.  Morgan,  19  N. 
C.  348.  Okla.  —  Spencer  v.  State,  5 
Okla.  Grim.  7,  113  Pae.  224;  Filson  v. 
Terr.,  11  Okla.  351,  67  Pac.  473.    S.  D. 
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the  court  will  take  judicial  knowledge  that  the  place  proved  is  within 
the  county  named,^^  or  that  the  county  wherein  the  crime  is  shown  to 
have  been  committed  is  within  the  state,  as  alleged.^" 

c.  Place.  —  When  place  is  stated  in  the  indictment  or  information  as 
matter  of  venue,  the  proof  should  to  that  extent  support  the  allega- 
tion.»i  Place  is,  however,  sometimes  alleged  as  matter  of  local  descrip- 
tion in  which  case  it  calls  for  substantial  correspondence  in  the  proof 
only  where  it  is  an  essential  element  of  the  offense  charged,'^  as  where 


State  V.  Crowley,  20  S.  D.  611,  108  N. 
W.  491.  Tex.  — Quails  v.  State,  71 
Tex.  Crim.  67,  158  S.  W.  539;  Isom 
V.  State,  49  Tex.  Crim.  610,  95  S.  W. 
518;  Kinman  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.),  39 
S.  W.  574;  Vance  v.  State,  32  Tex. 
396;  Searcy  v.  State,  4  Tex.  450.  UtaJi. 
State  V.  Greene,  38  Utah  389,  115  Pae. 
181.  Va.  —  Morgan  v.  Com.,  90  Va.  80, 
21  S.  E.  826;  Spencer  v.  Com.,  2  Leigh 
(29  Va.)  751.  W.  Va.  — State  v.  Hobbs, 
37  W.  Va.  812,  17  S.  E.  380;  State  v. 
Poindexter,  23  W.  Va.  805. 
See   the   title    "Venue." 

[a]  If,  In  a  prosecution  for  aban- 
donment after  seduction  and  marriage, 
which  may  be  committed  m  difEerent 
modes  under  the  statute,  the  state  electa 
to  charge  the  ofEense  aa  having  been 
committed  by  the  defendant's  aban- 
doning the  woman,  it  must  show  that 
the  abandonment  took  place  in  the 
county  of  the  prosecution.  Quails  v. 
State,  71  Tex.  Crim.  67,  158  S.  W.  539. 

[b]  Pandering.  —  There  is  no  var- 
iance between  an  information  alleg- 
ing that  the  crime  of  pandering  was 
committed  in  a  designated  county,  and 
proof  that  it  was  committed  partly  in 
that  andi  partly  in  another  county. 
People  V.  De  Martini,  25  Cal.  App.  9, 
142  Pac.  898. 

89.  Luck  V.  State,  96  Ind.  16;  State 
V.  Fitzporter,  16  Mo.  App.  282.  See  7 
Enct.  or  Ev.,  title  "Judicial  Notice." 

90.  Filson  v.  Terr.,  11  Okla.  351,  67 
Pac.  473. 

[a]  The  courts  will  take  judicial 
notice  that  Canadian  county  is  in  Okla- 
homa; hence  an  allegation  that  the  act 
was  committed  in  Canadian  County, 
Oklahoma,  is  sustained  by  proof  that 
it  was  committed  in  Canadian  County. 
Pilson  V.  Terr.,  11  Okla.  351,  67  Pac. 
473. 

91.  See  supra,  III,  B,  4,  b. 

92.  Ark.  —  Wallace  v.  State,  99  Ark. 
92,  137  8.  W.  551;  Bryant  v.  State,  62 
Ark.  459,  36  S.  W.  188.     Cal.  — People 


V.  Kelso,  142  Cal.  335,  75  Pac.  904; 
People  V.  Bevans,  52  Cal.  470.  Del, 
State  V.  Smith,  5  Harr.  490.  Fla.— Giv- 
ins  V.  State,  40  Fla.  200,  23  So.  850. 
Ga.  — Minter  v.  State,  104  Ga.  743,  30 
S.  E.  989;  Johnson  v.  State,  1  Ga.  App. 
265,  58  S.  E.  265.  la.  —  Stat©  v.  Burns, 
109  Iqwa  436,  80  N.  W.  545;  State  v. 
Verden,  24  Iowa  126;  State  v.  Crogan, 
8  Iowa  523.  Kan.  —  State  v.  Nugent, 
51  Kan.  297,  32  Pac.  1123;  State  v. 
Bain,  43  Kan.  638,  23  Pac.  1070;  Com. 
V.  Ballard,  18  Ky.  L.  Rep.  782,  38  S. 
W.  678.  Miss.  — Botto  v.  State,  26 
Miss.  108.  Mo.  —  State  v.  Sprague,  149 
Mo.  409,  50  S.  W.  901.  N.  H.  — State 
V.  Cotton,  24  N.  H.  143.  N.  V.- People 
V.  Slater,  5  Hill  401.  Ohio.  — Davis  v. 
State,  38  Ohio  St.  505;  Moore  v.  State, 
12  Ohio  St.  387.  Pa.  —  Philadelphia  v. 
Mintzer,  2  Phila.  43.  S.  C.  —  State  v. 
Colclough,  31  S.  C.  156,  9  S.  E.  811. 
Tex.  —  Holland  v.  State,  45  Tex.  Crim. 
172,  74  S.  W.  763.  Vt.  — State  v.  Nix- 
on, 18  Vt.  70,  46  Am.  Dee.  135.  Va. 
Morgan  v.  Com.,  90  Va.  80,  21  S.  E, 
826. 

Compare,  12  Standard  Pkoc.  426. 

Disturbing  public  assembly,  see  7 
Standard  Pboc.  724. 

[a]  Offenses  in  Bespect  to  Intoxicat- 
ing Liquors. —  (1)  Where  the  statute 
defining  offenses  in  respect  to  the  pos- 
session, use,  sale,  disposition,  etc.,  of 
intoxicating  liquors  does  so  in  refer- 
ence to  particular  places,  place  becomes 
material  to  the  extent  that  the  proof 
must  show  the  act  to  have  been  done 
at  once  of  the  named  places.  See 
Taylor  v.  State,  101  Miss.  857,  58  So. 
593.  (2)  Thus  if  the  statute  prohibits 
the  sale  or  disposition  of  liquor  a,t  a 
place  of  amusement,  it  would  be  neces- 
sary in  prosecuting  under  that  statute 
to  make  the  proof  correspond  to  the 
allegation  that  the  sale  was  made  at 
a  place  of  amusement.  Taylor  v.  State, 
101  Miss.  857,  58  So.  593.  (3)  But 
proof   that   the   liquor   was   sold   at   a 
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the  act  complained  of  in  the  indictment  or  information  would  be  un- 
lawful in  one  place  and  lawful  in  another,*'  or  constitute  a  different 
offense  if  committed  in  one  place  instead  of  another.**  And  its  crim- 
inal character,  therefore,  depends  upon  the  locality  in  which  it  is  com- 
mitted.*' Place,  like  any  other  matter,*^  may  become  essential  by  rea- 
son of  its  being  an  unnecessarily  minute  description  of  a  necessary  ele- 
ment.*' But  if  the  offense  charged  consists  in  doing  something  which 
is  unlawful  at  any  place,  then  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  or  prove  the 


place  of  amusement  is  not  variant  from 
a  charge  made  under  the  general  law 
against  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors 
generally,  and  which  averred  merely 
that  the  sale  was  made  in  the  county 
of  the  venue.  Taylor  v.  State,  101 
Miss.   857,  58  So.  593. 

[b]  Keeping  ZJquor  at  Place  Of 
Business. — Where  the  keeping  of  liquor 
at  any  place  of  business  is  prohibited, 
the  proof  must  correspond  to  the  al- 
legation in  this  respect.  It  is  sufficient 
to  show  that  the  liquor  was  kept  in 
the  immediate  room  or  place  in  which 
the  business  is  conducted,  or  in  any 
nearby  room  or  place  owned  or  used  by 
the  proprietor  in  connection  with  the 
business.  Jenkins  v.  State,  4  G-a.  App. 
859,  62  S.  E.  574. 

[c]  Where  the  statute  penalizes 
diui^eimess  on  the  "public  highway" 
an  allegation  that  the  defendant  was 
intoxicated  on  a  public  highway  is  not 
sustained  by  proof  that  he  was  intox- 
icated on  a  road  which  is  not  shown 
to  be  a  public  highway  or  road.  John- 
son V.  State,  1  Ga.  App.  195,  58  S.  E. 
265. 

[d]  Perjured  Testimony  as  to 
Place.  —  The  state  in  charging  perjury 
alleged  to  consist  in  false  testimony 
as  to  the  accused's  presence  at  the 
place  where  gambling  occurred,  set 
out  a  description  of  such  place  in  the 
information.  It  was  held  that  the 
proof  had  to  substantially  conform  to 
the  charge  in  respect  to  such  descrip- 
tion. State  V.  Smith,  84  Kan.  646,  114 
Pac.  1074. 

[e]  Burglary  From  "Stoi'eliouse." 
An  allegation  that  the  place  into  which 
the,  breaking  was  done  was  a,  "store- 
house" belonging  to  a  mining  corpora- 
tion is  supported  by  proof  that  defend- 
ant broke  into  a  "storeroom."  Tollif- 
son  V.  People,  49  Colo.  219,  112  Pae. 
794. 

93.  State  v.  Turnbull,  78  Me.  392,  6 
Atl.  1;    Com.  V.  Heffron,  102  Mass.  148. 

Vol.  ZZV 


And  see  cases  cited  in  preceding  note. 

94.  Stone  v.  State,  115  Ala.  121,  22 
So.  275. 

[a]  Robbery  "From  the  Person." 
Proof  that  money  was  taken  in  the 
presence  of  the  prosecuting  witness  is 
not  materially  variant  from  an  allega- 
tion of  robbery  "from  the  person." 
State  V.  Lamb,  242  Mo.  398,  146  S.  W. 
1109.  See  also  Breckenridge  v.  Com., 
97  Ky.  267,  30  S.  W.  634;  State  v. 
Lawler,  130  Mo.  366,  32  S.  W.  979,  51 
Am.  St.  Eep.  575. 

[b]  Stealing  From  the  Person.  —  A 
charge  that  defendant  took  and  carried 
away  from  the  person  of  one  B  a  silver 
dollar,  the  property  of  said  B,  is  not 
sustained  by  proof  which  shows  that 
the  property  stolen  was  not  taken  from 
the  person  of  B,  but  from  a  place  near 
by.  Stone  v.  State,  115  Ala.  121,  '22 
So.  275. 

95.  Johnson  v.  State,  1  Ga.  App. 
265,  58  S.  E.  265. 

96.  See  supra,  III,  B,  3,  b,  (V). 

97.  State  v.  Crogan,  8  Iowa  523; 
People  V.  Slater,  5  Hill  (N.  Y.)  401. 
See  12  Standard  Pkoc.  426. 

[a]  Location  of  Gambling  House. 
If  an  indictment  for  keeping  a  gamb- 
ling house  allege  that  the  house  kept 
was  on  a  particular  lot,  the  proof  must 
sustain  the  allegation.  State  v.  Crogan, 
8  Iowa  523. 

[b]  "Under  such  a  general  charge 
as  to  place,  the  state  may  prove  the 
commission  of  the  crime  of  keeping  and 
maintaining  such  nuisance  at  any  cer- 
tain place,  within  the  said  county  and 
state,  particularly  described  in  the 
testimony.  But,  where  the  state  un- 
necessarily charges  a  more  particular 
description  than  an  allegation  of  its 
commission  within  the  county,  the  par- 
ticular description  must  be  proven  as 
laid  in  the  information  or  indictment 
charging  the  same."  State  v.  Kelly, 
22  N.  r>.  5,  132  N.  W.  223,  Ann.  Ca». 
1913E,  374. 
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exact  place  where  the  act  was  committed,  if  committed  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court,^'  for  in  such  cases  it  is  governed  by  the  rule  as  to 
surplus  allegations,'^  and  failure  to  prove  it  results  in  no  prejudice  to 
the  defendant.^  In  any  case  variance  as  to  allegations  descriptive  of 
place  cannot  be  deemed  material  where  the  evidence  sufficiently  identi- 
fies the  place  with  the  one  laid  in  the  pleading.^ 

d.  Time. — (I.)  In  General. — It  is  necessary  in  every  case  to  establish 
the  offense  at  a  date  anterior  to  the  beginning  of  the  prosecution,^  and 


98.  U.  S. — Bennett  v.  United  States, 
227  U.  S.  333,  33  Sup.  Ct.  288,  57  L. 
ed.  531;  United  States  v.  Stevens,  4 
Wasli.  C.  C.  547,  27  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,- 
394.  Ga.  — Minter  v.  State,  104  Ga. 
743,  30  S.  E.  989.  III.  —  Bergstrasser 
V.  People,  134  111.  App.  609.  Ind. 
Carlisle  v.  State,  32  Ind.  55;  Johnson 
V.  State,  13  Ind.  App.  299,  41  N.  E. 
550;  Moody  v.  State,  7  Blackf.  424. 
Me.  — State  -v.  Godfrey,  12  Me.  361. 
Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Eiggs,  14  Gray  376, 
77  Am.  Dec.  333;  Com.  v.  Creed,  8  Gray 
387.  Miss.  —  Taylor  v.  State,  101  Miss. 
857,  58  So.  593.  N.  Y.  — People  v. 
Slater,  5  Hill  ^01.  Okla.  —  Ostendorf 
V.  State,  8  Okla.  Crim.  360,  128  Pac. 
143;  Spencer  v.  State,  5  Okla.  Crim.  7, 
113  Pac.  224.  Pa.  — Heikes  v.  Com., 
26  Pa.  513.  S.  0.  —  State  v.  Colclough, 
31  S.  C.  156,  9  S.  E.  811. 

[a]  A  variance  as  to  the  place  where 
tickets  were  procured  and  which  were 
used  in  the  transportation  of  a  woman 
for  immoral  purposes  is  not  material 
in  a  prosecution  for  that  offense.  Ben- 
nett V.  United  States,  227  U.  S.  338,  33 
Sup.  Ct.  288,  57  L.  ed.  531. 

99.  See  supra,  III,  B,  3,  b,  (IV). 

1.  HI.  —  Bergstrasser  i;.  People,  134 
in.  App.  609.  Mich.  —  Chapman  v. 
People,  39  Mich.  357.  Mo.  —  State  v. 
Ward,  ,74  Mo.  253.  Mont.  — State  v. 
Crean,  43  Mont.  47,  114  Pac.  603,  Ann. 
Cas.  1912C,  424.  N.  C  — State  v. 
Outerbridge,  82  K.  C.  617;  iState  v. 
Baker,  46  N.  C.  267.  Okla.  —  Osten- 
dorf V.  State,  8  Okla.  Crim.  360,  128 
Pac.  143. 

[a]  Place  of  Burglary.  —  An  allega- 
tion in  a  charge  of  burglary  that  the 
building  burglarized  was  about  six 
miles  east  of  Wapanucka,  was  purely 
surplusage  and  it  was  not  necessary  to 
prove  it  as  made.  "The  material  al- 
legation was  that  the  building  was  the 
property  of  J.  B.  Wyrick  and  was 
situated  in  Atoka  county."  Spencer 
V,  State,  5  Okla.  Crim.  7,  113  Pac.  224, 


[b]  Place   of  Death  in  Homicide. 

Where  the  injury  which  caused  the 
death  is  alleged  to  have  been  inflicted 
in  the  county  of  the  prosecution,  an 
allegation  that  the  party  injured  died 
in  another  county  is  surplusage  and 
need  not  be  proved.  State  v.  Crean, 
43  Mont.  47,  114  Pac.  603,  Ann.  Cas. 
1912C,  424. 

[c]  Place  where  intoxicating  liquors 
were  illegally  sold,  alleged  with  un- 
necessary particularity.  Ostendorf  v. 
State,  8  Okla.  Crim.  360,  128  Pac.  143. 

2.  Kan.  —  State  v.  Nugent,  51  Kan. 
297,  32  Pac.  1123.  Mass.  — Com.  v.  In- 
toxicating Liquors,  113  Mass.  208.  N. 
0.  — State  V.  Patterson,  98  N.  C.  666, 
4  S.  E.  540.  Ohio.  —  Bossert  v.  State, 
Wright  113.  Wash.  —  State  v.  Brown, 
62   Wash.  293,  113  Pac.  782. 

3.  TT.  S.  —  United  States  v.  Gaag, 
237  Fed.  728.  Ala. — Brown  v.  Tusca- 
loosa, 196  Ala.  475,  71  So.  672.  CaL 
People  V.  Viucilione,  17  Cal.  App.  513, 
120  Pac.  438.  Conn.  —  State  v.  Eerris, 
81  Conn.  97,  70  Atl.  687.  Del.  — State 
V.  Cole,  2  Boyce  184,  78  Atl.  1025.  D. 
C.  —  Yeager  v.  United  States,  16  App. 
Cas.  356.  Ga.  —  Davis  v.  State,  92  Ga. 
458,  17  S.  E.  336;  Shealey  v.  iState,  161 
Ga.  App.  191,  84  S.  E.  839;  Cripe  v. 
State,  4  Ga.  App.  832,  62  S.  E.  567; 
Tharpe  v.  State,  2  Ga.  App.  649,  58  S. 
E.  1070.  Ind.  —  Lewis  v.  State,  119 
N.  E.  720.  Ky.  —  Newsom  v.  Com.,  145 
Ky.  627,  140  S.  W.  1042.  La.  — State 
V.  Eiggio,  124  La.  614,  50  So.  600. 
Miss.  —  Warren  v.  State,  108  Miss.  502, 
66  So.  979;  Oliver  v.  State,  101  Miss. 
382,  58  So.  6.  Mo.  —  State  v.  Lee,  228 
Mo.  480,  128  S.  W.  987.  Okla.  —  Bandy 
V.  State,  13  Okla.  Crim.  468,  165  Pac. 
616.  Tex.  —  McWilliams  v.  State,  80 
Tex.  Crim.  116,  188  S.  W.  999;  Sanders 
V.  State,  70  Tex.  Crim.  209,  156  S.  W. 
927;  Graso  v.  State,  69  Tex.  Crim.  633, 
155  S.  W.  209;  Irby  v.  State,  69  Tex. 
Crim.  619,  155  S.  W.  543;  Hogan  v. 
State,  65  Tex.  Crim.  50,  143  S.  W.  184. 
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not  so  remote  as  to  show  that  the  prosecution  for  the  offense  is  barred 
by  limitations.*  Also  the  date  alleged  and  proved  must  be  such  as  to 
show  that  the  act  was  done  at  a  time  when  under  the  statutes  it  con- 
stituted a  criminal  offense.^  But  whether  the  exact  date  alleged  need 
be  proved  depends,  as  will  be  seen,«  upon  its  materiality  to  the  crime 
charged. 

(II.)  Proof  of  Particular  Date. —  (A.)  Eule  Stated. —  It  is  not  ordinarily 
necessary  to  prove  the  exact  date  as  alleged  in  the  indictment  or  infor- 
mation since  the  date  is  not  of  the  essence  of  the  crime  charged/  par- 


fa]  Prior  to  the  filing  of  the  prelim- 
inary complaint  before  the  eommittmg 
magistrate^  since  that  is  the  beginning 
of  the  prosecution  for  a  felony.  Bandy 
V.  State,  13  Okla.  Crim.  468,  165  Pac. 
616. 

[b]  Proof  of  commission  subseciuent 
to  the  filing  of  the  indictment  (1)  con- 
stitutes a  fatal  variance.  Warren  v. 
State,  108  Miss.  502,  66  So.  979.  (2) 
If  it  appears  by  the  record  that  the  of- 
fense was  committed  after  the  finding 
of  the  presentment,  the  conviction  ■will 
be  set  aside.  Minhinnett  v.  State,  106 
Ga.  141,  32  S.  E.  19;  Givens  v.  State, 
105  Ga.  843,  32  S.  E.  341. 

[c]  Subsequent  to  filing  of  informa- 
tion, fatal.  Graso  v.  State,  69  Tex.  Crim. 
633,  155  S.  W.  209. 

4.  U.  S.  —  United  States  v.  Gaag, 
237  Fed.  728;  Dixon  v.  Washington,  4 
Cranch  0.  C.  114,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,935. 
Ala.  —  McDade  v.  State,  20  Ala.  81. 
Ark.  —  Scoggins  v.  State,  32  Ark.  205; 
Cohen  v.  State,  32  Ark.  226.  Oal, 
People  V.  Allen,  144  Cal.  298,  77  Pac. 
948;  People  v.  Crane,  34  Cal.  App. 
599,  168  Pac.  377.  Conn.  — State  v. 
Ferris,  81  Conn.  97,  70  Atl.  587;  State 
V.  Murison,  40  Conn.  475.  Del.  —  State 
V.  Cole,  2  Boyce  184,  78  Atl.  1025. 
D.  C.  —  Yeager  v.  United  States,  16 
App.  Cas.  356.  Fla.  —  Chandler  v.  State, 
25  Fla.  728,  6  So.  768.  Oa.  —  Clarke  v. 
State,  90  Ga.  448,  16  S.  E.  96;  Mc- 
Bryde  v.  State,  34  Ga.  202;  Wingard 
V.  State,  13  Ga.  396;  Cook  v.  State,  11 
Ga.  53,  56  Am.  Dec.  410;  White  v. 
State,  9  Ga.  App.  558,  71  S.  E.  879; 
Wheeler  v.  State,  4  Ga.  App.  325,  61 
S.  E.  409.  la.  — State  v.  Heft,  155 
Iowa  21,  134  N.  W.  950;  State  v.  Bell, 
49  Iowa  440.  Ky.  —  Com.  v.  Hubble, 
176  Ky.  680,  197  S.  W.  393;  Paul  v. 
Com.,  159  Ky.  848,  169  S.  W.  544;  Drake 
V.  Com.,  31  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1286,  104  S.  W. 
1000.  La.  —  State  v.  Eiggio,  124  La. 
614,  50  So.  600.  Md.  —  Curry  v.  State, 
117  Md.  587,  83  Atl.  1030.   Mo.  — State 

Vol,  XXV 


V.  Lee,  228  Mo.  480,  128  S.  W.  987; 
State  V.  Hughes,  82  Mo.  86.  N.  J. 
State  V.  Shapiro,  89  N.  J.  L.  319,  98  Atl. 
437.  N.  0.^  State  v.  Newsom,  47  N. 
C.  173.  Okla.  — Smoot  v.  State,  14 
Okla.  Crim.  129,  167  Pac.  1158.  Tex. 
Vann  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.),  206  S.  W. 
80;  Stegall  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.),  198 
S.  W.  311;  Collins  v.  State,  77  Tex. 
Crim.  156,  178  S.  W.  345;  Sanders  v. 
State;  70  Tex.  Crim.  209,  156  S.  W. 
927;  Irby  v.  State,  69  Tex.  Crim.  619, 
155  S.  W.  643.  Utah.  —  State  v.  Greene, 
38  Utah  389,  115  Pac.  181. 

[a]  An  information  for  driving  an 
auto  at  an  unlawfal  speed  on  a  design- 
ated day  cannot  be  sustained  by  proof 
that  the  offense  was  committed  more 
than  eighteen  months  prior  to  the  com- 
mencement of  the  prosecution.  People 
V.  Hood,  191  111.  App.  33. 

[b]  An  information  for  unlawfully 
selling  intoxicating  liquor  charging  the 
offense  to  have  been  committed  on  the 
9th  day  of  the  month  of  December,  is 
sustained  by  proof  of  a  sale  made  on 
some  day  in  that  month.  State  v, 
Munson,  40  Conn.  475. 

5.  Greene  v.  State,  79   Ind.   537. 

[a]  "Whether  or  not  an  offense 
punishable  by  law  is  charged  in  an  in- 
dictment must  be  determined  by  the 
state  of  the  law  at  the  time  the  offense 
ia  alleged  to  have  been  committed. 
For  the  purpose  of  determining  this, 
the  question  of  time,  as  laid  in  the  in- 
dictment, is  material."  Campbell  v. 
State,  35  Ohio  St.  70. 

[b]  Where  at  the  date  alleged  the 
act  was  not  a  punishable  crime,  the 
date  alleged  is  material  and  the  acts 
charged  cannot  be  shown  to  have  been 
committed  at  another  time.  Thorp  v. 
Smith,  64  Fla.  154,  59  So.  193. 

6.  See  infra,  III,  B,  4,  d,   (II). 

7.  U.  S.  —  Ledbetter  v.  United 
States,  170  U.  S.  606,  18  Sup.  Ct.  774, 
42  L.  ed.  1162;  Alaska  Packers'  Assn. 
V.  United  States,  244  Fed.  710,  157  C, 
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0.  A.  158;  Younge  v.  United  States, 
242  Fed.  788,  155  C.  C.  A.  376;  Hume 
V.  United  States,  118  Fed.  689,  55  C. 
C.  A.  407;  United  States  v.  Gaag,  237 
Fed.  728;  United  States  v.  Francis,  144 
Fed.  520;  United  States  v.  Graff,  14 
Blatchf.  381,  26  Fed.  Gas.  No.  15,244; 
United  States  v.  Blaisdell,  3  Ben.  132, 

24  Fed.  Gas.  No.  14,608;  Dixon  v. 
Washington,  4  Craneh  C.  C.  114,  7  Fed. 
Gas.  No.  3,935.  Ala.  —  Brown  v.  Tus- 
caloosa, 196  Ala.  475,  71  So.  672;  Mc- 
Dade  v.  State,  20  Ala,  81.  Ark.  —  Scog- 
gins  V.  State,  32  Ark.  205;  Gohen  v. 
State,  32  Ark.  226;  Medlock  v.  State, 
18  Ark.  363.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Allen,  144 
Gal.  298,  77  Pac.  948;    People  v.  Miller, 

12  Gal.  291;  People  v.  Fraysier,  36 
Gal.  App.  579,  172  Pac.  1126;  People 
V.  Grane,  34  Cal.  App.  599,  168  Pac.  377; 
People  V.  Hoosier,  24  Cal.  App.  746,  142 
Pac.  514;  People  v.  Virieilione,  17  Cal. 
App.  513,  120  Pac.  438.  Colo.  — How- 
ard V.  People,  27  Colo.  396,  61  Pac. 
695.  Conn.  —  State  v.  Ferris,  81  Conn. 
97,  70  Atl.  587;  State  v.  Munson,  40 
Conn.  475.  Del.  —  State  v.  Cole,  2 
Boyce  184,  78  Atl.  1025.  Fla.  — Alex- 
ander V.  State,  40  Fla.  213,  23  So. 
536;  Chandler  v.  State,  25  Fla.  728,  6 
So.  768.  Ga.  —  Reynolds  v.  State,  114 
Ga.  265,  40  S.  E.  234;  Bryant  v.  State, 
97  Ga.  103,  25  S.  E.  450;  Clarke  v. 
State,  90  Ga.  448,  16  S.  E.  96;  Fisher 
V.  State,  73  Ga.  595;     Conner  v.  State, 

25  Ga.  515,  71  Am.  Dee.  184;  Dacy  v. 
State,  17  Ga.  439;     Wingard  v.  State, 

13  Ga.  396;  Shealey  v.  State,  16  Ga. 
App.  191,  84  S.  B.  839;  Broadwater  v. 
State,  10  Ga.  App.  458,  73  S.  E.  691; 
"White  V.  State,  9  Ga.  App.  558,  71 
S.  E.  879;  Gripe  v.  State,  4  Ga.  App. 
832,  62  S.  E.  567;  Wheeler  v.  State,  4 
Ga.  App.  325,  61  S.  E.  409.  111.  —  Tom- 
linson  v.  People,  102  111.  App.  542. 
Ind.  — Myers  v.  State,  121  Ind.  15,  22 
N.  E.  781;  Hubbard  v.  State,  7  Ind. 
160.  la.  —  State  v.  Heft,  155  Iowa  21, 
134  N.  W.  950;  State  v.  Fry,  67  Iowa 
475,  25  N.  W.  738;  State  v.  Bell,  49 
Iowa  440.  Kan.  —  State  v.  Gill,  63 
Kan.  382,  65  Pae.  682;  State  v.  Barnett, 
3  Kan.  250,  87  Am.  Dec.  471.  Ky. 
Com.  V.  Hubble,  176  Ky.  680,  197 
S.  W.  393;  Newsom  v.  Com.,  145 
Ky.  627,  140  S.  W.  1042;  Shipp  v. 
Com.,  101  Ky.  518,  41  S.  W.  856;  Com. 
V.  Alfred,  4  Dana  496;  Drake  v.  Com., 
31  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1286,  104  S.  W.  1000. 
La.  —  State  v.  Laf argue,  141  La.  936, 
75  So.  998;    State  v.  Anderson,  137  La. 


765,  69  So.  167;'  State  v.  Anderson, 
136  La.  261,  66  So.  966;  State  v.  Green, 
127  La.  830,  54  So.  45;  State  v.  Big- 
gie, 124  La.  614,  50  So.  600;  State  v. 
Polite,  33  La.  Ann.  1016;  State  v. 
Walters,  16  La.  Ann.  400;  State  v. 
Agudo,  5  La.  Ann.  185.  Me.  —  State  v. 
Baker,  34  Me.  52.  Md.  —  Curry,  v 
State,  117  Md.  587,  83  Atl.  1030.  Mass. 
Com.  V.  Sego,  125  Mass.  210;  Com.  v. 
Irwin,  107  Mass.  401;  Com.  v.  Dacey, 
107  Mass.  206;  Com.  v.  Braynard, 
Thacher  Grim.  Gas.  146;  Com.  v. 
Jacob's,  9  Allen  274;  Com.  v.  Hitchings, 
5  Gray  482.  Mich.  —  People  v.  Davis, 
175  Mich.  594,  141  N.  W.  667;  Turner 
V.  People,  33  Mich.  363.  Minn.  —  State 
V.  New,  22  Minn.  76.  Miss,  —  Oliver  v. 
State,  rOl  Miss.  382,  58  So.  6;  Me- 
Carty  v.  State,  37  Miss.  411;  Miazza 
V.  State,  36  Miss.  613;  Miller  v.  State, 
33  Miss.  356,  69  Am.  Dec.  351;  Oliver 
V.  State,  5  How.  14.  Mo.  —  State  v. 
Brotzer,  245  Mo.  499,  150  S.  W.  1078; 
State  V.  Lee,  228  Mo.  480,  128  S.  W. 
987;  State  v.  Missouri  Pac.  Ey.  Co., 
219  Mo.  156,  117  S.  W.  1173;  State  v. 
Hughes,  82  Mo.  86;  State  v.  ^Findley, 
77  Mo.  338;  State  v.  Wilson,  39  Mo. 
App.  184.  Mont.  —  State  v.  Gaimos, 
53  Mont.  118,  162  Pae.  596.  N.  J.— State 
V.  Shapiro,  89  N.  J.  L.  319,  98  Atl!  437. 
N.  y.  — People  V.  Jackson,  111  N.  Y. 
362,  19  N.  E.  54;  Cowley  r.  People,  83 
N.  Y.  464,  38  Am.  Rep.  464;  People  v. 
Lewis,  132  App.  Div.  256,  116  N.  Y. 
Supp.  893;  People  v.  Emerson,  53  Hun 
437,  6  N.  Y.  Supp.  274.  N.  C— State  v. 
Mostella,  159  N.  C.  459,  74  S.  E.  578; 
State  V.  Peters,  107  N.  C.  876,  12  S.  E. 
74;  State  v.  Swaim,  97  N.  C.  462,  2  S. 
E.  68;  State  v.  Newsom,  47  N.  C.  173. 
Ohio.  —  Angeloff  v.  State,  91  Ohio  St. 
361,  110  N.  E.  936.  Okla.  — Taylor  v. 
State,  14  OkW.  Grim.  400,  171  Pac.  739; 
Smoot  V.  State,  14  Okla.  Crim.  129,  167 
Pac.  1158;  Bandy  v.  State,  13  Okla. 
Crim.  468,  165  Pae.  616.  Ore. —  State 
w.  Goddard,  69  Ore.  73,  133  Pae.  90, 
138  Pac.  243,  Ann.  Gas.  1916A,  146; 
State  V.  Hardin,  63  Ore.  305,  127  Pae. 
789;  State  v.  Coss,  53  Ore.  462,  101 
Pae.  193.  E.  I.  — Kenney  v.  State,  5  R. 
L  385.  S.  C  — State  v.  Kelly,  89  S.  C. 
303,  71  S  E.  987;  State  v.  Green,  61  S. 
C.  12,  39  S.  E.  185;  State  i:  Prater,  59 
S.  C.  271,  37  S.  E.  933;  State  v.  How- 
ard, 32  S.  C.  91,  10  S.  E.  831;  State  v. 
Anderson,  3  Rich  L.  172.  Tex.  —  Vann 
V.  State  (Tex.  Crim.).  206  S.  W.  80; 
Stegall  V.  State  (Tex.  Crim.),  198  S.  W. 
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tieiilarly  where  the  offense  is  continuous  in  its  nature,'  and  the  offense 
is  charged  under  a  continuando.'  And  the  rule  obtains  though  similar 
indictments,  for  like  offenses  covering  wholly  or  partially,  the  same 
period  of  time  are  pending  against  the  accused.^"  Proof  of  any  other 
date  within  the  period  of  limitations  and  prior  to  the  beginning  of  the 
prosecution  will  sufSce.^^  There  are,  however,  cases  where  time  is  es- 
sential and  where  it  must  be  correctly  laid  and  proved,^^  as  where  the 


311;  Collins  11.  State,  77  Tex.  Grim.  166, 
178  S.  W.  345;  Sanders  v.  State,  70  Tex. 
Crim.  209,  156  S.  W.  927;  Irby  v.  State, 
69  Tex.  Crim.  619,  155  S.  W.  543;  Her- 
chenbac  v.  State,  34  Tex.  Crim.  122,  29 
S.  W.  470;  Shuman  v.  State,  34  Tex. 
Crim.  69,  29  S.  W.  160;  Crass  v.  State, 
30  Tex.  App.  480.  17  S.  W.  1096;  Ab- 
rigo  V.  State,  29-  Tex.  App.  143,  15  S. 
"W.  408;  Cudd  v.  State,  28  Tex.  App. 
124,  12  S.  W.  1010;  Lucas  v.  State,  27 
Tex.  App.  322,  11  S.  W.  443.  Utah, 
State  V.  Sheffield,  45  Utah  426,  146  Pac. 
306;  State  v.  Kimball,  '45  Utah  443, 
146  Pac.  313;  State  v.  Greene,  38  Utah 
389,  115  Pac.  181;  State  v.  Hoben,  36 
Utah  186,  102  Pac.  1000;  People  v. 
Wright,  11  Utah  41,  39  Pac.  477.  Vt. 
State  V.  Willett,  78  Vt.  157,  62  Atl.  48. 
Wash.  —  State  t:  Myrberg,  56  Wash. 
384,  105  Pac.  622. 

[a]  Keason  for  Rule.  — "The  gen- 
eral rule  is  that,  even  though  a  grand 
jury  has  not  evidence  of  the  exact  date 
of  an  offense,  and  though  its  oath  is 
to  true  presentment  make,  and  though 
time  be  not  of  the  essence,  it  must  in 
the  indictment  allege  the  offense  of  a 
day  certain.  To  escape  the  sometime 
difficulty  thus  created  is  another  and 
necessary  rule  that  at  trial  the  day 
alleged  may  be  disregarded,  and  the 
offense  proven  as  of  any  day  prior  to 
indictment  and  within  limitations." 
United  States  v.  Gaag,  237  Fed.  728. 

[b]  By  giving  notice  that  his  de- 
fense includes  an  alibi  the  defendant 
cannot  make  the  precise  date  charged 
in  the  indictment  material.  State  v. 
Goddard,  69  Ore.  73,  133  Pac.  90,  138 
Pac.  243,  Ann.  Cas.  1916A,  146. 

[c]  Though  the  variance  may  call 
for  a  continuance,  it  will  not  be  deemed 
fatal  to  the  prosecution.  State  v.  Gai- 
mos,  53  Mont.  118,  162  Pac.  596. 

8.  Howard  v.  People,  27  Colo.  396, 
61  Pac.  595;  State  v.  Laf argue,  141  La. 
936,  75  So.  998. 

[a]  Where  an  information  for  keep- 
ing a  grog  shop  names  certain  dates, 
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thie  prosecution  is  not  confined  to  the 
dates  thus  specified;  the  offense  being 
continuous  in  its  nature.  State  v.  La- 
faigue,  141  La.  936,  75  So.  998. 

9.  Colo.  —  Howard  v.  People,  27 
Colo.  396,  61  Pac.  595.  Mass.  —  Com.  v. 
Connors,  116  Mass.  35;  Com.  v.  Mitch- 
ell, 115  Mass.  141.  Mich.  —  People  v. 
Jenness,  5  Mich.  305.  E.  I.  —  State  v. 
Nagle,  14  E.  I.  331. 

10.  Hancock  v.  State,  114  Ga.  439, 
40  S.  E.  317. 

11.  See  supra,  JH,  B,  4,  d,  (I). 

12.  U.  S.  —  Ledbetter  v.  United 
States,  170  U:  S.  606,  18  Sup.  Ct.  774, 
42  L.  ed.  1162.  Cal.  — People  v.  Grif- 
fin, 19  Cal.  578.  Conn. —  State  v. 
Brunker, '  46  Conn.  327.  Fla.  —  Alex- 
ander V.  State,  40  Fla.  213,  23  So.  536. 
Ga.  — Werner  v.  State,  51  Ga.  426.  111. 
Bromley  v.  People,  150  111.  297,  37  N. 
E.  209.  Ind.  —  Greene  v.  State,  79  Ind. 
537;  Effinger  v.  State,  47  Ind.  235;  Leh- 
ritter  v.  State,  42  Ind.  383;  Clark  v. 
State,  34  Ind.  436.  Ind.  Ter.  —  Carter 
V.  United  States,  1  Ind.  Ter.  342,  37  S. 
W.  204.  Ky.  — Com.  v.  Alfred,  4  Dana 
496.  La.  —  State  v.  Anderson,  136  La. 
261,  66  So.  966.  Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Ma- 
loney,  112  Mass.  283.  Mo.  —  State  v. 
Brotzer,  245  Mo.  499,  150  S.  W.  1078; 
State  V.  Greenspan,  70  Mo.  App.  468; 
State  V.  Wilson,  39  Mo.  App.  184.  N. 
y.  —  People  V.  Stocking,  50  Barb.  573, 
32  How.  Pr.  48.  N.  H.  — State  v.  ()&- 
verly,  51  N.  H.  446.  N.  C  — State  v. 
Bay,  92  N.  C.  810;  State  v.  Whit,  49 
N.  C.  349.  Ohio.  — Adams  v.  State,  31 
Ohio  St.  462.  S.  C.  —  State  v.  Kelly,  89 
S.  C.  303,  71  S.  B.  987;  State  v.  Van 
Buren,  86  S.  C.  297,  68  S.  E.  568;  State 
V.  Howard,  32  S.  C.  91,  10  S.  E.  831. 
Tenn.  —  Davis  ■».  State,  3  Coldw.  77. 
Tex. —  Fisher  v.  State,  33  Tex.  792; 
Guynes  v.  State,  25  Tex.  App.  584,  8  S, 
W.  667. 

[a]  Where  the  crime  Is  based  on  a 
writing  of  an  alleged  date,  the  date 
should  be  proved  as  alleged.   Booker  v. 
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law  prohibits  the  doing  of  the  acts  complained  Of  on  designated  days," 
as  where  the  date  becomes  material,  to  the  question  of  former  jeop- 
ardy." 

(B.)  Applications  to  Paeticulak  Allegations.-^  Provided  the  state 
shows  the  criminal  act  to  have  been  done  before  the  charge  is  brought 
and  at  a  time  when  the  statute  of  limitations  has  not  yet  run^^  it  may, 
except  under  particular  circumstances  which  will  be  indicated  in  the 
notes,  prove  the  commission,  on  any  other  date  than  that  alleged,  of 
such  offenses,  among  others,  as  abortion,^^  abandoniment,*'  adultery,^* 
assault,"  bribery,^"  conspiracy,^^  burglary ,^2  crimes  with  reference  to 


state,  65  Ind.  86;  Com.  v.  Miller,  6  Pa. 
Super.  35.' 

13.  State  V.  Goddard,  69  Ore.  73, 
]33  Pae.  ^O,  138  Pac.  243,  Ann.  Cas. 
191 6A,  146. 

[a]  Sale  of  Liquor  on  Prohibited 
Days,  —  "In  eases  ■where  indictments 
are  found  for  selling  intoxicating 
liquors  on  Sundays,  or  on  the  day  on 
which  state  elections  are  held,  time  is 
a  material  ingredient  of  the  crime 
charged,  and  the  indictment  must 
charge,  and  the  proof  must  show,  that 
those  crimes  were  committed  on  Sun- 
days or  on  election  days,  as  the  case 
may  be."  State  v.  Goddard,  69  Ore. 
73,  133  Pac.  90,  138  Pac.  243,  Ann.  Cas. 
1916A,  146. 

14.  State  V.  Brotzer,  245  Mo.  499, 
150  S.  W.  1078;  State  v.  Wilson,  39  Mo. 
App.  184. 

[a]  There  is  an  exception  to  the 
general  rule  that  the  date  alleged  need 
not  be  proved  in  cases  when  the  only 
difference  between  offenses  is  the  date, 
and  there  has  been  an  acquittal  or  for- 
mer jeopardy  as  to  one  or  more.  In 
such  casfs  the  date  becomes  material 
and  must  be  proved;  otherwise  defend- 
ant might  be  convicted  any  number  of 
times  for  the  same  offense.  State  v. 
Brotzer,  245  Mo.  499,  150  S.  W.  1078; 
State  V.  Wilson,  39  Mo.  App.  184. 

[b]  Dates  in  Counts  as  to  Which 
Nolle  Prosequi  Entered.  —  Where  the 
same  offense  is  charged  in  three  counts, 
each  count  specifying  a  different  date, 
and  a  nolle  prosequi  is  entered  as  to 
two  of  the  counts,  the  state  cannot 
show  any  offense,  ^committed  upon  the 
dates  mentioned  in  those  counts.  State 
V.  Brotzer,  245  Mo.  499,  150  S.  W.  1078. 

[c]  Where  two  offenses,  identical 
save  as  to  time,  were  committed  and 
defendant  is  charged  with  one  of  the 
offenses,  committed  on  one  of  the  dates, 
proof   that    he    committed   the    offense 


perpetrated  on  the  other  date  would 
constitute  a  prejudicial  variance.  It 
might  subject  him  to  prosecution  for 
both  offenses,  though  guilty  of  but  one. 
State  V.  Anderson,  136  La.  261,  66  So. 
966. 

15.  See  supra,  III,  B,  4,  d,  (I). 

16.  State  V.  Magnell,  3  Penne. 
(Del.)  307,  51  Atl.  606;  State  v.  Sha- 
piro, 89  N.  J.  L.  319,  98  Atl.  437. 

[a]  The  date  laid  is  not  of  the  es- 
sence of  the  offense  of  abortion;  proof 
of  any  other  date  within  the  period  of 
limitations  is  sufficient.  State  v.  Sha- 
piro, 89  N.  J.  L.  319,  98  Atl.  437. 

17.  People  V.  Lewis,  132  App.  Div. 
256,  116  N.  Y.  Supp.  893. 

18.  People  V.  Davis,  175  Mich.  594, 
141  N.  W.  667;  State  v.  Sheffield,  45 
Utah  426,  146  Pao.  306;  State  v.  Kim- 
ball, 45  Utah  443,  146  Pae.  313;  State 
V.  Greene,  38  Utah  389,  115  Pac.  181. 

[a]  Under  an  information  charging 
an  adulterous  act  on  the  23d  it  is  com- 
petent for  the  state  to  prove  such  an 
act,  and  base  a  conviction  on  it,  com- 
mitted on  the  16th  of  the  same  month 
between  the  same  parties.  State  v. 
Sheffield,  45  Utah  426,  146  Pao.  306. 

19.  State  V.  Eiggio,  124  La.  614,  50 
So.  600. 

[a]  In  assault  with  intent  to  rape 
the  exact  date  need  not  be  proved  as 
alleged.  State  v.  Eiggio,  124  La.  614, 
50  So.  600.    ■ 

20.  People  v.  Vincilione,  17  Cal. 
App.  513,  120  Pae.  438. 

21.  United  States  V.  Goldberg,  7 
Biss.  175,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,223. 

22.  Del.  —  State  v.  Cole,  2  Boyee 
184,  78  Atl.  1025.  Ky.  — Drake  v.  Com., 
31  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1286,  104  S.  W.  1000. 
Mo.-— State  v.  Bates,  182  Mo.  70,  81  S. 
W.  408.  Tex.  — Stegall  v.  State  (Tex. 
Crim.),  198  S.  W.  311. 

[a]  On  Following  Day,  —  Proof  of 
burglary  on  the  20th  of  January,  1914, 
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drugs,^'  embezzlement,^*  gaming,^^  homicide,'"  incest,''  offenses  involv- 
ing intoxicating  liquors,'*  larceny,'"  perjury,*"  rape,'^  and  other  of- 


will  sustain  an  allegation  that  the 
burglary  was  committed  on  the  21st 
of  January,  1914.  State  v.  Anderson, 
137  La.  765,  69  So.  167. 

[b]  Date  Material  in  Certain  Cases. 
Two  burglaries  were  committed,  iden- 
tical in  every  respect  save  that  they 
occurred  on  different  dates.i  The  in- 
dictment charged  defendant  with  the 
ofEense  as  of  one  of  the  dE^tes.  Evi- 
dence tending  to  connect  him  with  the 
burglary  that  occurred  on  the  other 
date  was  held  to  be  materially  variant 
from  the  indictment.  State  v.  Ander- 
son, 136  La.  261,  66  So.  966. 

[a]  "It  is  not  essential  that  the  al- 
leged conspiracy  be  shown  to  have 
Tseen  formed  at  the  precise  time  or 
times  stated  in  the  several  counts  of 
this  indictment.  It  is  sufScient,  so  far 
as  time  is  concerned,  if  it  be  shown 
that  at  about  the  time  or  times 
charged,  there  was  a  conspiracy  be- 
tween any  two  or  more  of  the  persons 
who  are  alleged  to  have  conspired  to- 
gether to  wilfully  take  and  carry  away, 
with  intent  to  steal  or  destroy,  any  of 
the  papers,  documents  or  records  men- 
tioned in  the  indictment."  United 
States  V.  Goldberg,  7  Biss.  175,  25  Fed. 
Oas.  No.  15,223. 

23.  United  States  v.  Gaag,  237  Fed, 
728. 

[a]  Violation  of  Ante  Drug  Act. 
United  States  v.  Gaag,  237  Fed.  728. 

24.  People  v.  Crane,  34  Cal.  App. 
599,  168  Pac.  377;  Irby  v.  State,  69 
Tex.  Grim.  619,  155  S.  W.  543. 

[a]  Violation  of  Anti  Drug  Act. 
teiiaj.  —  Mich.  —  People  v.  Donald,  48 
Mich.  491,  12  N.  W.  669.  Ohio.  —  Camp- 
bell V.  State,  35  Ohio  St.  70.  Wis. 
State  V.  Cornhauser,  74  Wis.  42,  41  N. 
W.  959. 

25.  State  v.  Lee,  228  Mo.  480,  128 
S.  W.  987. 

[a]  Keeping  Taro  Table.  —  The  day 
laid  in  the  charge  of  keeping  a  faro 
table  is  immaterial  ' '  so  that  the  time, 
actually  proved,  be  subsequent  to  a 
former  prosecution  (if  there  has  been 
any  such)  and  before  the  issuing  of 
the  present  warrant,  and  within  the 
time  of  limitation."  Dixon  i>.  Corpor- 
ation of  Washington,  4  Cranch  C.  C. 
114,  7  Fed.  Gas.  No.  3,935. 

26.  Mich.  —  Chapman  v.  People,   39 
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Mich.  357.  Mo.  — State  v.  Ward,  74 
Mo.  253.  N.  y.  — People  v.  Jackson,  IH 
N.  Y.  362,  19  N.  B.  54.  N.  C  — State 
V.  Baker,  46  N.  C.  267.  Tex.  —  O'Con- 
nell  V.  State,  18  Tex.  343;  Cudd  v. 
State,  28  Tex.  App.  124,  12  S.  W.  1010. 
Va.  —  Livingston  v.  Com.,  14  Gratt. 
(55  Va.)  592. 

27.  State  v'.  Heft,  155  Iowa  21,  134 
N.  W.  S50. 

28.  Ga.  —  Gripe  v.  State,  4  Ga.  App. 
832,  62  S.  B.  567.  Miss.  — Oliver  v. 
State,  101  Miss.  382,  58  So.  6.  Okla. 
Smoot  V.  State,  14  Okla.  Crim.  129,  167 
Pac.  1158. 

[a]  In  prosecutions  for  the  illegal 
sale  or  disposition  (1)  of  intoxicating 
liquors  the  state  is  not  confined  in  its 
proof  to  the  date  alleged  (Ga.  —  Gripe 
■V.  State,  4  Ga.  App.  832,  62  S.  E.  567; 
Wheeler  v.  State,  4  Ga.  App.  325,  61 
S.  E.  409.  Ky.  —  Paul  v.  Com.,  159  Ky. 
848,  169  S.  W.  544.  La.  — State  v. 
Green,  127  La.  830,  54  So.  45.  Md. 
Curry  v.  State,  117  Md.  587,  83  Atl. 
1030.  Miss.  —  Oliver  v.  State,  I'd  Miss. 
382,  58  So.  6.  N.  O.  — State  v.  Mostella, 
159  N.  C.  459,  74  S.  B.  578.  S.  O. 
State  V.  Kelly,  89  S.  C.  303,  71  S.  E. 
987),  unless  (2)  the  sale  upon  a  par- 
ticular day  such  as  Sundays  or  holi- 
days is  prohibited.  See  supra,  III,  B, 
4,  d,  (II),  (A). 

[b]  Where  Illegal  possession  of  in- 
toxicating liquors  by  a  holder  of  a  fed- 
eral license  is  charged  as  of  a  specified 
date,  the  exact  date  need  not  be 
proved,  since  proof  of  possession  of  the 
liquor  at  any  time  within  one  year 
prior  to  the  finding  of  the  indictment 
is  sufficient.  Com.  v.  Hubble,  176  Ky. 
680,  197  S.  W.  393. 

[c]  To  a  charge  of  unlawfully  con- 
veying intoxicating  liquors  the  date 
averred  is  not  material  and  proof  need 
not  correspond  to  it.  Smoot  v.  State, 
14  Okla.  Grim.  129,  167  Pac.  1158. 

29.  Warren  v.  State,  108  Miss.  502, 
66  So.  979. 

30.  Broadwater  v.  State,  10  Ga.  App. 
458,  73  S.  B.  691. 

[a]  The  state  need  not  prove  the 
exact  date  upon  which  the  perjury  is 
alleged  to  have  been  committed.  Broad- 
water 1?.  State,  10  Ga.  App.  458,  73  S. 
B.  691. 

31.  Cal.  —  People    v.    Fraysier,    36 
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fenses.*' 

(III.)  Time  of  Day.—  If  the  time  of  day  is  of  the  essence  of  the  offense 
it  must  be  alleged  and  proved.^'  In  burglary,  for  example,  the  evidence 
must  correspond  with  the  allegation  that  the  act  was  done  in  the  night 
time,^*  unless,  under  statute,  it  is  not  required  that  the  breaking  and 
entering  shall  have  occurred  in  the  night  time.'= 

e.  Intent.  —  The  requirement  that  the  proof  correspond  to  the  aver- 
ments as  to  all  the  essential  ingredients  of  the  offense'*  would  necessi- 
tate substantial  proof  of  intent  where  it  is  material  to  the  crime."  It 


Cal.  App.  579,  172  Pac.  1126;  People 
V.  Hoosier,  24  Cal.  App.  746, 142  Pao.  514. 
Conn.  —  State  v.  Ferris,  81  Conn.  97, 
70  Atl.  587.  D.  0.  — Yeager  v.  United 
States,  16  App.  Caa.  356.  Ky.  —  New- 
som  V.  Com.,  145  Ky.  627,  140  S.  W. 
1042.  Mont.  —  State  v.  Gaimos,  53 
Mont.  118,  162  Pac.  596;  State  v.  Har- 
ris, 51  Mont.  496,  154  Pac.  198.  Ohio. 
Angeloff  V.  State,  91  Ohio  St.  361,  110 
N.  E.  936.  Okla.  — Taylor  v.  State,  14 
Okla.  Grim.  400,  171  Pac.  739.  Ore. 
State  V.  Goddard,  69  Ore.  73,  133  Pac. 
90,  138  Pae.  243,  Ann.  Cas.  1916A,  146; 
State  V.  Hardin,  63  Ore.  305,  127  Pac. 
789;  State  v.  Coas,  53  Ore.  462,  101  Pac. 
193.  Utah.  —  State  v.  Hoben,  36  Utah 
186,  102  Pae.  1000.  Wash.  — State  v. 
Myrberg,  56  "Waah.  384,  105  Pac.  622. 

[a]  Provided,  however  it  clearly  ap- 
pears from  the  evidence  that  it  is  one 
and  the  same  act  charged  in  the  indict- 
ment or  information  to  have  been  com- 
mitted on  the  date  alleged.  AngelofE 
V.  State,  91  Ohio  St.  361,  110  N.  E.  936. 
See  also  Cal.  —  People  v.  Germino 
(Cal.  App.),  175  Pae.  489.  Ore.  — State 
V.  Coss,  53  Ore.  462,  101  Pac.  193.  S. 
D.  — State  V.  Yeager,  168  N.  W.  749. 

32.    See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Violation  of  White  Slave  Traf- 
fic Act.  —  An  indictment  for  trans- 
porting a  woman  from  one  state  to  an- 
other for  immoral  purposes,  alleged 
that  the  offense  was  committed  on  the 

day   of   September,   1912.    Proof 

that  the  transportation  occurred  the 
latter  part  of  August  or  the  first  of 
September,  1912,  possibly  the  4th  or 
dth  of  September,  did  not  constitute  a 
fatal  variance.  Younge  v.  United 
States,  242  Fed.  788,  155  C.  C.  A.  376. 

[b]  Wanton  Destruction  of  Fish. 
It  is  not  necessary  to  prove  the  precise 
date  mentioned  in  the  indictment  as 
being  the  one  upon  which  the  defend- 
ant committed  the  offense  of  wantonly 
and  unlawfully  wasting  and  destroying 
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fish.    Alaska  Packers'  Assn.  v.  United 
States,  244  Fed.  710,  157  C.  C.  A.  158. 

[c]  Violation  of  the  motor  vehicle 
act  by  unlawful  speeding.  People  v. 
Hood,  191  ni.  App.  33. 

[d]  The  offense  of  keeping  a  dis- 
orderly house  need  not  be  established 
as  to  the  exact  date  alleged.  Sanders 
V.  State,  70  Tex.  Crim.  209,  156  S.  W. 
927. 

[e]  In  prosecutions  for  failure  to 
run  passenger  trains  as  prescribed  by 
law,  the  exact  date  alleged  need  not  be 
proved.  State  v.  Missouri  Pac.  By.  Co., 
219  Mo.  156,  117  S.  W.  1173. 

[f]  Violation  of  the  Eight-hour 
Law.  —  United  States  v.  Sheridan-Kirk 
Contract  Co.,  149  Fed.  809. 

33.  Cal.  — People  v.  Smith,  136  Cal. 
207,  68  Pae.  702.  Del.  — State  v.  Cole, 
2  Boyce  184,  78  Atl.  1025.  Ga.  — Jones 
V.  State,  63  Ga.  141.  111.  —  Bromley  v. 
People,  150  111.  297,  37  N.  E.  209.  La. 
State  V.  Johnson,  35  La.  Ann.  842. 
Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Glover,  111  Mass.  395. 
fa.  —  Hollister  v.  Com.,  60  Pa.  103. 
Tex.  —  Hogan  v.  State,  65  Tex.' Crim. 
50,  143  S.  W.  184;  Brown  v.  State,  65 
Tex.  Crim.  78,  143  S.  W.  183. 

34.  See  the  title  "Burglary." 

35.  Schultz  V.  State,  88  Neb.  613, 
130  N.  W.  105,  34  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  243. 

36.  See  supra,  III,  B,  2,  a. 

37.  Del.  —  State  v.  Davenport,  2 
Boyce  12,  77  Atl.  967;  State  v.  Fisher, 
1  Penne.  303,  41  Atl.  2'08.  Fla.  — Mc- 
Nair  v.  State,  61  Fla.  35,  55  So.  401. 
Ga.  — Phillips  V.  State,  96  Ga.  293,  22 
S.  E.  574.  111.  —  People  v.  Connors,  253 
III.  266,  97  N.  E.  643,  Ann.  Cas.  1913A, 
196,  39  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  143;  Lowell  v. 
People,  229  III.  227,  82  N.  E.  226; 
Friederich  v.  People,  147  111.  310,  35 
N.  E.  472;  Crosby  v.  People,  137  111. 
325,  27  N.  B.  49;  Farmer  v.  People,  77 
III.  322;  McCutcheon  v.  People,  69  111. 
601.    Ind.  — Pence  v.   State,   110   Ind. 
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is  the  criminal  intent  with  which  the  act  is  alleged  to  have  been  done 
to  which  the  proof  must  conform,^'  and  under  an  allegation  of  the  do- 
ing of  certain  specified  acts  with  intent  to  kill''  or  defraud*"  a  partio 


95,  10  N.  E.  919;  McGuire  v.  State,  50 
Itid.  284;  Colvin  v.  State,  11  Ind.  361; 
State  V.  Freeman,  6  BJackf.  248.  la. 
State  V.  Ormiston,  66  Iowa  143,-  23  N. 
W.  370;  State  v.  Golden,  49  Iowa  48; 
State  V.  White,  41  Iowa  316,  20  Am. 
Eep.  602.  Ky.  —  Johnson  v.  Com.,  90 
Ky.  488,  14  S.  W.  492.  Me.  — In  re 
Veazie,  7  Greenl.  181.  Mass.  —  Com.  v. 
Meserve,  154  Mass.  64,  27  N.  E.  997; 
Com.  V.  Moore,  130  Mass.  45;  Com.  v. 
Smith,  103  Mass.  444;  Com.  v.  Farren, 
9  Allen  489;  Com.  i>.  Harley,  7  Mete. 
506;  Com.  v.  Mash,  7  Mete.  472;  Com. 
V.  Elwell,  2  Mete.  190,  35  Am.  Deo. 
398.  Miss.  —  Taylor  v.  State,  37  So. 
498;  Morman  v.  State,  24  Miss.  54. 
Mo.  — State  v.  Chissell,  245  Mo.  549, 
150  S.  W.  1066;  State  v.  Samuels,  144 
Mo.  68,  45  S.  W.  1088.  Mont.  — State 
V.  Carroll,  13  Mont.  246,  33  Pae.  688. 
NeT.  —  State  v.  Cleavland,  6  Nev.  181. 
N.  H.  — State  v.  Hadley,  54  N.  H.  224; 
State  V.  Hastings,  53  N.  H.  452.  N.  Y. 
In  re  Manetti,  3  City  Hall  Eec.  60.  N. 
C  — State  V.  Hall,  108  N.  C.  776,  13 
S.  E.  189;  State  V.  Pritchard,  107  K  C. 
921,  12  S.  E.  50;  State  v.  MeCarter,  98 
N.  C.  637,  4  S.  E.  553;  State  v.  Hause, 
71  N.  C.  518;  State  v.  Trammell,  24  N. 
C.  379.  Ohio.  —  Goins  v.  State,  46  Ohio 
St.  457,  21  N.  E.  476;  Stoughton  v. 
State,  2  Ohio  St.  562.  K.  I. — State  v. 
Smith,  10  E.  I.  258.  S.  C  — State  «. 
Pitts,  13  Rich.  L.  27.  Tex. — Hocker  v. 
State,  34  Tex.  Crim.  359,  30  S.  W.  783, 
53  Am.  St.  Eep.  716;  Ellis  v.  State 
(Tex.  Crim.),  22  S.  W.  678;  Allen  v. 
State,  18  Tex.  App.  120.  Va.  —  Com.  v. 
Ervin,  2  Va.  Cas.  (4  Va.)  337.  W.  Va. 
State  V.  Denoon,  81  W.  Va.  122,  5  S. 
E.  315;  State  v.  Cain,  9  W.  Va.  559. 
Wis.  — Neubrandt  v.  State,  53  Wis.  89, 
9  N.  W.  824;  State  v.  Hartfiel,  24  Wis. 
60. 

[a]  Intent  Charged  In  Alternative. 
.  Where  an  indictment  properly  charges 
a,  forgery  of  an  instrument  "with  an 
intent  to  injure  and  defraud "  it  is  suf- 
ficient to  prove  that  the  forgery  was 
committed  with  an  intent  to  injure  or 
defraud.  Howard  v.  State,  65  Tex. 
Crim.  25,  143  S.  W.  178. 

38.    State  V.  Gallagher,  83  N.  J.  L. 
321,  85  Atl.  207. 
'    [a]    "All  the  authorities  agree  upon 
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the  general  proposition  that  in  a  pros- 
ecution  for  an  assault  with  intent  to 
murder,  or  with  intent  to  commit  some 
other  felony,  the  specific  intent  charged 
is  the  gist  of  the  offense,  and  must  be 
proved  as  charged  in  the  indictment. ' ' 
People  V.  Connors,  253  111.  266,  97  N. 
E.  643,  Ann.  Cas.  1913A,  196,  39  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  143. 

[b]  Failure  to  show  that  defend- 
ant's felonious  design  In  entering  a 
bouse  (1)  was  carried  out  is  not  fatal 
to  a  charge  of  entering  the  house  with 
intent  to  commit  the  designated  fel- 
ony. Monk  V.  State,  105  Ark.  12,  150 
S.  W.  133;  Birones  v.  State,  105  Ark. 
82,  150  S.  W.  416;  Harviek  v.  State,  49 
Ark.  514,  6  S.  W.  19.  (2)  A  conviction 
for  breaking  and  entering  a  house  with 
intent  to  commit  grand  larceny  therein 
is  sustainable  though  it  turned  out  that 
the  requisite  amount  of  property  was 
not  stolen.  Thomas  v.  State,  107  Ark. 
469,  155  S.  W.  U65. 

39.  State  v.  Gallagher,  83  N.  J.  L. 
321,  85  Atl.  207. 

[a]  An  averment  of  an  assault  upon 
one  Edwards  with  intent  to  kill  Ed- 
wards was  sustained  by  proof  that  the 
assault  was  made  upon  Edwards  with 
the  intent  to  kill  Mayor  Gaynor.  State 
V.  Gallagher,  83  N.  J.  L.  321,  85  Atl. 
207. 

40.  State  v.  Chissell,  245  Mo.  549, 
150  S.  W.  1066;  State  v.  Pilling,  53 
Wash.  464,  102  Pac.  230,  132  Am.  St. 
Eep.  1080. 

[a]  Proof  of  a  general  intent  to 
cheat  and  defraud  Is  suf^cient  even 
though  an  intent  to  defraud  a  partic- 
ular person  is  alleged  where  the  stat- 
ute provides:  "It  shall  be  sufScient 
in  any  indictment  for  any  offense 
where  an  intent  to  injure,  cheat  or  de- 
fraud shall  be  necessary  to  constitute 
the  offense  ...  to  prove  that  the 
defendant  did  the  act  charged  with  an 
intent  to  injure,  cheat  or  defraud." 
State  V.  Chissell,  245  Mo.  549,  150  S. 
W.  1066,  overruling  State  v.  Samuels, 
144  Mo.  68,  45  S.  W.  1088. 

[b]  Intent  To  Defraud  Certain 
Named  Persons  and  Others.  —  Proof 
which  tends  to  show  an  intent  to  de- 
fraud that  portion  of  the  public  which 
might   be    reached   by    the    fraudulent 
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ular  person,  it  has  been  held  immaterial  that  the  proof  shows  that  the 
acts  were  done  with  intent  to  kill,  defraud  or  otherwise  wrong,  as  the 
ease  may  be,  some  other  person.  But  some  courts  have  held,  that  if  the 
prosecution  elects  to  set  forth  in  the  indictment  a  special  intent  to  de- 
fraud a  particular  person,  such  allegation  is  a  material  one  and  must  be 
proved  as  alleged  and  is  not  established  by  proof  that  the  defendant  in- 
tended to  cheat  or  defraud  the  public  generally  or  any  individual  whom 
he  might  be  able  to  reaeh.*^  If  the  particular  intent  charged  is  not  an 
ingredient  of  the  offense  it  need  not  be  sustained  by  the  proof,*^  al- 
though unnecessary  allegations  as  to  intent  may  under  the  rules  as  to 
unnecessary  allegations  have  to  be  proved  as  alleged.*^ 

f .  Knowledge.  —  Knowledge,  like  intent,"  is  sometimes  so  materia] 
to  the  offense  averred  as  to  call  for  substantial  proof  as  laid  in  the  in- 
dictment or  information.*^  It  is  otherwise  where  the  fact  of  knowledge 
is  not  necessary  to  constitute  the  offense,  for  in  such  case  an  allegation 
of  knowledge  is  mere  surplusage  and  need  not  be  proved.*^ 

g.  Description  and  Designation  of  Persons.  —  (I.)  In  General. —  (A.) 
Desceiption  of  Accused.  —  It  is  necessary,  of  course,  to  establish  by  the 
proof  that  the  person  on  trial  is  the  defendant  described  in  the  indict- 
ment or  information*'  by  name,**  or  otherwise.    But  a  variance  as  to 


plan  of  defendant,  is  not  materially 
variant  from  a  charge  that  the  scheme 
as  framed  was  to  defraud  certain  per- 
sons named  and  others,  some  of  whose 
names  were  unknown,  and  some  of 
whose  names  were  known  but  were  too 
voluminous  to  set  out.  Harrison  v. 
United  States,  200  Fed.  662,  119  C.  C. 
A.  78. 

41.  Harper  v.  United  States,  7  Ind. 
Ter.  437,  104  S.  W.  673;  Com.  v.  Har- 
ley,  7  Mete.   (Mass.)   506. 

[a]  An  allegation  of  a  conspiracy 
to  cheat  A  is  not  established  by  proof 
of  a  conspiracy  to  cheat  the  public 
generally  or  any  other  person  whom 
defendant  might  meet.  Lowell  v.  Peo- 
ple, 229  111.  227,  82  N.  E.  226;  Com.  v. 
Harley,  7  Mete.  (Mass.)   506. 

42.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Wolfrom,  15 
Cal.  App.  732,  115  Pac.  1088.  Mass. 
Com.  V.  Starr,  4  Allen  301;  Com.  v. 
Stone,  4  Mete.  43.  Com.  •;;.  Price,  10 
Gray  472,  71  Am.  Dec.  668.  N.  0. 
State  V.  Southern  Ey.  Co.,  122  N.  C. 
1052,  30  S.  E.  133,  41  L.  E.  A.  -246. 
Ohio.  —  Sasser  v.  State,  13  Ohio  453. 
Wash.  —  State  v.  Pilling,  53  Wash.  464, 
102  Pac.  230,  132  Am.  St.  Eep.  1080. 

43.  See  supra.,  Ill,  B,  3,  b,  (V). 

44.  See  supra,  III,  B,  4,  e. 

45.  Com.  V.  Squire,  1  Mete.  (Mass.) 
258;  Hogg  v.  State,  66  Tex.  Crim.  252, 
146  S.  W.  195.  See  12  Standard  Pboc. 
399. 


Bule  where  knowledge  unnecessarily 
alleged  see  supra,  III,  B,  3,  b,  (V),  (B). 

[a]  Beceiving  Stolen  eoods.  —  In 
a  prosecution  for  receiving  stolen 
goods  there  must  be  substantial  proof 
of  the  allegation  that  defendant  knew 
the  property  to  be  stolen.  Hogg  v. 
State,  66  Tex.  Crim.  262,  146  S.  <W.  195. 

46.  Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Squire,  1  Mete. 
258.  Mo.  —  State  v.  Sakowski,  191  Mo. 
635,  90  S.  W.  435.  Eng.  — Eex.  v.  Jer- 
vis,  6  Car.  &  P.  156,  25  E.  C.  L.  370. 

[a]  "Unquestionably  a  necessary 
allegation  may  be  made  unnecessarily 
minute,  and  the  state  required  to  prove 
it  as  alleged,  but,  the  allegation  of 
knowledge  of  the  person  from  whom 
the  goods  were  stolen  being  wholly  un- 
necessary in  this  case,  a  failure  to 
prove  it  did  not  affect  the  validity  of 
•the  verdict  based  upon  evidence  which 
made  out  the  crime  upon  the  remaining 
averments  of  a  substantive  offense." 
State  V.  Sakowski,  191  Mo.  635,  90  S. 
W.  435,  439. 

47.  Ala.  —  Hinktom  v.  State,  9  Ala. 
App.  27,  64  So.  193.  Ky.— -Com.  v. 
Holland,  7  Ky.  L.  Eep.  299.  Miss. 
Dick  V.  State,  30  Miss.  631.  Tex. 
Johnson  v.  State,  63  Tex.  Crim.  457, 
140  S.  W.  337. 

48.  Variance  as  to  name  of  accused 
see  infra,  III,  B,  4,  g,  (II),  (A). 
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allegations  descriptive  of  the  defendant  is  not  material  where  his  iden- 
tity otherwise  appears,"  and  no  prejudicial  injury  results  to  him  from 
the  discrepancy .°°  If  several  persons  are  described  as  defendants,  a 
variance  as  to  one  will  not  prevent  a  conviction  of  the  others,  where 
that  person  does  not  so  form  a  part  of  the  offense  as  to  be  descriptive 
thereof.^* 

(B.)  Desceiption  of  Third  Persons. — As  will  appear  more  fully  in  tlie 
subsequent  discussion  as  to  variance  in  respect  to  names^^  it  is  incum- 
bent upon  the  state  to  conform  the  proof  to  essential  allegations  de- 
scriptive of  third  persons  in  respect  to  whom  the  acts  of  defendant 
were  done,°^  and  failure  to  substantially  establish  such  allegations  will 
amount  to  a  material  variance  fatal  to  the  prosecution,^*  notwithstand- 
ing the  third  persons  alleged  and  those  proved  stand  in  the  relation  of 
principal  and  agent.'®  Unnecessary  allegations  as  to  third  persons'*  or 
allegations  unnecessarily  descriptive  of  third  persons'^  may,  under  the 


49.  HI.  —  Durham  v.  People,  5  III. 
172,  39  Am.  Dec.  407.  la. —  State  v. 
Burns,  155  Iowa  488,  136  N.  W.  520. 
Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Lewis,  1  Mete.  l5l. 
Mo.  — State  V.  Martin,  230  Mo.  680, 
132  S.  W.  695. 

50.  State  v.  Martin,  230  Mo.  680, 
132  S.  W.  595. 

51.  People  V.  Smith,  239  111.  91,  87 
N.  E.  885. 

[a]  Variance  as  to  One  Conspirator. 
The  persons  who  enter  into  a  conspir- 
acy do  not  so  form  a  part  of  the  of- 
fense as  to  be  descriptive  thereof,  and 
a  variance  as  to  a  description  of  one 
of  the  conspirators  will  not  prevent  a 
conviction  of  the  others.  People  v. 
Smith,  239  111.  91,  87  N.  E.  885. 

52.  See  infra,  III,  B,  4,  g,  (II),  (B). 

53.  Alk.  —  Armstrong  v.  State,  102 
Ark.  356,  144  S.  W.  195,  Ann.  Cas. 
1914A,  734.Ala.  —  Aaron  v.  State,  37 
Ala.  106.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Christian, 
101  Cal.  471,  35  Pac.  1043;  People  v. 
Hughes,  41  Cal.  234.  Colo.  —  Moyna- 
han  V.  People,  3  Colo.  367.  Ga.  —  Lewis 
V.  State,  90  Ga.  95,  15  S.  E„  697.  HI. 
Bonardo  v.  People,  182  111.  411,  55  N. 
E.  519;  Penrod  v.  People,  89  111.  150; 
Shepherd  v.  People,  72  111.  480;  Davis 
V.  People,  19  111.  74.  Mass.  —  Com.  v. 
Stone,  152  Mass.  498,  25  N.  E.  967.  N. 
H.  — State  V.  Sherburne,  59  N.  H.  90. 
S.  D.  — State  v.  Julius^  29  S.  D.  638, 
137  N.  W.  590.  Tex.  — Blalack  v.  State, 
72  Tex.  Grim.  375,  162  S.  W.  865;  Lut- 
trell  V.  State,  65  Tex.  Grim.  102,  143 
S.  W.  628. 

54.  O'Neal  v.  State,  10  Ga.  App. 
474,  73  S.  E.  696;  Clay  v.  State,  68  Tex. 
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Grim.  250,  150  S.  W.  430;   Luttrell  v. 
State,  65  Tex.  Grim.  102,  143  S.  W.  628. 

[a]  Variance  as  to  persons  to  whom 
lictuof  was  alleged  to  have  been  ille- 
gally sold,  (1)  has  been  held  material. 
Ind.  —  Brown  v.  State,  48  Ind.  38. 
Miss.  —  Tyler  i;.  State,  69  Miss.  395,  11 
So.  25.  S.  D.  — State  v.  Julius,  29  S. 
D.  638,  137  N.  W.  590;  State  v.  Wil- 
liams, 20  S.  D.  492,  107  N.  W.  830.  (2) 
As  where  two  persons  are  named  as 
purchasers  and  the  evidence  is  of  a 
sale  to  but  one  of  them.  Ind..  —  Brown 
V.  State,  48  Ind.  38.  Miss.  —  Tyler  v. 
State,  69  Miss.  395,  11  So.  25.  S.  D. 
State  V.  Julius,  29  S.  D.  638,  137  N.  W. 
590;  State  v.  Williams,  20  S.  D.  492, 
107  N.  W.  830. 

[b]  Fatal  variance  as  to  person  al- 
leged to  have  been  assaulted  with  in- 
tent to  murder.  Luttrell  v.  State,  65 
Tex., Grim.  102,  143  S.  W.  628. 

[c]  Pointing  Weapons.  —  An  alle- 
gation that  the  accused,  in  a  prosecu- 
tion for  unlawful  use  of  deadly  weap- 
ons, unlawfully  pointed  and  aimed  a 
pistol  at  William  Bone  and  E.  B.  Corey 
is  not  supported  by  proof  that  the  ac- 
cused pointed  and  aimed  a  pistol  at 
William  Bone  and  Jack  Corker.  Bone 
V.  State,  11  Ga.  App.  128,  74  S.  E.  852. 

55.  Clay  v.  State,  68  Tex.  Grim.  250, 
150  S.  W.  430.  But  see  supra,  III,  B, 
3,  b,  as  to  proving  allegations  accord- 
ing to  legal  effect. 

56.  Brown  v.  State,  48  Ind.  38;  Ty- 
ler V.  State,  69  Miss.  395,  11  So.  25. 

57.  Com.  V.  Stone,  152  Mass.  498,  25 
N.  E.  967. 

[a]    Where  a  person  Is  unnecessar- 


VARIANCE  AND  FAILURE  OF  PROOF 


581 


rule  discussed  in  a  previous  seetion,^^  require  proof  unless  under  the 
circumstances  they  can  be  regarded  as  mere  surplusage.^'  It  is  suffi- 
cient in  any  ease  if  the  identity  of  the  third  person  referred  to  in  the 
evidence,  with  the  one  named  in  the  charge,  be  clearly  disclosed'"'  so 
that  no  prejudice  results  to  the  accused  from  any  discrepancy  that  may 
appear.'^ 

(II.)  Names  of  Persons.  —  (A.)  Op  Defendant.  —  The  proof  should  cor- 
respond with  the  pleading  as  to  the  name  of  the  person  or  persons 
charged  therein  with  the  commission  of  the  offense,**^  at  least  to  the  ex- 
tent'of  identifying  the  person  on  trial  as  being  the  one  named  in  the 
indictment  or  information. '^  It  is  sufficient  if  the  proof  shows  that  the 
name  by  which  the  defendant  is  charged  is  one  by  which  he  is  com- 
monly known,"*  and  if  a  defendant  is  indicted  under  two  names,  al- 
leged by  an  alias  dictus,  it  is  necessary  only  that  the  ^tate  should  show 


ily  described  by  his  residence,  the  alle- 
gation must  be  proved.  Com.  v.  Stone, 
152  Mass.  498,  25  N.  E.  967. 

58.  See  supra,  III,  B,  3,  b,   (V). 

59.  Durham  v.  People,  5  111.  172,  39 
Am.  Dee.  407. 

60.  Armstrong  v.  State,  102  Ark, 
356,  144  S.  W.  195,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A, 
734;  Bennett  v.  State,  84  Ark.  97,  104 
S.  W.  928;  People  v.  Smith,  258  III.  502, 
101  N.  E.  957. 

61.  See  supra,  III,  B,  3,  b,  (III). 

62.  Ala.  —  Winter  v.  State,  90  Ala. 
637,  8  So.  556;  Wells  v.  State,  88  Ala. 
239,  7  So.  272;  Duvall  v.  State,  63  Ala. 
12;  Gerrish  v.  State,  53  Ala.  476.  la. 
State  V.  Moffit,  155  Iowa  702,  136  N.  W. 
908.  Mass.  —  Com.  ■;;.  Seeley,  167  Mass. 
163,  45  N.  E.  91.  Miss.  — John  v.  State, 
24  Miss.  569.  Okla.  —  Stokes  v.  State, 
12  Okla.  Crim.  378,  157  Pac.  278.  Tex. 
Eanols  v.  State,  75  Tex.  Crim.  571,  171 
S.  W.  1128;  Johnson  v.  State,  63  Tex. 
Crim.  457,  140  S.  W.  337;  English  v. 
State,  30  Tex.  App.  470,  18  S.  W.  94. 

fa]  Necessity  for  Rule.  —  "The 
proper  and  sufficient  designation  of  a 
party  charged  with  crime,  that  there 
may  be  the  proper  record  evidence  of 
the  identity  of  the  person,  is  a  substan- 
tial right  guaranteed  by  the  law." 
Hinktom  v.  State,  9  Ala.  App.  27,  64 
So.  193. 

[b]  It  might  affect  the  materiality 
of  the  variance  that  the  statute  auth- 
orizes the  true  name  of  defendant  to 
be  substituted  upon  his  suggestion  that 
he  is  indicted  by  the  wrong  name.  Ean- 
ols V.  State,  75  Tex.  Crim.  571,  171  S. 
W.  1128. 

[c]  An  information  against  "one 
8ird"    a   negro   about   six   feet   high, 


charging  him  with  illegal  sale  of 
liquor  cannot  be  sustained  against 
Byrd  Johnson,  where  the  latter  name 
is  not  suggested  as  being  the  real  name 
of  accused,  and  the  proof  does  not  dis- 
close the  identity  of  the  two  persons. 
Johnson  v.  State,  63  Tex.  Crim.  457, 
140  S.  W.  337. 

63.  State  v.  Moffit,  155  Iowa  702, 
136  N.  W.  908;  Tweedy  v.  State,  10 
Okla.  Crim.  612,  140  Pac.  787. 

[a]  A  charge  of  unlawful  posses- 
sion of  intoxicating  liquor  designated 
the  defendant  as  John  Tweedy.  The 
proof  showed  that  the  crime  was  com- 
mitted by  J.  M.  Tweedy  and  showed 
further  that  John  Tweedy  and  J.  M. 
Tweedy  were  one  and  the  same  person. 
Consequently  a  verdict  of  guilty  was 
properly  sustained.  Tweedy  v.  State, 
10  Okla.  Crim.  612,  140  Pac.  787. 

[b]  Proof  of  a  christian  name 
Which  is  a  recognized  varia,tion  of  the 
one  alleged,  (1)  is  an  immaterial  vari- 
ance (State  V.  Moffit,  155  Iowa  702, 
136  N.  W.  908),  as  (2)  for  example 
"Charley"  and  "Charles."  State  v. 
Moffit,  155  Iowa  702,  136  N.  W.  908. 

64.  Com.  V.  Seeley,  167  Mass.  163, 
45  N.  E.  91. 

[a]  Eanols  and  Randall.  —  That  de- 
fendant is  indicted  by  the  name  of 
Ranols  while  his  real  name  is  Eandall, 
presents  no  variance,  when  it  appears 
that  he  was  commonly  known  as  Ean- 
ols. Eanols  v.  State,  75  Tex.  Crim.  571, 
171  8.  W.  1128. 

[b]  Wood  and  Woods.  — A  fatal 
variance  does  not  exist  where  one  in- 
dicted as  Wood  proves  that  his  name 
is  Woods,  but  it  appears  also  from  the 
evidence  that  he  was  known  as  well  by 
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that  he  is  commonly  known  by  either  of  them.^°  Where  the  indictment 
charges  that  the  true  name  of  the  defendant  is  unknown  to  the  grand 
jury,  he  hiay  escape  conviction  by  proving  at  the  trial  the  falsity  of  the 
averment^^  in  accordance  with  the  rule  governing  the  proof  of  matters 
alleged  to  be  unknown."^  But  if  there  is  no  evidence  adduced  by  either 
side  tending  to  show  that  the  name  was  known  at  the  time  of  the  pre- 
sentment of  the  indictment  or  the  filing  of  the  information,  the  pre- 
sumption of  the  verity  of  the  allegation  becomes  conclusive  upon  the 
court  and  the  jury.^^ 

(B.)  Op  TEffiD  Peusons.  —  (1.)  Eule  Stated.-  It  is  an  elementary  rule 
that  the  name  of  the  person  as  to  whom  the  alleged  crime  was  committed 
must  be  proven  to  be  the  same  person  as  alleged  in,  the  indictment  or 
information,^'  even  though  the  name  be  unnecessarily  alleged,  where  it 


the  one  name  as  the  other.  Woods  v. 
State,  123  Ark.  Ill,  184  S.  W.  409,  Ann. 
Cas.  1918A,  348. 

65.  Stinchcomb  v.  State,  119  Ga. 
442,  46  8.  E.  639;  Jenkins  v.  State,  4 
Ga.  App.  859,  62  S.  E.  674. 

66.  Winter  v.  State,  90  Ala.  637,  8 
So.  556;  Wells  v.  State,  88  Ala.  239,  7 
So.  272;  Gerrish  v.  State,  53  Ala.  476; 
Hinktom  v.  State,  9  Ala.  App.  27,  64 
So.  193;  Eobinson  v.  State,  8  Okla. 
Crim.  667,  130  Pae.  121. 

[a]  Averment  of  Defendant's  Chris- 
tian Name.  —  If  an  indictment  'which 
states  only  the  initial  letters  of  defend- 
ant's christian  name  contains  the  aver- 
ment that  his  true  christian  name  is 
unknown  to  the  grand  jury  it  will  not 
support  a  conviction,  where  the  evi- 
dence shows  that*  the  name  was  in  fact 
known  to  the  grand  jury.  Winter  v. 
State,  90  Ala.  637,  8  So.  556. 

67.  See  supra,  III,  B,  3,  b,  (VI). 

68.  Moss  «.  State,  4  Okla.  Grim. 
247,  111  Pac.  950. 

[a]  Where  an  alleged  unknown 
party  is  referred  to  as  "the  stranger" 
by  the  complaining  witness  throughout 
his  testimony,  and  there  is  no  other 
evidence  to  show  that  the  person  was 
known,  no  variance  exists.  Eobinson 
V.  State,  8  Okla.  Crim.  667,  130  Pac. 
121. 

69.  U.  S.  —  United  States  v.  Eiley, 
74  Fed.  210.  Ala.  — Sanford  v.  State, 
S  Ala.  App.  245,  62  So.  317.  Ariz. 
Perez  v.  Terr.,  14  Ariz.  163,  125  Pac. 
483.  Aik.  —  Armstrong  v.  State,  102 
Ark.  356,  144  S.  W.  195,  Ann.  Cas. 
1914A,  734;  Bennett  v.  State,  84  Ark. 
97,  104  S.  W.  928;  State  v.  Williams, 
68  Ark.  241,  57  S.  W.  792,  82  Am.  St. 
Kep.  288;  Eeed  v.  State,  16  Ark.  499; 
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Gabe  v.  State,  6  Ark.  540.  Cal.  —  Peo- 
ple V.  Oreileus,  79  Oal.  178,  21  Pae.  724. 
Colo.  —  Moynahan  v.  People,  3  Colo. 
367;  Sullivan  v.  People,  6  Colo.  App. 
468,  41  Pae.  840.  Ga.  — Hainey  v. 
State,  r07  Ga.  711,  33  S.  E.  418;  Phil- 
lips V.  State,  96  Ga.  293,  22  S.  E.  574; 
Southern  Exp.  Co.  v.  State  (Ga.  App.), 
97  S.  E.  550.  HI.  — People  v.  Ander- 
son, 267  in.  75,  107  N.  E.  840;  People 
V.  Smith,  258  111.  502,  101  N.  E.  957. 
Ind.  —  State  ■17.  Whiteneck,  176  lud. 
404,  96  N.  E.  156;  Walter  v.  State,  105 
Ind.  589,  5  N.  E.  735;  Vance  v.  State, 
65  Ind.  460;  Moore  v.  State,  65  Ind. 
213;  Mitchell  v.  State,  63  Ind.  276.  La. 
State  V.  Taylor,  49  La.  Ann.  319,  21  So. 
516.  Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Warren,  167 
Mass.  53,  44  N.  E.  1073.  Minn.  — State 
V.  Quiulan,  40  Minn.  55,  41  N.  W.  299. 
Miss. —  Clark  v.  State,  100  Miss.  751, 
57  So.  209,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A,  463,  38  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  187;  Miller  v.  State,  68 
Miss.  221,  8  So.  273;  Blumenberg  v. 
State,  55  Miss.  528;  MUler  v.  State,  53 
Miss.  403;  Macbeth  v.  State,  50  Miss. 
81.  Mo.  —  State  v.  Houston,  19  Mo. 
211;  State  v.  Curran,  18  Mo.  320.  Mont. 
State  V.  Booth,  46  Mont.  334,  127  Pac. 
1017.  N.  H.  — State  v.  Copp,  15  N.  H. 
212.  Ohio.  —  Goodlove  v.  State,  82  Ohio 
St.  365,  92  N.  E.  491,  30  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  134.  Tenn.  —  State  v.  France,  1 
Overt.  434.  Tex. — Kahanek  v.  State, 
(Tex.  Crim.),  201  S.  W.  994;  Williams 
V.  State,  69  Tex.  Crim.  163,  153  S.  W. 
1136;  Polk  V.  State,  66  Tex.  Crim.  654, 
148  S.  W.  311;  Luttrell  v.  State,  65 
Tex.  Crim.  102,  143  S.  W.  628;  Johnson 
V.  State,  63  Tex.  Crim.  457,  140  S.  W. 
337;  Anderson  i).  State,  60  Tex.  Crim. 
314,  131  S.  W.  1124;  Jones  v.  State,  62 
Tex.  Crim,  637,  138  S.  W.  703;   Hanking 
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is  descriptive  of  that  which  is  essential."  The  rule  applies  as  well  to 
the  ehristian^^  as  to  the  surname,  but  a  material  variance  does  not  arise 
where  the  one  name  is  a  contraction  or  abbreviation  of  the  other/*  A 
variance  in  respect  to  the  names  of  a  third  person  would  not  be  ma- 
terial where  the  person  thus  named  is  not  essential  to  the  identity  of 
the  offense,'^  as,  for  example,  where  the  crime  is  otherwise  described 
with  sufficient  certainty  to  identify  the  act.^*  Moreover,  no  variance  aa 
to  names  will  be  considered  important  unless  it  misleads  the  defendant 
to  his  prejudice,^'  and  it  cannot  be  said  to  do  this  where  the  names 
alleged  and  proved  are  idem  sonans,'°  or  where  the  person  named  in 
the  charge  is  sufficiently  identified^'  with  the  one  brought  out  in  the  evi- 


V.  State,  57  Tex.  Crim.  152,  122  S.  W. 
21;  Games  v.  State,  53  Tex.  Crim.  490, 
110  S.  W.  750,  22  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  706; 
Haygood  v.  State,  51  Tex.  Crim.  618, 
103  S.  "W.  890;  Huntly  v.  State  (Tex. 
Crim.),  34  S.  W.  923. 

[a]  Formerly  the  rule  was  strictly 
applied.  Unger  v.  State,  42  Miss.  642; 
State  V.  Anderson,  3  Rich.  Ii.  (S.  C.) 
172.  And  see  People  v.  Smith,  258  111. 
502, 101  N.  E.  957. 

70.  See  supra,  III,.B,  3,  b,  ,(V),  (B). 

71.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Hughes,  41  Cal. 
234.  Ga.  —  Lewis  v.  State,  90  Ga.  95, 
16  S.  E.  697.  m.  — People  v.  Both,  185 
m.  App.  162.  Mo.  — State  v.  English, 
67  Mo.  136.  Neb.  —  Gandy  v.  State,  27 
Neb.  707,  43  N.  W.  747,  44  N.  W.  108, 
Wis.  — State  v.  Dudley,  7  "Wis.  664. 

[a]  A  variance  as  to  the  middle 
name  may  be  material  (1)  where  pre- 
judice to  the  defendant  results  (Ind. 
Tardy  v.  State,  4  Blackf.  152.  Kan. 
State  V.  Gordon,  56  Kan.  64,  42  Pae. 
346.  Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Hall,  3  Pick.  262. 
Ohio.  — Price  v.  State,  19  Ohio  423), 
ordinarily,  however,  (2)  such  a  vari- 
ance is  not  fatal  (111.  —  Miller  v.  Peo- 
ple, 39  111.  457.  Ind.  — Foltz  v.  State, 
33  Ind.  215;  Eatclifl  v.  State,  23  Ind. 
App.  64,  54  N.  E.  814.  Mich.  — Mc- 
Donough  V.  Heyman,  38  Mich.  334. 
Miss.  —  Garvin  v.  State,  52  Miss.  207. 
E.  I.  — State  V.  Eeeny,  13  E.  I.  623. 
Tex.  —  Olibare  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.), 
48  S.  "W.  69),  unless  actual  prejudice 
to    the    defendant    resujta    therefrom, 

72.  See  infra,  in,  B,  4,  g,  (II),  (B), 
(4)- 

73.  XT.  S.  — United  States  v.  How- 
ard, 3  Sumn.  12,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,- 
403.  Ark.- Bennett  v.  State,  84  Ark, 
97,  104  S.  W.  928.  la.  —  State  v.  Win- 
dahl,  95  Iowa  470,  64  N.  W.  420;  State 
V.  Goode,  68  Iowa  593,  27  N.  W.  772; 
State  V.  Crawford,  66  Iowa  318,  23  N. 


"W.  684;  State  v.  Carr,  43  Iowa  418; 
State  V.  Becker,  20  Iowa  438.  Mass. 
Com.  V.  Hunt,  4  Pick.  252.  Tex. 
Mayo  V.  State,  7  Tex.  App.  342. 

74.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Leong  Quong, 
60  Cal.  107.  Mont.  —  State  v.  Moiley, 
41  Mont.  402,  110  Pac.  83;  State  v. 
Lee,  33  Mont.  203,  83  Pae.  223.  Wash. 
State  V.  Ewing,  67  Wash.  395,  121  Pac. 
834. 

75.  Ariz.  —  Perez  v.  Terr.,  14  Ariz, 
163,  125  Pac.  483.  Ark.  —  Bennett  v. 
State,  84  Ark.  97,  104  S.  W.  928.  Oal 
People  V.  Main,  114  Cal.  632,  46  Pac. 
612.  la.  —  State  v.  Windahl,  95  Iowa 
470,  64  N.  W.  420;  State  v.  Crawford, 
66  Iowa  318,  23  N.  W.  684;  State  v. 
Carr,  43  Iowa  418;  State  v.  Emeigh,  18 
Iowa  122.  Mo. — State  v.  Shirley,  233 
Mo.  335,  135  S.  W.  1;  State  v.  Harl,  137 
Mo.  252,  38  S.  W.  919;  State  v.  Eey- 
nolds,  106  Mo.  146,  17  S.  W.  322;  State 
V.  Barker,  64  Mo.  282.  Mont.  —  State 
V.  Booth,  46  Mont.  334,  127  Pao.  1017. 
N.  Y.  — People  v.  Lake,  110  N.  Y.  61, 
17  N.  E.  146,  6  Am.  St.  Eep.  344.  Ohio. 
Mead  v.  State,  26  Ohio  St.  505.  Tex. 
GafEord  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.),  100  S. 
W.  375.  Wyo.  — Eggart  v.  State,  19 
Wyo.  285,  116  Pac.  454;  Gustavenson 
V.  State,  10  Wyo.  300,  68  Pac.  1006. 

76.  See  infra,  III,  B,  4,  g,  (II),  (B), 
(2). 

77.  Ala.  —  Finley  v.  State,  7  Ala. 
App.  16i;  62  So.  265;  Eoden  v.  State,  5 
Ala.  App.  247,  59  So.  751.  Aik. 
Joiner  v.  State,  113  Ark.  112,  167  S. 
W.  492;  Armstrong  v.  State,  102  Ark. 
356,  144  S.  W.  195,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A, 
734;  Bennett  v.  State,  84  Ark.  97,  104 
S.  W.  928.  Cal.  — People  v.  Oreileus, 
79  Cal.  178,  21  Pae.  724;  People  v. 
Leong  Sing,  77  Cal.  117,  19  Pac.  254; 
People  V.  Allen,  61  Cal.  140;  People  v. 

McNealy,  17  Cal.  332.  Ga Walker  v. 

State,  14  Ga.  App.  587,  81  S.  E.  797. 
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deuce,     as  would  be  the  case  where  the  name  is  supplemented  by  ths 
person's  office.'* 

Names  Averred  as  Unknown.  —  The  rule  that  where  essential  matters 
are  alleged  as  unknown,  defendant  may  establish  a  material  variance 
by  showing  that  they  were  actually  known'*  applies  to  averments  of 
the  names  of  third  persons.'" 


Ind.  —  State  v.  Whiteneck,  176  Ind.' 
404,  96  N.  E.  156.  Kan. — State  v.  Til- 
lotson,  85  Kan.  577,  117  Pac.  1030,  Ann, 
Cas.  1913A,  463;  State,  v.  Flack,  48 
Kan.  146,  29  Pac.  571;  State  v.  Book, 
42  Kan.  419,  22  Pac.  626.  Mont. 
State  V.  Booth,  46  Mont.  334,  127  Pac. 
1017.  N.  y.  — People  v.  Lake,  110  N. 
T.  61,  17  N.  E.  146,  6  Am.  St.  Rep.  344. 
Ohio.  —  Goodlove  v.  State,  82  Ohio  St. 
365,  92  N.  E.  491,  30  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
134;  Mead  v.  State,  26  Ohio  St.  505. 
S.  C  — State  V.  Garvin,  48  S.  C.  258, 
26  S.  E.  570.  Tex.  — Cain  v.  State,  68 
Tex.  Grim.  507,  163  S.  W.  147;  Polk  v. 
State,  66  Tex.  Grim.  654,  148  S.  "W.  311; 
Franklin  v.  State,  37  Tex.  Grim.  312,  39 
S.  W.  680.  Wash.  — State  v.  Myrberg, 
56  Wash.  384,  105  Pae.  622.  Wis. 
State  V.  Lincoln,  17  Wis.  579. 

[a]  Variance  as  to  Christian  KTame. 
Where  adultery  with  "Velma  Shider" 
•was  charged  in  the  indictment  and 
there  was  proof  that  she  was  some- 
times known  by  that  name,  though  the 
testimony  also  showed  that  she  had 
been  generally  called  "Genie  Shider," 
the  variance  was  not  sufficiently  ma- 
terial to  justify  a  new  trial;  the  ques- 
tion of  identity  having  been  determined 
by  the  jury.  Walker  v.  State,  14  Ga. 
App.  587,  81  S.  E.  797. 

78.  State  v.  Shirley,  233  Mo.  335, 
135  S.  W.  1. 

[a]  Name  of  Judge.  —  In  a  prose- 
cution for  escape  the  information 
charged  the  name  of  the  justice  before 
whom  the  defendant  was  arraigned  be- 
fore his  escape  as  "J.  S.  Keener" 
while  from  the  evidence  his  correct 
name  appeared  to  be  "J.  L.  Keener." 
The  variance  was  considered  immate- 
rial particularly  since  the  name  of  the 
justice  as  charged  was  supplemented 
by  a  description  of  the  office  which  he 
held.  State  v.  Shirley,  233  Mo.  335, 
135  S.  W.  1. 

[b]  Name  of  Officer  Resisted. 
Where  the  name  of  the  officer  alleged  in 
the  indictment  to  have  been  resisted 
appeared  as  James  H."  McKenzie,  but 
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the  evidence  showed  that  the  officer 
who  was  resisted  was  J.  H.  McKenzie, 
the  variance  was  not  sufficient  to  en- 
title the  defendant  to  a  general  charge, 
particularly  where  the  identity  of  the 
officer  was  supplemented  and  estab- 
lished by  the  descriptive  averment  that 
he  was  deputy  sheriff  of  Mobile  Coun- 
ty, Alabama.  Finley  v.  State,  7  Ala. 
App.  161,  62  So.  265. 

79.  See  supra,  III,  B,  3,  b,  (VI). 

80.  U.  S.  —  United  States  v.  Riley, 
74  Fed.  210.  Ala.  — Winter  v.  State, 
90  Ala.  637,  8  So.  656;  Cheek  v.  State, 
38  Ala.  227.  Ind.  — Moore  v.  State,  65 
Ind.  213.  Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Gallagher, 
126  Mass.  54;  Com.  v.  Hill,  11  Gush. 
137.  Neb.  — Guthrie  v.  State,  16  Neb. 
667,  21  N.  W.  455.  Tex.  — Martin  v. 
State,  80  Tex.  Grim.  275,  189  S.  W.  262; 
Williams  v.  State,  69  Tex.  Grim.  163, 
153  S.  W.  1136;  Yantis  v.  State,  65  Tex. 
Grim.  564,  144  S.  W.  947. 

See  supra,  III,  B,  3,  b,  (VI). 

[a]  Where  the  names  of  persona 
from  whom  contributions  were  solicited 
by  defendant  in  violation  of  the  civil 
service  law  were  alleged  to  have  been 
unknown  to  the  grand  jury,  and  were 
in  fact  known  to  them,  the  variance  is 
fatal.  United  States  v.  Riley,  74  Fed. 
210. 

[b]  Person  From  Whom  Stolen 
Gooda  Received. —  (1)  The  proof  and 
the  allegations  must  correspond  as  to 
an  averment  that  the  name  of  the  per- 
son from  whom  the  goods  were  received 
was  unknown  to  the  grand  jury.  Wil- 
liams v.  State,  69  Tex.  Grim.  163,  153 
S.  W.  1136;  Yantis  v.  State,  65  Tex. 
Grim.  564,  144  S.  W.  947.  (2)  Thus 
where  the  proof  showsi  that  witnesses 
who  testified  before  the  grand  jury  knew 
that  the  property  was  received  from  a 
particular  person,  the  variance  is  fatal-. 
Williams  v.  State,  69  Tex.  Grim.  163, 
153  S.  W.  1136. 

[c]  Persons  Named  In  Conspiracy. 
Since  persons  engaged  in  a  conspiracy 
are  not  so  far  a  part  of  the  offense  as 
to  be  said  to  be  descriptive  thereof  and 
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(2.)  Names  Idem  Sonans.—  A  discrepancy  between  the  name  alleged 
and  the  one  proved  cannot  be  material  in  the  sense  that  it  misleads  the 
defendant  to  his  prejudice  where  such  names  are  idem  sonans,^^  tha,t 
is  to  say,  where  the  names  may  be  sounded  alike  without  doing  violence 
to  the  variant  orthography.®^  Illustrations  of  this  doctrine  will  be  found 
in  the  notes.®* 

(3.)  Name  T)y  Which  the  Person  Is  Commonly  Known.  —  Identity  of  per- 
sons being  all  that  is  required,®*  a  fatal  variance  does,  not  arise  from  a 
difference  in  names  where  the  evidence  discloses  the  fact  that  the  name 
averred  is  one  by  which  the  person  was  generally  known  in  the  commu- 
nity,®°  a  rule  which  has  received  frequent  application  and  of  which  a 


the  fact  that  a  conspirator  is  desig- 
nated in  the  indictment  as  unknown, 
when  he  is  known  is  not  fatal  to  a  con- 
viction of  the  others.  People  v.  Smith, 
239  in.  91,  87  N.  E.  885. 

81.  111.  —  People  V.  Jaeobson,  178 
III.  App.  313.  N.  H.  —  Tibbets  v.  Kiah, 
2  N.  H.  657.  N.  Y.  — Petrie  v.  Wood- 
worth,  3  Oaines  219.  N.  C. — State  V. 
Drakeford,  162  N.  C.  667,  78  S.  B.  308; 
State  V.  Houser,  44  N.  C.  410;  State  v. 
Upton,  12  N.  C.  513.  Pa.  — Com.  v. 
Gillespie,  7  Serg.  &  R.  469,  10  Am.  Dec. 
475.  S.  C  — State  v.  Scurry,  3  Rich.  L. 
68.  Tex.  —  Pye  v.  State,  71  Tex.  Grim. 
94,  154  S.  W.  222;  Cain  v.  State,  68 
Tex.  Crim.  507,  153  S.  W.  147;  Milon- 
tree  v.  State,  30  Tex.  App.  151,  16  S. 
W.  764.  Wis.  —  State  v.  Lincoln,  17 
Wis.  579. 

82.  Pye  V.  State,  71  Tex.  Grim.  94, 
154  S.  W.  222. 

83.  People  v.  Jacobson,  178  111.  App. 
313 

[a]  Between  "StaU"  and  "StoU" 
no  material  variance  exists.  People  V. 
Jacobson,  178  HI.  App.  313. 

[b]  That  Bosetta  and  Bosalia  are 
not  idem  sonans  within  the  rule,  see 
People  V.  Smith,  258  111.  502,  101  N.  E. 
957. 

[c]  "Been  Perrery"  and  "Bene 
Perry"  are  idem  sonans.  Pye  v.  State, 
71  Tex.  Crim.  94,  154  S.  W.  222. 

[d]  Kim  and  Kims.  —  Proof  of  lar- 
ceny from  Henry  Kirns  will  support 
an  indictment  for  larceny  from  Henry 
Kim,  the  names  being  practically  iden- 
tical. State  V.  Booth,  46  Mont.  334,  127 
Pae.  1017. 

[e]  "Kamegay"  and  "Komegay" 
are  not  idem  sonans.  Haygood  v.  State, 
51  Tex.  Crim.  618,  103  S.  W.  890. 

84.  See  supra,  III,  B,  4,  g,  (II),  (B), 

85.  XT.      S. — Bennett      V.      United 


States,  227  U.  S.  333,  33  Sup.  Gt.  288, 
57  L.  ed.  531.  Ala.  —  Palkner  v.  State, 
151  Ala.  77,  44  So.  409;  Ford  v.  State, 
129  Ala.  16,  30  So.  27;  State  v.  Glaze, 
9  Ala.  283;  Langston  v.  State,  8  Ala. 
App.  129, 63  So.  38.  Ark.— State  v.  Seely, 
80  Ark.  162.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Ou- 
bridge,  123  Gal.  xviii,  56  Pac.  442; 
People  V.  Plyler,  121  Cal.  160,  53  Pae. 
553;  People  v.  Leong  Quong,  60  Cal. 
107.  na. — McDonald  v.  State,  70  Fla. 
250,  70  So.  24;  Reddick  v.  State,  25 
Fla.  112,  433,  5  So.  704.  Ga.  — Hainey 
V.  State,  107  Ga.  711,  33  S.  E.  418; 
Jones  V.  State,  65  Ga.  147.  111.  —  Hix 
V.  People,  167  HI.  382,  41  N.  E.  862; 
Van  Der  Mark  v.  People,  47  HI.  122; 
Durham  v.  People,  5  III.  172,  39  Am. 
Deo.  407.  Ind.  — Walter  v.  State,  105 
Ind.  589,  5  N.  E.  735;  Ehlert  v.  State, 
93  Ind.  76.  Ky.  —  Robinson  v.  Com.,  88 
Ky.  386,  11  S.  W.  210.  Me.  — State  v. 
Peterson,  70  Me.  216;  State  v.  Bundy, 
64  Me.  507;  State  v.  Libby,  44  Me.  469, 
69  Am.  Deo.  115.  Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Wil- 
liams, 161  Mass.  442,  37  N.  E.  371; 
Com.  V.  Gormley,  133  Mass.  580;  Com. 
V.  Traiaor,  123  Mass.  414.  Mich. 
Shannon  v.  People,  5  Mich.  71.  Minn. 
State  V.  Brecht,  41  Minn.  50,  42  N.  W. 
602.  Miss.  — Wood  v.  State,  64  Miss. 
761,  2  So.  247;  Macbeth  v.  State,  50 
Miss.  81.  Neb.  —  Binfield  v.  State,  15 
Neb.  484,  19  N.  W.  607.  Ohio.  — State 
V.  Gardiner,  Wright  392.  Tex.  —  Gra- 
ham V.  State,  78  Tex.  Crim.  602,  182  S. 
W.  453;  Gatlin  v.  State,  72  Tex.  Crim. 
516,  163  8.  W.  428;  Pye  v.  State,  71 
Tex.  Crim.  94,  154  S.  W.  222;  Cain  v. 
State,  68  Tex.  Crim.  507, 153  S.  W.  147; 
Polk  V.  State,  66  Tex.  Crim.  654,  148 
S.  W.  311;  liUttrell  v.  State.  65  Tex. 
Crim.  102,  143  S.  W.  628;  Jones  v. 
State,  62  Tex.  Crim.  637,  138  S.  W. 
703;  Betta  v.  State,  57  Tex.  Crim.  389, 
124  S.   W.  424;   Hankins   v.   State,   57 
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number  of  illustrations  appear  in  the  notes  in  connection  with  specific 
crimes.*'  A  variance  does  not  arise  from  evidence  that  the  person  in 
question  is  also  known  by  other  names  than  the  one  alleged  if  it  clearly 
appears  that  the  name  alleged-  is  his  true  one.*' 

(4.)  Abtreviations  and  Contractions  of  Name.  -  Where  the  christian  name 
alleged  and  the  one  proved  have  the  same  derivation  and  the  one  is 
merely  a  contraction  of  the  other,  no  material  variance  occurs.**    And 


Tex.  Crim.  152,  122  S.  W.  21;  Gafford 
V.  State  (Tex.  Crim.),  100  S.  W.  375. 
Wash.  —  State  v.  Myrberg,  56  Wash. 
384,  105  Pae.  622.  Bng.  —  Eex  v.  Nor- 
ton, 1  Euss.  &  Eyan  510. 

[a]  "A  name  is  one  or  more  words 
used  to  designate  a  person  or  tbiug. 
The  name  by  which  a  person  is  com- 
monly or  usually  known  will  be  good, 
even  though  it  differs  from  the  name 
of  baptism  ...  It  will  be  enough 
to  sustain  aii  averment  of  a  particular 
name  that  the  person  was  usually  or 
popularly  known  by  such  name."  Peo- 
ple V.  Gray,  251  111.  431,  96  N.  E.  268. 

[b]  "Wliere  a  person  upon  whom  a 
crime  is  committed  is  referred  to  by 
the  name  he  or  she  is  generally  known 
by  in  the  neighborhood  where  the 
crime  is  committed,  the  use  of  such 
name  in  the  information  is  proper,  and 
there  can  be  no  fatal  variance  upon 
proof  that  the  baptismal  name  or  true 
name  is  otherwise."  State  v.  Myrberg, 
56  Wash.  384,  105  Pac.  622. 

[c]  "Frieda"  and  "Valfreda." 
A.  child  upon  whom  the  crime  was 
committed  was  named  "Frieda"  in 
the  information.  The  testimony  showed 
that  in  Holland,  where  the  family  came 
from  the  name  was  "Valfreda"  but 
that  since  being  in  this  country  she 
was  called  and  known  as  "Frieda." 
The  variance  was  held  immaterial. 
State  V.  Myrberg,  56  Wash.  384,  105 
Pac.  622.  '  , 

[d]  Works  and  Worke.  —  There  is 
no  variance  between  the  name 
"Works"  as  contained  in  the  indict- 
ment and  "Worke"  as  proved  at  the 
trial  where  it  appears  that  all  the  wit- 
nesses called  him  "Works"  and  his 
affidavit  shows  that  he  was  called 
"Works."  Gafford  v.  State  (Tex. 
Crim.),  100  S.  W.  375. 

86.    See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Name  of  Woman  Illegally  Oper- 
ated Upon.  —  Upon  the  trial  of  a  per- 
son for  intending  to  procure  a  miscar- 
riage  of  a  woman,  there  is  no  vari- 
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ance,  although  it  appears  that  the  name 
of  the  woman  as  alleged  in  the  infor- 
mation, was  a  fictitious  one.  but  that 
she  was  known  by  such  name  to  those 
with  whom  she  had  dealings  .and  to 
whom,  she  had  gone  for  relief  and 
treatment.  McDonald  v.  State,  70 
Pla.  250,  70  So.  24. 

[b]  Chaudoin  and  Chaudoiu.  —  An 
information  charging  a  sale  of  liquor 
to  L.  E.  Chandoin  is  supported  by 
proof  of  a  sale  to  L.  E.  Chaudoin,  when 
it  appears  that  the  person  was  gen- 
erally known  and  called  by  the  name 
of  Chandoin.  Graham  v.  State,  78  Tex. 
Crim.   602,  182  S.  W.  453. 

[c]  A  variance  as  to  the  name  of  a 
woman  transported  for  immoral  pur- 
poses is  not  material  where  the  tes- 
timony shows  that  the  woman  had  gone 
by  the  name  charged  in  the  indict- 
ment. Bennett  v.  United  States,  227 
U.  S.  333,  33  Sup.  Ct.  288,  57  Ii.  ed. 
531. 

[d]  Alias.  —  An  indictment  for  the 
murder  of  "Asaria  Simmons,  alias 
Dummy"  is  sustained  by  proof  of  the 
murder  of  Dummy  where  it  appears 
that  deceased  was  generally  known 
and  called  by  that  name.  Falkner  v. 
State,   151   Ala.   77,  44   So.   409. 

[e]  Name  of  Bastard  Child.  —  A 
bastard  does  not  necessarily  bear  its 
mother's  surname.  Where,  therefore, 
the  prosecutrix  in  rape,  was  a  bastard 
child  and  was  designated  in  the  in- 
dictment, not  by  the  surname  which 
the  mother  had  at  the  time  of  the 
child's  birth,  but  by  the  surname  of 
the  mother's  husband  and  the  proof 
shows  that  the  child  was  commonly 
known  by  such  latter  name,  there  is 
no  variance.  People  v.  Gray,  251  111. 
431,  96  N.  B.  268. 

87.  Ehlert  v.  State,  93  Ind.   76. 

88,  Ariz.  —  Perez  v.  Ter.,  14  Ariz. 
163,  125  Pac.  483.  Cal.  —  People  v. 
Armstrong,  114  Cal.  570,  46  Pac.  611. 
D.  O.  —  Williams  v.  United  States,  3 
App,  Cas.  335,    Jil- — Bonardo  v.  People, 
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proof  of  a  person's  full  name  may  support  an  averment  describing 
such  person  by  the  use  of  the  initials  of  his  christian  name,^*  especially 
if  he  is  commonly  and  popularly  known  by  the  initials,^"  or  if  his  iden- 
tity is  further  established  by  an  additional  descriptive  averment.'^  A 
discrepancy  between  the  initials  alleged  and  those  proved  is  not  fatal 
where  the  identity  of  the  person  clearly  appears.®^ 

(5.)  Additions  to  Names.  —  "Words  added  to  the  name  of  a  person  and 
which  form  no  part  thereof  need  not  be  proved  by  the  state,'^  unless 


182  111.  411,  55  N.  E.  519.  Ind.— State 
V.  Whiteneck,  176  Ind.  404,  96  N.  E. 
156;  State  v.  MeEwen,  151  Ind.  485, 
51  N.  E.  1053;  Walter  v.  State,  105 
Ind.  589,  6  N.  E.  735.  la.  — State  v. 
Emeigh,  18  Iowa  122.  Kan.  —  State  v. 
TUlotson,  85  Kan.  577,  117  Pae.  1030, 
Ann.  Cas.  1913A,  463.  N.  C  — State 
V.  Johnson,  67  N.  C.  55.  Tenn.  —  Scott 
V.  State,  7  Lea  232.  Tex.  —  Alsup  v. 
State,  36  Tex.  Crim.  535,  38  S.  W.  174. 
W.  Va.  — State  v.  Eeece,  27  W.  Va, 
375. 

[a]  "Jos."  and  "Joseph."— "Jos." 
is  a  recognized  and  accepted  abbrevia- 
tion of  "Joseph"  and  no  variance 
exists  where  the  former  is  alleged  and 
the  latter  proved.  State  v.  Whiteneck, 
176  Ind.  404,  96  N.  E.  156. 

[bj  "May"  and  "Mary," —State 
V.  Emeigh,  18  Iowa  122. 

[cj  "FeUcio  and  Feliciauo  evident- 
ly have  the  same  derivation,  the  one  a 
contraction  of  the  other.  It  was  not  a 
misnomer  to  designate  the  deceased  as 
Felicio  Chacon,  when  his  correct  name 
was  Feliciano  Chacon;  and  the  jury, 
under  the  evidence  in  the  case,  when 
the  question  contested  was  the  name, 
were  justified  in  considering  the  two 
names  one  and  the  same."  Perez  v. 
lev.,  14  Ariz.  163,  125  Pae.  483. 

Id]  "Lottie"  and  "Charlotte." 
In  a  prosecution  for  kidnaping,  evi- 
dence that  the  person  in  charge  of  the 
child  was  Charlotte  Bleakley  is  suffi- 
cient to  sustain  an  allegation  that  the 
name  of  such  person  was  Lottie  Bleak- 
ley.  State  V.  Tillotson,  85  Kan.  577, 
117  Pae.  1030,  Ann.  Cas.  1913A,  463. 

[e]  But  a  variance  between  ' 'Mike" 
and.  "Michael"  has  been  held  mater- 
ial. Sullivan  v.  People,  6  Colo.  App. 
458,  41  Pae.  840. 

89.  Ala.  — Thompson  v.  State,  48 
Ala.  165;  Eoden  v.  State,  5  Ala.  App. 
247,  59  So.  751.  HI.  — Little  ^.  People, 
157  111.  153,  42  N.  E.  389.    la.  — State 


V.  Short,  54  Iowa  392,  6  N.  W.  584. 
Kan.  —  State  v.  Elack,  48  Kan.  146,  29 
Pae.  571.  Mo.  — State  v.  Shirley,  233 
Mo.  335,  135  S.  W.  1.  ,  Tex.  —  Franklin 
V.  State,  37  Tex.  Crim.  312,  39  S.  W. 
680. 

[a]  Designation  by  Initials.  —  The 
designation  of  the  person  slain  as  "S. 
Eowan"  instead  of  by  his  Christian 
name  of  "Sloan  Eowan"  does  not 
create  a  variance  available  under  the 
general  charge.  Jones  v.  State,  181 
Ala.  63,  61  So.  434. 

[b]  "F.  H.  Leslie"  and  "Frank  W. 
Leslie."  —  An  allegation  of  a  sale  of 
liquor  to  "F.  H.  Leslie"  is  not  mater- 
ially variant  from  proof  of  a  sale  to 
"Frank  W.  Leslie,"  where  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  defendant  was  there- 
by misled  to  his  prejudice.  Eggart  v. 
State,  19  Wyo.   285,  116  Pae.  454. 

90.  Eoden  v.  State,  5  Ala.  App.  247, 
59.  So.  751. 

91.  Eoden  v.  State,  5  Ala.  App.  247, 
59  So.  751. 

[a]  As  for  example  the  marshal  of 
a  certain  named  town.  Eoden  v.  State, 
5  Ala.  App.  247,  59  So.  751. 

92.  Joiner  v.  State,  113  Ark.  112, 
167  S.   W.  492. 

[a]  An  indictment  charged  the  own- 
er^ip  of  the  money  stolen  to  be  in  J. 
E.  Eeynolds.  The  evidence  disclosed 
his  true  initials  to  be  J.  B.  instead  of  J. 
E.  but  further  identified  the  prosecut- 
ing witness,  thus  erroneously  described 
in  the  indictment,  as  the  owner  of  the 
goods  stolen.  No  prejudicial  variance, 
it  was  held,  existed  between  the  proof 
and  the  indictment.  Joiner  v.  State, 
113  Ark.  112,  167  S.  W.  492. 

[b]  That  a  variance  in  the  initial  of 
the  middle  name  of  the  party  killed 
is  not  materia],  see  People  v.  Lock- 
wood,  6  Cal.  205;  Stockton  v.  State, 
25  Tex.  772. 

93.  Bonardo  v.  People,  182  111.  411, 
55  N.  B.  519. 
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the  circumstances  make  them  material  to  the  identity  of  the  crime.** 
Thus  a  material  variance  does  not  arise  from  a  disagreement  between 
the  allegations  and  the  proof  as  to  such  additions  as  "Jr."  and  "Sr."** 
An  alias  added  to  the  third  person's  name  would  not  require  conform- 
ity in  the  proof,  nor  would  proof  of  the  alias  alone  suffice.^' 

(6.)  Maiden  and  Married  Name. —  No  material  variance  arises  from 
proof  that  prosecutrix  is  married,  where  her  maiden  name  is  alleged,^'' 
even  though  she  may  have  been  married  at  the  time  of  the  crime^  pro- 
vided her  identity  sufficiently  appears.®' 

(7.)  Names  of  Particular  Persons.  —  The  foregoing  rules  as  to  variance 
in  names  of  third  persons  alleged  in  the  indictment  or  information  ap- 
ply generally  to  all  offenses.  Fully  recognizing  the  doctrine  of  idem 
sonans,®^  and  requiring  only  that  the  identity  of  the  persons  described 
by  name  with  those  mentioned  in  the  evidence  appear,^  the  courts  have 


94.  Allen  v.  State,  62  Ind.  486:  State 
V.  Vittum,  9  N.  H.  519. 

95.  Ind.  —  Eoss  v.  State,  116  Ind. 
495,  19  N.  E.  451;  Allen  v.  State,  52 
Ind.  486.  la.  —  State  v.  Dankwardt, 
107  Iowa  704,  77  N.  W.  495;  State  v. 
Williams,  20  Iowa  98;  State  v.  Thomp- 
son, 19  Iowa  299.  Mass.  —  Com.  v. 
Parmenter,  101  Mass.  211;  Com.  v. 
Perkins,  1  Pick.  388.  Tex.  —  Peters  v. 
State,  69  Tex.  Crim.  403,  154  S.  W. 
563;  Windom  v.  State,  44  Tex.  Crim. 
514,  72  S.  W.  193. 

[a]  Proof  of  l)urglary  committed  in 
the  bouse  of  A.  Dodson  is  not  mater- 
ially variant  from  an  allegation  that 
defendant  entered  the  house  of  A. 
Dodson,  Jr.,  especially  where  the  evi- 
dence shows  that  there  was  no  other  A. 
Dodson.  Peters  V.  State,  69  Tex.  Crim. 
403,  154  S.  W.  563. 

[b]  An  allegation  that  liquor  was 
given  to  Robert  McNeal,  Jr.,  is  suf- 
cieutly  supported  by  proof  that  it  was 
given  to  Eobert  McNeaJ,  without  any 
evidence  as  to  whether  he  is  junior  or 
senior.    Allen  v.  State,  52  Ind.  486. 

[c]  Different  Persons.  —  But  proof 
of  adultery  with  Levi  Wallace,  Jr.,  is 
materially  variant  from  an  allegation 
of  adultery  with  Levi  Wallace,  where 
the  evidence  shows  them  to  be  differ- 
ent persons.  State  v.  Vittum,  9  N.  H. 
519. 

96.  Goodlove  v.  State,  82  Ohio  St., 
366,  92  N.  E.  491,  30  t.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
134. 

[a]  Where  an  indictment  charges  ac- 
cused with  having  kUIed  one  "Percy 
Stuckey,  alias  Frank  MeCormick," 
evidence  that  the  defendant  assaulted 
and  killed  a  person  commonly  known 
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as  Frank  MeCormick  will  not  sustain 
a  verdict  of  guilty,  unless  it  also  be 
shown  that  the  Frank  MeCormick  as- 
saulted and  killed  and  Percy  Stuckey 
were  one  and  the  same  person.  Good- 
love  V.  State,  82  Ohio  St.  365,  92  N.  E. 
491,  30  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  134.  See  also 
Falkner  v.  State,  151  Ala.  77,  44  So. 
409. 

97.  Armstrong  v.  State,  102  Ark. 
356,  144  S.  W.  195,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A, 
734;  Cain  v.  State,  68  Tex.  Crim.  507, 
153  S.  W.  147. 

[a]  That  the  indictment  alleges  the 
maiden  name  of  the  prosecutrix  Yelma 
Coalson,  whereas  the  proof  shows  her 
to  be  married  and  that  her  real  name 
at  the  time  of  the  trial  is  Velma  Mc- 
Donald, does  not  constitute  a  fatal  var- 
iance, where  it  appears  that  at  the 
time  of  the  crime  her  name  was  Velma 
Coalson  and  that  her  identity  with 
Velma  McDonald  is  not  open  to  ques- 
tion. Cain  V.  State,  68  Tex.  Crim.  507, 
153  S.  W.  147. 

98.  Armstrong  v.  State,  102  Ark. 
356,  144  S.  W.  195,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A, 
734. 

[a]  Where  prosecutrix  had  not  taken 
her  husband's  name  and  at  the  time  of 
the  crime  was  commonly  known  by  her 
maiden  name  as  set  out  in  the  indict- 
ment, proof  that  she  was  married  does 
not  constitute  a  fatal  variance.  Arm- 
strong V.  State,  102  Ark.  356,  144  8.  W. 
195,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A,  734. 

See  sv/pra,  III,  B,  4,  g,  (II). 

99.  See  supra,  III,  B,  4,  g,  (U), 
(B),  (2). 

1.    See  supra,  HI,  B,  4,  g,  (II),  (B), 
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pronounced  it  necessary  for  the  state  to  substantially  conform  its  proof 
to  names  of  persons  alleged  to  have  been  assaulted,''  or  bribed,*  or  mur- 
dered,* or  raped,^  or  from  whom  goods  were  stolen,*  or  from  whom 
stolen  goods  were  received,^  or  to  whom  liquor  was  illegally  sold,'  or 


2.  Oal.  — People  v.  Christian,  101 
Cal.  471,  35  Pae.  1043.  Fla.  — Jacobs 
V.  State,  46  Fla.  167,  35  So.  65.  lU. 
People  V.  Anderson,  267  111.  75,  107  N. 

E.    840.     Ind McLaughlin   v.  State, 

52  Ind.  476;  SwaUs  v.  State,  7  Blackf. 
324.  Miss.  — Wood  v.  State,  64  Miss. 
761,  2  So.  247;  Miller  v.  State,  53  Miss. 
403.  Mo.  —  State  v,  Moore,  178  Mo. 
348,  77  S.  W.  522.  Tex.  — Gorman  v. 
State,  42  Tex.  221;  Luttrell  v.  State, 
65  Tex.  Crim.  102,  143  S.  W.  628;  Hay- 
good  V.  State,  51  Tex.  Crim.  618,  103 
S.  W.  890;  Gafford  v.  State  (Tex. 
Crim.),  100  S.  W.  375;  Brown  v.  State, 
16  Tex.  App.  197;  Osborne  v.  State, 
14  Tex.  App.  225;  Parsons  v.  State,  9 
Tex.  App.  204;  '  Burgamy  v.  State,  4 
Tex.  App.  572.  W.  Va.  — State  v. 
Meadows,  18   W.  Va.  658. 

[a]  A  charge  that  defendant  as- 
saulted Jonas  Olson  is  not  sustained  by 
proof  that  the  accused  assaulted  a  man 
named  "Olson"  who  was  the  husband 
of  the  complaining  witness.  People  V. 
Anderson,  267  111.  75,  107  N.  E.  840. 

[b]  A  charge  of  assault  to  murder 
Edward  Oscar  Williams  is  not  sustained 
by  proof  of  an  assault  to  murder  Oscar 
Williams.  "There  is  nothing  in  the 
record  to  show  that  they  are  the  same 
parties,  or  that  if  they  are  the  same 
parties  that  he  was  commonly  called 
Oscar  Williams. ' '  Luttrell  v.  State,  65 
Tex.  Crim.  102,  143  S.  W.  628. 

3.  Eoden  v.  State,  5  Ala.  App.  247, 
69  So.  751. 

4.  Ala.  —  Falkner  v.  State,  151  Ala. 
77,  44  So.  409;  Langston  v.  State,  8 
Ala.  App.  129,  63  So.  38.  Ariz.  —  Perez 
V.  Ter.,  14  Ariz.  163,  125  Pae.  483.  Ark. 
Bennett  v.  State,  84  Ark.  97,  104  S.  W. 
928.  HI. — Shepherd  v.  People,  72  111. 
480.  Ohio.  —  Goodlove  v.  State,  82 
Ohio  St.  365,  92  N.  E.  491,  30  L.  B.  A. 
(N.  S.)  134.  Tex.  —  Jones  v.  State,  62 
Tex.  Crim.  637,  138  S.  W.  703;  Ander- 
son V.  State,  60  Tex.  Crim.  314,  131  8. 
W.  1124;  Betts  V.  State,  57  Tex.  Crim. 
389,  124  8.  W.  424. 

[a]  The  Christian  name  of  the 
party  killed  should  be  proved  as  al- 
leged. State  V.  Boylson,  3  Minn.  438; 
Clark  V.   State,   100   Miss.   751,   57   So. 


209,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A,  463,  38  L.  R.  A. 
(N.  S.)  187;  Miller  v.  State,  68  Miss. 
221,  8  So.  273. 

[b]  "Tom  Jones"  and  "Jim 
Jones." — Evidence  that  "Jim  Jones" 
was  killed  is  fatally  variant  from  an 
allegation  charging  the  killing  of 
"Tom  Jones,"  where  it  does  not  ap- 
pear that  decedent  was  as  well  known 
by  one  name  as  the  other.  Jones  v. 
State,  62  Tex.  Crim.  637,  138  S.  W.  703. 

5.  Ark.  —  Armstrong  v.  State,  102 
Ark.  356,  144  S.  W.  195,  Ann.  Cas. 
1914A,  734.  HI.  — People  v.  Gray,  251 
m.  431,  96  N.  E.  268.  KT.  C  — State 
V.  Drakeford,  162  N.  O.  667,  78  S.  B. 
308.  Tex.  —  Cain  v.  State,  68  Tex. 
Crim.  507,  153  S.  W.  147. 

Maiden  name  of  prosecutrix  alleged 
and  proof  that  she  was  married.  See 
infra,  III,  B,  4,  g,  (II),  (B),  (6). 

[a]  Victim  of  Crime  Against  Nature. 
Where  the  Christian  name  of  the  child 
upon  whom  defendant  was  charged 
with  a  crime  against  nature  was  al- 
leged to  be  Eosetta  and  the  proof  was 
that  her  name  was  Eosalia,  the  vari- 
ance was  held  to  be  fatal.  People  v. 
Smith,  258  111.  602,  101  N.  E.  957. 

6.  111.  —  People  1).  Jacobson,  178 
111.  App.  313.  Miss.  —  Barcus  v.  State, 
49  Miss.  17,  19  Am.  Eep.  1.  Mo.^State 
V.  Barker,  64  Mo.  282.  Mont.  —  State 
V.  Booth,  46  Mont.  334,  127  Pao.  1017. 
Tex.  —  Kahanek  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.), 
201  S.  W.  994.  Wis.  — State  v.  Lin- 
coln, 17  Wis.  579. 

7.  Kahanek  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.), 
201  S.  W.  994;  Williams  v.  State,  69 
Tex.  Crim.  163,  153  8.  W.  1136;  Yantis 
V.  State,  65  Tex.  Crim.  564,  144  S.  W. 
947. 

8.  V.  S.  —  Eogers  v.  United  States, 
214  Fed.  981,  131  C.  C.  A.  277.  Tex. 
Hankins  ».  State,  57  Tex.  Crim.  152, 
122  8.  W.  21;  Carnes  v.  State,  53  Tex. 
Crim.  490,  110  S.  W.  750,  22  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  706.  Wyo.-— Eggart  v.  State, 
19  Wyo.  285,  116  Pae.  454. 

[a]  "Lombard"  and  "Lumby." 
An  indictment  charged  an  illegal  sale 
of  liquor  to  "John  Lumby"  who  testi- 
ed  that  his  name  was  John  Lombard 
and  that  his  brother's  name  was  Syl- 
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who  are  otherwise  essentially  related  to  the  offense  charged.' 

(III.)  Sex  of  Persons.  —  Allegations  as  to  the  sex  of  the  defendant/" 
or  other  persons  connected  with  the  offense  must,  where  they  are  essen- 
tially descriptive  of  the  crime,  be  proved  as  made.  But  such  averments 
need  not  be  supported  by  the  proof  where  they  constitute  mere  surplus- 
age not  in  anywise  entering  into  the  identity  of  the  act.^^ 

(IV.)  Status  and  Official  Capacity. ^^ — rpjjg  status  of  persons,  as  described 
in  the  charge  must  be  established  as  alleged  where  it  is  an  ingredient 
of  the  crime,^^  but  not  where  it  constitutes  mere  matter  of  surplusage.^* 
Likewise  allegations  descriptive  of  the  official  capacity  of  persons  named 
in  the  indictment  or  information  should  be  proved  as  made,^°  but  a 
variance  in  this  respect  would  not  be  important  where  the  person's  iden- 
tity otherwise  appears.*^ 


vester  Loinbard.  The  brother  stated 
his  own  name  as  Sylvester  Lumby.  No 
objection  on  the  ground  of  variance 
was  made  in  the  trial  court.  On  ap- 
peal the  court  upheld  the  verdict  of 
guilty  deciding  that  either  John  Lom- 
bard and  John  Lumby  were  one  and 
the  same  person  or  that  a  clerical  error 
was  made  in  the  entry  of  the  name  of 
John  Lombard.  Rogers  v.  United 
States,  214  Fed.  981,  131  C.  C.  A.  277. 

[b]  A  charge  of  selling  liciuors  to 
"Jim  Washington"  is  materially  vari- 
ant from  proof  of  a  sale  to  "Will 
Washington."  Hankins  v.  State,  57 
Tex.  Crim.  152,  122  S.   W.  21. 

[c]  Proof  of  a  sale  to  one  "C.  Wil- 
lis" is  materially  variant  from  a 
charge  that  the  liquor  was  sold  to  "C. 
Wiltis. ' '  Carues  v.  State,  53  Tex.  Crim. 
490,  110  iS.  W.  750,  22  L.  E.  A.  (N".  S.) 
706. 

9.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Violation  of  Employment  Act. 
A  variance  as  to  the  name  of  the 
female  employed  is  fatal  to  a  prosecu- 
tion for  violation  of  an  act  limiting 
the  hours  of  employment  of  females. 
People  V.  Eoth,  185  111.  App.  162. 

[b]  Proof  as  to  the  name  forged  to 
a  document  must  substantially  corre- 
spond with  that  alleged  in  the  charge  of 
forgery.  State  v.  Whiteneck,  176  Ind. 
404,  96  N.  E.  156;  Pye  v.  State,  71 
Tex.  Crim.  94,  154  S.  W.  222. 

[c]  Person  with  whom  adultery  is 
alleged  to  have  been  committed.  Polk 
V.  State,  66  Tex.  Crim,  654,  148  iS.  W. 
311. 

10.  Lingenfelter  v.  State,  73  Tex. 
Crim.  186,  163  8.  W.  981. 

[a]  In  a  prosecution  for  habitually 
associating   with   prostitutes    the    evi- 

Vol.  XXV 


dence  must  establish  the  allegation 
that  defendant  is  a  male  person.  Lin- 
genfelter V.  State,  73  Tex.  Crim.  186, 
163  S.  W.  981. 

11.  People  V.  Newton,  11  Cal.  App. 
762,  106  Pae.  247. 

12.  Corporate  capacity,  see  infra, 
III,  B,  4,  h. 

13.  Williams  v.  State,  86  Ga.  548,  12 
S.  E.  743. 

[a]  Adultery  With  Unmarried  Wo- 
man.—  An  allegation  in  an  indictment 
charging  a  married  man  with  eommit- 
tiag  adultery  with  an  unmarried  wo- 
man is  not  sustained  by  evidence  show- 
ing the  woman  to  be  married.  Wil- 
liams V.  State,  86  Ga.  548,  12  S.  E.  743. 

14.  People  V.  Newton,  11  Cal.  App. 
762,  106  Pac.  247. 

Surplusage  generally,  see  supra.  Ill, 
B,  3,   (IV). 

[a]  An  allegation  that  the  abducted 
person  was  an  unmarried  female  need 
not  be  proved.  Whether  she  was  un- 
married or  not  did  not  in  any  manner 
qualify  the  crime  or  go  to  its  identity 
and  the  word  "unmarried"  could  be 
stricken  from  the  information  without 
affecting  the  validity  of  the  informa- 
tion in  any  respect.  People  v.  New- 
ton, 11  Cal.  App.  762,  106  Pac.  247. 

15.  Lewis  V.  State,  3  Ala.  App.  133, 
57  So.  1035. 

16.  State  V.  Martin,  230  Mo.  680, 
132  S.  W.  595;  State  v.  Burt,  25  Vt. 
373. 

[a]  "Treasurer"  and  "Secretary- 
Treasurer.  "  —  Proof  that  defendant 
was  '  *  secretary-treasurer ' '  of  the  union 
is  not  materially  variant  from  an  al- 
legation charging  him  with  embezzle- 
ment in  his  capacity  as  "treasurer  of 
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(V.)  Number  of  Persons.  »^ — A  variance  in  respect  to  the  number  of  per- 
sons as  to  whom  or  upon  whom  the  offense  is  alleged  to  have  been  com- 
mitted is  not  fatal  where  no  prejudice  to  the  defendant  results  there- 
from.^' 

h.  Description  of  Corporations,  Associations,  etc.  —  Corporations  and 
other  institutions  described  in  the  indictment  or  information  should  be 
properly  identified  by  the  evidence,^'  but  a  discrepancy  in  respect  to 
the  name  thereof  will  not  be  considered  fatal  unless  it  prejudices  the 
defendant  in  his  defense.^"  The  allegation  that  defendant  is  a  corpor- 
ation in  an  indictment  or  information  against  it  for  a  public  offense,  is 
a  necessary  one  and  must  be  sustained  by  the  proof,^^  unless  the  court 
takes  judicial  notice  of  the  incorporation,^*  or  under  the  circumstances 


the  local  union."    State  v.  Martin,  230 
Mo.  680,  132  S.   W.  595. 

[b]  Evidence  that  the  officer  mak- 
ing an  arrest  was  a  deputy  sheriff  of 
the  court  was  not  variant  from  an  al- 
legation in  the  indictment  for  resist- 
ing an  officer,  that  he  was  "an  officer 
or  constable  of  said  county."  Lewis 
«.  State,  3  Ala.  App.  133,  57  So.  1035. 

[e]  Upon  a  charge  for  assault 
"upon  one  Andrew  Eeufred  then  and 
there  being,  constable  and  collector  for 
the  town  of  Newberry  aforesaid,"  it 
was  held  that  "the  allegations  in  re- 
gard to  the  character  of  the  person 
assaulted  are  not  necessary  to  be 
proved,  being  mere  description  of  the 
person."     State  v.  Burt,  25  Vt.  373. 

17.  Variance  as  to  number  of  per- 
sons committing  offense,  gee  supra,  III, 
B,  5,  f. 

18.  People  V.  Durham,  170  Mich. 
598,  136  N.  W.  431. 

[a]  A  charge  of  criminal  a:Ssault 
upon  two  or  more  persons  at  the  same 
time  is  sustained  by  proof  of  assault 
on  one  of  them  only.  People  v.  Dur- 
ham, 170  Mich.  598,  136  N.  W.  431; 
People  V.  Ellsworth,  90  Mich.  442,  51 
N.  W.  531. 

19.  Hampton  v.  State,  99  Miss.  176, 
54  So.  722. 

20.  State  v.  Decker,  217  Mo.  315, 
116  S.  W.  1096. 

[a]  "  Railroad, "  "  Railway. ' '  — 
Where  defendant  was  charged  with 
bribery  in  respect  to  the  St.  Louis  and 
Suburban  Railroad  Company  and  the 
evidence  shows  that  the  corrupt  acts 
were  done  with  reference  to  the  St. 
Louis  and  Suburban  Railway  Com- 
pany, and  it  appears  that  both  appel- 


lations refer  to  the  same  company,  the 
variance  is  not  material.  State  v. 
Decker,  217  Mo.  315,  116  S.  W.  1096. 
[b]  Proof  that  a  defrauded  bank  is 
named  the  ' '  Commercial  National  Bank 
of  Salt  Lake  City"  is  not  materially 
variant  from  an  allegation  that  the 
corporation  defrauded  was  the  ' '  Com- 
mercial National  Bank."  State  v. 
Brown,  39  Utah  140,  115  Pae.  994,  Ann. 
Cas.  1913E,  1. 

21.  111.  —  Kossakowski  v.  People, 
177  111.  563,  53  N.  B.  115.  la.  — State 
V.  Newland,  7  Iowa  242,  71  Am.  Dec. 
444.  Ky.  —  Madisonville,  H.  &  E.  E. 
Co.  V.  Com.,  140  Ky.  255,  130  S.  W. 
1084;  Standard  Oil  Co.  v.  Com.,  122 
Ky.  440,  91  S.  "W.  1128.  Neb.  — Hig- 
bee  V.  State,  74  Neb.  331,  104  N.  W. 
748.  R.  I.  —  State  v.  Murphy,  17  E.  I. 
698,  24  Atl.  473,  16  L.  E.  A.  550.  Tex. 
Tucker  v.  State,  59  Tex.  Crim.  291,  128 
S.  W.  617;  Wisdom  v.  State.  49  Tex. 
Crim.  534,  95  S.  W.  505. 

[a]  Place  Where  Corporation  Organ- 
ized. —  An  allegation  in  an  indictment 
for  counterfeiting  the  label  of  a  corp- 
oration, that  the  corporation  was 
"organized  under  the  laws  of  Great 
Britain"  was  unnecessary  and  failure 
to  prove  it  does  not  constitute  a  mater- 
ial variance.  People  «.  Strieker,  170 
111.  App.  485. 

[b]  Where  an  indictment  for  passing 
counterfeit  bank  bills  alleges  the  bank 
is  a  corporation  duly  authorized  by 
the  state  to  issue  bills,  it  is  incumbent 
on  the  state  to  prove  such  allegation. 
State  V.  Newland,  7  Iowa  242,  71  Am. 
Dec.  444. 

22.  Spalding  v.  People,  172  111.  40, 
49  N.  E.  993.  See  the  Encyclopaedia 
OP  Evidence,  title  "Judicial  Notice." 
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such  allegation  is  mere  surplusage.^'  Evidence  establishing  a  de  facto 
corporation  is  usually  sufficient  to  sustain  averments  of  acts  done  by 
defendant  in  respect  to  a  corporation.^*  If  the  company  or  association 
is  described  by  name,  the  proof  should  conform  to  such  allegation,^'  but 
a  variance  in  this  respect,  to  be  material,  must  operate  to  mislead  and 
injure  the  defendant.^^ 

i.  Description  of  Property  and  Things. —  (I.)  Generally.—  Descrip- 
tive allegations  of  property  essentially  related  to  the  crime  require  sub- 
stantial correspondence  in  the  proof,"'  and  even  though  the  descriptive 


23.  Agar  v.  State,  2  Ga.  App.  158, 
58  S.  B.  374. 

[a]  The  name  "Ameiicus  Furniture 
&  Undertaking  Company"  connotes  a 
corporation  and  an  allegation  that  it  is 
a  corporation  is  surplusage  and  need 
not  be  proved.  Ager  v.  State,  2  Ga. 
App.  158,  58  S.  B.  374. 

24.  "Webb  v.  State,  14  Ariz.  506,  131 
Pac.  970;  People  v.  Strieker,  170  111. 
App.  485.    See  3  Enct.  of  By.  594. 

[a]  Evidence  that  defendant  coun- 
terfeited the  label  of  a  de  facto  cor- 
poration is  sufficient  notwithstanding 
the  information  avers  that  the  label 
was  owned  by  "a  corporation  organ- 
ised under  the  laws  of  Great  Britain." 
People  V.  Strieker,  170  111.  App.  485. 

[b]  Where  a  corporation  is  alleged 
to  be  the  owner  of  property  stolen,  (1) 
evidence  of  its  de  faeto  existence  is 
sufficient.  Ter.  v.  Walker,  16  N.  M. 
607,  120  Pac.  336.  (2)  Thus  an  allega- 
tion of  larceny  from  a  corporation  is 
supported  by  proof  of  larceny  from  a 
de  faeto  corporation.  Webb  v.  State, 
14  Ariz.   506,  131  Pac.  970. 

25.  Hampton  v.  State,  99  Miss.  176, 
54  So.  722. 

[a]  The  "American  Express  Com- 
pany, a  partnership,"  is  not  the  same 
concern  as  the  "American  Express 
Company,  a  corporation,"  and  proof 
of  the  one  would  not  support  an  allega- 
tion of  the  other.  Hampton  v.  State, 
99  Miss.  176,  54  So.  722. 

26.  Bennett  v.  United  States,  227  U. 
S.  333,  33  Sup.  Ct.  288,  57  L.  ed.  531; 
Hoke  V.  United  States,  227  U.  S.  3'08, 
33  Sup.  Ct.  281,  57  L.  ed.  523,  Ann.  Cas. 
1913E,  905,  43  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  906; 
People  V.  Spencer,  16  Cal.  App.  756,  117 
Pac.  1039. 

[a]  Name  of  Insurance  Company 
Defrauded.  —  Under  an  indictment 
charging  arson  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
frauding the  Hartford  Insurance  Com- 
pany,  evidence   that  the  name   of  the 
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Company  is  the  Hartford  Fire  Insur- 
ance Company  does  not  constitute  a 
fatal  variance.  People  v.  Hughes,  29 
Cal.  257. 

[b]  A  variance  as  to  the  name  of 
the  bank  upon  which  defendant  was 
accused  of  drawing  a  check  with  intent 
to  defraud,  held  to  be  immaterial, 
where  it  did  not  mislead  the  accused. 
People  V.  Spencer,  16  Cal.  App.  756, 
117  Pac.  1039. 

[c]  A  variance  as  to  the  name  of 
the  railroad  over  which  women  were 
transported  in  violation  of  the  White 
Slave  Act,  not  material.  Hoke  v. 
United  States,  227  U.  S.  308,  33  Slip. 
Ct.  281,  57  L.  ed.  523,  Ann.  Cas.  1913E, 
905,  43  L.  E.  A.   (N.  S.)  906. 

27.  v.  S.  —  United  States  v.  Ehodes, 
212  Fed.  513.  Ala.  — Pfister  v.  State, 
84  Ala.  432,  4  So.  395;  Gady  v.  State, 
83  Ala.  51,  3  So.  429;  Marsh  v.  State, 
3  Ala.  App.  80,  57  So.  387.  Ariz. 
Martinez  v.  Ter.,  5  Ariz.  55,  44  Pac. 
1089.  Ark.  — Fletcher  v.  State,  97  Ark. 
1,  132  S.  W.  918;  Houston  v.  State,  66 
Ark.  120,  49  S.  W.  351;  Wilbum  v. 
State,  60  Ark.  141,  29  S.  W.  149;  State 
V.  Gooch,  60  Ark.  218,  29  S.  W!  640; 
Green  v.  State,  56  Ark.  386,  19  S.  W. 
1055;  State  v.  McMinn,  34  Ark.  160. 
Cal.  —  People  v.  Whalen,  154  Cal.  472, 
98  Pac.  194;  People  v.  Geiger,  116 
Cal.  440,  48  Pac.  389;  People  v.  Scott, 
74  Cal.  94,  15  Pac.  384;  People  v.  Eeed, 
70  Cal.  529,  11  Pac.  676;  People  v. 
Pico,  62  Cal.  50;  People  v.  Arnold,  20 
Gal.  App.  35,  127  Pac.  1060;  People  v. 
Doyle,  13  Cal.  App.  611,  110  Pao.  458. 
Colo.  —  Greenwood  v.  People,  35  Colo. 
67,  83  Pac.  646.  Del.  — State  v.  Harris, 
3  Harr.  559.  D.  O.  —  District  of  Colum- 
bia V.  Libbey,  9  App.  Caa.  321.  Fla. 
Givins  v.  State,  40  Fla.  200,  23  So 
850;  Glover  v.  State,  22  Fla.  493.  Ga! 
Eobertson  v.  State,  97  Ga.  206,  22  S.  E. 
974;  Green  v.  State,  95  Ga.  463,  22 
S.  E.  289;    Berrien  v.  State,  83  Ga.  381, 
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allegations  be  unnecessarily  injected  into  the  charge,  they  must  in  cer- 
tain eases  be  supported  by  the  proof.^^  There  should,  for  example,  be 
substantial  correspondence  between  the  allegations  and  the  proof  as 
to  the  property  taken  in  larceny,''®  robbery,^"  or  the  property  burned  in 
arson,^^  or  the  kind  of  property  embezzled,^^  or  obtained  by  false  pre- 
tenses,'^ or  the  property  thus  necessarily  involved  in  other  offenses, 


9  S.  E.  609;  Watson  v.  State,  64  Ga. 
61;  Berry  v.  State,  10  Ga.  511.  111. 
Goodhue  v.  People,  94  111.  37.  Ind. 
Agar  V.  State,  176  Ind.  234,  94  N.  B. 
819;  Lewis  v.  State,  113  Ind.  59,  14 
N.  E.  892;  Morgan  v.  State,  61  Ind. 
447;  Parsons  v.  State,  2  Ind.  499.  la. 
State  V.  Porter,  97  Iowa  450,  66  N.  W. 
745.  La.  —  State  v.  Bassett,  34  La. 
Ann.  1108.  Me.— State  v.  "Weeks,  30 
Me.  182;  State  v.  Jackson,  30  Me.  29; 
State  V.  Noble,  15  Me.  476.  Mass. 
Com.  V.  Smith,  151  Mass.  491,  24  N.  E. 
677;  Com.  v.  Hayden,  150  Mass,  332,  23 
N.  E.  51;  Com.  v.  Eeynolds,  122  Mass. 
454;  Com.  v.  Lavery,  101  Mass.  207; 
Com.  V.  Merrifield,  4  Mete.  468.  Mich. 
Moore  v.  People,  47  Mich.  639,  11  N.  W. 
415.  Mo.  — State  17.  Eieh,  245  Mo.  162, 
149  S.  W.  464;  State  v.  Martin,  23'0 
Mo.  680,  132  S.  W.  695;  State  v.  Plant, 
209  Mo.  307,  107  S.  W.  1076;  State  v. 
Ballard,  104  Mo.  634,  16  S.  W.  525; 
State  V.  Dodson,  72  Mo.  283;  State  v. 
Smith,  31  Mo.  120;  State  v.  Eosefelt 
(Mo.  App.),  184  S.  W.  904;  State  v. 
Young,  163  Mo.  App.  88,  146  S.  W.  70. 
Mont.  —  State  v.  Collins,  53  Mont.  213, 
163  Pac.  102;  State  v.  McDonald,  10 
Mont.  21,  24  Pac.  628,  24  Am.  St.  Kep. 
25.  N.  H.  — State  v.  Kelley,  66  N.  H, 
577,  29  Atl.  843;  State  v.  Downs,  59 
N.  H.  320.  N.  Y.  — People  v.  Slater, 
5  Hill  401;  People  v.  Hearne,  66  Hun 
626,  20  N.  Y.  Supp.  806.  N.  C.  —  State 
V.  Eoper,  88  N.  C.  656;  State,  v.  Laugh- 
lin,  53  N.  O.  354;  State  v.  Godet,  29 
N.  C.  210.  Ohio.  — Thalls  v.  State,  21 
Ohio  St.  233.  Okla.  —  Yoather  v.  State, 
5  Okla.  Grim.  46,  113  Pac.  234.  S.  D. 
State  V.  Millard.  30  S.  D.  169,  138  N. 
W.  366.  Tex.  — Block -y.  State,  44  Tex. 
620;  Kiley  v.  State,  32  Tex.  763;  King 
V.  State,  66  Tex.  Crim.  397,  146  S.  W. 
543;  Ferguson  v.  State,  66  Tex.  Crim. 
518,  147  S.  W.  692;  Roman  v.  State, 
64  Tex.  Crim.  515,  142  S.  "W.  912;  Sims 
V.  State,  64  Tex.  Crim.  435,  142  S.  "W. 
572;  Randell  v.  State,  62  Tex.  Crim. 
524,  138  S.  W.  118;  Lieske  v.  State,  60 
Tex.     Crim.     276,     131     S.    W.     1126; 


Otero  V.  State,  30  Tex.  App.  450,'  17 
S.  W.  1081;  Lancaster  v.  State,  9 
Tex.  App.  393;  Collier  v.  State,  4  Tex. 
App.  12;  Rose  v.  State,  1  Tex.  App. 
400.  Vt.  —  State  v.  Hopkins,  56  Vt. 
250.  Wash.  —  State  v.  Neis,  68  Wash. 
599,  123  Pac.  1022;  State  v.  Garland, 
65  Wash.  666,  118  Pac.  907;  State  v. 
Brache,  63  Wash.  396,  115  Pac.  853; 
State  V.  Hoshor,  26  Wash.  643,  67  Pac. 
386. 

[a]  Character  of  Property  Adulter- 
ated.—  Allegations  descriptive  of  the 
character  of  the  articles  adulterated 
must  be  substantially  proved  aa  made 
upon  a  charge  of  violating  the  pure 
food  law.  Com.  v.  Luacomb,  130  Mass. 
42;  People  v.  Fulle,  12  Abb.  N.  C.  (N.' 
Y.)   196. 

[b]  "Stacks"  and  "Shocks."— (1) 
ITnder  a  statute  making  it  penal  "to 
set  Are  to,  or  burn,  stacks  ' '  of  wheat ' ' 
and  which  says  nothing  about  "shocks" 
of  wheat,  a,  charge  of  setting  fire  to 
or  burning  stacks  of  wheat  is  mater- 
ially variant  from  proof  of  setting  fire 
to  shocks  of  wheat  where  in  common 
parlance  the  two  terms  have  a  totally 
distinct  and  different  signification. 
Denbow  v.  State,  18  Ohio  11;  and  (2) 
likewise  where  the  allegation  is  that 
"stacks"  of  hay  were  thus  burned  and 
the  proof  is  that  "shocks"  or  "cocks" 
of  hay  were  burned.  People  v.  Doyle, 
13  Cal.  App.  611,  110  Pac.  468. 

28.  See  supra,  III,  B,  3,  b,  (V). 

29.  See    18   Standard  Proc.    769. 
See  also  "Animals,"   infra,  ni,  B 

4,  i,  (IV),  (B). 

30.  Ind.  — Taylor  v.  State,  130  Ind. 
66,  29  N.  E.  415.  Tex.  — Colter  v. 
State,  37  Tex.  Crim.  284,  39  S.  W.  576. 
Wash.  —  State  v.  Brache,  63  Wash.  396, 
115  Pac.  853. 

See  generally  the  title  "Robbery." 

31.  See  the  title  "Arson." 

32.  See   8   Standard  Pkoc.   245. 

33.  See  the  title  "Obtaining  Money 
by  False  Pretenses." 
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illustrations  of  which  appear  in  the  notes.^*  But  the  rule  that  a  vari- 
ance shall  not  be  ground  for  acquittal  unless  material,  applies  to  the 
description  of  any  matter  or  thing  in  the  indictment  or  information,^^ 
and  if  the  proof  sufficiently  identifies  the  property  as  alleged  it  is  not  a 
material  variance  that  it  discloses  matters  of  description  not  mentioned 
in  the  charge.*' 

(II.)  Quantity,  Amount,  Value.—  Allegations    as   to    the    quantity    or 
amount  of  property  involved  do  not  call  for  strict  proof,*'  except  in 


34.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Gaming.  —  The  particular  kind 
of  property  for  which  accused  is 
charged  with  gambling  must  be  proved 
as  laid.  State  v.  Young,  163  Mo.  App. 
88,  146  S.  W.  70. 

[b]  Proof  of  a  sale  of  "ginned  cot- 
ton" is  materially  variant  from  an  al- 
legation of  a  sale  of  "seed  cotton" 
which  was  subject  to  a  landlord's  lien. 
Houston  V.  State;  66  Ark.  120,  49  S.  W. 
351. 

35.  Ind.  —  Alexander  v.  State,  99 
Ind.  460.  Minn.  —  State  v.  Tisdale,  54 
Minn.  105,  55  N.  W.  903.  Mo.  —  State 
V.  Rich,  245  Mo.  162,  149  S.  W.  464; 
State  V.  Andrews,  28  Mo.  17.  Neb. 
Goldsberry  v.  State,  66  Neb.  312,  92 
N.  "W.  906. 

[a]  "Lard."— Proof  that  a  lard 
compound  made  of  "cotton  seed  oil 
and  oleostearine "  was  stolen  supports 
an  allegation  of  the  theft  of  "lard" 
where  the  compound  has  the  appear- 
ance of  nog  iard,  was  known  and  called 
by  all  the  parties  and  witnesses  as 
"lard"  and  was  used  for  the  same  pur- 
poses as  hog  lard.  Roman  v.  State,  64 
Tex.   Crim.   515,  142   S.  W.   912. 

fb]  An  allegation  that  "four  hun- 
dred and  fifteen  pounds  of  copper" 
were  stolen  is  sustained  by  proof  that  the 
thing  stolen  was  "266  copper  wash 
boiler  bottoms,  weighing  448  pounds, 
with  tin  finish  on  the  inside  and  a 
gloss  finish  on  the  outside."  State  v. 
Rich,  245  Mo.  162,  149  S.  W.  464. 

36.  Adams  v.  People,  25  Colo.  532, 
55  Pa«.  806;  State  v.  Collins,  53  Mont. 
213,  163  Pac.  102,  additional  brands 
on  animal. 

37.  U.  S.  —  Daniels  v.  United  States, 
196  Fed.  459,  116  C.  C.  A.  233.  Ala. 
Hope  V.  State,  5  Ala.  App.  123,  59  So. 
326;  Marsh  v.  State,  3  Ala.  App.  80, 
57  So.  387;  Davis  v.  State,  3  Ala.  App. 
71,  57  So.  493;  "Wall  v.  State,  2  Ala. 
App.  157,  56  So.  57.  Cal.  — People  v. 
Osborn,  12  Cal.  App.  148,  106  Pac.  891. 
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Del.  —  State  v.  Holden,  2  Boyee  429, 
79  Atl.  216;  State  v.  Briscoe,  6  Penne. 
401,  67  Atl.  154.  Fla.  — Bowman  v. 
State,  54  Pla.  16,  45  So.  308.  la.— State 
V.  Gibson,  132  Iowa  53,  106  N.  "W.  270; 
State  V.  Dexter,  115  Iowa  678,  87  N.  W. 
417.  Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Sessions,  169 
Mass.  329,  47  N.  E.  1034;  Com.  v.  Lee, 
149  Mass.  179,  21  N.  B.  299.  N.  J. 
Cunningham  v.  State,  61  N.  J.  L.  67,  38 
Atl.  347.  Tex.  — Sands  v.  State,  73 
Tex.  Crim.  282,  164  S.  W.  1014;  Jones 
V.  State,  64  Tex.  Crim.  510,  143  S.  W. 
621;  Robinson  v.  State,  62  Tex.  Crim. 
645,  138  S.  W.  704.  Va.  — Holly  v. 
Com.,  113  Va.  769,  75  S.  E.  88.  Wis. 
Bates  V.  State,  124  Wis.  612,  103  N.  W. 
251. 

[a]  An  information  for  poisoning 
animals  charged  that  9  head  of  mules 
and  4  head  of  mares  were  poisoned 
while  the  evidence  showed  that  12  car- 
casses were  found  and  one  was  missing. 
The  gist  of  the  offense  being  the  wil- 
ful poisoning  stock  with  intent  to  in- 
jure the  owner,  it  was  held  that  the 
variance  as  to  the  number  actually 
poisoned  was  immaterial.  Sands  v. 
State,  73  Tex.  Crim.  282,  164  S.  W. 
1014. 

[b]  Amount  of  Money  Fraudulent- 
ly Obtained.  —  A  charge  of  obtaining 
money  by  false  pretense  can  be  sus- 
tained by  evidence  of  the  obtaining  in 
the  manner  alleged  of  a  less  amount  of 
money  than  that  averred.  Hope  v. 
State,  5  Ala.  App.  123,  59  So.  326. 

[c]  Quantity  of  Liqiuor  Sold (1) 

Where  the  crime  consists  in  the  selling 
of  spirituous  liquors  and  not  in  the 
selling  of  any  particular  quantity 
thereof,  a  variance  between  the  allega- 
tions and  the  proof  as  to  quantity  is 
not  material.  State  i).  Rackieh,  66 
Wash.  390,  119  Pac.  843,  Ann.  Cas. 
1913C,  312,  37  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  760. 
(2)  Thus  where  it  is  charged  that  a 
quart  of  intoxicants  was  sold  to  an 
Indian,   proof   showing   the    sale   of   a' 
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eases  where  they  are  essential  ingredients  of  the  crime.'*  Thus  it  is  not 
necessary  to  prove  that  all  the  property  alleged  in  robbery/'  or  lar- 
ceny,*" or  embezzlement,*^  was  taken  or  acquired  and  proof  that  more 
articles  were  stolen  at  the  same  time  than  the  indictment  or  informa- 
tion charges  against  the  defendant,  does  not  constitute  a  material  vari- 
ance.*^ It  is  necessary  to  show  that  the  property  taken  or  acquired  had 
some  value  but  the  specific  pecuniary  value*'  given  in  the  allegations 


pint  only  is  not  fatal.  State  v.  Eackieh, 
66  Wash.  390,  119  Pac.  843,  Ann.  Cas. 
ipi3C,  312,  37  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  760. 

38.  •  Spies  «.  People,  122  111.  1,  12 
N.  E.  865,  17  N.  E.  898,  3  Am.  .St.  Eep. 
320;  Adams  Exp.  Co.  v.  Com.,  178  Ky. 
59,  198  S.  W.  656. 

[a]  tTnlawful  Delivery  of  Liquor. 
In  prosecutions  for  the  unlawful  de- 
livery of  intoxicating  liquor,  the  evi- 
dence as  to  the  quantity  of  liquor  must 
correspond  with  the  indictment.  Adama 
Express  Co.  v.  Com.,  178  Ky.  59,  198 
S.  W.  556. 

[b]  An  indictment  for  stealing  two 
hogs  belonging  to  different  owners  and 
which  covers  but  one  transaction  and 
charges  but  one  offense,  is  sustained  by 
proof  that  the  defendant  stole  one  of 
the  hogs.     Lowe  v.  State,  57  Ga.  171. 

[c]  Number  of  Persons  Transported 
For  Immoral  Purposes.  —  That  a  viola- 
tion of  the  "White  Slave  Act"  is 
charged  with  reference  to  two  named 
persons  and  proved  as  to  only  one  does 
not  constitute  a  fatal  variance.  Ben- 
nett V.  United  States,  227  U.  S.  333,  33 
Sup.  Ct.  288,  57  L.  ed.  531. 

39.  Jones  v.  State,  64  Tex.  Crim.  510, 
143  S.  W.  621;  Eobinson  ■;;.  State,  62 
Tex.  Crim.  645,  138  S.  W.  704. 

[a]  Any  part  of  the  money  alleged 
to  have  been  taken  in  robbery  will 
sustain  a  conviction.  Jones  v.  State, 
64  Tex.  Crim.  510,  143  S.  W.  621. 

40.  Ala. -T- Fowler  v.  State,  170  Ala. 
65,  54  So.  115;  Bates  v.  State,  152  Ala. 
77,  44  So.  695;  State  v.  Murphy,  6 
Ala.  845;  Marsh  v.  State,  3  Ala.  App. 
80,  57  So.  387;  Davis  V.  State,  3  Ala. 
App.  71,  57  So.  493.  Tex.  —  Sims  v. 
State,  64  Tex.  Crim.  435,  142  S.  W. 
572.  Va.  —  Holly  v.  Com.,  113  Va.  769, 
75  S.  E.  88. 

[a]  To  sustain  a  charge  of  stealing 
a  specified  number  of  coins  it  is  only 
necessary  to  prove  the  taking  of  any 
of  the  coins  described  under  the  cir- 
cumstances alleged.    Davis  v.  State,  3 


Ala.  App.  71,  57  So.  493. 

[b]  Number  of  Cigars  Stolen. — 
Where  the  accusation  describes  the 
property  as  being  50  cigars  of  the 
value  of  $2  and  the  proof  shows  that 
the  stolen  property  consisted  of  a  box 
of  cigars  of  the  value  of  $1.90  the 
variance  is  immaterial  whether  the  box 
contained  50  cigars  or  a  less  number. 
Warren  v.  State,  12  Ga.  App.  695,  78 
S.  E.  202. 

41.  TJ.  S.  —  United  States  v.  Harper, 
33  Fed.  471.  Ala.  — Walker  v.  State, 
117  Ala.  42,  23  So.  149;  Gady  v.  State, 
83  Ala.  51,  3  So.  429;  Britton  v.  State, 
77  Ala.  202;  Wall  v.  State,  2  Ala.  App. 
157,  56  So.  57.  Cal.  — People  v.  Gray, 
66  Cal.  271,  5  Pac.  240.  Ga.  —  Jackson 
V.  State,  76  Ga.  551.  111.  — Weimer  v. 
People,  186  111.  503,  58  N  E.  378.  La. 
State  V.  Fourehy,  51  La.  Ann.  228,  25 
So.  109.  Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Hussey,  111 
Mass.  432.  Mo.  — State  v.  Pratt,  98 
Mo.  482,  11  S.  W.  977.  Neb.  —  Hartley 
V.  State,  55  Neb.  294,  75  N.  W.  832; 
Bolln  V.  State,  51  Neb.  581,  71  N.  W. 
444.  N.  Y.  —  People  v.  Howe,  2  Thomp. 
&  C.  383.  E.  I.  — State  v.  Hunt,  25 
E.  I.  75,  54  Atl.  937.  Wash.  —  State  v. 
Lewis,  31  Wash.  75,  71  Pac.  778.  W. 
Va.  — State  v.  Moyer,  58  W.  Va.  146, 
52  S.  E.  30.  Wis.  —  Secor  i>  fstate,  118 
Wis.  621,  95  N.  W.  942. 

[a]  The  full  amount  of  money 
charged  as  embezzled  need  not  be 
proved.  Wall  v.  State,  2  Ala.  App.  157, 
56  So.  57. 

42.  Holly  V.  Com.,  113  Va.  769,  75 
S.  E.  88. 

43.  Cunningham  v.  State,  117  Ala. 
59,  23  So.  693;  Davis  v.  State,  3  Ala. 
App.  71,  57  So.  493;  State  v.  Moxley, 
41  Mont.  402,  110  Pac.  83. 

[a]  "Discrepancies  as  to  value  of 
property  stolen  between  the  indictment 
and  evidence  are  contemplated  by  the 
statute  (Code,  sec.  4043),  which  pro- 
vides that  in  a  prosecution  for  grand 
larceny    the    accused    may    be    found 
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need  not  be  proved,  except  as  bearing  on  the  grade  of  the  offense.** 

(III.)  Brands,  Numbers  and  Other  Distinguishing  Marks.  —  Where  brands, 
or  marks  or  numbers  are  used  in  the  indictment  or  information  to  iden- 
tify property  the  proof  should  correspond  thereto,*"  but  such  distin- 
guishing marks  or  numbers  become  immaterial  where  the  thing  is  other- 
wise identified  and  in  such  cases  failure  to  prove  them  as  alleged  does 
not  constitute  prejudicial  variance.*^ 

(IV.)  Particular  Kinds  of  Property. —  (A.)  Monet. —  An  allegation  of 
money,  like  other  averments  descriptive  of  property  to  which  the  crime 
relates,  should  be  supported  by  proof  of  coin  or  of  currency  or  other 
bills  or  notes  intended  to  circulate  as  money.*^  If  the  pleader  unneces- 
sarily describes  a  particular  kind  of  money  his  evidence  must  corre- 
spond thereto,*^  as,  for  example,  where  the  money  is  described  as  "law- 
ful money  of  the  United  States."*^  Where  the  crime  is  charged  in  re- 


guilty  of  petit  larceny,  or  in  a  pro- 
secution for  petit  larceny  he  may  be 
found  guilty  of  that  offense,  though  a 
casq  of  grand  larceny  be'  proved." 
Holly  V.  Com.,  113  Va.  769,  75  S.  E.  88. 

[b]  Of  Greater  Value  Than  Alleged. 
A  chargb  of  stealing  United  States 
currency  amounting  to  $20  is  not 
materially  variant  from  proof  of  the 
stealing  of  several  /  bills  aggregating 
$20  and  in  addition  65  cents  in  frac- 
tional coin.  Holly  v.  Com.,  113  "Va. 
769,  75   S.  E.   88. 

[c]  The  value  of  property  obtained 
by  false  pretenses,  not  being  an  ingre- 
dient of  the  crime  of  obtaining  by 
false  pretense  a  "chattel"  need  not  be 
supported  by  the  proof.  State  v.  Hol- 
den,  2  Boyce    (Del.)   429,  79  Atl.  215. 

[d]  Receiving  Stolen  Goods.  —  The 
value  of  the  goods  received  need  not 
be  proved,  as  alleged,  it  being  suf5- 
cient  that  the  evidence  shows  the  goods 
have  some  value.  State  v.  Moxley,  41 
Mont.   402,   110   Pac.   83. 

44.  See  the  title  "Larceny." 

45.  Fletcher  v.  State,  97  Ark.  1,  132 
S.  W.  918. 

46.  State  v.  Brown,  62  Wash.  293, 
113   Pac.   782. 

[a]  The  number  of  a  railroad  train 
upon  which  a  particular  crime  is  al- 
leged to  have  been  committed  need 
not  be  proved  as  laid  where  the  train 
is  otherwise  identified.  State  v.  Brown, 
62   Wash.    293,    113    Pac.    782. 

[b]  Additional  Brands  on  Stolen 
Animals.  —  An  information  described 
the  color  and  weight  of  the  stolen  ani- 
mal and  also  described  a  brand  and 
white  stripe  on  its  forehead.  Where 
the   evidence   fully   identified   the   ani- 
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mal,  it  is  not  a  material  variance,  that 
it  showed  that  the  animal  bore  another 
brand  on  a  different  part  of  the  body. 
State  V.  Collins,  53  Mont.  213,  163  Pac. 
102. 

47.  Ala.  — Carr  v.  State,  104  Ala. 
43,  16  So.  155;  Edwards  v.  State,  49 
Ala.  334.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Meseros,  16 
Cal.  App.  277,  116  Pac.  679.  Conn. 
State  V.  Hanley,  70  Conn.  265,  39  Atl. 
148.  111.  —  Goodhue  v.  People,  94  111. 
37.  Ind.  — Moore  v.  State,  179  Ind. 
353,   101   N.  E.   295;     Taylor  v.   State, 

130  Ind.  66,  29  N.  E.  415.    la State 

V.  Carr,  43  Iowa  418.  Mo.  —  State  v. 
Martin,  230  Mo.  680,  132  S.  W.  595; 
State  V.  Mispagel,  207  Mo.  557,  106 
S.  W.  513.  Tex.  — Sims  v.  State,  64 
Tex.  Grim.  435,  142  S.  W.  572;  Lieske 
V.  State,  60  Tex.  Grim.  276,  131  S.  W. 
1126;  Green  v.  State,  28  Tex.  App.  493, 
13  S.  W.  784;  .  Childers  v.  State,  16  Tex. 
App.  524;  Lancaster  v.  State,  9  Tex. 
App.  393.  Wash.  —  State  v.  Brache,  63 
Wash.  396,  115  Pac.  853;  State  v. 
Hoshor,  26  Wash.  643,  67  Pac.  386. 

48.  HI.  —  Williams  v.  People,  101 
111.  382.  Ind.  — Taylor  v.  State,  130 
Ind.  66,  29  N.  E.  415.  N.  Y.  — People 
V.  Jones,  5  Lans.  340.  Pa.  —  Gom.  v. 
McManiman,  15  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  495.  Tenn. 
McAuly  V.  State,  7  Yerg.  526.  Tex. 
Lieske  v.  State,  60  Tex.  Grim.  276,  131 
S.  W.  1126;  Coffelt  v.  State,  27  Tex. 
App.  608,  11  S.  W.  639,  11  Am.  St. 
Rep.  205;  Childers  v.  State,  16  Tex. 
App.  524.  Wis.  —  State  v.  Kube,  20 
Wis.  217,  91  Am.  Dec.  390. 

See  supra,  III,  B,  3,  b,  (V). 

49.  Mo.  —  State  v.  Castleton,  255 
Mo.  201,  164  S.  W.  492;  State  v.  Mis- 
pagel,   207    Mo.    557,    106    S.   W.    513; 
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speet  to  money  it  is  not  sustained  by  proof  of  other  kinds  of  property,'" 
such  as  cheeks  or  other  evidences  of  debt,°^  unless  it  also  appears  by  the 
evidence  that  the  check  v^as  cashed  and  money  obtained  thereon^^  in  the 


state  V.  Rosefelt  (Mo.  App.),  184  S.  W. 
904.  Qre.  —  State  v.  Neilon,  43  Ore. 
168,  73  Pac.  321.  Tex.  —  Coffelt  v. 
State,  27  Tex.  App.  608,  11  S.  W.  639, 
11  Am,  St.  Rep.  205. 

Compare  Moore  v.  State,  179  Ind.  363, 
101  N.  E.  295;  Taylor  v.  State,  130 
Ind.  66,  29  N.  E.  415. 

[a]  Lawful  current  money  of  the 
United  States.  Childers  v.  State,  16 
Tex.  App.  524. 

[b]  Evidence  that  the  complaining 
witness  was  rohbed  of  $1.75  in  silver 
and  a  twenty  and  a  five  dollar  gold 
pieoe,  sufficiently  shows  a  robbery  |0f 
"lawful  money  of  the  United  States." 
State  V.  Brache,  63  Wash.  396,  115  Pae. 
853. 

50.  Ala.  —  Carr  v.  State,  104  Ala. 
43,  16  So.  155.  Ark.  —  Jamison  v. 
State,  37  Ark.  445,  40  Am.  Eep.  103. 
Cal.  —  People  V.  Whalen,  154  Cal.  472, 
98  Pac.  194;  People  v.  Meseros,  16 
Cal.  App.  277,  116  Pac.  679.  Mo. 
State  V.  Martin,  230  Mo.  680,  132  S.  W. 
595;  State  v.  Mispagel,  207  Mo.  557, 
106  S.  W.  513;  State  v.  Toung,  163 
Mo.  App.  88,  146  S.  W.  70.  N.  O. 
State  V.  Gibson,  169  N.  C.  318,  85  8.  E. 
7.  S.  C  — State  f.  Daniel,  83  S.  C. 
309,  65  S.  E.  236.  Tex. — Lieske  v. 
Sta,te,  60  Tex.  Grim.  276,  131  S.  W. 
1126.  Utah.  —  State  v.  Harcombe,  48 
Utah  89,  158  Pac.  10^6. 

[a]  An  information  for  gambling 
for  money  is  not  sustained  by  mere 
proof  that  defendant  was  engaged  in 
gambling,  since  games  may  be  played 
for  property  of  other  descriptions  be- 
sides money.  State  v.  Young,  163  Mo. 
App.  88,  146  S.  W.  70. 

51.  Ala.  —  Carr  v.  State,  104  Ala. 
43,  16  So.  155.  Cal.  — People  v.  Ar- 
nold, 20  Cal.  App.  35,  127  Pac.  1060; 
People  V.  Meseros,  16  Cal.  App.  277, 
116  Pac.  679.  Conn.  —  State  v.  Han- 
ley,  70  Conn.  265,  39  Atl.  148.  lU. 
Goodhue  v.  People,  94  111.  37.  Mo. 
State  v.  Mispagel,  207  Mo.  557,  106 
S.  W.  513.  Tex.  — Lieske  v.  State,  60 
Tex.  Crim.  276,  131  S.  W.  1126;  Lan- 
caster V.  State,  9  Tex.  App.  393. 

[a]  Proof  that  a  check  was  embez- 
zled constitutes  a  fatal  variance  from 
a  charge  that  defendant  embezzled  a 


certain  specified  sum  "lawful  money 
of  the  United  States. ' '  State  v.  Castle- 
ton,  255  Mo.  201,  164  S.  "W.  492;  State 
V.  Mispagel,  207  Mo.  557,  106  S.  W. 
513;  State  v.  Eosefeldt  (Mo.  App.), 
184  S.  W.  904. 

[b]  Proof  that  a  note  was  obtained 
by  false  pretenses  materially  variant 
from  a  charge  of  obtaining  money. 
State  V.  McNerney,  118  Mo.  App.  60,  94 
S.  W.  740;  State  v.  Gibson,  169  N.  O. 
318,  85  S.  E.  7. 

[c]  Proof  that  a  certificate  of  de- 
posit of  a  bank  was  obtained  by  false 
pretences  will  not  support  a  charge  that 
money  was  thus  obtained.  Com.  v. 
Howe,  132  Mass.  250. 

[d]  Where  the  state  is  in  doubt 
"whether,  under  a  certain  state  of 
facts,  a  particular  transaction  consti- 
tutes the  embezzlement  of  money  or 
checks  or  other  evidences  of  indebted- 
ness, or  what  facts  ultimately  may  be 
disclosed  by  the  evidence  ....  it  may 
always  charge  the  transaction  in  dif- 
ferent counts  and  cannot  be  required  to 
elect  upon  which  count  it  will  ask  a 
conviction  until  the  evidence  is  before 
the  court  and  jury,  from  which  the 
nature  or  character  of  the  transaction 
may  be  determined.  State  v.  Har- 
combe, 48  Utah  89,  158  Pac.   1'096. 

52.  Cal.  — People  v.  Whalen,  154 
Cal.  472,  98  Pac.  194;  People  v.  Ar- 
nold, 20  Cal.  App.  35,  127  Pac.  1060; 
People  V.  Leavens,  12  Cal.  App.  178, 
106  Pac.  1103.  Md.  —  Schaumloeffel  v. 
State,  102  Md.  470,  62  Atl.  803.  Mo. 
State  V.  Martin,  230  Mo.  680,  132  S.  W. 
595.  Ore.  —  State  v.  Germain,  54  Ore. 
395,  103  Pae.  521.  S.  C  — State  v. 
Jackson,  87  S.  C.  407,  69  S.  E.  883. 
Tex.  —  King  v.  State,  66  Tex.  Crim. 
397,  146  S.  W.  543;  Leach  v.  State,  46 
Tex.  Crim.  507,  81  S.  W.  733.  Wash. 
State  V.  Hoshor,  26  Wash.  643,  67  Pac. 
386. 

[a]  Where  Proof  Shows  Cashing  of 
Check.  —  "It  may  be  conceded  that,  if 
the  proof  had  stopped  with  the  giving 
of  the  check,  the  charge  of  larceny  of 
the  money  would  hot  have  been  sus- 
tained. But  the  proof  showed  that  the 
check  was  indorsed  by  Miles  and 
promptly  cashed  by  the  bank  on  which 
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county  of  the  venue.^' 

(B.)  Animals.  —  If  the  indictment  or  information  charges  a  crime  in  - 
respect  to  an  animal  by  a  particular  and  specific  description,  it  neces- 
sarily narrows  the  scope  of  the  evidence  and  precludes  conviction  un- 
less the  animal  is  identified  by  the  specific  description  alleged.®*  But 
where  the  animal  is  described  with  unnecessary  particularity  and  such 
description  is  not  essential  to  the  identity,  failure  of  the  evidence  to 
conform  to  such  description  is  not  a  material  variance.^®  Where  a  gen- 
eric term  is  used  in  designating  an  animal,  proof  of  any  of  the  varie- 
ties included  in  such  term  will  support  the  charge.®* 

Sex  of  Animal.  — It  is  sufficient  in  an  indictment  or  information  to  de- 


it  was  drawn  ,  .  .  Miles  thus  ob- 
tained possession  of  the  money  with 
intent  to  steal  it."  People  v.  Arnold, 
20  Cal.  App.  35,  127  Pae.  1060;  State 
V.  Hoahor,  26  "Wash.  643,  67  Pac.  386. 
"The  check  was  simply  the  instrumen- 
tality by  which  Hoshor  obtained  the 
money  from  the  bank."  State  v. 
Hoahor,  26  Wash.  643,  67  Pac.  386. 

[b]  Proof  that  an  officer  collected 
checks  and  drafts  and  deposited  them 
to  his  account,  will  sustain  an  indict- 
ment against  such  officer  for  failure  to 
pay  over  money  collected  by  him. 
Adams  v.  People,  25  Colo.  532,  55  Pac. 
806. 

53.  People  v.  Meseros,  16  Cal.  App. 
277,   116   Pac.   679. 

[a]  A  charge  of  embezzling  money 
in  one  county  is  not  supported  by  proof 
that  defendant  in  his  capacity  aa  agent 
came  into  possession  of  a  check  in  that 
county  which  he  took  to  another  county 
and  received  money  on.  People  v. 
Meseros,  16  Cal.  App.  277,  116  Pac.  679. 

54.  Ala.  —  Marsh  v.  State,  3  Ala. 
App.  80,  57  So.  387.  Ark.  —  Tletcher  c. 
State,  97  Ark.  1,  132  S.  "W.  918.  Mo, 
State  V.  Ballard,  104  Mo.  634,  16  S.  "W. 
525.  Mont.  — State  v.  McDonald,  10 
Mont.  21,  24  Pac.  628,  24  Am.  St.  Eep. 
25.  S.  D.  — State  v.  Millard,  30  S.  D. 
169,  138  N.  W.  366. 

[a]  An  indictment  charging  the 
larceny  of  an  "iron  grey  horse,  a  geld- 
ing," is  not  supported  by  evidence  of 
the  larceny  of  a  horse  or  colt.  State 
V.  McDonald,  10  Mont.  21,  24  Pac.  628, 
24  Am.  St.  Rep.  25. 

[b]  Description  of  Cow  Stolen. — The 
defendant  was  indicted  for  stealing 
"one  red  brindle,  white,  line  back 
cow."  The  owner  of  the  cow  testified 
that  it  was  a  "red  and  white  spotted, 
line  back  cow"  that  was  stolen;  while 
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the  cow  found  in  the  defendant's  pos- 
session was  shown  by  the  evidence  to 
be  a  "red  and  white  spotted  cow." 
The  variance  was  held  to  be  fatal. 
State  V.  Ballard,  104  Mo.  634,  16  S.  W. 
525. 

[c]  Where  an  information  described 
hogs  embezzled  as  "55  head  of  red 
Duroc  Jersey  hogs"  and  the  witnesses 
described  them  aa  "Duroe  Jersey"  and 
as  "red  hogs,"  they  were  thus  suffi- 
ciently identified  and  proof  that  they 
were  not  pure  bred  Duroc  Jersey  hogs, 
could  not  mislead  the  defendant.  State 
V.  Millard,  30  S.  D.  169,  138  N.  W.  366. 

[d]  An  indictment  for  fraudulent- 
ly mortgaging  "a  dark  bay  mare 
mule"  is  not  supported  by  proof  that 
the  defendant  mortgaged  a  "mouse- 
colored  mare  mule  named  Mag."  Ber- 
rien V.  State,  83  Ga.  381,  9  S.  E.  609. 

55.  Goldsberry  v.  State,  66  Neb. 
312,  92  N.  "W.  906. 

[a]  An  indictment  for  receiving 
stolen  goods  described  the  property  re- 
ceived as  a  bay  gelding  with  both  hind 
feet  white  and  having  a  small  star  in 
the  forehead.  Some  of  the  witnesses 
described  the  animal  as  a  brown  and 
some  as  a  bay  or  brown.  It  also  ap- 
peared that  the  animal  had  but  one 
white  hind  foot.  It  was  held  that 
though  the  variance  would  have  been 
fatal  at  common  law  it  was  not  so  un- 
der the  statute.  Goldsberry  v.  State, 
66  Neb.  312,  92  N.  W.  906. 

66.  Baldwin  v.  People,  2  HI.  304- 
State  V.  Collins,  53  Mont.  213,  163  Pac! 
102. 

[a]  A  charge  of  stealing  a  "horse" 
is  supported  by  proof  of  the  larceny  of 
a  gelding  or  mare.  Baldwin  v.  People, 
2  111.  304.  Hale  v.  Com.,  151  Ky.  639. 
152  S.  W.  773. 
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scribe  an  animal  by  such  pame  as  in  the  common  understanding  em- 
braces it,  without  designating  its  sex,  and  under  such  a  charge  proof 
of  either  a  male  or  a  female  of  the  particular  species  of  animal  named 
is  sufficient.^^  But  where  by  common  understanding  a  certain  word  em- 
braces only  the  male  or  the  female  of  a  certain  species  of  animal,  and 
the  animal  is  described  in  the  indictment  or  information  by  that  term 
which  denotes  only  the  male  or  the  female  of  such  species,  the  allega- 
tions are  not  met  by  proof  of  an  animal  of  the  species  but  not  of  the 
gender  denoted  by  the  term  nsed  in  the  pleading.^^ 

(C.)  Intoxicating  Liquoes.  —  In  prosecutions  for  keeping,  selling  or  dis- 
posing of  intoxicating  liquors  contrary  to  law  there  must  be  substantial 
conformity  between  the  allegata  and  probata  as  to  the  intoxicating  char- 
acter of  the  beverage,^^  but  the  court  may  take  judicial  notice  of  the 
fact  that  the  particular  beverage  is  intoxicating. '^  The  proof  should 
also  conform  to  the  averments  as  to  the  kind  of  liquor,"^  even  though 


57.  Marsh  v.  State,  3  Ala.  App.  80, 
57  So.  387. 

58.  Maish  v.  State,  3  Ala.  App.  80, 
57  So.  387. 

[a]  A  charge  of  the  larceny  of  a 
cow  is  sustained  (1)  by  proof  of  the 
stealing  of  a  heifer  (Parker  v.  State, 
39  Ala.  365;  State  v.  Crow,  107  Mo.  341, 
17  a  W.  745),  but  (2)  not  by  the  steal- 
ing of  a  bull  (State  v.  MeMinn,  34  Ark. 
160),  or  (3)  a  steer  calf.  Marsh  v. 
State,  3  Ala.  App.  80,  57  So.  387. 

59.  Duvall  V.  Augusta,  115  Ga.  813, 
42  S.  E.  265;  Martin  v.  Eome,  9  Ga. 
App.  574,  71  S.  E.  879;  Gripe  v.  State, 
4  Ga.  App.  832,  62  S.  E.  567. 

[a]  Proof  merely  that  a  person  had 
beer  in  his  possession  for  illegal  sale 
is  not  sufficient  to  support  a  charge  of 
having  intoxicating  or  malt  liquor  in 
his  possession  for  illegal  sale.  Martin 
V.  Eome,  9  Ga.  App.  574,  71  S.  E.  879. 

[b]  Proof  of  Percentage  of  Alcohol. 
Where  the  term  "intoxicating  liquor" 
embraces  any  beverage  containing  al- 
cohol in  any  quantity  whatever,  it  is 
not  necessary  under  a  charge  of  selling 
intoxicating  liquor  to  prove  that  the 
article  sold  contained  any  special  per 
cent,  of  alcohol.  State  v.  Martin,  230 
Mo.  1,  129  S.  W.  931,  139  Am.  St.  Eep. 
628;  State  v.  Burk,  151  Mo.  App.  188, 
131  S.  W.  883;  State  v.  Gamma,  149  Mo. 
App.  694,  129  S.   W.  734. 

60.     See  7  Ency.  of  Ev.  675,  899. 

[a]  Beer.  —  "The  authorities  differ 
much  as  to  whether  judicial  notice 
shall  be  taken  of  the  fact  that  beer  is 
intoxicating.  The  stronger  current  of 
authority  is  that,  where  the  allegation 


and  the  proof  are  confined  to  beer,  evi- 
dence must  be  adduced  to  show  that 
such  beer  is  intoxicating.  This  is  due 
to  the  fact  that  there  are  many  beers, 
such  as  persimmon  beer,  ginger  beer, 
spruce  beer,  and  others,  which  are  not 
generally  supposed  to  be  intoxicating." 
Gripe  v.  State,  4  Ga.  App.  832,  62  S. 
E.  567. 

61.  State  V.  Burk,  151  Mo.  App.  188, 
131  S.  W.  883;  Yoather  v.  State,  5  Okla, 
Grim.  46,  113  Pac.  234. 

[a]  "The  general  rule  is  *  *  * 
that  if  an  indictment  charges  the  sale 
of  a  specific  kind  of  liquor  by  name, 
and  not  accompanied  by  general  de- 
scriptive terms,  it  must  be  proved  a§ 
alleged."  Yoather  v.  State,  5  Okla. 
Crim.  46,  113  Pac.  234. 

[b]  If  the  pleading  narrows  the  in- 
quiry down  to  a  specific  kind  of  liquor 
named,  the  proof  must  correspond 
thereto.  Lincoln  Center  v.  Linker,  5 
Kan.  App.  242,  47  Pac.  174;  Yoather 
V.  State.  5  Okla.  Crim.  46,  113  Pac.  234. 

[c]  "Whisky"  and  "Whisky  Cock- 
tail."—  Under  a  charge  of  "whisky" 
in  the  information  or  indictment,  the 
state  may  show  "whisky  cocktail." 
See  State  v.  Burk,  151  Mo.  App.  188, 
131  S.  W.  883. 

[d]  Whisky  Alleged,  Alcohol 
Proved.  —  Proof  that  the  prosecuting 
witness  received  alcohol  is  materially 
variant  from  a  charge  that  the  defend- 
ant gave  him  whisky.  Yoather  v.  State, 
5  Okla.  Crim.  46,  113  Pac.  234.  / 

[e]  "Beer."  —  To  support  a  charge 
of  selling  beer  the  proof  must  show 
that  tie  liquor  sold  comes  within  the 
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the  kind  of  liquor  be  unnecessarily  alleged.^^ 

Videlicet  or  Scilicet. —  Where  a  general  term  is  used  to  describe  the 
liquid  as  to  which  the  offense  relates,  and  a  particular  liquid  is  named 
under  a  videlicit,  strict  proof  of  the  particular  liquid  thus  alleged  is 
not  essential,®^  unless  it  becomes  essentially  descriptive  of  the  offense.** 

(D.)  Written  Instruments. —  (1.)  In  General. —  Evidence  adduced  to 
establish  written  instruments  laid  in  the  indictment  or  information 
should  be  sufficient  to  identify  them.**  A  strict  rule  of  conformity  of 
the  proof  to  the  allegations  is  invoked  in  reference  to  the  pleading  of 
written  instruments  where  the  offense  relates  directly  to  the  instru- 
ment relied  upon,**  as  in  counterfeiting,*'  forgery,*^  and  other  sim- 


generic   term   "beer."    State  v.  Burk, 
151  Mo.  App.  188,  131  S.  W.  883. 

[f]  Proof  of  the  sale  of  a  patent 
medicine  will  not  sustain  an  informa- 
tion charging  that  appellant  sold  whis- 
ky, beer,  wine  and  ale.  Smith  v.  State, 
7  Okla.  Grim.  4,  120  Pac.  1031. 

62.  State  v.  Burk,  151  Mo.  App.  188, 
131  S.  W.  883. 

63.  State  v.  Burk,  161  Mo.  App.  188, 
131  S.  W.  883. 

As  to  videlicet  and  scilicet  generally, 
see  supra,  III,  B,  3,  b,  (VII),  and  the 
title  "Scilicet." 

[a]  A  charge  of  selling  "intoxicat- 
ing liquor,  to-wit,  one  bottle  of  beer" 
is  sustained  by  proof  of  the  sale  of 
' '  Piltzner  beer ' '  or  any  other  kind  of 
beer  intoxicating  in  character.  State 
V.  Burk,  151  Mo.  App.  188,  131  S.  W. 
883. 

64.  See  State  v.  Burk,  151  Mo.  App. 
188,  131  S.  W.  883. 

65.  Ala.  —  Bouyer  v.  Enterprise,  4 
Ala.  App.  292,  59  So.  188.  Colo.  —  John- 
son V.  People,  36  Colo.  445,  84  Pac.  819. 
Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Warner,  173  Mass.  541, 
54  N.  E.  353.  Mo.  — State  v.  Sharp- 
less,  212  Mo.  176,  111  S.  W.  69;  State 
V.  Carragin,  210  Mo.  351,  109  S.  W.  553, 
16  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  561.  Pa.  — Com.  v. 
McManiman,  15  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  495.  Tex. 
Melton  V.  State,  63  Tex.  Crim.  573,  140 
S.  W.  781;  Worsham  v.  State,  56  Tex. 
Crim.  253,  120  S.  W.  439.  Wash. 
State  V.  Garland,  65  Wash.  666,  118 
Pac.  907. 

[a]  Application  of  State  Statute  to 
Federal  Courts.  —  The  Massachusetts 
statute  (Eev.  Laws,  c.  218,  §22)  pro- 
viding that  a  misdescription  of  a  writ- 
ten instrument  is  not  a  variance  does 
not  apply  to  criminal  proceedings  in 
the  federal  courts.  United  States  v, 
Pbelan,.250  Fed.  927. 
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66.  Kemp  v.  United  States,  41  App. 
Cas.  (D.  C.)  539,  51  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
825;  Mills  v.  State,  65  Tex.  Crim.  497, 
145  S.  W.  368;  Bedford  v.  State,  60 
Tex.  Crim.  83,  131  S.  W.  314. 

67.  V.  S.  —  United  States  v.  Moses, 
4  Wash.  C.  C.  726,  27  Eed.  Cas.  No. 
15,825;  United  States  v.  Hall,  4  Crauch 
C,  C.  229,  26  Eed.  Cas.  No.  15,283; 
United  States  v.  Burns,  5  McLean  23, 
24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,691;  United  States 
i:  Mason,  12  Blatchf.  497,  26  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  15,736;  United  States  v.  Bennett, 
17  Blatchf.  357,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,- 
572;  United  States  v.  Marcus,  53  Fed. 
784-;  United  States  v.  Albert,  45  Fed. 
552.  Ark.  —  Mathena  v.  State,  20  Ark. 
70.  Ga.  — State  v.  Calvin,  Charlt.  151; 
Eouse  V.  State,  4  Ga.  136.  111.  —  Quig- 
ley  V.  People,  3  111.  301.  Ind.  — Peo- 
ples V.  State,  6  Blaokf .  95.  la.  —  State 
V.  Pepper,  11  Iowa  347.  Ky.  —  Clark  v. 
Com.,  16  B.  Mon.  206.  Mass.  —  Com.  v. 
Hall,  97  Mass.  570;  Brown  v.  Com.,  8 
Mass.  59;  Com.  v.  Woods,  10  Gray  477. 
N.  H.  — State  v.  Hayden,  15  N.  H.  355. 
N.  Y.  —  In  re  Dorsett,  5  City  Hall  Eec. 
77.  Ohio.  —  Griffin  v.  State,  14  Ohio  St. 
55;  Smith  v.  State,  8  Ohio  294.  S.  C. 
State  V.  Waters,  3  Brev.  507.  Vt. 
State  V.  Wheeler,  35  Vt.  261. 

68.  Ark.  —  Bennett  v.  State,  62  Ark. 
516,  36  S.  W.  947.  Fla.  — Smith  v. 
State,  29  Fla.  408,  10  So.  894.  lU. 
Brown  v.  People,  66  111.  344;  Cross  v. 
People,  47  111.  152,  95  Am.  Deo.  474. 
Ind.  —  State  i>.  Pease,  74  Ind.  263; 
Sharley  v.  State,  54  Ind.  168;  Zellers 
r.  State,  7  Ind.  659.  la.  — State  v. 
Thompson,  19  Iowa  299.  Mass. — Com. 
V.  McKean,  98  Mass.  9.  Neb.  —  Eoush 
V.  State,  34  Neb.  325,  51  N.  W.  755. 
N.  Y.  — People  v.  Clements,  26  N.  Y. 
193.  Ohio.  — Hart  v.  State,  20  Ohio  49. 
Ore.  — Shirley    v.    State,    1    Ore.    269, 
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ilar  offenses.  But  there  is  no  occasion  for  applying  this  strict  rule 
■where  the  gravamen  of  the  offense  is  not  the  writing."'  If  the  instru- 
ment is  set  out  according  to  its  legal  effect,  substantial  proof  is  all  that 
is  necessary.'"' 

(2.)  Particular  Instruments.  —  There  must  exist  the  requisite  degree  of 
correspondence  between  the  averments  and  the  proof  as  to  such  written 
instruments,  among  others,  as  deeds, '^  commercial  paper,^^  including 


Tex.  —  Mills  V.  State,  65  Tex.  Grim.  497, 
145  S.  Vv.  368;  Bedford  v.  State,  60  Tex, 
Grim.  83,  131  S.  W.  314;  Simms  v.  State, 
32  Tex.  Grim.  277,  22  S.  W.  876;  Burks 
V.  State,  24  Tex.  App.  326,  6  S.  W.  300; 
Ex  parte  Rogers,  10  Tex.  App.  655,  38 
Am.  Eep.  654.  Vt.  —  State  v.  Bean,  19 
yt.  530.  W.  Va.  —  State  v.  Fleshman, 
40  W.  Va.  726,  22  S.  E.  309;  State  v. 
Henderson,  29  W.  Va.  147,  1  S.  E.  225. 

[a]  Cbeck.  —  A  fatal  variance  ex- 
ists where  from  an  inspection  of  the 
check  set  out  in  the  indictment  as  hav- 
ing been  forged  and  the  one  introduced 
in  evidence,  it  appears  that  they  are 
not  the  same  in  words  and  figures. 
Mills  V.  State,  65  Tex.  Grim.  497,  145 
S.  W.  368. 

[b]  Variance  as  to  Description  of 
Land  in  Instrument.  —  An  alleged 
forged  instrument  contained  a  descrip- 
tion of  a  tract  of  land  as  being  in  the 
J.  A.  "2  league  grant  N.  S.  B.  B.  of 
which  I  am  the  owner."  The  indict- 
ment alleged  that  the  instrument  con- 
tained a  description  of  the  land  as  be- 
ing in  the  J.  A.  "2  league  grant  on  S. 
B.  B.  of  which  I  am  the  owner,"  etc. 
The  variance  was  held  fatal.  Bedford 
V.  State,  60  Tex.  Grim.  83,  131  S.  W. 
314. 

69.  Kemp  v.  United  States,  41  App. 
Gas.  (D.  G.)  539,  51L.  E.A.  (N.S.)  825; 
Agar  V.  State,  176  Ind.  234,  94  N.  E. 
819. 

[a]  Mailing  Non-Mailable  Matter. 
The  gravamen  of  the  offense  of  send- 
ing through  the  mails  a  letter  giving 
information  as  to  how  or  where  an 
abortion  may  be  procured,'  is  not  the 
writing  of  the  letter,  but  the  deposit- 
ing of  it  in  the  mail  and  a  discrepancy 
between  the  letter  set  out  in  the  in- 
dictment and  that  shown  by  the  evi- 
dence is  not  material  where  the  sense 
or  meaning  conveyed  by  the  letter  is 
not  "thereby  changed.  Kemp  v.  United 
States,  41  App.  Gas.  (D.  C.)  539,  51 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  825. 

70.  Ala.  — Butler  v.  State,  22  Ala. 


43.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Munroe,  33  Pac.i 
776.  Ga.  — McGarr  v.  State,  75  Ga.  155; 
Morel  V.  State,  74  Ga.  17.  111.  — Trask 
V.  People,  151  111.  523,  38'  N.  E.  248; 
Parker  v.  People,  97  111.  32.  Kan. 
State  V.  Woodrow,  56  Kan.  217,  42 
Pac.  714.  Ky.  — Sutton  v.  Gom.,  97  Ky. 
308,  30  S.  W.  661.  Mass.  — Gom.  f. 
Brown,  147  Mass.  585,  18  N.  E.  587,  9 
Am.  St.  Eep.  736,  1  L.  E.  A.  620;  Gom. 
V.  Thomas,  10  Gray  483.  Mich.  —  Peo- 
ple V.  Sharp,  53  Mich.  523,  19  N.  W. 
168.  Neb.  — Haslip  v.  State,  10  Neb. 
590,  7  N.  W.  331.  N.  Y.  — Paige  v. 
People,  3  Abb.  Dec.  439,  6  Park.  Grim. 
683.  N.  C  — State  v.  Lane,  80  N.  G. 
407;  State  v.  Ballard,  6  N.  G.  186;  State 
V.  Street,  1  N.  G.  186,  1  ,Am.  Dec.  589. 
Ohio.  — May  v.  State,  14  Ohio  461,  45 
Am.  Dec.  548.  Tex.  —  Mee  v.  State,  23 
Tex.  App.  566,  5  S.  W.  243;  Hennessy 
V.  State,  23  Tex.  App.  340,  5  S.  W.  215. 
Vt.  — State  V.  Morton,  27  Vt.  310,  65 
Am.  Dec.  201.  W.  Va.  — State  v.  Poin- 
dexter,  23  W.  Va.  805. 

71.  State  V.  Sharpless,  212  Mo.  176, 
111  S.  W.  69. 

[a]  Variance  as  to  Acknowledg- 
ment.—  A  deed  of  release  which  de- 
fendant was  charged  with  forging  was 
admitted  in  evidence  over  defendant's 
objection  that  it  was  variant  from  the 
one  alleged  in  that  it  had  an  acknowl- 
edgment on  the  back  and  that  the  in- 
formation, though  it  set  out  a  copy  of 
the  deed,  did  not  say  anything  about 
the  acknowledgment.  State  v.  Sharp- 
less,  212  Mo.  176,  111  S.  W.  69. 

72.  Com.  V.  Griffiths,  126  Mass.  252; 
Gom.  V.  Thomas,  10  Gray  (Mass.)  483; 
State  i:  Garragin,  210  Mo.  351,  109  S. 
W.  553,  16  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  561. 

[a]  Variance  as  to  Indorsement. 
An  information  for  forging  a  note  did 
not  allege  and  set  out  in  its  descrip- 
tion of  the  forged  instrument  the  in- 
dorsement of  the  defendant  thereon, 
but  the  note  offereS  in  evidence  had 
the  indorsement  of  the  defendant  on  it. 
The    variance    was    held    not    material 
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checks,'^  ordinances,^*  judicial  records/^  and  other  written  instruments. 

j.  Ownership   and  Possession. — (I.)  In  General. —  The   requirement 

that  allegations  descriptive  of  the  offense  must  be  established  as  alleged 

would  prevent  any  substantial  departure  in  the  evidence  from  allega- 


since  it  did  not  prejudice  the  defend- 
ant. State  V.  Carragin,  210  Mo.  351, 
109  S.  W.  553,  16  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  561. 

[b]  A  charge  that  defendant  robhed 
prosecutor  of  a  promissory  note  is  not 
sustained  by  proof  that  he  robbed  him 
of  "money"  or  "so  many  dollars." 
Com.  V.  McManiman,  15  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  495. 

[c]  Variance  as  to  description  of  a 
note  alleged  to  have  been  obtained  by 
false  pretenses.  People  v.  Eeed,  70  Cal. 
529,  11  Pac.  676. 

[d]  Proof  that  a  bank  bill  was 
forged  (1)  will  sustain  an  allegation 
that  a  promissory  note  was  forged. 
Com.  V.  Thomas,  10  Gray  (Mass.)  483. 
(2)  Proof  that  bank  bills  were  taken, 
sufficient  under  an  allegation  of  the 
taking  of  promissory  notes.  Com.  v. 
Ashton,  125  Mass.  384;  Com.  v.  Butts, 
124  Mass.  449. 

[e]  An  indictment  for  obtaining 
by  false  pretenses  a  note  alleged  to 
have  been  executed  by  the  person  de- 
frauded is  not  sustained  by  evidence 
showing  that  the  note  was  jointly  exe- 
cuted by  him  and  another.  People  v. 
Reed,  70  Cal.  529,  11  Pac.  676. 

73.  Melton  v.  State,  63  Tex.  Crim. 
573,  140  S.  W.  781;  Worsham  v.  State, 
56  Tex.  Crim.  253,  120  S.  W.  439. 

[a]  An  indictment  for  larceny  de- 
scribing the  property  as  a  check  in- 
dorsed and  delivered  by  a  certain 
named  person  is  not  sustained  by  proof 
of  the  stealing  of  a  check  indorsed  and 
delivered  by  a  person  other  than  the 
one  thus  named.  Ferguson  v.  State,  66 
Tex.  Crim.  618,  147  S.  W.  592. 

[b]  Variance  as  to  Payee  of  Check. 
An  indictment  for  embezzling  a  check 
alleged  the  cheek  to  be  payable  to 
"Henry  E.  Agar,  Secretary."  The 
check  introduced  in  evidence  was 
made  payable  to  "H.  E.  Agar.  Sec'y." 
The  variance  was  held  not  sufliciently 
materia]  to  warrant  a  reversal.  Agar  v. 
State,  176  Ind.  234,  94  N.  B.  819. 

[c]  The  mere  form  of  the  check  is 
not  important  providing  it  meets  with 
the  statutory  definition  as:  "A  bill  of 
exchange  drawn  on  a  bank,  payable  on 
demand."  State  v.  Garland,  65  Wash. 
666,  118  Pac.  907. 
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[d]  The  identity  of  the  check  is  all 
that  the  proof  need  show  and  the  fact 
the  check  adduced  in  evidence  did  not 
correspond  exactly  with  the  one  plead- 
ed is  not  fatal.  Com.  v.  Warner,  173 
Mass.  541,  54  N.  E.  353. 

[e]  A  charge  of  larceny  of  a  check 
by  false  pretenses  is  sustained  by  proof 
of  a  certificate  of  deposit  properly  in- 
dorsed by  the  depositor.  State  v.  Gar- 
land, 65  Wash.  666,  118  Pac.  907. 

74.  Bouyer  v.  Enterprise,  4  Ala.  App. 
292,  59  So.  188. 

[a]  Where  the  charge  avers  the  ex- 
istence of  an  ordinance  (1)  which  the 
accused  is  alleged  to  have  violated,  the 
ordinance  offered  in  evidence  must  cor- 
respond with  the  averments  as  to  its 
nature  or  import  (Bouyer  v.  Enterprise, 
4  Ala.  App.  292,  59  So.  188;  s.  c.  4  Ala. 
App.  276,  58  So.  755),  and  (2)  the 
council  or  other  body  which  passed  it. 
Broadwater  v.  State,  10  Ga.  App.  458, 
73  S.  E.  691. 

[b]  Liquor  Ordinance.  —  Where  a 
criminal  complaint  alleged  the  viola- 
tion of  an  ordinance  of  the  city  of  E. 
against  selling,  giving  away  or  ex- 
changing intoxicating  liquors,  and  the 
ordinance  introduced  at  the  trial  con- 
tained no  such  prohibition,  there  was 
a  fatal  variance.  Bouyer  v.  Enterprise, 
4  Ala.  App.  292,  59  So.  188. 

[c]  Proof  that  an  ordinance  was 
passed  by  the  "town  council"  of  a 
municipal  corporation  will  support  an 
allegation  that  the  ordinance  in  ques- 
tion was  passed  by  the  "general  coun- 
cil" of  the  same  corporation;  where 
the  charter  provides  for  only  one  mu- 
nicipal body.  Broadwater  v.  State,  10 
Ga.  App.  458,  73  S.  E.  691. 

75.  State  v.  Waters,  144  Mo.  341,  46 
S.  W.  173. 

[a]  Date  of  Former  Conviction. 
A  material  variance  does  not  arise 
where  the  indictment  alleges  a  former 
conviction  on  a  certain  date,  and  the 
record  shows  it  on  a  different  date,  but 
at  the  same  term  and  in  the  same  court. 
State  V.  Waters,  144  Mo.  341,  46  S.  W. 
173. 
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tions  as  to  ownership  or  property  in  the  thing  essentially  involved  in 
the  crime,"  even  though  the  ownership  may  have  been  unnecessarily 


76.  U.  S.  —  United  States  v.  Eiley, 
74  Fed.  210.  Ala.  —  Williams  v.  State, 
177  Ala.  34,  58  So.  921,  Ann.  Cas. 
1915A,  584;  Eobinson  v.  State,  84  Ala. 
434,  4  So.  774;  Ellis  v.  State,  76  Ala. 
90;  Lavender  v.  State,  60  Ala.  60;  Boles 
V.  State,  46  Ala.  204;  Parmer  v.  State, 
41  Ala.  416;  Martha  v.  State,  26  Ala. 
72;  Johnson  v.  State,  1  Ala.  App.  148, 
55  So.  268.  Ariz.  —  Lujan  v.  State,  16 
Ariz.  123,  141  Pae.  706;  "Webb  v.  State, 
14  Ariz.  506,  131  Pae.  970;  Maxwell  v. 
Ter.,  10  Ariz.  1,  85  Pae.  116;  Martinez 
17.  Ter.,  5  Ariz.  55,  44  Pae.  1089.  Ark. 
MeLemore  v.  State,  111  Ark.  457,  164 
8.  W.  119;  Monk  v.  State,  105  Ark.  12, 
150  S.  W.  133;  Wells  v.  State,  102  Ark. 
627,  145  S.  W.  531;  Wallace  v.  State,  99 
Ark.  92,  137  S.  W.  551 ;  Eynes  v.  State, 
99  Ark.  121,  137  S.  W.  800;  Fletcher  v. 
State,  97  Ark.  1,  132  S.  W.  918;  Cook 
V.  State,  80  Ark.  495,  97  S.  W.  683; 
Merritt  v.  State,  73  Ark.  32,  83  S.  W. 
330;  McCowan  v.  State,  58  Ark.  17,  22 
S.  W.  955;  Blankenship  v.  State,  55 
Ark.  244,  18  S.  W.  54.  Cal.  — People  v. 
Webber,  138  Cal.  145,  70  Pae.  1089. 
Colo.  — Eoland  v.  People,  23  Colo.  283, 
47  Pae.  269;  Miller  v.  People,  13  Colo. 
166,  21  Pae.  1025.  Conn.  —  State  v. 
Lyon,  12  Conn.  487.  Del.  —  State  v. 
Williams,  6  Boyce  368,  100  Atl.  407; 
State  V.  Davenport,  2  Boyce  12,  77  Atl. 
967;  State  v.  Fitzpatrick,  9  Houst.  385, 
32  Atl.  1072;  State  «.' Bradley,  Houst. 
Cr.  Cas.  164.  Ga.  —  Hawkins  v.  State, 
95  Ga.  458,  20  S.  E.  217;  Berry  v.  State, 
92  Ga.  47,  17  S.  E.  1006;  Martin  v. 
State,  17  Ga.  App.  612,  S7  S.  E.  844; 
O'Neal  V.  State,  10  Ga.  App.  474,  73 
S.  E.  696;  Lindsey  v.  State,  9  Ga.  App. 
299,  70  S.  E.  1114;  Caswell  v.  State,  5 
Ga.  Apji.  483,  63  S.  E.  566.  Idaho. 
State  V.  Farris,  5  Idaho  666,  51  Pae. 
772;  People  «.  Frank,  1  Idaho  200.  111. 
People  V.  Csontos,  275  111.  402,  114  N. 
E.  123;  Lowell  v.  People,  229  111.  227, 
82  N.  B.  226;  Barnes  v.  People,  18  111. 
52,  65  Am.  Dee.  699.  Ind.  —  State  if. 
Tillett,  173  Ind.  133,  89  N.  E.  589,  140 
Am.  St.  Eep.  246;  Edson  v.  State,  148 
Ind.  283,  47  N.  E.  625;  Bell  v.  State, 
46  Ind.  453;  King  v.  State,  44  Ind. 
285;  Stevens  v.  State,  44  Ind.  469;  Mar- 
cus V.  State,  26  Ind.  101;  Hogg  v. 
State,  3   Blackf.   326.    la,  — State  v. 


Burns,  155  Iowa  488,  136  N.  W.  520. 
Kan.—  State  v.  Miller,  87  Kan.  454,  124 
Pae.  361.  Ky.  —  McBride  v.  Com.,  13 
Bush  337;  Hensley  v,  Com.,  1  Bush  11, 
89  Am.  Deo.  604;  Byrant  v.  Com.,  24 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  447,  68  S.  W.  846.  La. 
State  V.  Eobinson,  35  La.  Ann.  964. 
Me.  —  State  v.  Somerville,  21  Me.  14, 
38  Am.  Dec.  248;  State  v.  Furlong,  19 
Me.  225.  Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Billings,  167 
Mass.  283,  45  N.  E.  910;  Com.  v.  Sul- 
livan, 104  Mass.  552;  Com.  ■;;.  Morse, 
14  Mass.  217;  Com.  v.  Trimmer,  1  Mass. 
476;  Com.  v.  Wade,  17  Pick.  395;  Com. 
V.  O'Hara,  10  Gray  469.  Miss.  —  Hamp- 
ton V.  State,  99  Miss.  176,  54  So.  722; 
James  v.  State,  77  Miss.  370,  26  So. 
929,  78  Am.  St.  Eep.  527;  McDowell  v. 
State,  68  Miss.  348,  8  So.  508;  Morrfs  v. 
State,  8  So.  295.  Mo.  —  State  v.  Lack- 
ey, 230  Mo.  707,  132  S.  W.  602;  State 
V.  Goforth,  136  Mo.  Ill,  37  S.  W.  801; 
State  V.  Lawler,  130  Mo.  366,  32  S.  W. 
979,  51  Am.  St.  Eep.  575;  State  v.  Nel- 
son, 101  Mo.  477,  14  S.  W.  718,  10  L. 
E.  A.  39;  State  v.  Eoswell,  153  Mo. 
App.  338,  133  S.  W.  99.  Mont.  — State 
V.  Booth,  46  Mont.  334,  127  Pae.  1017; 
State  V.  Moxley,  41  Mont.  402,  110  Pae. 
83.  Neb.  —  Sharp  v.  State,  61  Neb.  187, 
85  N.  W.  38.  N.  H.  —  State  v.  Ellison, 
58  N.  H.  325;  State  v.  McCoy,  14  N.  H. 
364.  N.  J.  — Adams  v.  State,  45  N.  J. 
L.  448;  State  v.  Fish,  27  N.  J.  L.  323. 
N.  Y.  — McGary  v.  People,  45  N.  T. 
153;  Norton  v.  People,  8  Cow.  137; 
People  V.  Gates,  15  Wend.  159.  N.  C. 
State  V.  Burgess,  74  N.  C.  272;  State  v. 
Bell,  65  N.  C.  313.  Okla.  —  Bayless  v. 
State,  9  Okla.  Crim.  27,  130  Pae.  520; 
Spencer  v.  State,  5  Okla.  Crim.  7,  113 
Pae.  224;  Martin  v.  Ter.,  4  Okla.  106, 
43  Pae.  1067.  Ore.  —  State  v.  Wilson, 
6  Ore.  428.  R.  I.  — State  v.  McCarthy, 
17  E.  L  370,  22  Atl.  282.  S.  C  — State 
V.  Washington,  15  Eich.  L.  39;  State  v. 
Owens,  10  Eich.  L.  169;  State  v.  Lon- 
don, 3  S.  C.  230;  State  v.  Eyan,  4  Me- 
Cord  16,  17  Am.  Dec.  702.  Tenn. 
Brooks  V.  State,  5  Baxt.  607.  Tex. 
Pilgrim  v.  State,  68  Tex.  Crim.  175,  150 
S.  W.  1170;  Hogg  V.  State,  66  Tex. 
Crim.  252,  146  S.  W.  195;  Hatfield  v. 
State,  66  Tex.  Crim.  338,  147  S.  W.  236; 
Pinckard  v.  State,  62  Tex.  Crim.  602, 
138  S.  W.  601;  Bryan  v.  State,  54  Tex. 
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alleged/'  It  is  necessary,  in  accordance  with  the  rule,  to  conform  the 
evidence  to  allegations  of  ownership  of  property  averred  to  have  been 
unlawfully  burned,'*  or  burglarized,'^  or  embezzled,*"  or  stolen,*^  or 
received  after  having  been  stolen,*^  or  swindled  or  obtained  by  false 
pretenses,'^  or  otherwise  involved  in  the  crime  charged. 


Crim.  59,  111  S.  W.  1035;  Williams  v. 
State,  49  Tex.  Crim.  105,  90  S.  W.  876; 
Daggett  V.  State,  39  Tex.  Crim.  5,  44 
S.  W.  148;  Ganoway  v.  State  (Tex. 
Crim.),  21  S.  W.  46;  Brown  v.  State,  35 
Tex.  691;  McLaurine  v.  State,  28  Tex. 
App.  530,  13  S.  W.  fl92;  Darnell  v. 
State,  6  Tex.  App.  482;  Collier  v.  State, 
4  Tex.  App.  12;  Rose  v.  State,  1  Tex. 
App.  400.  Va.  —  Hughes  v.  Com.,  17 
Gratt.  (68  Va.)  565,  94  Am.  Dec.  498; 
Jones  V.  Com.,^  17  Gratt.  (58  Va.)  563. 
W.  Va.  — State  v.  Hill,  48  W.  Va.  132, 
35  S.  E.  831;  State  v.  Heaton,  23  W. 
Va.  773.  Wis.  —  Jacison  v.  State,  55 
Wis.  589,  13  N.  W.  448;  Carter  v.  State, 
20  Wis.  647. 

[a]  "The  ownership  of  the  prop- 
erty said  to  have  been  stolen  is  de- 
scriptire  of  the  oSense,  and  as  such 
must  be  proved  as  laid  in  the  indict- 
ment, unless  it  be  in  the  case  of  an 
immaterial  variance  under  our  stat- 
ute." State  V.  Eoswell,  153  Mo.  App. 
338,  133  S.  W.  99. 

[b]  Where  the  defendant  suffered 
no  prejudice  thereby,  variance  as  to 
ownership  held  immaterial.  State  v. 
Lackey,  230  Mo.  707,  132  ,S.  W.  602; 
State  V.  Nelson,  101  Mo.  477,  14  8.  W. 
718,  10  L.  E.  A.  39. 

[c]  An  allegation  of  ownership  in 
a  corporation  is'  established  by  proof  of 
ownership  in  a  corporation  de  facto. 
Ariz.  —  Webb  v.  State,  14  Ariz.  506, 131 
Pac.  970.  Ind.  —  Smith  v.  State,  28 
Ind.  321.  La.  ^  State  v.  Collens,  37  La. 
Ann.  607.  Mo.  —  State  v.  Henschel,  250 
Mo.  263,  157  S.  W.  311;  State  v.  Clark, 
223  Mo.  48,  122  S.  W.  665;'  State  v. 
Jones,  168  Mo.  398,  68  S.  W.  566.  Neb. 
Sharp  V.  State,  61  Neb.  ,187,  85  N.  W. 
38;  Braithwaite  v.  State,  28  Neb.  832, 
45  N.  W.  247.  Ore.  — State  v.  Adler, 
71  Ore.  70,  142  Pac.  344.  See  also  supra, 
III,  B,  4,  h. 

[d]  Ownership  Shown  To  Be  in 
Wife.  —  Proof  that  the  owner  of  the 
house  burned  was  the  defendant's 
wife's  will,  under  the  statutory  defini- 
tion of  arson,  support  an  allegation  that 
the  defendant  wilfully  set  fire  to  the 
house  of  another.     Williams  v.  State, 
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177    Ala.    34,    58   So.  921,   Aj^j.    Gas. 

1915 A,,  584. 

77.  See  supra,  III,  B,  3,  b,  (V),  (B). 

78.  See  3  Standard  Peoc.  26. 

79.  See  4  Standard  Prog.  606. 

80.  Ala.  —  Gady  v.  State,  83  Ala.  51, 
3  So.  429;  Washington  v.  State,  72  Ala. 
272.  Ark.  — Wallis  v.  State,  54  Ark. 
611,  16  S.  W.  821.  Ga.  — Eucker  v. 
State,  95  6a.  465,  20  S.  E.  269;  Mc- 
Crary  v.  State,  81  Ga.  334,  6  S.  E.  588; 
Carter  v.  State,  53  Ga.  326.  HI.  — Ker 
V.  People,  110  111.  627,  51  Am.  Eep.  706. 
Me.  — State  v.  Hinckley,  38  Me.  21. 
Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Logue,  160  Mass.  551, 
36  N.  E.  475;  Com.  v.  O'Keefe,  121 
Mass.  59.  Minn.  —  State  v.  Brame,  61 
Minn.  101,  63  N.  W.  250.  Uliss. 
Hampton  v.  State,  99  Miss.  176,  54  So. 
722.  Mo.  — State,  i;.  Hays,  78  Mo.  600; 
State  V.  Heath,  8  Mo.  App.  99.  Ohio. 
Calking  v.  State,  18  Ohio  St.  366,  98 
Am.  Dec.  121.  Ore. — State  v.  Morgan, 
28  Ore.  578,  42  Pac.  128.  Tex.  — Block 
V.  State,  44  Tex.  620;  Riley  v.  State, 
32  Tex.  763;  Leonard  V.  State,  7  Tex. 
App.  417. 

[a]  "The  'American  Express  Com- 
pany, a  corporation,'  is  a  materially 
different  concern  from  the  'American 
Express  Company,  a  partnership'  and 
an  indictment  for  embezzling  the 
funds  of  one  cannot  be  sustained  by 
proof  that  the  funds  belong  to  the 
other.''  Hampton  v.  State,  99  Miss. 
176,  54  So.  722. 

81.  See  18  Standard  Peoc.  760, 

82.  Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Billings,  167 
Mass.  283,  45  N.  E.  910.  Mont.  —  State 
V.  Moxley,  41  Mont.  402,  110  Pac.  83. 
Tex.  —  Hogg  V.  State,  66  Tex.  Crim. 
252,  146  S.  W.  195. 

[a]  Where  ownership  is  charged 
jointty  in  several  persons  it  is  not  sus- 
tained by  proof  of  ownership  in  one. 
State  V.  Moxley,  41  Mont.  402,  110  Pac. 
83. 

85.  O'Neal  v.  State,  10  Ga.  App. 
474,  73  S.  E.  696;  Caswell  v.  State,  5 
Ga.  App.  483,  63  S.  E.  566;  Pilgrim  v. 
State,  68  Tex.  Crim.  175,  150  S.  W. 
1170. 

[a]    Ownership  in  One  Person  Where 
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(II.)  Where  Oifense  Concerns  Possession  or  Enjoyment.  —  Ownership  o  r 
property  in  respect  to  ofEenses  which  are  not  directly  against  the  title, 
such  as  larceny  and  kindred  ofEenses,  means  actual  occupancy  or  pos- 
session,** consequently  in  such  cases  an  allegation  of  property  in  a 
certain  named  person  does  not  require  proof  of  absolute  ownership  in 
such  person,*^  it  being  sufficient  to  prove  that  the  designated  person 


It  Is  Alleged  in  Eight.  —  Upon  an  in- 
dictment charging  accused  with  swind- 
ling a  life  insurance  policy  or  certifi- 
cate from  eight  certain  persons  named, 
and  that  they  were  the  owners  and  had 
possession  of  the  certificate  or  policy, 
proof  that  the  ownership  and  posses- 
sion was  in  one  of  the  persons  only,  con- 
stitutes a  fatal  variance.  Pilgrim  v. 
State,  68  Tex,  dim.  175,  150  S.  W. 
1170. 

[b]  Principal  and  Agent.  —  Proof 
that  the  bank  of  which  H.  was  assistant 
cashier  was  cheated  and  defrauded  out 
of  money  by  the  presentation  of  a  bad 
cheek  to  H.  as  such  assistant  cashier 
will  not  support  an  allegation  that  H. 
was  cheated  and  defrauded.  O'Neal  v. 
State,  10  Ga.  App.  474,  73  S.  E.  696. 

[c]  Conspiracy  To  Cheat  and  De- 
fraud.—  ' '  The  rule  has  been  long  estab- 
lished that  under  an  indictment  for 
larceny  a  variance  between  the  proof 
and  the  allegations  of  the  indictment 
as  to  the  ownership  of  the  property  is 
fatal.  The  rule  appears  to  be  the  same 
in  prosecutions  for  conspiracy  to  cheat 
and  defraud."  Lowell  v.  People,  229 
111.  227,  82  N.  B.  226. 

84.  State  v.  ■  Davenport,  2  Boyce 
(Del.)  12,  77  Atl.  967;  Lindsey  v. 
State,  9  Ga.  App.  299,  70  S.  E.  1114. 

85.  Del.  —  State  v.  Davenport,  2 
Boyce  12,  77  Atl.  967;  State  v.  Jack- 
son, Houst.  Cr.  Cas.  561.  Fla.  —  Ken- 
nedy V.  State,  31  Pla.  428,  12  So.  858. 
Ga.  —  Bernhard  v.  State,  76  Ga.  613; 
Lindsey  v.  State,  9  Ga.  App.  299,  70  S. 
E.  1114.  Idaho.  —  People  v.  Frank,  1 
Idaho  200.  111.  —  Barnes  v.  People,  18 
111.  52,  65  Am.  Dec.  699.  Ind.  — Mar- 
cus V.  State,  26  Ind.  101.  la.  —  State 
V.  Cunningham,  21  Iowa  433.  Ky. 
Bryant  v.  Com.,  24  Ky.  L.  Eep.  447,  68 
S.  W.  846.  Me.  — State  v.  Pettis,  63 
Me.  124;  State  v.  Grant,  22  Me.  171; 
State  V.  Somerville,  21  Me.  14,  38  Am. 
Dec.  248.  Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Butts,  124 
Mass.  449;  Com.  v.  McLaughlin,  103 
Mass.  435;  Com.  v.  O'Brien,  12  Allen 
183;  Com.  v.  Arrance,  5  Allen  517. 
Mo.  —  State   v.   Lackey,    230   Mo.    707, 


132  S.  W.  602;  State  v.  EUey,  100  Mo. 
493,  13  S.  W.  1063;  State  «.  Eoswell, 
153  Mo.  App.  338,  133  S.  W.  99.  Mont. 
State  v.  Booth,  46  Mont.  334,  127  Pae. 
1017.  N.  Y.  —  People  v.  Smith,  1  Park. 
Crim.  329.  Nev.  —  State  v.  Nelson,  11 
Nev.  334.  N.  C  — State  v.  Allen,  103 
N.  C.  433,  9  S.  E.  626;  State  v.  Bur- 
gess, 74  N.  C.  272;  State  v.  Bell,  65  N. 
C.  313.  Okla.  — Martin  v.  Ter.,  4  Okla. 
105,  43  Pac.  1067.  S  O. — State  v. 
White,  34  S.  C.  59,  12  S.  E.  661,  27  Am. 
St.  Eep.  783;  State  v.  Jarcke,  Eiley 
296.  Tenn.  —  State  v.  Connor,  5  Coldw. 
311 ;  Yates  v.  State,  10  Yerg.  549.  Tex. 
Lane  v.  State,  69  Tex.  Crim.  65,  152 
S.  W.  897;  Coleburn  v.  State,  61  Tex. 
Crim.  26,  133  S.  W.  882;  Leach  v. 
State,  46  Tex.  Crim.  507,  81  S.  W.  733; 
Kersh  i7.  State,  45  Tex.  Crim.  451,  77 
S.  W.  790;  Dignowitty  v.  State,  17  Tex. 
521,  67  Am.  Dec.  670;  Clark  «.  State, 
26  Tex.  App.  486,  9  S.  W.  767;  Mat- 
thews V.  State,  9  Tex.  App.  138;  Bag- 
lev  V.  State,  3  Tex.  App.  163.  Vt. 
State  V.  Casavant,  64  Vt.  405,  23  Atl. 
636. 

[a]  The  ownership  proved  may  be 
either  general  or  special,  and  the  pos- 
session of  such  owner  may  be  actual 
or  constructive.  If  the  property  stolen 
is  in  the  actual  possession  of  a  person 
other  than  the  general  owner,  the  latter 
has  a  constructive  possession  and  the 
ownership  in  such  ease  may  be  proper- 
ly alleged  and  proven  either  in  the  spe- 
cial owner  having  the  actual  posses- 
sion, or  in  the  general  owner  having 
constructive  possession  by  reason  of 
such  ownership.  State  v.  Lackey,  230 
Mo.   707,   132   S.  W.  602. 

[b]  "Burglary  is  not  an  oflEense 
against  the  fee  title  of  the  realty.  It 
ia  an  oflEense  against  the  security  of  its 
occupancy  or  habitancy.  In  an  indict- 
ment for  burglary,  'ownership  means 
any  possession  which  is  rightful  as 
against  the  burglar.'  "  State  v.  Burns, 
155  Iowa  488,  136  N.  W.  520.  To  same 
effect,  State  v.  Davenport,  2  Boyce 
(Del.)  12,  77  Atl.  967;  Spencer  v.  State, 
5  Okla.  Crim.  7,  113  Pac.  224. 
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was  in  control  and  occupancy,"  as  that  he  had  a  special  or  qualified 
ownership,*^  or  held  the  property  in  trust.** 

(III.)  Joint  and  Seveial  Ownership.  —  "Where  in  charging  offenses  in  re- 
lation to  property,  ownership  is  laid  in  several  jointly,  proof  that  the 
property  was  owned  by  one  of  the  persons  constitutes  a  material  vari- 
anee,'°  and  when  the  ownership  is  laid  in  one,  it  has  been  held  a  materp 
ial  variance  to  prove  that  the  property  in  question  was  in  fact  owned 
by  that  person  and  others  jointly.'"    Under  the  more  liberal  principles 


86.  Ala.  —  Johnson  v.  State,  1  Ala. 
App.  148,  151,  55  So.  268,  445.  la. 
State  V.  Burns,  155  Iowa  488,  136  N.  W. 
520.  Me.  — State  v.  WHttier,  21  Me. 
341,  38  Am.  Dec.  272.  Mass.  —  Com.  v. 
Blanchette,  157  Mass.  486,  32  N.  E. 
658.  Tex.  —  Lane  v.  State,  69  Tex. 
Crim.  65,  152  S.  W.  897. 

[a]  "An  indictment  for  the  statu- 
tory offense  must  aver  the  ownership 
of  the  house  or  other  property  which 
was  burned  or  set  fire  to;  but  the  own- 
ership to  be  proved  relates  to  the  actu- 
al occupancy,  the  dominion  in  fact  over 
the  thing,  not  to  the  nature  of  the 
estate  or  claim  of  the  occupant."  John- 
son V.  State,  1  Ala.  App.  148,  55  So. 
268. 

[b]  A  charge  of  burglarizing  a  ware- 
house the  property  of  H.  is  sustained 
by  proof  that  H.  was  in  exclusive  con- 
trol and  occupancy  of  the  property,  but 
that  the  title  thereto  was  in  another. 
State  V.  Burns,  155  Iowa  488,  136  N.  W. 
520. 

[c]  Property  In  ExclusiTe  Possession 
of  Husband. — Where  an  indictment  for 
burglary  charges  taking  of  A. 's  prop- 
erty, and  the  proof  shows  that  the  prop- 
erty in  question  was  given  by  A  to  his 
wife  but  was  in  his  exclusive  posses- 
sion, there  is  no  variance  since  the  ex- 
clusive possession  of  A.  was  sufBcient 
for  ownership  to  be  laid  in  him.  Monk 
V.  State,  105  Ark.  12,  150  S.  W.  133. 

[d]  Possession  in  Tenant.  — Since  an 
averment  that  the  defendant  wilfully 
set  fire  to  the  building  of  a  certain 
named  person  imports,  not  necessarily 
that  the  fee  was  in  such  person  but 
that  the  building  was  his  to  occupy, 
that  the  possession  was  his,  without  re- 
gard to  the  questions  as  to  how  he  ac- 
quired the  possession  or  whether  he 
holds  under  another,  it  follows,  that 
proof  showing  that  the  possession  was 
in  another  than  the  person  named,  who, 
as  a  tenant  of  such  named  person,  held 
it   to   occupy    and  use,    constitutes   a 
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material  variance.    Johnson  v.  State,  1 
Ala.  App.  148,  55  So.  268. 

87.  State  v.  Davenport,  2  Boyce 
(Del.)  12,  77  Atl.  967;  Bryant  v.  Com., 
24  Ky.  L.  Eep.  447,  68  S.  W.  846. 

[a]  Proof  of  Special  Ownership. 
Where  the  indictment  alleges  that  the 
goods  were  the  property  of  a  certain 
named  railroad,  it  is  sufficient  to  prove 
that  the  goods  were  in  the  possession 
of  the  company  as  a  common  carrier. 
State  t;.  Davenport,  2  Boyce  (Del.)  12, 
77  Atl.  967. 

88.  Leach  v.  State,  46  Tex.  Crim. 
507,  81  S.  W.  733. 

89.  Mont.  —  State  v.  Moxley,  41 
Mont.  402,  110  Pac.  83.  N.  M.  — Ter. 
47.  Ortiz,  8  N.  M.  220,  42  Pac.  6,1.  N.  O. 
State  V.  Hill,  79  N.  C.  656. 

[a]  A  charge  of  receiving  stolen 
property  laid  the  ownership  of  the 
articles  stolen  in  three  persons  jointly. 
The  evidence  showed  that  all  the  art- 
icles in  question  save  two  belonged  to 
one  of  the  persona  named,  and  that 
each  of  the  other  named  persons  owned, 
one  of  the  two  articles  thus  excepted. 
The  variance  was  held  fatal.  State  v. 
Moxley,  41  Mont.  402,  110  Pac.  83. 

90.  State  v.  Burgess,  74  N.  C.  272; 
Chappie  V.  State,  124  Tenn.  105,  135  S. 
W.  321. 

[a]  Rule  Applied  to  Ownership  of 
Stolen  Property.  —  State  v.  Burgess, 
74  N.  C.  272. 

[b]  Ownership  of  House  Burglarized. 
Where  the  common  law  rule  prevails, 
a  fatal  variance  exists  between  an  al- 
legation that  the  house  burglarized  be- 
longs to  a  certain  person  named  and 
proof  that  it  belongs  to  him  and  others. 
Chappie  V.  State,  124  Tenn.  105,  135 
S.  W.  321. 

[e]  Proof  of  joint  ownership  by  hus- 
band and  wife  will  not  sustain  an  al- 
legation of  ownership  by  a  married  wo- 
man. Eauguth  V.  People,  186  HI.  98, 
57  N.  E.  832. 
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of  the  statutes  as  to  pleading  and  proof  in  criminal  cases,  this  latter 
rule  would  not  obtain,"^  and  it  would  be  sufficient,  where  property  is 
owned  in  common  or  jointly  by  two  or  more  persons,  to  allege  and 
prove  the  ownership  in  all  or  either  of  them.^^  Where  ownership  may 
be  laid  in  either  husband  or  wife,  there  is  no  material  variance  between 
an  indictment  alleging  the  property  to  belong  to  the  husband  and 
proof  showing  it  to  belong  to  the  wife 's  separate  estate.®' 

k.  Manner  and  Means  of  Committing  the  Offense,  —  In  General.-^ 
Allegations  descriptive  of  the  manner  and  means  of  committing  the 
oflEense  require  substantial  proof  only  where  they  identify  the  offense 
itself,'*  and  not  where  they  constitute  mere  surplusage  the  failure  to 


91.  State  V.  Miller,  87  Kan.  454, 
124  Pae.  361;  Hatfield  v.  iState,  66 
Tex.  Crim.  338,  147  S.  W.  236;  DaTis 
V.  State,  63  Tei.  Crim.  453,  140  S.  W. 
349. 

92.  Ala.  —  Payne  v.  State,  140  Ala. 
148,  37  So.  74;  "White  v.  State,  12  Ala. 
App.  160,  68  So.  521.  Del.  —  State  v. 
"Williams,  6  Boyce  368,  100  Atl.  407; 
State  V.  Dredden,  1  Marv.  522,  41  Atl. 
925.  Tex.  —  Lane  v.  State,  69  Tei. 
Crim.  65,  152  S.  W.  897;  Whorton  v. 
State,  68  Tei.  Crim.  187,  151  S.  "W. 
300;  Davis  v.  State,  63  Tex.  Crim.  453, 
140  S.  "W.  349;  Coates  v.  State,  31  Tex. 
Crim.  257,  20  S.  "W.  585;  Samora  v. 
State,  4  Tex.  App.  508. 

[a]  An  Indictment  alleged  that  the 
house  burglarized  belonged  to  J.  F. 
Elam  while  the  proof  showed  it  was 
the  store  of  J.  F.  Elam  &  Son.  There 
was  no  variance.  Whorton  v.  State,  68 
Tex.  Crim.  187,  151  S.  "W.  300. 

[b]  Ownership  in  Partnership. — 
Where  the  indictment  or  information 
alleges  ownership  in  one  of  the  parties 
of  a  partnership  and  the  proof  shows 
that  it  belonged  to  the  partnership,  of 
which  he  is  a.  partner,  there  is  no  vari- 
ance. Ala.  —  Taylor  v.  State,  15  Ala. 
App.  72,  72  So.  557.  Tenn.  —  Chappie 
V.  State,  124  Tenn.  105,  135  S.  W.  321. 
Tex.  —  Hatfield  v.  State,  66  Tex.  Crim. 
338,  147  S.  W.  236;  Davis  v.  State,  63 
Tex.  Crim.  453,  140  S.  W.  349;  Coates 
V.  State,  31  Tex.  Crim.  257,  20  S.  "W. 
585. 

93.  Robinson  v.  State,  84  Ala.  434,  4 
So.  774;  Lane  v.  State,  69  Tex.  Crim. 
65,  152  S.  "W.  897. 

[a]  Joint  Ownership  of  Stolen  Hogs, 
Where  an  information  for  stealing 
hogs  alleged  ownership  of  the  hogs  in 
W.,  it  is  sufScient  if  the  evidence  tends 
to  show  that  they  were  owned  by  W. 


and  his  wife.     Clark  v.  State,  102  Neb. 
728,  169  N.  W.  271. 

[b]  Between  an  allegation  of  steal- 
ing "from  the  premises  of  one  Gui 
Weigand"  and  proof  that  the  title  wai 
in  his  wife  there  is  not  such  variance 
as  is  material  to  the  merits  of  the  case 
or  prejudicial  to  the  defendant.  Clark 
V.  State,  102  Neb.  728,  169  N.  "W.  271. 

[c]  An  indi{;tment  charging  larceny 
of  the  husband's  property  is  supported' 
by  proof  of  larceny  of  property  belong- 
ing to  the  wife's  statutory  estate.  Bob- 
jnson  V.  State,  84  Ala.  434,  4  So.  774. 

[d]  An  indictment  charging  theft 
of  lie  wife's  money  is  not  variant 
from  proof  that  the  property  was  com- 
munity property  of  which  she  had  pos- 
session, charge  and  control  at  the 
time.  Lane  v.  State,  69  Tex.  Crim.  65, 
152  S.  W.  897. 

94.  Ala.  —  Huckabee  v.  State,  159 
Ala.  45,  48  So.  796.  G-a.  —  Southern 
Express  Co.  v.  State  (Ga.  App.),  97 
S.  B.  550;  Bone  v.  State,  11  Ga.  App. 
128,  74  S.  E.  852;  Caswell  v.  State,  5 
Ga.  App.  483,  63  S.  E.  566.  111.— Koser 
V.  People,  224  111.  201,  79  N.  E.  615. 
Ky.  —  Helmerking  v.  Com.,  100  Ky.  74, 
37  S.  "W.  264.  La.  —  State  v.  Braxton, 
47  La.  AnA.  158,  16  So.  745.  Mont. 
State  V.  Eadmilovich,  40  Mont.  93,  105 
Pac.  91.  Neb.  —  Morrison  v.  State,  88 
Neb.  682, 130  N.  "W.  293.  Ohio.— Knapp 
V.  State,  25  Ohio  C.  C.  571.  Okla. 
James  v.  State,  4  Okla.  Crim.  587,  112 
Pac.  944,  34  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  515;  El- 
liott V.  State,  4  Okla.  Crim.  224,  111 
Pac.  820.  Tex.  —  Arbetter  v.  State,  79 
Tex.  Crim.  487,  186  S.  "W.  769;  Snod- 
grass  V.  State,  61  Tex.  Crim.  654,  136  S. 
W.  57;  Arredondo  v.  State,  58  Tex. 
Crim.  145,  124  S.  W.  930;  Jones  V. 
State  (Tex.  Crim.),  62  S.  "W.  758;  Her- 
ald V.  State,  37  Tex.  Crim.  409,  35  S.  "W. 
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prove  which  in  no  wise  prejudices  the  defendant.^'  Allegations  of 
statutory  offenses,  which  may  be  committed  in  several  ways,  are  sus- 
tained by  proof  of  any  one  of  the  several  ways  alleged,**  but  proof  that 
the  offense  was  committed  in  a  way  not  alleged,  constitutes  a  fatal 
variance."  Failure  to  prove  as  alleged  the  weapons  or  instruments 
used,  though  ordinarily  immaterial,"  may  be  fatal  where  prejudice  to 


670;  McGrew  v.  State,  19  Tei.  App. 
302;  Hilliard  v.  State,  17  Tez.  App.  210; 
Parsons  v.  State,  9  Tex.  App.  204;  Fer- 
guson V.  State,  4  Tex.  App. '  156.  W. 
Va.  —State  v.  Gibson,  67  W.  Va.  548, 
68  S.  E.  295,  28  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  965; 
State  V.  Meadows,  18  W.  Va.  658. 

[a]  Use  of  Explosives  in  Burglary, 
Upon  an  information  which  charges 
burglary  with  the  use  of  explosives  and 
that  nitroglycerine  was  the  explosive 
used,  it  ia  necessary  to  prove  the  use 
of  explosives.  Morrison  v.  State,  88 
Neb.  682,  130  N.  W.  293. 

Oamlng.  —  Variance  aa  to  the  partic- 
ular game  played,  see  10  Standard 
Peoc.   358. 

[b]  Iiibel.  —  The  particular  words 
used  must  be  proved.  Lemmer  v.  The 
Tribune,  50  Mont.  559,  148  Pac.  338; 
Smith  V.  Gillis,  51  Okla.  134,  151  Pac. 
869. 

[c]  Sale  or  Gift  of  Liquor.  —  An  In- 
dictment or  information  charging  the 
accused  with  selling  or  otherwise  dis- 
posing of  intoxicating  liquors  contrary 
to  law  is  supported  by  proof  of  a  gift 
of  such  liquors.  Eoden  v.  State,  3  Ala. 
App.  202,  58  So.  72. 

95.  Del.  — State  v.  Bell,  5  Penne. 
192,  62  Atl.  147.  Ga.  —  Varner  v.  State, 
6  Ga.  App.  785,  65  S.  E.  841.  HI. 
People  17.  Lukoszus,  242  111.  101,  89  N. 
E.  749. 

96.  State  v.  Tyre,  6  Penne.  (Del.) 
343,  67  Atl.  199;  Cole  v.  State,  15  Okla. 
Crim.  361,  177  Pac.  129. 

[a]  In  charging  the  crime  of  harbor- 
ing ftigitives  from  justice,  the  informa- 
tion set  out  in  the  conjunctive  the 
several  prohibited  acts  of  lodging,  as- 
sisting, concealing,  etc.  Proof  of  either 
one  of  the  named  acts  was  held  suffi- 
cient. Cole  V.  State,  15  Okla.  Crim.  361, 
177  Pac.  129. 

97.  Com.  V.  Tobias,  141  Mass.  129, 
6  N.  E.  217;  State  v.  Hakon,  21  N.  D. 
133,  129  N.  W.  234. 

[aj  Poisoning  Animals.  —  Wliere 
two  independent  ways  by  which  the  of- 
fense of  maliciously  poisoning  animals 
are  enumerated  in  the   statute,  an  al- 
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legation  that  the  crime  was  done  in 
one  of  the  ways  is  not  sustained  by 
proof  of  its  commission  in  the  other 
way.  State  v.  Hakon,  21  N.  D.  133, 
129  N.  W.  234. 

[b]  Breach  of  Peace  by  Use  of 
Language. —  (1)  Where  the  statute 
makes  it  a  breach  of  the  peace  to  enter 
a  house  and  therein  use  loud  and  voci- 
ferous language,  or  swear  and  curse, 
so  as  to  disturb  the  inhabitants  of  the 
house  and  the  information  under  such 
statute  charged  accused  with  having 
used  loiid  and  vociferous,  vulgar,  ob- 
scene and  indecent  language,  evidence 
that  he  swore  and  cursed  constituted  a 
fatal  variance.  Snodgrass  v.  State,  61 
Tex.  Crim.  654,  136  S.  W.  57.  (2)  And 
proof  that  defendant  "whooped  aid 
yelled"  does  not  support  an  allegation 
of  using  "loud  and  vociferous  lan- 
guage." Loekett  v.  State,  50  Tex. 
Crim.  590,  99  S.  W.  1010. 

98.  Ala.  —  Taylor  v.  State,  148  Ala. 
565,  42  So.  997;  Jones  v.  State,  137 
Ala.  12,  34  So.  681.  Ark.  — May  v. 
State,  110  Ark.  432,  162  S.  W.  43.  Cal. 
People  V.  Melnerney,  30  Cal.  App.  283, 
158  Pae.  128.  Colo.  —  Dougherty  v. 
People,  1  Colo.  514.  D.  C.  —  Hamilton 
V.  United  States,  26  App.  Cas.  382.  Fla. 
Drummer  v.  State,  45  Ela.  17,  33  So. 
1008.  111.  — Scott  V.  People,  141  HI. 
195,  30  N.  E.  329.  Kan.  — State  v. 
Sills,  85  Kan.  830,  118  Pae.  867.  Me. 
State  V.  Smith,  32  Me.  369,  54  Am.  Dec. 
578.  Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Snow,  116  Mass. 
47;  Com.  v.  White,  110  Mass.  407; 
Com.  V.  Burke,  14  Gray  100.  Mo. 
State  17.  Webb,  254  Mo.  414,  162  S.  W. 
622;  State  v.  Harris,  209  Mo.  423,  108 
S.  W.  28.  N.  H.  — State  v.  Bean,  36 
N.  H.  122.  N.  C  — State  t7.  Phillips, 
104  N.  C.  786,  10  S.  E.  463.  Tex. 
Shelton  v.  State,  50  Tex.  Crim.  627,  100 
S.  W.  955;  Moore  v.  State,  37  Tex. 
Crim.  590,  99  S.  W.  1010. 

[a]  Variance  as  to  the  weapon  with 
wMch  an  assault  was  committed  has 
been  held  immaterial.  Ala.  —  Eaton  v. 
State,  8  Ala.  App.  136,  63  So.  41.  Ark. 
May  17.  State,  110  Ark.  432,  162  S.  W. 
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defendant  results.^^  The  rule  in  respect  to  proving  matters  alleged 
as  unknown^  applies  to  allegations  as  to  the  instrument  or  weapon  used 
to  commit  the  criminal  ,act.^ 

5.  Particular  Offenses.  —  a.  Offenses  Against  Property.  —  The  obli- 
gation resting  upon  the  prosecution  to  establish  the  essential  elements 
of  the  offense  and  to  conform  its  proof  to  the  allegations  has  been  en- 
forced in  regard  to  offenses  against  property,  including  larceny,^  rob- 
bery,* forgery,^  obtaining  property  by  false  pretenses,''  receiving  stolen 


43.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Mclnerney,  30 
Cal.  App.  283,  158  Pae.  128.  Fla. 
Drummer  v.  State,  45  Fla.  17,  33  So. 
1008.  Ind.  Ter.  —  Brown  v.  United 
States,  2  Ind.  Ter.  582,  52  S.  W.  56. 
Ky.  — Willis  v.  Com.,  20  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
,  368,  46  S.  W.  699.  Mo.  —  State  v.  Har- 
ris, 209  Mo.  423,  108  S.  W.  28.  Tex. 
Shelton  v.  State,  50  Tex.  Grim.  627,  100 
S.  W.  955;  Brown  v.  State,  43  Tex. 
Crim.  293,  65  S.  W.  529;  Medina  v. 
State  (Tex.  Grim.),  49  S.  W.  380. 

[b]  Preventing  Attendance  of  Wit- 
ness. —  In  a  prosecution  for  inducing 
a  witness  to  absent  himself  from  a 
trial,  proof  that  the  witness  consented 
to  be  taken  away  is  not  materially  var- 
iant from  a  charge  that  the  result  was 
accomplished  by  abducting  and  carry- 
ing away  the  witness.  State  v.  Sills, 
85  Kan.  830.  118  Pac.  867. 

[e]  It  is  not  necessary  to  prove  all 
the  instruments,  weapons,  etc.,  with 
which  the  crime  is  charged  to  have 
been  committed,  proof  of  any  one  of 
them  is  usually  sufficient.  Ga.  —  Brown 
V.  State,  13  Ga.  App.  437,  79  S.  E.  231. 
lU.  — Seott  V.  People,  141  111.  195,  30 
N.  E.  329.  Mass.  — Gom.  v.  Brown,  14 
Gray  419. 

99.  Ala.  —  Thomas  «.  State,  156  Ala. 
166,  47  So.  257.  Ark.  — Ehoades  v. 
State,  96  Ark.  63,  131  8.  W.  48.  Colo. 
Dougherty  v.  People,  1  Colo.  514.  Tex. 
Cowan  V.  State,  41  Tex.-  Grim.  617,  56 
S.  W.  751.  Eng.  — Eex  v.  Phillips,  3 
Campb.  73. 

Weapons  unnecessarily  alleged,  see 
supra.  III,  B,  3,  b,  (V),  (B). 

1.  See  suvra^  III,  B,  3,  b,  (VI). 

2.  Johnson  v.  State,  4  Ala.  App.  62, 
58  So.  754. 

fa]  Proof  that  the  grand  jury  knew 
with  what  weapon  the  alleged  act  was 
done  will  constitute  a  fatal  variance 
where  the  averment  is  that  it  was  done 
with  a  weapon  to  the  grand  jury  un- 
known. Johnson  v.  State,  4  Ala.  App. 
62,  58   So.   754.  I 


3.  See  18  Standard  Prog.  766. 
Variance  as  to  description  of  prop- 
erty  obtained,   see  supra,  III,  B,  4,  i. 

Proof  of  falsity  of  some  of  the  rep- 
resentations, see  supra,  III,  'B,  2,  b. 

Allegation  as  to  disposition  of  the 
property  obtained,  variance  as  to,  see 
svpra.  III,  B,  3,  b,  V),  (B). 

4.  See  the  title  "Bobbery." 
Variance  as  to  property  taken,  see 

supra,  III,  B,  4,  i. 

5.  See  8  Standard  Proc.  1181. 
Proof    of    part    of    allegations,    see 

supra.  III,  B,  2,  b. 

Variance  as  to  instrument  forged. 
see  supra.  III,  B,  4,  (IV),  (D). 

Matters  alleged  as  unknown,  see 
sap ra.  Ill,  B,  3,  b,  (VE). 

6.  Ala.  —  Dorsey  v.  State,  111  Ala. 
40,  20  So.  629;  Headley  v.  State,  106 
Ala.  109,  17  So.  714;  Mack  v.  State, 
63  Ala.  138;  O'Connor  v.  State,  30  Ala. 
9;  Gardner  v.  State,  4  Ala.  App.  131, 
58  So.  1001.  Ariz.- Thomas  v.  Ter.,  11 
Ariz.  184,  89  Pao.  591.  Ark.  ^Maxey 
V.  State,  85  Ark.  499,  108  S.  W.  113.5; 
Kirtley  v.  State,  38  Ark.  543.  '  Cal. 
People  V.  Garnett,  35  Gal.  470,  95  Am. 
Dec.  125.  Colo.  —  Schayer  v.  People,  5' 
Colo.  App.  75,  37  Pac.  43;  Morris  r. 
People,  4  Colo.  App.  136,  35  Pac.  188. 
Del.  —  State  v.  Holden,  2  Buyce  429,  79 
Atl.  215;  State  v.  Briscoe,  6  Penne. 
401,  67  Atl.  154.  Ga.— Corbett  v.  State, 
24  Ga.  287;  O'Neal  v.  State,  10  Ga. 
App.  474,  73  S.  E.  696.  lU.  —  Limouze 
1).  People,  58  111.  App.  314;  Watson  v. 
People,  27  111.  App.  493.  Ind.  — Todd 
V.  State,  31  Ind.  514.  Kan.  —  State  «. 
Hetriek,  84  BZan.  157,  113  Pac.  383,  34 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  642;  State  v.  Palmer, 
40  Kan.  474,  20  Pac.  270.  Mass.— Com. 
V.  Pierce,  130  Mass.  31;  Com.  v.  Ash- 
ton,  126  Mass.  384;  Com.  v.  Parmenter, 
121  Mass.  354;  Com.  v.  Coe,  115  Mass. 
481.  Mo.  — State  v.  Miller,  212  Mo. 
73,  111  S.  W.  18;  State  v.  Myers,  82 
Mo.  558,  52  Am.  Eep.  389.  N.  J.  —  Har- 
ris V.  State,  58  N.  J.  L.  436,  33  Atl. 
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goods/  embezzlement,*  and  similar  offenses." 

b.  Offenses  Against  ihe  Person.  —  In  crimes  against  the  person,  to 
the  same  extent  as  in  those  against  property,  the  allegations  essentially 
descriptive  of  the  offense  must  be  sustained  by  the  proof.  A  material 
departure  in  the  evidence  from  the  matter  alleged  is  fatal  in  assault,^" 


844;  Sharp  v.  State,  53  'N.  J.  L.  511, 
21  Atl.  1026;  State  v.  Vanderbilt,  27 
N.  J.  L.  328.  N.  Y.  — Webster  v. 
People,  92  N.  Y.  422;  People  v.  Her- 
riek,  13  Wend.  87;  People  v.  Sully, 
Sheld.  17,  5  Park  Cr.  142.  N.  C  — State 
v.  Davis,  150  N.  C.  851,  64  S.  E.  498. 
Ohio.  —  Baker  v.  State,  31  Ohio  St.  314. 
Pa.  —  Com.  V.  Karpowski,  167  Pa.  225, 
31  Atl.  572;  Com.  v.  Garver,  40  Leg. 
Int.  210.  Tenn-  —  Britt  v.  State,  9 
Humph.  31.  Tex.  —  Pilgrim  v.  State, 
68  Tex.  Crim.  176,  150  S.  W.  1170; 
King  V.  State,  66  Tex.  Crim.  397,  146 
S.  W.  643;  Melton  v.  State,  63  Tex. 
Crim.  573,  140  S.  W.  781;  Tucker  v. 
State,  59  Tex.  Crim.  291,  128  S.  W. 
617;  Madders  v.  State,  54  Tex.  Crim. 
494,  113  S.  W.  270;  Peckhalm  v.  State 
(Tex.  Crim.),  28  S.  W.  532.  Wash. 
State  V.  Elliott,  68  Wash.  603,  123  Pac. 
1089;  State  v.  Brown,  62  Wash.  293, 
113  Pac.  782.  Wyo.  —  Majrtins  v.  State, 
17  Wyo.  319,  98  Pac.  709,  22  L.  E.  A. 
fN.  S.)  645;  Haines  v.  Ter.,  3  Wyo.  167, 
13  Pac.  8. 

7.  See  22  Standard  Pboc.  446. 
Variance  as  to  name  of  person  from 

whom  the  goods  were  received,  see 
supra,  III,  B,  4,  g,  (II),  (B),  (1). 

Value  of  goods  received,  see  supra, 
III,  B,  4,  i,  (II). 

Proof  of  knowledge  that  the  property 
was  stolen,  see  supra,_Lll,  B,  4,  f. 

[a]  Material  variance  as  to  owner- 
ship of  the  goods  received.  State  v, 
Moxley,  41  Mont.  402,  110  Pac.  83. 

8.  See  8  Standard  Peoc.  244. 
Variance  as  to  property  embezzled, 

see  supra,  III,  B,  4,  i. 

Variance  as  to  time  of  the  offense, 
see  supra.  III,  B,  4,  d,   (II),   (B). 

[a]  The  character  of  the  trust,  in 
embezzlement,  must  be  proved  as  al- 
leged. Ga.  —  Rucker  v.  State,  95  Ga. 
465,  20  S.  E.  269;  Crofton  v.  State,  79 
Ga.  584,  4  S.  E.  333;  Carter  v.  State, 
53  Ga.  326.  la.  — State  v.  Foley,  81 
Iowa  36,  46  N.  W.  746;  State  v.  King, 
81  Iowa  587,  47  N.  W.  775.  Mass. 
Com.  r.  Butterick,  100  Mass.  1,  97  Am. 
Dec  65;  Com.  v.  Wyman,  8  Mete.  247; 
Com.  V.  Shepard,  1  Allen  675.  N.  Y. 
In  re  Milligan,  6  City  Hall  Eee.  69.  Pa. 
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Com.  V.  Gerdemanu,  32  Leg.  Int.  180, 
11  Phila.  397;  Com.  v.  Hill,  4  Luz.  Leg. 
Obs.  52,  2  Pears.  432.  Tex.  —  Smith  v. 
State,  34  Tex.  Crim.  265,  30  S.  W.  236. 
Wyo.  —  EdelhofE  v.  State,  5  Wyo.  19, 
36  Pac.  627. 

9.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  In  'a  prosecution  for  cutting 
timber  and  hauling  it  away  in  violation 
of  Eev.  St.,  sec.  817,  a  variance  as  to 
the  manner  in  which  it  was  hauled 
away  is  immaterial.  State  v.  Gainey, 
135  La.  459,  65  So.  609. 

[b]  Disposing  of  Mortgage  Prop- 
erty. —  State  V.  Perry,  87  S.  C.  535,  70 
S.  E.  304. 

[c]  Animals.  —  Malicious  killing  of 
animals.  Carson  v.  State,  80  Neb.  619, 
114  N.  W.  938;  State  v.  Hakon,  21 
N.  D.  133,  129  N.  W.  234. 

10.  Ala.  — Walker  v.  State,  134  Ala. 
86,  32  So.  703;  Wilson  v.  State,  7  Ala. 
App.  66,  60  So.  983;  Johnson  v.  State, 
4  Ala.  App.  62,  58  So.  754.  Ark.  —May 
■V.  State,  110  Ark.  432,  162  S.  W.  43. 
Cal.  —  People  v.  Mclnerney,  30  Cal. 
App.  283,  158  Pac.  128.  Fla.  —  Jacobs 
V.  State,  46  Pla.  157,  35  So.  65;  Drum- 
mer V.  State,  45  Fla.  17,  33  So.  1008. 
Ga.  — Tolbert  v.  State,  16  Ga.  App.  311, 
85  S.  E.  267.  111.  — People  v.  Ander- 
son, 267  111.  75,  107  N.  E.  840;  People 
■V.  Connors,  253  111.  266,  97  N.  E.  643, 
Ann.  Cas.  1913A,  196,  39  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  143;  Harrington  v.  People,  90  111. 
App.  456.  Ind.  —  Eatcliff  v.  State,  23 
Ind.  App.  64,  54  N.  E.  814.  Ky.  —  Com. 
V.  White,  33  Ky.  L.  Eep.  70,  109  S.  W. 
324.  La.  —  State  *.  Eiggio,  124  La. 
614,  50  So.  600.  Mass.  —  Com.  v.  War- 
ren, 167  Mass.  53,  44  N.  E.  1073.  Mich. 
People  V.  Durham,  170  Mich.  598,  136 
!Sr.  W.  431.  Mo.  — State  v.  Harris,  209 
Mo.  423,  108  S.  W.  28;  State  v.  Fulker- 
son,  97  Mo.  App.  599,  71  S.  W.  704. 
N.  Y.  —  People  v.  Way,  191  N.  Y.  533, 
84  N.  E.  1117;  People  v.  Way,  119  App. 
Div.  344,  104  N.  Y.  Supp.  277.  Tex. 
Arbetter  v.  State,  79  Tex.  Crim.  487, 
186  S.  W.  769;  Graham  v.  State,  72  Tex. 
Crim.  9,  160  S.  W.  714;  Luttrell  V. 
State,  65  Tex.  Crim.  102,  143  S.  W.  628; 
Haygood  v.  State,  51  Tex.  Crim.  618, 
103  S.  W.  890;    GafEord  v.  State  (Tex. 
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homicide,^^  abduction/^  kidnaping/'  rape/*  and  other  offenses  against 
the  security  and  inviolability  of  the  person.^°  ' 


Crim.),  100  S.  "W.  375.  Wash.  — State 
V.  Ewing,  67  Wash.  395,  121  Pac.  834. 
W.  Va.  — State  v.  Gibson,  67  W.  Va. 
548,  68  S.  E.  295,  28  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
965. 

Variance  as  to  name  of  peison  as- 
saulted, see  supra,  III,  B,  4,  g,  (II), 
(B),  (7). 

Time  of  the  act,  variance  as  to,  see 
mpra,  HI,  B,  4,  d,   (II),  (B). 

[a]  Assault  With  a  Deadly  Weapon. 
Cal.  —  People  v.  Mclnerney,  30  Cal. 
App.  283,  158  Pac.  128.  Ky.  —  Com.  v. 
White,  33  Ky.  L.  Eep.  70,  109  S.  W. 

'324.  Mo.  —  State  v.  Harris,  209  Mo. 
423,  108  S.  W.  28.  Variance  as  to 
weapon  described,  see  supra,  III,  B, 
4,  k. 

[b]  Assault  With  Intent  To  Bob. 
State  V.  Tolls,  130  La.  711,  58  So.  518. 

11.  TJ.  S.  —  Andersen  v.  United 
States,  170  U.  S.  481,  18  Sup.  Ct.  689, 
42  L.  ed.  1116.  Ala.  — Wells  v.  State, 
187  Ala.  1,  65  So.  950;  Pope  v.  State, 
168  Ala.  33,  53  So.  292;  Huckabee  v. 
State,  159  Ala.  45,  48  So.  796;  Falkner 
V.  State,  151  Ala.  77,  44  So.  409;  Taylor 
V.  State,  148  Ala.  565,  42  So.  997;  Jones 
V.  State,  13  Ala.  App.  10,  68  So.  690. 
Ark.  — Woods  v.  State,  123  Ark.  Ill, 
184  S.  W.  409,  Ann.  Cas.  1918A,  348; 
Tillman  v.  State,  112  Ark.  236,  166  S. 
W.  582;  Eiley  v.  State,  68  Ark.  330, 
58  S.  W.  39.  D.  C— Hamilton  v.  United 
States,  26  App.  Cas.  382.  Fla.  — Web- 
ster V.  State,  47  Fla.  108,  36  So.  584. 
Ga.  — Fletcher  v.  State,  122  Ga.  574, 
50  S.  E.  360;  Varner  v.  State,  6  Ga. 
App.  785,  65  S.  E.  841.  Idaho.  —  State 
V.  Smith,  25  Idaho  541,  138  Pac.  1107; 
State  V.  St.  Clair,  6  Idaho  109,  53 
Pac.  1.  m.  —  People  v.  Sapp,  282  111. 
51,  118  N.  E.  416.  People  v.  Lukoszus, 
242  111.  101,  89  N.  E.  749;  Koser  v. 
People,  224  111.  201,  79  N.  B.  615;  Clark 
V.  People,  224  111.  554,  79  N.  E.  941; 
Colombo  V.  People,  182  111.  411,  55  N. 
E.  519.  Ind.  Ter.  —  Brown  v.  United 
States,  2  Ind.  Ter.  582,  52  S.  W.  56. 
la.  — State  v.  Kelly,  164  Iowa  42,  144 
N.  W.  993;  State  v.  Eocker,  138  Iowa 
653,  116  N.  W.  797;  State  v.  Thomas, 
135  Iowa  717,  109  N.  W.  900.  Ky. 
Helmerking  v.  Com.,  100  Ky.  74,  37 
S.  W.  264.  La.  —  State  v.  Eansburg, 
137  La.  392,  68  So.  737;    State  v.  Hard- 


away,  50  La.  Ann.  1345,  24  So.  32C(. 
Mo.  —  State  v.  Webb,  254  Mo.  414,  162 
S.  W.  622;  State  v.  Neighbaker,  184 
Mo.  211,  83  S.  W.  523;  State  v.  Sneed, 
91  Mo.  552,  4  S.  W.  411.  Mont.  —  State 
V.  Vanella,  40  Mont.  326,  106  Pac.  364; 
State  V.  Powers,  39  Mont.  259,  102  Pac. 
583.  N.  C  — State  v.  Pate,  121  N.  C. 
659,  28  S.  E.  354.  Ohio.  —  Goodlove  v. 
State,  82  Ohio  St.  365,  92  N.  E.  491,  30 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  134.  Okla.— Elliott  v. 
State,  4  Okla.  Crim.  224,  111  Pac.  820.  i 
Pa.  —  Com.  V.  Eonello,  242  Pa.  381,  89 
Atl.  553;  Com.  v.  Major,  198  Pa.  290, 
47  Atl.  741,  82  Am.  St.  Eep.  803.  S.  C. 
State  V.  Eeeder,  72  S.  C.  223,  51  S.  E. 
702.  Tenn.  —  McCommon  v.  State,  130 
Tenn.  1,  168  S.  W.  581.  Tex.  — Her- 
rera  v.  State,  75  Tex.  Crim.  120,  170  S. 
W.  719;  James  v.  State,  72  Tex.  Crim. 
457,  163  S.  W.  61;  Anderson  v.  State, 
60  Tex.  Crim.  314,  131  S.  W.  1124; 
Betts  V.  State,  57  Tex.  Crim.  389,  124 
S.  W.  424.  Utah.  — State  v.  Vance,  38 
Utah  1,  110  Pac.  434.  Wash.  — State 
V.  Anderson,  30  Wash.  14,  70  Pac.  104. 
Wyo.  —  Gustavenson  v.  State,  10  Wyo. 
300,  68  Pac.  1006. 

Variance  as  to  names  of  person  mur- 
dered, see  supra,  III,  B,  4,  g,  (II),  (B), 
(7). 

Intent,  variance  as  to  see  supra.  III, 
B,  4,  e. 

Variance  as  to  instruments  and  wea- 
pons used,  see  supra,  III,  B,  4,  k;  where 
alleged  as  unknown,  see  siiipra.  III,  B, 
3,  b,   (VI). 

[a]  Variance  as  to  place  of  the 
wound,  held  not  fatal.  State  v.  Webb, 
254  Mo.  414,  162  S.  W.  622. 

12.  People  V.  Newton,  11  Cal.  App. 
762,  106  Pae.  247. 

[a]  An  allegation  that  the  female 
was  unmarried  being  unnecessary  does 
not  require  strict  proof.  People  v. 
Newton,  11  Cal.  App.  762,  106  Pac.  247. 

13.  See  18  Standard  Pkoc.  411. 

14.  See  the  title  "Eape." 
Variance  as  to  age  of  the  female,  see 

supra,  III,  B,  3,  b,  (IV). 

Time  of  the  offense,  see  supra.  III. 
B,  4,  d,  (II),  (B). 

Name  of  prosecutrix,  see  supra,  III. 
B,  4,  g,  (II),   (B.) 

15.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]      raise   Imprisonment.  —  Carroll 
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e.  Offenses  Against  Public  Health,  Peace,  Safety  and  Morals. — Ques- 
tions of  variance  and  failure  of  proof  frequently  arise  in  the  trial  of 
crimes  against  the  public  health,  safety  and  morals.  That  the  proof 
must  sustain  the  necessary  elements  of  the  offense  and  must  not  be 
materially  variant  from  the  matter  pleaded  in  tlie  indictment  or  in- 
formation is  a  rule  which  has  been  applied  to  crimes  such  as  abandon- 
ment,^* abortion, ^^  adultery,^'  bastardy,^'  bigamy,^"  breach  of  the 
peace,^^  disorderly  house,"  fornication,^^  gaming,^*  disturbing  public 
assembly, ^^  incest,^*  offenses  in  respect  to  intoxicating  liquors,^'  lewd- 


V.  Com.,  164  Ky.  599,  175  S.  W.  1043. 

Malicious  prosecution,  see  19  Stand- 
ard Pkoc.  102. 

16.  Ala.  —  Carnley  v.  State,  162  Ala. 
94,  50  So.  362;  Trawick  v.  State,  4  Ala. 
App.  127,  59  So.  182.  HI.  — People  v. 
McDonald,  178  111.  App.  159.  N.  Y. 
People  V.  Lewis,  132  App.  Div.  256,  116 
N.  Y.  Supp.  893.  Tex.  —  Quails  v. 
State,  71  Tex.  Crim.  67,  158  S.  W.  539. 

Where  several  ways  of  committing 
the  offense  charged,  see  supra,  III,  B, 

2,  b. 

Proof  of  date  alleged,  see  supra.  III, 
B,  4,  d,   (11),   (B). 

[a]  Variance  as  to  Name  of  Wife. 
People  V.  McDonald,  178  111.  App.  159. 
See  also  supra,  III,  B,  4,  g,  (II),  (B). 

17.  See  1  Standard  Pboc.  109. 
Variance    as    to    date    alleged,    see 

supra.  III,  B,  4,  d,  (II),  (B). 

Variance  as  to  name  of  woman  oper- 
ated upon,  see  supra.  III,  B,  4,  g,  .(II), 
(B),  (3). 

18.  See  1  Standard  Peoc.  614. 
Age   of  the   female  with  whom   the 

crime  was  committed,  gee  supra.  III,  B, 

3,  b,  (IV). 

[a]  Immaterial  variance  as  to  name 
of  person  with  whom  the  act  was  com- 
mitted. Polk  V.  State,  66  Tex.  Crim. 
654,  148  S.  W.  311,  and  see  supra.  III, 
B,  4,  g,  (II),  (B),  (7). 
"^  19.  Kennedy  v.  State,  9  6a.  App. 
219,  70  S.  E.  986. 

20.  See    4    Standard   Peoc.    99. 

21.  U.  S.  —  Stanolift  «.  United 
Stati-g,  339  Fed.  806,  71  C.  C.  A.  670. 
Ala. --Peters  v.  State,  166  Ala.  35,  51 
So.  9r2.  Cplo.  —  Willburn  v.  People,  55 
Crlo.  454,  135  Pac.  799.  Ga.  —  Dyer  v. 
State,  99  6a.  20,  25  S.  E.  609,  59  Am. 
St.  Hep.  228.  Tex.  —  Snodgrass  v 
State,  61  Tex.  Crim.  654,  136  S.  W.  57; 
Lockett  V.  State,  50  Tex.  Crim.  590, 
09  S.  W.  1010. 

[a]  Variance  as  to  place,  held  mater- 
ial.    Willburn  v.  People,  65  Colo.  454, 
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135  Pae.  799.     See  also  supra,  III,  B, 

4,  C 

Variance  as  to  means  or  manner  of 
ecminif'.ing  the  breach  of  peace,  see 
supra,  III,  B,  4,  k. 

22.    See  7  Standard  Peoc.  708. 

2o.    See  38  Standard  Peoc.  883. 

.24.    See  10  Standard  Proc.  357. 

25.  See  7  Standard  Proc.  723. 

26.  See  12  Standard  Proc.  11. 
Time  of  the  offense,  see  supra.  III, 

B,  4,  d,   (II),   (B). 

27.  XT.  S.  —  Rogers  v.  United  Sta.tea, 
214  Fed.  981,  131  C.  C.  A.  277.  Ala. 
Lemons  v.  State,  50  Ala.  130;  Eash  v. 
State,  13  Ala.  App.  262,  69  So.  239; 
Harwell  v.  State,  11  Ala.  App.  188,  65 
So.  702;  Slaten  v.  State,  10  Ala.  App. 
185,  65  So.  85;  Brigman  v.  State,  8 
Ala.  App.  400,  62  So.  980;  Eoden  v. 
State,  3  Ala.  App.  202,  58  So.  72.  Ark. 
Seibert  v.  State,  121  Ark.  258,  180  S.  W. 
990;  Paxton  v.  State,  114  Ark.  393, 
170  S.  W.  80,  Ann.  Cas.  1916A,  1239. 
Colo.  —  Miller  v.  Colorado  Springs,  3 
Colo.  App.  309,  33  Pac.  74.  Ga.— South- 
ern Express  Co.  V.  State  (6a.  App.), 
97  S.  E.  550;  Tatum  v.  State,  22  Ga. 
App.  638,  96  S.  E.  1046;  Barbour  v. 
State,  21  6a.  App.  243,  94  S.  E.  272; 
Bentley  v.  Atlanta,  16  Ga.  App.  375, 
85  S.  E.  351;  Kemp  v.  State,  16  Ga. 
App.  251,  85  S.  E.  90;  Pines  v.  State, 
15  Gai  App.  348,  83  S.  E.  198.  HI. 
Pepple  V.  Danley,  181  111.  App.  80.  Ind. 
State  V.  Cameron,  176  Ind.  385,  96  N.  E. 
150;  Dant  v.  State,  106  Ind.  79,  5  N.  E.  • 
870.  la.  —  State  v.  Hesner,  55  Iowa 
494,  8  N.  W.  329.  Kan.  — State  v. 
Will,  103  Kan.  59,  172  Pac.  1003;  State 
V.  Nulty,  47  Kan.  259,  27  Pac.  995; 
State  V.  Hescher,  46  Kan.  534,  26  Pac. 
1022;  State  v.  Brooks,  33  Kan.  708,  7 
Pac.  591;  State  v.  Nield,  4  Kan.  App. 
626,  46  Pac.  623.  Ky.  — Adams  Ex- 
press Co.  V.  Com.,  178  Ky.  59,  198  S.  "W. 
556;     Com.  V.  Hubble,  176  Ky.  680,  197 

5.  W.   393.     La.  —  State  v.  Laf argue, 
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ness,^'  libel  and  slander,''  malicious  mischief,"  obscenity,"  prostitu- 
tion,^' seduction,^'  sodomy,"  and  other  such  offenses.^" 

d.  Offenses  Against  PuMic  Justice.  —  The  requirement  that  the  evi- 
dence support  and  conform  to  the  charge  has  been  enforced  in  prosecu- 


141  La.  936,  75  So.  998;  State  v.  Doucet, 
136  La.  180,  66  So.  772;  State  v.  Hol- 
lingsworth,  134  La.  554.  Mass.  —  Com. 
V.  Ahern,  228  Mass.  547,  117  N.  E.  827; 
Com.  V.  Burns,  9  Gray  287;  Com.  v. 
Hardiman,  9  Gray  136;  Com.  v.  Liver- 
more,  4  Gray  18.  Miss.  —  Peebles  v. 
State,  105  Miss.  834,  63  So.  271;  Olirer 
f.  State,  101  Miss.  382,  58  So.  6;  Taylor 
17.  State,  101  Miss.  857,  58  So.  593.  Mo. 
State  17.  Eussell,  189  Mo.  App.  677,  175 
S.  W.  278.  N.  C  — State  v.  Cardwell, 
166  N.  C.  309,  81  S.  E.  628;  State  v. 
Wilkerson,  164  N.  C.  431,  79  S.  E.  888; 
State  V.  Watkins,  164  N.  C.  425,  79  S. 
E.  619.  Okla.  —  Smoot  v.  State,  14 
Okla.  Grim.  129,  167  Pae.  1158;  Tweedy 
V.  State,  10  Okla.  Ciim.  612,  140  Pac. 
787.  S.  I>.  — State  v.  Julius,  29  S.  D. 
638,  137  N.  W.  590.  Tex.  —  Bennett  V. 
State,  78  Tex.  Crim.  231,  181  S.  W.  197; 
Graham  v.  State,  78  Tex.  Crim.  602,  182 
S.  W.  453;  Jackson  v.  State,  70  Tex. 
Crim.  582,  157  S.  W.  1196.  Va.  — Mul- 
lius  17.  Com.,  115  Va.  945,  79  S.  E.  324. 
Wash.  —  State  v.  Eaekich,  66  Wash. 
390,  119  Pac.  843,  Ann.  Cas.  19130,  312, 
37  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  760.  W.  Va.— State 
17.  Henry,  74  W.  Va.  72,  81  S.  E.  569; 
State  17.  Berkeley,  41  W.  Va.  455,  23 
S.  E.  608. 

Variance  as  to  name  of  defendant, 
see  supra.  III,  B,  4,  g,  II,  (A). 

Variance  as  to  name  of  third  person, 
see  supra.  III,  B,  4,  g,  (II),  (B),  (7). 

Variance  as  to  description  of  the 
liquor,  see  supra,  III,  B,  4,  g,  (IV),  (E). 

[a]  Fatal  Tarlance  as  to  persons  (1) 
to  whom  the  liquor  was  sold.  Ind, 
Brown  17.  State,  48  Ind.  38.  Miss. 
Tyler  17.  State,  69  Miss.  395,  11  So.  25. 
S.  D.  — State  v.  Julius,  29  S.  D.   638, 

•137  N.  W.  590;  State  17.  Williams,  20 
S.  D.  492,  107  N.  W.  830.  (2)  Im- 
material variance  as  to  name*  of  per- 
sons as  to  whom  the  sales  are  alleged 
to  have  been  made.  Eggart  v.  State, 
19  Wyo.  285,  116  Pao.  454. 

[b]  Variance  as  to  quantity  of 
liquors  alleged  to  have  been  sold.  State 
p.  Eaekich,  66  Wash.  390,  119  Pac.  843, 
Ann.  Cas.  1913C,  312,  37  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)   760, 


28.  People  v.  Moreland,  186  111.  App. 
562. 

29.  See  18  Standard  P4oc.  970. 
Variance  as  to  words  used,  see  supra, 

III,  B,  4,  k. 

30.  See  19   Standard  Prog.   72. 

31.  Holcombe  v.  State,  5  Ga.  App. 
47,  62  S.  E.  647. 

[a]  Variance  as  to  language  used. 
Holcombe  v.  State,  5  Ga.  App.  47,  63 
S.  E.  647.- 

32.  Tounge  17.  United  States,  249 
Fed.  788,  155   C.  C.  A.   376. 

[a]  Pandering.  —  People  17.  De  Mar- 
tini, 25  Cal.  App.  9,  142  Pac.  898; 
People  V.  Yon,  173  111.  App.  651;  People 
17.  DeMas,  173  111.  App.  130;  People  ». 
Greeuberg,  172  111.  App.  360. 

[b]  Prosecution  Under  White  Slave 
Act.  —  Bennett  v.  United  States,  227 
U.  S.  333,  33  Sup.  Ct.  288,  57  L.  ed. 
531;  Hoke  17.  United  States,  227  U.  S. 
308,  33  Sup.  Ct.  281,  57  L.  ed.  623, 
Ann.  Cas.  1913E,  905,  43  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  906.  See  21  Standard  Proc.  830. 
Variance  as  to  name  of  woman  trans- 
ported, see  supra.  III,  B,  4,  g,  (II),  (B), 
(3). 

33.  State  v.  Holter,  32  S.  D.  43,  142 
N.  W.  667,  Ann.  Cas.  1916A,  193,  46  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  376.    See  the  title  "Se-  . 
duction." 

[a]  Allegation  that  accused  was  un- 
married, variance  as  to.  Sraedley  17. 
State,  130  Ark.  149,  197  S.  W.  275. 

[b]  Allegation  as  to  previous  chast- 
ity of  prosecutrix,  variance  as  to.  Wil- 
hite  17.  State,  84  Ark.  67,  104  S.  W.  531. 

34.  State  17.  Wellman,  253  Mo.  302, 
161  S.  W.  795. 

35.  Adulteration,  see  1  Standard 
Peoc.  588,  and  see  supra.  III,  B,  3, 
b,  (IV). 

[a]  Obstructing  Highway.  —  Carney 
17.  State,  76  Tex.  Crim.  379,  175  S.  W. 
155. 

[b]  Weapons.  —  Prosecution  for  un- 
lawful carrying  of  weapons.  Veal  v. 
State,  58  Tex.  Crim.  340,  125  S.  W.  919. 

[e]  Prosecutions  against  physicians 
and  surgeons,  see  21  Standard  Proo. 
385. 
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tions  for  crimes  against  public  justice  as  bribery,*'  escape,''  obstruct- 
ing justice,*'  perjury,'*  and  the  like. 

e.  Offenses  Against  the  Habitation.  —  Prejudicial  discrepancies  be- 
tween the  allegata  and  probata  would  be  fatal  to  the  state's  ease  in 
prosecution  for  offenses  against  the  habitation  such  as  arson*"  and 
burglary.*^ 

f.  Other  Offenses.  —  In  the  prosecution  of  numerous  offenses  other 
than  those  mentioned  in  the  sections  immediately  preceding,  the  courts 
have  been  called  upon  to  apply  the  rule  against  variance.     Conspiracy,*^ 


36.  See   4   Standabd   Pkoc.   572. 
Time  of  offense,  see  supra.  III,  B,  4, 

d,  (11),  (B). 

TSaxae  of  person  bribed,  Tariance  as 
to,  see  supra,  III,  B,  4,  g,   (11),   (B), 

(7).    ^ 

[a]  Under  a  charge  of  paying  $5000 
as  a  bribe  the  state  may  prove  that  the 
sum  was  paid  in  two  payments.  People 
V.  Glass,  158  Cal.  650,  112  Pac.  281. 

37.  State  v.  Shirley,  233  Mo.  335, 
135  S.   W.  1. 

[a]  Variance  aa  to  name  of  judge 
before  whom  the  defendant  was  ar- 
raigned. State  V.  Shirley,  233  Mo.  335, 
135  S.  W.  1. 

38.  See  20  Standabd  Peoc.  723. 
Preventing    attendance    of    ■witness, 

variance  as  to  the  force  used,  se©  supra, 
III,  B,  3,  b,  (IV). 

Resisting  officer,  proof  of  unnecessary 
averment  as  to  appointment  of  officer, 
see  sv,pra,  III,  B,  3,  b,  (V),  (B). 

[a]  Harboring  Fugitives  From  Jus- 
tice.—  Cole  V.  State,  15  Otla.  Crim. 
361,  177  Pae.  129. 

39.  Ark.  —  Blevins  v.  State,  85  Ark. 
195,  107  S.  W.  393.  Ga.  — Cain  «. 
State,  10  Ga.  App.  473,  73  S.  E.  623. 
Ind.  —  State  v.  Gross,  175  Ind.  597,  95 
N.  E.  117.  Okla.  —  Williams  v.  State, 
14  Okla.  Crim.  100,  167  Pac.  763.  Tex. 
Portwood  V.  State,  71  Tex.  Crim.  447, 
160  S.  W.  345;  Mares  v.  State,  71  Tex. 
Crim.  303,  158  S.  W.  1130;  Knight  v. 
State,  71  Tex.  Crim.  36,  158  S.  "W.  543; 
Barber  v.  State,  64  Tex.  Crim.  96,  142 
S.  "W.  577.  Wyo.  —  Fletcher  v.  State, 
20  Wyo.  284,  123  Pac.  80;  WiTSe  v. 
State,  20  Wyo.  302,  123  Pae.  85. 

Subornation  of  Perjury.  —  Variance 
as  to  residence  of  person  suborned,  see 
supra.  III,  B,  3,  b,  (V),  (B). 

Necessity  of  proving  all  the  matters 
charged,  see  supra,  III,  B,  2,  b. 

Proof  of  the  date  alleged,  see  supra, 
III,  B,  4,  d,  (II),  (B). 

[a]  Literal  correspondence  of  the 
proof.  — (1)  with  the  allegations  of  the 
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indictment  as  to  the  acts  of  perjury, 
not  necessary.  Cain  v.  State,  10  Ga. 
App.  473,  73  S.  E.  623.  It  is  (2)  suffi- 
cient if  the  proof  conform  substantially 
to  the  charge.  State  v.  Smith,  84  Kan. 
■646,  114  Pac.  1074;  State  v.  Smails,  €3 
Wash.    172,    115   Pae.    82. 

[b]  Variance  as  to  the  testimony 
alleged  to  have  been  false.  Blevins  v. 
State,  85  Ark.  195,  107  S.  W.  393. 

[c]  An  allegation  that  accused  was 
in  due  form  of  law  sworn  by  the  court 
is  sustained  by  proof  that  the  oath  was 
administered  to  him  by  the  court 
through  its  clerk.  Fletcher  v.  State, 
20  Wyo.  284,  123  Pac.  80. 

[d]  The  description  of  the  court 
and  the  person  administering  the  oath 
must  be  substantially  proved  as  laid. 
State  V.  Gross,  175  Ind.  597,  95  N.  E. 
117. 

40.  See  3  Standard  Peoc.  23. 
Variance  as  to  the  property  burned, 

see  supra.  III,  B,  4,  i,  (I). 

Ownership  of  property,  see  supra,  III, 
B,  4,  j. 

41.  See    4   Standabd   Peoc.    605. 
Names  of  persons,  see  supra,  III,  B, 

4,  g,  (II),  (B). 

Time  of  the  offense,  see  supra.  III,  B, 
4,  d,  (II),  (B). 

Variance  as  to  place  of  offense,  see 
supra.  III,  B,  4,  c. 

42.  U.  S. — Shepard  v.  United  States, 
236  Fed.  73,  149  C.  C.  A.  283;  Houston 
i;.'  United  States,  217  Fed.  852,  133  C.  C. 
A.  562;  Jones  v.  United  States,  179 
Fed.  584,  103  C.  C.  A.  142;  United 
States  «.  Lancaster,  44  Fed.  896,  10  L. 
S,.  A.  333.  Alaska.  —  United  States  v. 
Pacific  b  A.  Ey.  &  Nav.  Co.,  4  Alaska 
685.  ni.  — People  v.  Smith,  239  111. 
91,  87  N.  E.  885;  Lowell  v.  People,  229 
111.  227,  82  N.  E.  226;    Shields  v.  People, 

132  Bl.  App.  109.    Ky.  — Com.  v.  Ellis, 

133  Ky.  625,  118  S.  W.  973.  Mass. 
Com.  V.  Manley,  12  Pick.  173.  Mich. 
People  V.  Petheram,  64  Mich.  252,  31 
N.  W.  188,     N,  y.  — People  v.  Miles, 
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counterfeiting/'  extortion,**  violation  of  civil  service  law,*°  violation  of 
the  election  laws,**  violation  of  license  laws,*'  violation  of  Sunday 
laws,**  interference  with  the  operation  of  railroads,*^  and  other  offenses^" 
are  included  within  the  general  rule. 

6,  Objections.  —  a.  Necessity  of  Making.  —  Any  variance  of  which 
the  defendant  complains  should  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the 
trial  court,'^  and  at  the  proper  tinie,°^  else  the  objection  based  thereon 
will  be  deemed  waived,*'  and  cannot  ordinarily  be  raised  for  the  first 
time  on  appeal.** 

b.  Manner  of  Making.  —  (I.)  Objections  to  Evidence.  -   It  ia  a  proper 


192  N.  Y.  541,  84  N.  E.  1117;  People 
V.  Coney  Island  Jockey  Club,  123  N.  Y. 
Supp.  669. 

Variance  as  to  allegations  that  de- 
fendants were  "armed,"  see  supra,  III, 
B,  3,  b,  (IV). 

Variance  as  to  description  of  con- 
spirators, see  supra,  III,  B,  4,  g,  (I), 
(A). 

Vailance  aa  to  date,  see  supra,  III, 
B,  4,  d,  (II),  (B). 

Variance  as  to  intent,  see  supra,  III, 
B,  4,  e. 

[a]  Conspiracy  To  Violate  Opium 
Act.  —  Shepard  v.  United  States,  236 
Fed.  73,  149  C.  C.  A.  283. 

43.  TJ.  S.  — United  States  v.  Bie- 
buseh,  1  Fed.  213.  111.  —  People  v. 
Strieker,  170  111.  App.  485.  Mass. 
Com.  V.  Griffin,  21  Pick.  523.  Mich. 
People  V.  Stewart,  5  Mich.  243.  Ohio. 
Snow  V.  State,  1  Ohio  Dec.  426.  Wis. 
State  V.  Morton,  8   Wis.  352. 

44.  See  8   Standard  Peoc.  833. 

45.  United  States  v.  Eiley,  74  Fed. 
210. 

Vaxiauce  as  to  names  of  third  per- 
sonSi,  see  supra.  III,  B,  4,  g,  (II),  (B), 
(1). 

46.  State  V.  Tyre,  6  Penne.  (Del.) 
343,  67  Atl.  199;  State  v.  Judd,  221 
Mo.  554,  120  S.  W.  780.  (See  also  the 
title   "Elections." 

[a]  Prosecution  for  Fraudulent  Reg- 
istration. —  State  V.  Judd,  221  Mo.  554, 
120  S.  W.  780. 

47.  Marco  v.  Clarksdale,  S4  Miss.  4, 
47  So.  780. 

48.  State  v.  Seaboard  Air  Line  R. 
Co.,  149  N.  C.  508,  62  S.  E.  1088. 

[a]  Operating  Railroads  on  Sunday. 
State  V.  Seaboard  Air  Line  E.  Co.,  149 
N.  C.  508,  62  S.  E.  1088.  Variance  as 
to  time,  see  supra,  III,  B,  4,  d,  (II). 


49.  Andrews  v.  State,  8  6a.  App. 
700,  70  S.  E.  111. 

[a]  Prosecution  for  shooting  on  pas- 
senger trains.  Andrews  v.  State,  8  Ga. 
App.   700,  70  S.  E.  111. 

[b]  Placing  Obstructions  on  Rail- 
road.—  Galeo  V.  State,  107  Me.  474,  7a 
Atl.  867. 

50.  [a]  Illegal  Practice  of  Medicine. 
Com.  V.  Eunge,  231  Mass.  598,  121  N.  E. 
499. 

Interference  with  United  States  mail, 
proof  of  unnecessary  allegations,  see 
supra,  III,  B,  3,  (V),  (B). 

[b]  "Bulk  Sales  Law,"  violation  of. 
Stokes  V.  State,  12  Okla.  Crim.  378,  157 
Pae.  278. 

[c]  Banks.  —  Eeceiving  a  deposit  in 
an  insolvent  bank.  Freeman  tf.  State, 
108  Miss.  818,  67  So.  460. 

[d]  Master  and  Servant.  —  Prosecu- 
tion for  interference  with  laborer. 
Jones  V.  State,  170  Ala.  76,  54  So.  500. 

51.  Taylor  v.  State,  130  Ind.  66,  29 
N.  B.  415;  State  v.  Burk,  151  Mo.  App. 
188,  131  S.  W.  883. 

52.  Ind.  —  Taylor  v.  State,  130  Ind. 
66,  29  N.  E.  415;  Graves  v.  State,  121 
Ind.  357,  23  N.  E.  155.  Miss.  —  "Wood 
V.  State,  64  Miss.  761,  2  So.  247.  Mo. 
State  V.  Burk,  151  Mo.  App.  188,  131  S. 
W.  883.  N.  C  — State  v.  Gibson,  169 
N.  C.  318,  85  S.  E.  7;  State  v.  Jarvis, 
129  N.  C.  698,  40  S.  B.  220;  State  v. 
Ashford,  120  N.  C.  588,  26  S.  E.  915; 
State  V.  Foushee,  117  N.  C.  766,  23  S. 
E.  247.  Tenn.  —  Eutherford  v.  State, 
11  Lea  31. 

53.  State  v.  Gibson,  169  N.  C.  318, 
85  S.  E.  7;  State  v.  Jarvis,  129  N.  C. 
698,  40  S.  E.  220;  State  v.  Ashford, 
120  N.  C.  688,  26  S.  E.  915;  State  v. 
Foushee,  117  N.  C.  766,  23  S.  E.  247; 
Eutherford  v.  State,  11  Lea  (Tenn.)  31. 

54.  See  infra,  III,  B,  10,  a. 
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and  the  usual  method  of  raising  the  question  of  variance  for  the  defend- 
ant to  object  to  the  admission  of.  the  variant  evidence,^^  or  for  him  to 
move  to  strike  out  the  evidence  vrhen  improperly  admitted.^* 

(II.)  Non-suit  or  Dismissal. — Proof  materially  variant  from  the  njatter 
alleged  will  sustain  a  motion  for  non-suit  or  dismissal.^' 

(III.)  Directing  Verdict.  —  A  variance  between  the  allegations  in  the 
indictment  or  information  and  the  proof  may  be  reached  by  motion  to 
direct  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,^^  and  such  relief  should  be  granted 
where  the  variance  complained  of  is  a  material  one  fatal  to  the  prose- 
cution ^'  as  distinguished  from  a  mere  discrepancy  iwhich  in  'no  sense 
injures  or  prejudices  the  accused  in  making  his  defense.''" 

(IV.)  New  Trial.  —  Proof  which  is  materially  variant  from  an  allega- 
tion in  support  of  which  it  is  adduced  will  authorize  the  granting  of  a 
new  trial.^1 


55.  State  v.  O'Connell,  144  Mo.  387, 
46  §.  W.  175;  State  v.  Burk,  151  Mo. 
App.  188,  131  S.  W.  883;  Ferguson  v. 
State,  66  Tex.  Crim.  518,  147  S.  W. 
592. 

56.  Lewis  v.  State,  3  Ala.  App.  133, 
57  So.  1035;  State  v.  Anderson,  137 
La.  765,  69  So.  167. 

57.  State  v.  Gibson,  169  N.  C.  318, 
85  S.  E.  7. 

[a]  "It  is  based  on  the  assertion, 
not  that  there  is  no  proof  of  a  crime 
having  been  committed,  but  that  there 
is  none  which  tends  to  prove  that  the 
particular  offense  charged  in  the  bill 
has  been  committed.  In  other  words, 
the  proof  does  not  fit  the  allegation, 
and  therefore  leaves  the  latter  without, 
any  evidence  to  sustain  it.  It  chal- 
lenges the  right  of  the  state  to  a  ver- 
dict upon  its  own  showing,  and  asks 
that  the  court,  without  submitting  the 
case  to  the  jury,  decide,  as  matter  of 
law,  that  the  state  has  failed  in  its 
proof."  State  v.  Gibson,  169  N.  C. 
318,  85   S.  E.  7,  9. 

[b]  Material  variance  in  description 
of  property  procured  by  false  pretenses 
will  justify  a  nonsuit.  State  v.  Gib- 
son, 169  N.  C.  318,  85  S.  E.  7. 

58.  Tucker  v.  State,  59  Tex.  Crim. 
291,  128  S.   W.  617. 

59.  U.  S.  —  United  States  v.  Ehodes, 
212  Fed.  513;  United  States  v.  Eiley, 
74  Fed.  210.  Ala.  —  Johnson  v.  State, 
4  Ala.  App.  62,  58  So.  754.  Gal. — People 
V.  Doyle,  13  Cal.  App.  611,  110  Pac.  458. 
Ohio.  — Tingue  v.  State,  90  Ohio  St. 
368,  108  N.  E.  222,  Ann.  Cas.  1916C, 
1156;  Goodlove  v.  State,  82  Ohio  St. 
365,  92  N.  E.  491,  30  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
134. 

[a]    Where  facts  are  averred  as  un- 
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known  to  the  grand  jury,  (1)  and  the' 
evidence  discloses  that  they  were  in 
fact  known,  the  variance  will  justify 
a,  directed  verdict  for  defendant.  United 
States  V.  Ehodes,  212  Fed.  513;  United 
States  V.  Eiley,  74  Fed.  210;  Johnson 
V.  State,  4  Ala.  App.  62,  58  So.  754. 
(2)  Eule  applied  to  averment  of  names 
of  persons.  United  States  v.  Eiley,  74 
Fed.  210.  (3)  To  averments  as  to  the 
instrument  with  which  the  crime  was 
committed.  Johnson  v.  State,  4  Ala. 
App.  62,  58  So.  754. 

[b]  Fatal  variance  as  to  name  of 
person  murdered.  Goodlove  v.  State, 
82  Ohio  St.  365,  92  N.  E.  491,  30  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  134. 

[c]  Variance  as  to  Allegations  Un- 
necessarily Descriptive.  —  Eefusal  to 
charge  the  jury  to  acquit  the  defendant 
because  of  a  variance  between  an  al- 
legation that  the  defrauded  party  was 
a  private  corporation  duly  incorporated 
under  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
and  the  proof  of  such  allegation,  held 
ground  for  reversal.  Tucker  v.  State, 
59  Tex.  Crim.  291,  128  S.  W.  617. 

60.  Ala.  — Finley  v.  State,  7  Ala. 
App.  161,  62  So.  265.  Ariz.  — Perez  v. 
Tfer.,  14  Ariz.  163,  125  Pac.  483.  lU. 
Shields  v.  People,  132  111.  App.  109. 
Kan.  —  State  v.  Miller,  87  Kan.  454, 
124  Pac.  361.  Ohio.  —  Tingue  v.  State, 
90  i  Ohio  St.  368,  108  N.  E.  222,  Ann. 
Cas.  1916C,  1156. 

[a]  Variance  as  to  name  of  third 
party  will  not  justify  a  directed  verdict 
for  defendant,  where  it  does  not  mis- 
lead or  prejudice  him.  Perez  v.  Ter., 
14  Ariz.  163,  125  Pac.  483;  People  v. 
Gray,  251  111.  431,  96  N.  E.  268. 

61.  See   20   Standaed   Peoc.   445. 
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(V.)  Arrest  of  Judgment.—  A  failure  of  proof  and  a  variance  between 
the  allegations  and  the  proof  are  questions  properly  raised  by  motion 
for  new  trial,''^  and  not  by  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,"^  for  on  such 
a  motion  the  pleading  and  the  record  of  the  trial  oan  alone  be  consid- 
ered, and  the  evidence  is  no  part  of  the  record  for  the  purposes  of 
passing  upon  the  motion.'* 

7.  Amendments  To  Meet  the  Proof.  —  The  rules  governing  the 
amendment  of  the  indictment  or  information  to  conform  to  the  proof 
will  be  found  in  another  part  of  this  work.'^ 

8.  Province  of  Judge  and  Jury.  —  What  in  law  constitutes  a  vari- 
ance is  a  question  for  the  court,*'  but  whether  in  any  particular  in- 
stance the  evidence  adduced  upon  an  allegation  in  the  indictment  or 
information  is  variant  therefrom  is  for  the  jury.'' 

9.  Instructions.  —  It  is  the  duty  of  the  court,  when  requested,  to 
charge  the  jury  upon  specific  matters  of  variance  involved  in  the  case.'* 


62.  See  supra,  III,  B,  6,  b,  (IV). 

63.  U.  S.  —  United  States  v.  Marrin, 
159  Fed.  767.  Ark.  — Strawn  v.  State, 
14  Ark.  549.  Fla.  —  Freeman  v.  State, 
50  Fla.  38,  39  So.  785.  lU.  —  People  v. 
Depew,  237  111.  574,  86  N.  E.  1090.  La. 
State  V.  Eanaburg,  137  La.  392,  68  So. 
737;  State  v.  Pellerin,  118  La.  547,  43 
So.  159;  State  v.  Evans,  104  La.  343, 
29  So.  112;  State  v.  Frey,  35  La.  Ann. 
106.  Mo.  —  State  v.  Buri,  151  Mo. 
App.  188,  131  S.  W.  883.  N.  T.  — Peo- 
ple ex  rel.  Birdseye  v.  Onondaga  Gen. 
Sessions,  1  Wend.  296.  N.  O. — State  v. 
Gibson,  169  N.  C.  318,  85  S.  E.  7;  State 
V.  Jarvis,  129  N.-  C.  698,  40  S.  E.  220; 
State  V.  Ashford,  120  N.  C.  588,  26  S. 
E.  915;  State  v.  Foushee,  117  N.  C. 
766,  23  S.  E.  247;  State  v.  McLain,  104 
N.  C.  894,  10  S.  E.  518;  State  v.  Craige, 
89  N.  C.  475,  45  Am.  Eep.  698.  Pa. 
Com.  V.  Moorby,  8  Phila.  615;  Com.  v. 
Livingston,  5  Pa.  Dist.  666,  18  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  236;  Com.  v.  McManiman,  15  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  495,  compare  dictum  in.  R.  I. 
State  V.  Nelson,  27  B.  L  31,  60  Atl. 
589.  S.  C  — State  v.  Hamilton,  17  S. 
C.  462;  State  v.  Graham,  15  Kieh.  L. 
310.  Wis.  — State  «.  Lincoln,  17  Wis. 
579. 

[a]  A  variance  as  to  the  murdered 
person's  name  cannot  be  taken  advan- 
tage of  upon  motion  in  arrest  of  a 
judgment  of  conviction  for  murder. 
State  V.  Eansburg,  137  La.  392,  68  So. 
737. 

[b]  "It  was  not  strictly  regular  to 
take  the  objection  after  verdict  on  a 
motion  in  arrest  of  judgment;  it  ought 
to  have  been  taken  on  the  trial;  but 


still  we  see  from  the  record  that  there 
was  a  fatal  variance  between  the 
charge  and  the  proof,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant ought  not  to  have  been  con- 
victed and  therefore  there  was  error  " 
State  V.  Burgess,  74  N.  C.  272. 

64.  United  States  v.  Marrin,  159 
Fed.  767;  People  v.  Depew,  237  111.  574, 
86  N.  E.  1090. 

65.  See  12  Standard  Proc.  552. 

66.  Kemp  v.  United  States,  41  App. 
Cas.  (D.  C.)  539,  51  L.  K.  A.  (N.  S.) 
825. 

67.  Jenkins  v.  State,  4  Ga.  App.  859, 
62  S.  E.  574;  State  v.  Burk,  161  Mo. 
App.  188,  131  S.  W.  883. 

[a]  The  question  of  the  identity  of 
the  persons  described  in  the  indictment 
or  information  with  those  adduced  by 
the  evidence  is  one  of  fact  for  the 
jury.  Ariz.  —  Perez  v.  Ter.,  14  Ariz. 
163,  125  Pac.  483.  Ark.  — Joiner  v. 
State,  113  Ark.  112,  167  S.  W.  492.  Ga. 
Walker  v.  State,  14  Ga.  App.  587,  81 
S.  E.  797.  Mass.  — Com.  v.  Gould,  158 
Mass.  499,  33  N.  B.  656. 

|b]  Name  of  Deceased.  —  Whether 
there  is  a  material  variance  between 
the  allegations  and  the  proof  as  to  the 
name  of  deceased  in  homicide  is  for 
the  jury.  Perez  v.  Ter.,  14  Ariz.  163, 
125  Pac.  483. 

68.  Marsh  v.  State,  3  Ala.  App.  80, 
57  So.  387.  See  generally  the  title 
"Instructions." 

[a]  Variance  as  to  Animals  Stolen. 
Defendant  was  indicted  for  the  larceny 
of  three  cows  and  the  evidence  showed 
the  taking  of  one  cow  and  two  steer 
calves.  A  refusal  o(  the  court  to  charge 
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10,  Eeview.  —  a.  Ohjections  Below.  —  In  accordance  with  the  rule 
governing  the  question  of  objections  in  the  trial  and  review  of  proceed- 
ings generally/^  they  must,  when  aimed  at  a  variance  between  the  al- 
legations and  the  proof,  be  made  in  the  trial  court,'"  particularly  where 
there  is  nothing  occurring  at  the  trial  to  indicate  that  the  defendant 
was  taken  by  surprise  by  reason  of  the  introduction  of  the  variant  evi- 
dence or  that  it  was  prejudicial  to  his  defense  or  material  to  the  merits 
of  the  case.'^  Yet  if  the  variance  is  a  material  one  and  its  fatal  charac- 
ter is  disclosed  by  the  record,  the  absence  of  timely  objections  in  the 
trial  court  will  not  preclude  the  defendant  from  asserting  it  on  re- 
view.'^ 

b.  Decision  on  Review.  —  To  warrant  a  reversal  of  the  judgment  on 
the  ground  of  variance,  the  variant  evidence  must  relate  to  some  mater- 
ial element  of  the  crime,"  for  the  court  will  not  disturb  the  lower  tri- 


the  jury  in  writing  that  "proof  of  the 
larceny  of  a  steer  calf  is  not  proof  of 
the  larceny  of  a  cow"  was  held  re- 
versible error  even  though  the  review- 
ing court  fully  recognized  the  rule  that 
the  prosecution  is  not  bound  to  establish 
the  larceny  of  the  exact  number  of  art- 
icles alleged  to  have  been  stolen.  Marsh 
V.  State,  3  Ala.  App.  80,  57  So.  387. 

69.  See  the  titles  "Objections  and 
Exceptions ; "  "  Appeals. ' ' 

70.  Ind.  — Taylor  v.  State,  130  Ind. 
66,  29  N.  E.  415;  Graves  v.  State,  121 
Ind.  357,  23  N.  E.  155.  Mo.  — State  v. 
Burk,  151  Mo.  App.  188,  131  S.  W:  883. 
Okla.  —  Emyhtubby  v.  State,  14  Okla. 
Grim.  213,  169  Pac.  1124. 

[a]  Variance  as  to  the  kind  of 
liquor  alleged  to  have  been  sold,  waived 
by  failure  to  object  thereto  at  the  trial. 
State  V.  Burk,  151  Mo.  App.  188,  131 
S.  W.  883. 

[b]  Variance  as  to  name  of  third 
person  alleged  to  have  been  assaulted. 
Wood  V.  State,  64  Misa.  761,  2  So.  247; 
State  V.  Ewing,  67  Wash.  395,  121  Pac. 
834. 

71.  State  V.  Burk,  151  Mo.  App.  188, 
131  S.  W.  883. 

72.  Clark  v.  State,  100  Miss.  751,  57 
So.  209,  Ann.  Gas.  1914A,  463,  38  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  187. 

[a]  Variance  as  to  Name. —  (1) 
Where  an  indictment  charged  a  crime 
against  a  certain  person  but  the  proof 
failed  to  show  it,  and  did  show  a  crime, 
if  any,  against  another  person,  the 
question  of  variance  was  permitted  to 
be  raised  for  the  first  time  on  appeal. 
People  V.  Smith,  258  111.  502,  101  N.  E. 
957;  People  v.  Both,  185  111.  App.  162. 
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(2)  Thus  where  the  record  showed  that 
appellant  was  indicted  for  the  murder 
of  "Tobe  Wallace"  and  the  evidence 
showed  that  he  killed  "Tobe  Hollis" 
the  objection  was  entertained  for  the 
first  time  on  appeal.  Clark  v.  State, 
100  Misa.  751,  57  So.  209,  Ann.  Gas. 
1914A,  463,  38  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  187. 

73.  Ala.  —  Stone  v.  State,  115  Ala. 
121,  22  So.  275;  Carr  v.  State,  104  Ala. 
43,  16  So.  155;  Hinktom  v.  State,  9  Ala. 
App.  27,  64  So.  193.  Cal.  —  People  v. 
Meseros,  16  Cal.  App.  277,  116  Pac.  679; 
People  V.  Bartnett,  15  Oal.  App.  89, 
113  Pac.  879.  Ind.  — Pence  v.  State, 
110  In^.  95,  10  N.  E.  919.  La.  — State 
V.  Anderson,  136  La.  261,  66  So.  966. 
Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Howe,  132  Masa.  250. 
Miss.  —  Warren  v.  State,  108  Miss.  502, 
66  So.  979;  Clark  v.  State,  100  Mias. 
751,  57  So.  209,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A,  463, 
38  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  187.  Mo.  — State 
V.  Castleton,  255'  Mo.  201,  164  S.  W. 
492;  State  v.  Mispagel,  207  Mo.  557, 
106  S.  W.  513.  N.  O.  —  State  v.  Gibson, 
169  N.  G.  318,  85  S.  E.  7.  Ohio.  — Good- 
love  V.  State,  82  Ohio  St.  365,  92  N.  E. 
491,  30  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  134.  Tex. 
Eandell  v.  State,  62  Tex.  Grim.  524,  138 
S.  W.  118;  Tucker  v.  State,  59  Tex. 
Grim.  291,  128  S.  W.  617;  Games  «. 
State,  53  Tex.  Grim.  490,  110  S.  W.  750, 
22  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  706;  Haygood  v. 
State,  51  Tex.  Grim.  618,  103  S.  W. 
890.  Utah.  —  State  v.  Harcombe,  48 
Utah  89,  158  Pae.  1096. 

[a]  A  material  averment  as  to  in- 
tent not  proved.  Pence  v.  State,  110 
Ind.  95,  10  N.  B.  919. 

[b]  Variance  as  to  name  of  party 
(1)  criminally  assaulted  (People  v.  An- 
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bunal's  decision  because  of  a  mere  failure  to  prove  with  technical 
exactness  an  averment  which  was  not  of  the  essence  of  the  offense 
charged,'*  as  for  example  a  variance  as  to  matter  of  unnecessary  de- 
scription,''^ nor  for  any  other  discrepancy  between  the  allegations  and 
the  proof  which  does  not  mislead  and  prejudice  the  defendant.'^ 

C.  Civnj  Proceedings.  —  1.  In  General.  —  a.  Rule  Stated.  —  The 
rules  in  respect  to  variance  and  failure  of  proof,  are,  as  has  been  seen," 
applicable  to  civil  proceedings  of  every  description.  Stating  it  broadly 
the  doctrine'^  is  that  a  party  in  civil  actions  must  recover  secundum 
allegata  et  probata,  for  the  principle  has  become  axiomatic  that  al- 


derson,  267  111.  75,  107  N.  E.  840),  or 
(2)  murdered  (Miss.  —  Clark  v.  State, 
100  Miss.  751,  57  So.  209,  Ann.  Cas. 
19UA,  463,  38  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  187. 
Ohio.  —  Goodlove  v.  State,  82  Ohio  St. 
365,  92  N.  E.  491,  30  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
134.  Tex.  —  Jones  v.  State,  62  Tex. 
Grim.  637,  138  S.  W.  703;  Haygood  v. 
State,  51  Tex.  Grim.  618,  103  S.  W. 
890)  or  (3)  to  whom  liquor  was  illegally 
sold.  Miles  v.  State,  62  Tex.  Crim.  530, 
138  S.  W.  398;  Hankins  v.  State,  57 
Tex.  Grim.  152,  122  S.  W.  21;  Games 
V.  State,  53  Tex.  Grim.  490,  110  S.  W. 
750,  22  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  706. 

[c]  Where  name  of  defendant  is 
averred  as  unknown  and  the  proof  dis- 
closes that  he  was  in  fact  known,  the 
variance  will  justify  a  reversal.  Hink- 
tom  V.  State,  9  Ala.  App.  27,  64  So. 
193. 

[d]  Material  variance  as  to  the 
time  the  offense  was  committed.  State 
V.  Anderson,  136  La;.  261,  66  So.  966. 

[e]  Variance  as  to  ownership  of 
property  swindled.  Gaswell  v.  State,  5 
Ga.  App.  483,  63  S.  E.  566;  Pilgrim  17. 
State,  68  ITex.  Crim.  175,  150  S.  W. 
1170. 

[f  ]  Variance  as  to  means  hy  which 
the  alleged  offense  was  committed. 
Snodgrass  v.  State,  61  Tex.  Grim.  654, 
136  S.  W.  57. 

[g]  Variance  as  to  place  from 
which  goods  were  stolen.  Stone  v. 
State,  115  Ala.  121,  22  So.  275. 

fh]  Fatal  variance  as  to  the  prop, 
erty  humed  (1)  in  arson  (People  v. 
Doyle,  13  Gal.  App.  611,  110  Pae.  458) 
or  (2)  fraudulently  acquired  by  false 
pretenses.  Lieake  v.  State,  60  Tex. 
Grim.  276,  131  S.  W.  1126. 

[i]  Material  variance  as  to  written 
instrument  alleged  to  have  been  forged. 
Bedford  v.  State,  60  Tex.  Grim.  83,  131 
S.  W.  314. 

[j]    Variance  as  to  corporate  capac- 


ity of  party  defrauded  in  swindling. 
Tucker  v.  State,  59  Tex.  Grim.  291,  128 
S.  W.  617. 

74.  Moore  v.  State,  179  Ind.  353,  101 
N.  E.  295;  Oats  ^.  State,  153  Ind.  436, 
55  N.  E.  226;  Taylor  v.  State,  130  Ind. 
66,  29  N.  E.  415;  Mergentheim  v.  State, 
107  Ind.  567,  8  N.  E.  568;  Stephens  v. 
State,  63  Tex.  Grim.  382,  139  S.  W. 
1141. 

75.  Mergentheim  v.  State,  107  Ind. 
567,  8  N.  E.  568. 

[a]  That  money  is  described  with 
unnecessary  particularity  as  "lawful 
money  of  the  United  States  "and  the 
evidence,  admitted  without  objection, 
shows  that  the  money  stolen  was  not 
of  the  kind  thus  described  is  not 
ground  for  reversal.  Moore  v.  State, 
179  Ind.  353,  101  N.  E.  295;  Taylor  v. 
State,  130  Ind.  66,  29  N.  E.  415. 

76.  Ind.  —  Agar  v.  State,  176  Ind. 
234,  94  N.  E.  819;  Oats  v.  State,  153 
Ind.  436,  55  N.  E.  226.  Mo.  — State  v. 
Laciey,  230  Mo.  707,  132  S.  W.  602; 
State  V.  Decker,  116  S.  W.  1096;  State 
p.  Nelson,  101  Mo.  477,  14  S.  W.  718, 
10  L.  E.  A.  39;  State  v.  Burk,  151  Mo. 
App.  188,  131  S.  W.  883.  Neb.  —  Clark 
V.  State,  102  Neb.  728,  169  N.  W.  271. 

[a]  Immaterial  variance  as  to  own- 
ership of  property  stolen.  State  v. 
Lackey,  230  Mo.  707,  132  S.  W.  602; 
State  V.  Nelson,  101  Mo.  477,  14  S.  W. 
718,  10  L.  E.  A.  39. 

[b]  Immaterial  variance  as  to  name 
of  person  who  owned  the  property 
stolen.    State  v.  Barker,  64  Mo.  282. 

77.  See  supra,  III,  A,  2,  a. 

78.  XT.  S.  —  Wilson  v.  Haley  Live- 
stock Co.,  153  U.  S.  39,  14  Sup.  Gt.  768, 
38  L.  ed.  627;  Smith  v.  Missouri  Pac. 
E.  Co.,  56  Fed.  458,  5  G.  C.  A.  557; 
Watson  V.  Dunlap,  2  Cranch  C.  C.  14, 
29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,282.  Ala.  — Harris 
V.  Sanders,  186  Ala.  350,  65  So.  136; 
Atlantic  Coast  Line  E.  Co.  v.  Dahlberg 
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Brokerage  Co.,  170  Ala.  617,  54  So.  168; 
Austin  V.  Beall,  167  Ala.  426,  52  So. 
667,  Ann.  Cas.  1912A,  510;  Birming- 
ham E.  &  E.  Co.  V.  Clay,  108  Ala.  233, 

19  So.  309;  Elyton  Land  Co.  v.  Mingea, 
89  Ala.  521,  7  So.  666;  Alabama  G.  S. 
E.  Co.  V.  Chapman,  83  Ala.  453,  3  So. 
813;  Alabama  G.  S.  E.  Co.  v.  Arnold, 
80  Ala.  600,  2  So.  337;  Orr  v.  Boock- 
holdt,  10  Ala.  App.  331,  65  So.  430. 
Ark.  —  Speer  v.  McLaughlin,  11  Ark. 
732.  Cal.  —  Scott  v.  McPherson,  168 
Cal.  783,  145  Pae.  529;  McLaughlin  v. 
San  Francisco  &  S.  M.  E.  Co.,  113  Cal. 
590,  45  Pac.  839;  Fitzgerald  v.  South- 
ern Pae.  Co.,  36  Cal.  App.  660,  173  Pac. 
91.  Conn.  —  Bridgeport  Hardware  Mfg. 
Corp.  V.  Bouniol,  89  Conn.  254,  93  Atl. 
674;  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  E.  Co.  v. 
Long,  69  Conn.  424,  37  Atl.  1070;  Eed- 
field  V.  Haight,  27  Conn.  31;  Allen  v. 
Jarvis,  20  Conn.  38;  Bulkley  v.  Landon, 
3  Conn.  76.  Del.  —  Butler  v.  Wilming- 
ton City  Ey.  Co.,  2  Boyce  262,  78  Atl. 
871.  Fla.  — Malsby  v.  Gamble,  61  Fla. 
310,  327,  54  So.  766;  Louisville  &  N.  E. 
Co.  V.  Guyton,  47  Fla.  188,  36  So.  84; 
Tate  V.  Pensacola  etc.  Co.,  37  Fla.  439, 

20  So.  542,  53  Am.  St.  Eep.  251.  Ga. 
Sanderlin  v.  Willis,  98  Ga.  278,  25  S.  E. 
437;  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  v.  Gate  City  Nat. 
Bank,  97  Ga.  634,  25  S.  E.  392,  54  Am. 
St.  Eep.  440,  33  L.  E.  A.  821;  Harris  v. 
Central  E.  E.,  78  Ga.  525,  3  S.  B.  355; 
Georgia  E.  Co.  v.  Thomas,  68  Ga.  744; 
Augusta  &  S.  E.  Co.  v.  Dorsey,  68  Ga.. 
228.  Idaho.  —  Davidson  Groc.  Co.  v. 
Johnston,  24  Idaho  336,  133  Pac.  929, 
Ann.  Cas.  1915C,  1129.  lU.  — Ebsery  v. 
Chicago  City  E.  Co.,  164  111.  518,  45  N. 
E.  1017;  Ives  v.  McHard,  103  111.  97; 
Kellogg  V.  Moore,  97  111.  282;  Indian- 
apolis, B.  &  W.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Ehodes,  76 
111.  285;  Galena  &  C.  U.  E.  Co.  v.  Ap- 
pleby, 28  111.  283;  Frechett  v.  Illinois 
Central  Eailroad  Co.,  197  111.  App.  213; 
Thompson  v.  Marks,  186  111.  App.  92; 
Tulo  V.  O'Gara  Coal  Co.,  183  111.  App. 
423;  Sattley  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Wendt,  116 
111.  App.  375.  Ind.  — Pittsburg,  C.  C. 
&  St.  L.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Higgs,  165  Ind.  694, 
76  N.  E.  299,  4  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1081; 
Cincinnati,  I.  St.  L.  &  C.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
McLain,  148  Ind.  188,  44  N.  E.  306; 
Thomas  v.  Dale,  86  Ind.  435;  Lucas  v. 
Smith,  42  Ind.  103;  Hawkins  u.  Thomp- 
son (Ind.  App.),  122  N.  E.  431;  Louis- 
ville &  S.  I.  Traction  Co.  v.  Lottich, 
59  Ind;  App.  426,  106  N.  E.  903;  Penn- 
sylvania Co.  V.  Walker,  29  Ind.  App. 
285,  64  N.  E.  473 ;  Barrows  v.  Wampler, 
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24  Ind.  App.  472,  56  N.  E.  935;  Indian- 
apolis Union  Ey.  Co.  v.  Neubaucher,  16 
Ind.  App.  21,  43  N.  E.  576,  44  N.  E. 
669.  la.  —  Mudge  v.  Eailway  Mail 
Equipment  Co.,  167  Iowa  656,  149  N. 
W.  867;  Smith  v.  Eunnels,  97  Iowa  55, 
65  N.  W.  1002;  Humpton  v.  Unterkirch- 
er,  97  Iowa  509,  66  N.  W.  776;  Walker 
V.  Irwin,  94  Iowa  448,  62  N.  W.  786; 
Andrews  v.  Mason  City  &  Ft.  D.  E.  Co., 
77  Iowa  669,  42  N.  W.  513;  Kuhns  v. 
Wisconsin,  I.  &  N  E.  Co.,  76  Iowa  67, 
40  N.  W.  92;  Miller  v.  Kendig,  55  Iowa 
174,  7  N.  W.  500;  Beebe  v.  Brown,  4  G. 
Gr.  406.  Kan.  —  O'Harro  v.  Akey,  98 
Kan.  511,  158  Pac.  854;  Danielson  v, 
Scott,  88  Kan.  789,  129  Pac.  1190; 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Montgomery  County 
Nat.  Bank,  64  Kan.  134,  67  Pac.  458.  Ky. 
Merritt  v.  Cravens,  168  Ky.  155,  181  S. 
W.  970,  L.,  E.  A.  191 7F,  935.  Me. 
Sposedo  V.  Merriman,  111  Me.  530,  90 
Atl.  387.  Md.  — Borden  Min.  Co.  v. 
Barry,  17  Md.  419.  Mass.  —  Woodruff 
V.  Wentworth,  133  Mass.  309;  Stone  v. 
White,  8  Gray  589;  Cleaves  v.  Lord  3 
Gray  66.  Mich.  —  Tillman  v.  Fuller,  13 
Mich.  113.  Minn.  —  Gillespie  v.  Duluth, 
137  Minn.  454,  163  N.  W.  779;  Wilcox 
Lumb.  Co.  V.  Eitteman,  88  Minn.  18, 
92  N.  W.  472;  Washburn  i;.  Winslow, 
16  Minn.  33.  Miss.  —  Drake  v.  Surget, 
36  Miss.  458.  Mo. — Utassy  v.  Gieding- 
hagen,  132  Mo.  53,  33  S.  W.  444;  Meyer 
V.  Koehring,  129  Mo.  15,  31  S.  W.  449; 
Moody  V.  Pacific  E.  Co.,  68  Mo.  470; 
Turner  v.  Chillicothe  &  D.  M.  C.  E.  Co., 
51  Mo.  501;  Fischer  v.  Max,  49  Mo.  404; 
National  Live  Stock  Com.  Co.  v.  Don- 
ohoe  (Mo.  App.),  210  8.  W.  929;  Thom- 
as V.  Bambrick  Bros.  Const.  Co.,  189 
Mo.  App.  623,  175  S.  W.  268;  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Stam,  I86  Mo.  App.  439,  171 
S.  W.  567;  Summers  v.  Keller,  152  Mo. 
App.  626,  133  S.  W.  1180;  Chapman  v. 
Currie,  51  Mo.  App.  40;  Gourley  v.  St. 
Louis  &  8.  F.  E.  Co.,  35  Mo.  App.  87; 
Marcum  v.  Smith,  26  Mo.  App.  460.  Neb. 
Welsh  V.  South  Omaha,  98  Neb.  148, 
152  N.  W.  302;  Wilson  v.  City  Nat. 
Bank,  51  Neb.  87,  70  N.  W.  501;  Cock- 
rell  V.  Wood,  51  Neb.  269,  70  N.  W. 
944;  Eobinson  v.  Kilpatrick-Koch  D.  G. 
Co.,  50  Neb.  795,  70  N.  W.  378;  Strahle 
V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  47  Neb.  319,  66  N. 
W.  415.  N.  H.  —  Mclntire  v.  Eastern 
E.  Co.,  58  N.  H.  137;  Colburn  v.  Pom- 
eroy,  44  N.  H.  19;  New  Hampshire  Mut. 
Fire  Ins.  Co.  v-  Hunt,  30  N.  H.  219; 
Hart  V.  Chesley,  18  N.  H.  373.  N.  J. 
Salter  v.  Kirkbride,  4  N.  J.  L.  254,  N, 
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legation  without  proof  is  as  wholly  unavailing  as  is  proof  without 


Y.  —  Walrath  Vt  Hanover  Fire  Ins.  Co., 
216  N.  Y.  220,  110  N.  E.  426;  Davis  v. 
New  York  etc.  E.  Co.,  ll'O  N.  Y.  646, 
17  N.  E.  733;  Catlin  v.  Gunter,  11  N. 
Y.  368,  10  How.  Pr.  315,  62  Am.  Dec. 
113;  Eobertson  v.  Lynch,  18  Johna.  451; 
Lynch  v.  Cronk,  91.  Misc.  422,  155  N.  Y. 
Supp.  271;  Wright-Eosa  E.  Co.  v.  I.  M. 
Ludington  Sons,  174  N.  Y.  Supp.  273. 
N.  0.  —  Talley  v.  Harriss  Granite  Quar- 
ries Co.,  174  N.  C.  445,  93  S.  E.  995; 
Green  v.  Biggs,  167  N.  C.  417,  83  S.  E. 
5d3.   N.  D.  —  Eickel  v.  Sherman,  34  N. 

D.  298,  158  N.  W.  266;  Halloran  v. 
Holmes,  13  N.  D.  411,  101  N.  W.  310. 
Ohio.  —  Mulf ord  V.  Young,  6  Ohio  294. 
Okla.  —  Comanche  Merc.  Co.  v.  Wheeler 
&  Hotter  Merc.  Co.,  55  Okla.  328,  155 
Pac.  583;  Noble  v.  Atchison  etc.  E.  Co., 
4  Okla.  534,  46  Pae.  483.  Ore.  —  Blake 
v.  National  Hospital  Assn.,  70  Ore.  264, 
141  Pac.  158;  Daly  v.  Larson,  29  Ore. 
535,  46  Pae.  143;  Miller  v.  Hirsehberg, 
27  Ore.  522,  40  Pac.  506.  Pa.  — Na- 
tional Bank  v.  Lake  Erie  Asphalt  Block 
Co.,  233  Pa.  421,  82  Atl.  773;  Campbell 
V.  Brown,  183  Pa.  112,  38  Atl.  516;  Ey- 
der  V.  Jacobs,  182  Pa.  624,  38  Atl.  471; 
Hennessy  v.  Anstoek,  19  Pa.  Super. 
644;  Umbehocker  v.  Eassel,  2  Yeates 
339;  Tassey  v.  Church,  4  "Watts  &  S. 
141,  39  Am.  Dec.  65;  Cassell  v.  Cooke, 
8   Serg.   &   E.   268,   11    Am.   Dec.    610. 

E.  I.  —  Potts  V.  Allen,  19  E.  1.  489,  34 
Atl.  993.  S.  0.  —  Lancaster  v.  Colum- 
bia, 104  S.  C.  228,  88  S.  E.  463;  Hayes 
1).  Walker,  70  S.  C.  41,  48  S.  E.  989; 
Brooks  ».  Lowrie,  1  Nott  &  McC.  342. 
S.  D.  —  North  Star  Boot  &  Shoe  Co.  v. 
Stebbins,  3  S.  D.  540,  54  N.  W.  593. 
Tex.  —  International  &  G.  N.  E.  Co.  v. 
Irvine,  64  Tex.  529;  Pacific  Express  Co. 
V.  Darnell,  6  S.  W.  765;  Grand  Lodge 
A.  O.  IJ.  W.  V.  Schwartz  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  205  S.  W.  156;  Weld-Neville 
Cotton  Co.  V.  Lewis  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
163  S.  W.  667;  Missouri  Pac.  E.  Co.  v. 
Speed,  3  Tex.  Civ.  App.  454,  22  S.  W. 
527.  Utah.  — Peay  v.  Salt  Lake  City, 
11  Utah  331,  40  Pac.  206.  Vt.  —  "White 
v.  Hall,  91  Vt.  57,  99  Atl.  274.  Va. 
Norfolk  &  W.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Perdue,  117 
Va.  Ill,  83  S.  B.  1058;  Langhorne  v. 
Eiehmond  City  Ey.  Co.,  91  Va.  364,  22 
S.  E.  357.  Wash.  —  Gilbert  «.  Morgan 
Lumb.  Co.,  87  Wash.  293,  151  Pac.  785; 
Lee  Hong  v.  Schoenwald,  86  Wash.  326, 
150  Pac.  436;  Kneeland  Inv.  Co.  v.  Be- 


rendes,  81  Wash.  372,  142  Pac.  869; 
Meals  V.  De  Soto  Placer  Min.  Co.,  33 
Wash.  302,  74  Pac.  470;  Olson  v.  Snake 
Eiver  Val.  E.  Co.,  22  Wash.  139,  60 
Pac.  156.  W.  Va.  — Clarke  v.  Ohio 
River  E.  Co.,  39  W.  Va.  732,  20  S.  B. 
696;  Davisson  1/.  Ford,  23  W.  Va.  617; 
Loomis  V.  Jackson,  6  W.  Va.  613.  Wis. 
McNally  v.  McAndrew,  98  Wis.  62,  73 
N.  W.  315;  Babcock  v.  Appleton  Mfg. 
Co.,  93  Wis.  124,  67  N.  W.  33. 

79.  Ala.  —  Central  of  Georgia  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Gross,  192  Ala.  354,  68  So.  291.; 
Lewis  V.  Montgomery  Mut.  B.  &  L. 
Assn.,  70  Ala.  276;  Munehus  v.  Harris, 
69  Ala.  506;  Winter  v.  Merrick  &  Sons, 
69  Ala.  86;  Crabb's  Admr.  v.  Thomas, 
25  Ala.  212;  Orr  v.  Boockholdt,  10  Ala. 
App.  331,  65  So.  430.  Ark.  — McMur- 
ray  v.  Boyd,  58  Ark.  504,  25  S.  W.  505. 
Cal.  — Gibson  v.  Wheeler,  110  Cal.  243, 
42  Pae.  810;  Fox  v.  Hale  &  N.  Silver- 
Min.  Co.,  108  Cal.  369,  41  Pae.  308; 
Hayes  v.  Fine,  91  Cal.  391,  27  Pac.  772; 
Thompson  v.  Lyon,  14  Cal.  39.  Colo. 
Union  Coal  Co.  v.  Edman,  16  Colo.  438, 
27  Pae.  1060.  Fla.  —  Bucki  v.  McKin- 
non,  37  Fla.  391,  20  So.  540;  Withers  v. 
Sandlin,  36  Fla.  619,  18  So.  856;  Wil- 
kinson V.  Pensacola  &  A.  E.  Co.,  35 
Fla.  82,  17  So.  71.  111.  — Eass  v.  Se- 
bastian, 160  111.  602,  43  N.  E.  708;  Ad- 
ams V.  Gill,  158  HI.  190,  41  N.  E.  738; 
Humphreys  v.  Eoth,  158  111.  186,  41 
N.  E.  751;  Gridley  v.  Bloomington,  68 
111.  47;  Lyon  v.  Kain,  36  111.  362;  Mo- 
line  Water  Power  &  Mfg.  Co.  •».  Nich- 
ols, 26  111.  90;  Coal  Eun  Coal  Co.  v. 
Giles;  49  111.  App.  585;  Curtis  v.  Har- 
rison, 36  111.  App.  287.  Ind.  —  McKin- 
ney  v.  Hartman,  143  Ind.  224,  42  N.  E. 
681;  Vannoy  v.  Klein,  122  Ind.  416,  23 
N.  E.  626;  Carter  v.  Carter,  101  Ind. 
450;  Thomas  v.  Dale,  86  Ind.  435;  Tim- 
mons  V.  Wiggins,  78  Ind.  297;  Wright  ' 
V.  Johnson,  50  Ind.  454;  Smith  v.  Walk- 
er, 7  Ind.  App.  614,  34  N.  E.  843.  la. 
Ogilvie  V.  Hallam,  58  Iowa  714,  12  N. 
W.  730.  La.  —  Drew  v.  Attakapas  Mail 
Transp.  Co.,  26  La.  Ann.  306;  Shaw  v. 
Noble,  15  La.  Ann.  305.  Me.  —  Whitte- 
more  v.  Merrill,  87  Me.  456,  32  Atl. 
1008.  Mass.  — Hill  v.  Haskins,  8  Pick. 
83;  Bowker  V.  Childs,  3  Allen  434, 
Mich.  —  Emerson  v.  Atwater,  7  Mich. 
12.  Minn.  —  Finley  v.  Quirk,  9  Minn. 
194,  86  Am.  Dec.  93.  Mo.  —  Deickman 
V.    McCormick,    24    Mo.    596.     Mont. 
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allegation.^"    A  party  cannot  make  one  case  by  his  pleadings  and  a 
different  one  by  his  evidence,'^  and  the  proof  adduced  upon  an  aver- 


Kennelly  v.  Savage,  18  Mont.  119,  44 
Pac.  400.  N.  J.  —  Mulford  v.  Bowen, 
9  N.  J.  L.  315.  N.  C  — Abernathy  v. 
Seagle,  98  N.  C.  553,  4  S.  E.  542; 
Southerland  v.  Jones,  51  N.  C.  321. 
Ohio.  —  Satchell  v.  Doram,  4  Ohio  St. 
542;  Hough  V.  Young,  1  Ohio  504.  Tex. 
Texas  &  N.  O.  E.  Co.  v.  Oates,  2  Wills. 
Civ.  Cas.  §  618.  Vt.  —  Higgins  v.  Tarns- 
•worth,  48  Vt.  512. 

80.  Okla.  —  Chambers  v.  Yan  Wag- 
ner, 32  Okla.  774,  123  Pao.  1117.  Pa. 
National  Bank  v.  Lake  Erie  Asphalt 
Block  Co.,  233  Pa.  421,  82  Atl.  773; 
Campbell  v.  Wasserman.  &  Bros.,  9  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  381.  S.  0.  — Hobbs  v.  Beard,  43 
S.  C.  370,  21  S.  E.  305.  Tenn.  — Han- 
cock V.  Stephens,  11  Humph.  507.  Tex. 
Kinney  v.  Tri-State  Tel.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  201  S.  W.  1180;  Galveston,  H. 
&  S.  A.  E.  Co.  V.  Becht  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  21  S.  W.  971;  Texas  &  N.  O.  E. 
Co.  V.  Oates,  2  Wills.  Civ.  Cas.  §618. 
Vt.  —  Higgins  v.  Farnsworth,  48  Vt. 
512;  Allen  V.  Thrall,  36  Vt.  711;  Miner 
V.  DowneT,  20  Vt.  461.  Va.  — Norfolk 
&  W.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Perdue,  117  Va.  Ill, 
83  S.  E.  1058.  Wash.  —  Lee  Hong  v. 
Schoenwald,  86  Wash.  326,  150  Pac, 
436;  Leghorn  v.  Eeview  Pub.  Co.,  31 
Wash.  627,  72  Pac.  485;  Ellensburg 
Water-Supply  Co.  v.  Ellensburg,  13 
Wash.  554,  43  Pao.  531.  Wis.  — Thorn 
17.  Smith,  71  Wis.  18,  36  N.  W.  707; 
Eublee  v.  Tibbetts,  26  Wis.  399;  New- 
man V.  Kershaw,  10   Wis.  333. 

See  14  Standard  Pboc.  524;  20 
Standard  Pboc.  706. 

[a]  "The  code  of  practice  has  not 
clianged  the  well-known  rule  of  evi- 
dence as  it  existed  at  common  law,  that 
the  allegations  and  the  proofs  must 
substantially  correspond.  A  party  can- 
not declare  for  one  cause  of  action  and 
recover  on  an  entirely  different  and 
distinct  cause."  Jones  v.  Louderman. 
39  Mo.  287. 

81.  U.  S.  —  Harrison  v.  Perea,  168 
TT.  S.  311,  18  Sup.  Ct.  129,  42  L.  ed. 
478;  Mack  v.  Porter,  72  Fed.  236,  18 
C.  C.  A.  527.  Ala.  —  Austin  v.  Beall, 
167  Ala.  426,  62  So.  657,  Ann.  Cas. 
1912A,  510;  Penry  v.  Dozier,  161  Ala. 
292,  49  So.  909;  Munchus  v.  Harris,  69 
Ala.  506;  Winter  ■»..  Merrick  &  Sons, 
69  Ala.  86;  Burkham  v.  Mastin,  54  Ala. 
122.  Cal.  — Sharp   v.  Pitman,  166   CaJ. 
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501,  137  Pac.  234;  Hayes  v.  Fine,  91 
Cal.  391,  27  Pac.  772;  Stringer  v.  Da- 
vis, 30  Cal.  318;  Eamirez  vi  Murray,  5 
Cal.  222;  Pfoh.  1/.  Porter,  23  Cal.  App. 
59,  137  Pac.  44;  Stevens  v.  Kobayshi, 
20  Cal.  App.  153,  128  Pac.  419.  Colo. 
Union  Coal  Co.  v.  Edman,  16  Colo.  438, 
27  Pac.  1060.  Conn.  —  Bradley  v.  Eey- 
uolds,  61  Conn.  271,  23  Atl.  928.  Idaho. 
Trousdale  v.  Winona  Wagon  Co.,  25 
Idaho  130,  137  Pac.  372.  111.  —  Schmis- 
seur  V.  Kreilich,  92  111.  347;  Franklin 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Smith,  82  111.  131;  Gridley 
V.  Bloomington,  68  111.  47;  Lyon  v.  Kain, 
36  111.  362;  Sanford  v.  Gaddis,  15  111. 
228;  J.  E.  Burns  Lumber  Co.  v.  W.  J. 
Eeynolds  Co.,  148  111.  App.  356;  Coal 
Eun  Coal  Co.  v.  Giles,  49  111.  App.  585. 
Ind.  —  Terre  Haute  Electric  Co.  v.  Eob- 
erts,  174  Ind.  351,  91  N.  E.  941;  Scholz 
V.  Schneck's  Estate,  174  Ind.  186,  91 
N.  E.  730;  Burton  v.  Connecticut  Mut. 
L.  Ins.  Co.,  119  Ind.  207,  21  N.  E.  746, 
12  Am.  St.  Eep.  405;  Timmons  v.  Wig- 
gins, 78  Ind.  297;  Louisville  &  S.  I. 
Traction  Co.  v.  Lottieh,  59  Ind.  App. 
426,  106  N.  E.  903;  Vandalia  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Keys,  46  Ind.  App.  353,  91  N.  E.  173; 
Diltz  V.  Spahr  (Ind.  App.),  42  N.  E. 
823.  la.  —  Mudge  v.  Eailway  Mail 
Equipment  Co.,  167  Iowa  656,  149  N. 
W.  867;  Ogilvie  v.  Hallam,  58  Iowa  714, 
12  N.  W.  730;  Correll  v.  Glasscock,  26 
Iowa  83;  Hoben  v.  Burlington  &  M.  R. 
Co.,  20  Iowa  562.  Kan.  —  PhUlips 
County  Bank  v.  Lowe,  91  Kan.  338,  137 
Pac.  930.  Ky.  —  Merritt  v.  Cravens, 
168  Ky.  155,  181  S.  W.  970,  L.  E.  A. 
191 7F,  935;  McGrath  v.  Balser,  6  B. 
Mon.  141;  Eutledge  v.  Vanmeter,  8 
Bush  354;  Taylor  v.  Arnold,  13  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  516,  17  S.  W.  361.  La.  —  Drew  v. 
Attakapas  Mail  Transp.  Co.,  26  La. 
Ann.  306;  Shaw  v.  Noble,  15  La.  Ann. 
305;  Alford,  Bettis  &  Co.  v.  Hancock 
&  Sons,  McGloin  280.  Mass.  —  Eobin- 
son  V.  Van  Auken,  190  Mass.  161,  76 
N.  E.  601;  Nichols  v.  Prince,  8  Allen 
404;  Hill  V.  Haskins,  8  Pick.  83.  Mich. 
Fernette  v.  Pere  Marquette  E.  Co.,  175 
Mich.  663,  141  N.  W.  1084,  144  N.  W. 
834;  Malkowski  v.  Olfs,  161  Mich.  303, 
126  N.  W.  199;  Emerson  v.  Atwater,  7 
Mich.  12.  Minn.  —  Wilcox  Lumb.  Co. 
V.  Eitteman,  88  Minn.  18,  92  N.  W.  472. 
Miss.  —  Adams  v.  Capital  State  Bank, 
74  Miss.   307,  20   So.  881.    Mo.  — Con- 
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ment  essential  to  the  claim  or  demand  must  substantially  conform  to 
and  support  it,'^  the  pleader  being  required  to  prove  his  case  in  every 


neeticut  Mut.   Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Smith, 
117  Mo.  261,  22  S.  "W.  623,  38  Am.  St. 
Eep.  656;  Stephens  v.  Frampton,  29  Mo. 
263;   Deiekman  v.  McCormick,   24  Mo. 
596;  Young  v.  Millon  (Mo.  App.),  183 
S.  W.   355;   Haynes  v.  Robertson,  190 
Mo.  App.  156,  175  S.  W.  290;  Adams  v. 
St.  Louis  &  S.  r.  E.  Co.,  149  Mo.  App. 
278,  130  S.  W.  48;  Marr  v.  Zeidler  (Mo. 
App.),  129  S.  W.  469;  Compton  v.  Mis- 
souri Pac.  Ey.  Co.,  147  Mo.  App.  414, 
126    S.    "W.    821.      Mont.— First    Nat. 
Bank    V.    How,    1    Mont.    604.     N.    H. 
Morril  v.  Chadwick,  9  N.  H.  84.    N".  J. 
Bragaw  v.  Bolles,  51  N.  J.  Eq.  84,  25 
Atl.    947;     Eedstrake    i?.     Cumberland 
Mut.  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  44  N.  J.  L.  294.  N. 
Y.  —  Union  India  Eubber  Co.  v.  Tom- 
linson,  1  E.  D.  Smith  364;  McLaughlin 
V.  MeGovern,  34  Barb.  208;  Ayrault  v. 
Chamberlain,     33    Barb.    229;     Wyman 
17.  Eedmond,  18  How.  Pr.  272;  Prindle  «. 
Aldrich,    13    How.   Pr.    466;    Brown   v. 
Babcoek,    3    How.    Pr.    305;     Watson 
■!7.  Eushmore,  15  Abb.  Pr.  51;  Brown  v. 
Leigh,  12  Abb.  Pr.  (N".  S.)  193;  Mason 
V.   Whitely,    1    Abb.    Pr.    85;    Eowe    v. 
Gerry,    112    App.   Div.    358,   98    N.   Y. 
Siipp.  380;      Lynch  v.  Cronk.  91  Misc. 
422,  155  N.  T.  Supp.  271;  Tannenbaum 
V.  Armeny,  81  Hun  581,  31  N.  Y.  Supp. 
55;   Charlton  v.   Scoville,  68   Hun   348, 
22  N.  Y.  Supp.  883;  Logan  v.  Berkshire 
Apt.  Assn.,  18  N.  Y.  Supp.  164,  46  N. 
Y.  St.  14.  N.  0.  —  Abernathy  v.  Seagle, 
98  N.  C.  553,  4  S.  E.  542;  Eobiuson  v. 
"Willoughby,    67    N.    C.    84;    Bullard   V. 
Johnson,  65  N.  C.  436;  Southerland  V. 
Jones,  51  N.  C.   321.    Ohio.  —  Satchell 
V.  Doram,  4  Ohio  St.  542.   Okla.  — Chi- 
cago, E.  I.   &  P.  Ey.   Co.  V.  Bankers' 
Nat.  Bank,  32  Okla.  290,  122  Pac.  499. 
Pa.  —  Huntingdon  &  Broad  Top  E.  Co. 
V.  MeGovern,  29  Pa.  78;  Sharp  v.  Sharp, 
13  Serg.  &  E.  444.    Tex.  —  Williams  v. 
Eandon,  10  Tex.  74.   Vt.  — Hill  v.  Hill, 
53  Vt.  678.   Va.  —  Pettyjohn  v.  Burson, 
22  S.  E.  508;  Shenandoah  Val.  E.  Co. 
V.  Griffith,  76  Va.  913;  McComb  v.  Lob- 
dell,  32  Gratt.  (73  Va.)  185;  Belton  v. 
Apperson,  26  Gratt.  (67  Va.)  207;  Lam- 
bert V.  Jones,  2  Pat.  &  H.  144.    Wash. 
Olson  V.   Snake  Eiver  Val.  E.  Co.,  22 
Wash.    139,    60    Pac.     156.      W.    Va. 
Christian  v.  Vance,  41  W.  Va.  754,  24 
S.  E.  596;  Bird  v.  Stout,  40  W.  Va.  43, 
20   S.  E.   852;  Seborn  v.  Beckwith,  30 


W.  Va.  774,  5  S.  E.  450.  Wis.  —  Earley 
V.  Winn,  129  Wis.  291,  109  N.  W.  633; 
Johnson  v.  Filkington,  39  Wis.  62; 
Shinners  v.  Brill,  38  Wis.  648;  Super- 
visors ot  Kewaunee  Co.  v.  Decker,  34 
Wis.  378. 

82.    U.    S.— Waters    v.    Guile,    234 
Fed.   532,  148   C.   C.   A.   298;   Mack  v. 
Porter,  72  Fed.  236,  18  C.   C.  A.   527. 
Ala.  —  Pratt  Consol.  Coal  Co.  v.  Short, 
191  Ala.  378,  68  So.  63;  United  States 
Health  &  Ace.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Savage,  185 
Ala.  232,  64  So.  340;  Handley  v.  Schaf- 
fer,  177  Ala.  636,  59  So.  286;  Lewis  v. 
Montgomery  Mut.   B.   &   L.   Assn.,   70 
Ala.   276.    Cal.  —  Whitney   v.   Purring- 
ton,  69  Cal.  36;  Fitzgerald  v.  Southern 
Pac.  Co.,  36  Cal.  App.  660,  173  Cal.  91; 
Gallwey  v.  Castlehun,  35  Cal.  App.  589, 
170  Pac.  657;  Gillin  v.  Hopkins,  28  Cal. 
App.    579,    153    Pac.    724;    Ostrom    v. 
Woodbury,   18   Cal.  App.   142,  122  Pa. 
825.   Colo.  — Scott  V.  Watkins,  61  Colo. 
244,  157  Pac.  3;  Winchester  v.  Joslyn, 
31  Colo.  220,  72  Pac.  1079,  102  Am.  St. 
Eep.   30;    Bottom   v.   Barton,   12    Colo. 
App.  53,  54  Pac.  1031.   Conn.  — Hubert 
V.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  E.   Co.,  90 
Conn.    261,   96   Atl.   967;    Shelinsky   v. 
Foster,  87   Conn.   90,  87  Atl.  35,  Ann. 
Cas.  1914C,  1007;   Plumb  *.  Griffin,  74 
Conn.   132,   50   Atl.   1.    Del.  — Klair  v. 
Philadelphia,  B.  &  W.  E.  Co.,  2  Boyce 
274,  78  Atl.  1085.   Fla.  —  Ingram-Dekle 
Lumb.  Co.  V.  Geiger,  71  Fla.  390,  71  So. 
562,   Ann.    Cas.    1918A,    971;    Eentz   v. 
Live  Oak  Bank,  61  Fla.  403,  55  So.  856; 
Atlantic  Coast  Line  E.  Co.  v.  Crosby, 
53  Fla.  400,  43  So.   318;   Louisville  & 
N.  E.  Co.  V.  Guyton,  47  Fla.  188,  36  So. 
84;  Wilkinson  v.  Pensaeola  &  A.  E.  Co., 
35  Fla.  82,  17  So.  71.    Oa.  — Napier  v. 
Strong,  19  Ga.  App.  401,  91  S.  E.  579. 
111.  —  Prechett  v.  Illinois  Central  Eail- 
road    Co.,    197    111.    App.    213;    Sattley 
Manufacturing  Co.  v.    Wendt,   116   111. 
App.   375.    Ind.  —  Evansville   &  R.  E. 
Co.  V.  Barnes,  137  Ind.  306,  36  N.  E. 
1092;  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Godman,   104  Ind.   490,   4   N.   E.   163; 
Indianapolis    Union    Ey.    Co.    v.    Neu- 
baucher,  16  Ind.  App.  21,  43  N.  E.  576, 
44  N.  E.   669;   Wellington  v.  Howard, 
5  Ind.  App.  539,  31  N.  E.  852;  Becker 
V.  Baumgartner,  5  Ind.  App.  676,  32  N. 
E.  786.    la.  —  Mudge  v.  Eailway  Mail 
Equipment  Co.,  167  Iowa  656,  149  N.  W. 
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material  particular. *' 


867.  Kan.  —  Eoyer  v.  Western  Silo  Co., 
S9  Kan.  309,  161  Pac.  654.  Ky.  — Mer- 
ritt  V.  Cravens,  168  Ky.  155,  181  S.  W. 
970,  L.  E.  A.  1917F,  935;  Wilkins  v. 
Barnes,  79  Ky.  323.  Md.  —  Ryan  v. 
Gross,  68  Md.  377,  12  Atl.  115,  16  Atl. 
302;  Jones  v.  Barnett,  35  Md.  258. 
Mass.  —  Cavanagh  v.  Tyson,  W.  &  M. 
Co.,  227  Mass.  437,  116  N.  E.  818;  Tay- 
lor V.  Dexter  Engine  Co.,  146  Mass.  613, 
16  N.  E.  462;  Butterworth  v.  Western 
Assur.  Co.,  132  Mass.  489;  Little  V. 
Blunt,  16  Pick.  359;  Nichols  v.  Prince, 

8  Allen  404.  Mich.  —  Bush  v.  Haire, 
197  Mich.  85,  163  N.  W.  875;  Collins  v. 
Beecher,  45  Mich.  436,  8  N.  W.  97. 
Miss.  —  Ware  v.  McQuillan,  54  Miss. 
703.  Mo.  —  Chitty  v.  St.  Louis,  I  M.  & 
S.  Ey.  Co.,  148  Mo.  64,  49  S.  W.  868; 
Eeed  v.  Bott,  100  Mo.  62,  12  S.  W.  347, 
14  S.  W.  1089;  National  Live  Stock 
Com.  Co.  V.  Donohoe  (Mo.  App.),  210 
S.  W.  929;  Lebrecht  v.  New  State  Bank, 
199  Mo.  App.  642,  205  S.  W.  273;  Hib- 
ner  v.  Short  (Mo.  App.),  189  S.  W.  583; 
Chamlee  v.  Planters'  Hotel  Co.,  155 
Mo.  App.  144,  134  S.  W.  123;  Halliwell 
Cement  Co.  v.  Stewart,  103  Mo.  App. 
182,  77  S.  W.  124;  Crawford  v.  Thor- 
oughman,  13  Mo.  App.  579.  Neb. 
Welsh  V.  South  Omaha,  98  Neb.  148,  152 
N.  W.  302.   N.  J.  —  Mulford  v.  Bowen, 

9  N.  J.  L.  315.  N.  y.  — Child  v.  New 
York  Elevated  E.  Co.,  89  App.  Div. 
598,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.  604;  Lynch  v. 
Cronk,  91  Misc.  422,  155  N.  Y.  Supp. 
271 ;  Hecla  Powder  Co.  v.  Hudson  Eiver 
etc.  Co.,  7  Misc.  630,  28  N.  Y.  Supp. 
34;  Muller  v.  Schumann,  19  N.  Y.  Supp. 
213;  Hoag  V.  Weston,  10  N.  Y.  Civ. 
Proc.  92.  N.  C.  —  Talley  v.  Harris 
Granite  Quarries  Co.,  174  N.  C.  445,  93 
S.  E.  995;  Green  v.  Biggs,  167  N.  C. 
417,  83  S.  B.  553;  Hunt  v.  Vanderbilt, 
115  N.  C.  559,  20  S.  E.  168;  Faulk  v. 
Thornton,  108  N.  C.  314,  12  S.  E.  998; 
Pendleton  v.  Dalton,  96  N.  C.  507,  2  S. 
E.  759;  McKee  v.  Lineberger,  69  N.  C. 
217.  N.  D.  — Eiekel  v.  Sherman,  34  N. 
D.  298,  158  N.  W.  266.  Ohio.  — Hough 
V.  Young,  1  Ohio  504.  Okla.  —  Co- 
manche Merc.  Co.  v.  Wheeler  &  Motter 
Merc.  Co.,  55  Okla.  328,  155  Pac.  583; 
Chambers  v.  Van  Wagner,  32  Okla.  774, 
123  Pac.  1117.  Pa.  —  National  Bank  v. 
Lake  Erie  Asphalt  Block  Co.,  233  Pa. 
421,  82  Atl.  773;  Ben  Franklin  Fire 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Flynn,  98  Pa.  627;  Filson  v. 
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Dunbar,  26  Pa.  475;  Grubb  v.  Mahoning 
Nav.  Co.,  14  Pa.  302;  Tarentum  Lumb. 
Co.  V.  Marvin,  61  Pa.  Super.  294;  Boya- 
jian  V.  Ohanian,  60  Pa.  Super.  614; 
Hennessy  v.  Anstock,  19  Pa.  Super. 
644;  Eepsher  v.  Shane,  3  Yeates  575, 
S.  C.  —  Lancaster  v.  Columbia,  104  S. 
C.  228,  88  S.  E.  463;  Pitzsimons  v. 
Guanahani  Co.,  16  S.  C.  192;  Simkins 
V.  Montgomery,  1  Nott  &  McC.  589; 
Vidal  V.  Clarke,  2  Eich.  L.  359.  S.  D. 
North  Star  Boot  &  Shoe  Co.  v.  Steb- 
bins,  3  S.  D.  540,  54  N.  W.  593.  Tenn. 
American  Lead  Pencil  Co.  v.  Nashville, 
C.  &  St.  L.  Ev.,  124  Tenn.  57,  134  S. 
W.  613,  32  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  323;  Sap- 
pington  V.  Eutherford,  3  Hayw.  271. 
Tex. — McClelland  v.  Smith,  3  Tex.  210; 
Grand  Lodge,  A.  O.  U.  W.  v.  Schwartz 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  205  S.  W.  166;  Texas 
Glass  &  Paint  Co.  v.  Darnell  Lumb. 
Corp.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  185  S.  W.  965; 
Angelina  County  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Hines 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  184  S.  W.  596;  Stev- 
ens V.  Crosby  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  166  S. 
W.  62.  Utah.  —  Beason  v.  Western 
Meat  Co.,  40  Utah  398,  124  Pac.  335. 
Vt.  — White  V.  Hall,  91  Vt.  57,  99  Atl. 
274;  Gates  v.  Bowker,  18  Vt.  23.  Va. 
Cook  V.  Berkley,  3  Call  (7  Va.)  378. 
Wash.  —  Gilbert  v.  Morgan  Lumb.  Co., 
87  Wash.  293,  151  Pac.  785;  Lee  Hong 
V.  Schoenwald,  86  Wash.  326,  150  Pac. 
436;  Eaton  v.  General  Compressed  Air 
&  Vacuum  Maeh.  Co.,  62  Wash.  373, 
113  Pae.  1091.  Wis.  —  Cudworth  v. 
Gaynor,  76  Wis.  296,  44  N.  W.  1103. 

[a]  Medium  of  Payment.  —  There 
should  be  substantial  correspondence 
between  the  allegations  and  the  proof 
as  to  the  medium  of  payment.  Ala. 
Tuskaloosa  Cotton-Seed  O.  Co.  v.  Perry, 
85  Ala.  158,  4  So.  635.  Me.  —  Swanton 
V.  Lynch,  58  Me.  294.  Mass.  —  Canfield 
i;.  Miller,  13  Gray  274;  Baylies  v.  Fet- 
typlace,  7  Mass.  325.  Mich.  —  Judd  v. 
Burton,  51  Mich.  74,  16  N.  W.  237.  Mo. 
Sisney  v.  Arnold,  28  Mo.  App.  568.  N. 
Y.  —  Mann  v.  Morewood,  5  Sandf.  557. 
S.  C.  —  Wagener  &  Co.  v.  Mars,  20  S. 
C.  533. 

[b]  An  allegation  In  a  hill  to  en- 
force a  mechanic's  lien  that  the  work 
was  to  be  paid  for  when  fully  com- 
pleted, is  not  supported  by  proof  that 
it  was  to  be  paid  for  by  a  certain  day 
named.    Bush  v.  Connelly,  33   111.  447. 

83.    U.  S.  —  Bamberger  v.  Terry,  103 
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b.  Purpose  of  Rule.  —  The  object  of  the  rule  is  that  the  adversary- 
may  not  be  taken  by  surprise  at  the  trial  with  reference  to  the  ease  he 
is  to  meet  as  made  out  by  the  pleadings,'*  and  to  enable  him  to  plead 
the  judgment  in  bar  of  a  second  suit  for  the  same  thing.^'  Any  other 
rule  would  operate  to  defeat  the  ends  of  justice.'* 


TJ.  S.  40,  26  L.  ed.  317;  Waters  v.  Guile, 
234  Fed.  532,  148  C.  C.  A.  298.  Ark. 
St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  B.  Co.  v.  State, 
59  Ark.  165,  26  S.  W.  824.  Colo. 
Manners  v.  Eraser,  6  Colo.  App.  21,  39 
Pae.  889.  Conn.  —  McNerney  v.  Barnes, 
77  Conn.  155,  58  Atl.  714;  Prince  v.  Ta- 
kash,  75  Conn.  616,  54  Atl.  1003.  111. 
Carlin  v.  Chicago,  262  111.  564,  104  N. 
E.  905,  Ann.  Oas.  1915B,  213;  Swift  & 
Co.  V.  Foster,  163  111.  50,  44  N.  E.  837. 
Ind.  —  Brownlee  v.  Kenneipp,  41  Ind. 
216;  Farmers'  Mut.  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Jaekman,  35  Ind.  App.  1,  73  N.  E.  730; 
Cincinnati,  H.  &  I.  E.  Co.  v.  Eevalee, 
17  Ind.  App.  657,  46  N.  E.  352.  la. 
Correll  v.  Glasscock,  26  Iowa  83.  Kan. 
Bailey  v.  Gatewood,  68  Kan.  231,  74 
Pae.  1117;  Missouri  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Cally,  41  Kan.  639,  655,  21  Pac.  574; 
Wilcox  &  White  Organ  Co.  v.  Lasley, 
40  Kan.  521,  20  Pae.  228.  Ky.  — Phoe- 
nix-Jellieo  Coal  Co.  v.  Grant,  159  Ky. 
95,  166  S.  W.  812;  Covington  v.  Miles, 
26  Ky.  L.  Eep.  609,  82  S.  W.  281;  Chi- 
cago, St.  L.  &  N.  O.  B.  Co.  V.  Wilson, 
25  Ky.  L.  Eep.  525,  76  S.  W.  138.  Mass. 
Soule  V.  Eussell,  13  Mete.  436.  Minn. 
White  V.  Culver,  10  Minn.  192;  Short 
V.  McEea,  4  Minn.  119.  Mo.  —  Leslie 
V.  Wabash  etc.  B.  Co.,  88  Mo.  5'0;  Casey 
V.  Donovan,  65  Mo.  App.  521.  Neb, 
Chicago  House  Wreck.  Co.  v.  Stewart 
Lumb.  Co.,  66  Neb.  835,  92  N.  W.  1009; 
Bush  V.  Bank  of  Commerce,  38  Neb. 
403,  56  N.  W.  989.  N.  Y.  — Pixley  v. 
Clark,  32  Barb.  268;  Griswold  v.  Sedg- 
wick, 1  Wend.  126;  Patterson  v.  Pat- 
terson, 1  Eobt.  184.  Ohio.  —  Lake  Shore 
&  M.  S.  By.  Co.  V.  Lavalley,  36  Ohio  St. 
221.  Ore.  — Kitchen  v.  Holmes,  42  Ore. 
252,  70  Pae.  830.  Tex.  —  Weld-Neville 
Cotton  Co.  V.  Lewis  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
163  S.  W.  667.  Va.  — Consumers'  Ice 
Co.  V.  Jennings,  100  Va.  719,  42  S.  E. 
879.  Wash.  —  Kneeland  Inv.  Co.  v.  Be- 
rendes,  81  Wash.  372,  142  Pac.  869. 
Wis.  —  Phillips  v.  Jarvis,  19  Wis.  204. 

[a]  A  plaintiff  must  allege  and 
prove  every  element  that  constitutes 
his  cause  of  action;  and  the  converse 
is  true  that  elements  constituting  a 
cause  of  action  are  those  that  must  be 

40 


alleged  and  proved.    Swift   &   Co.   v. 
Foster,  163  111.  50,  44  N.  E.  837. 

84.  Conn.  —  Shepard  v.  New  Haven 
etc.  Co.,  45  Conn.  54;  House  v.  Met- 
ealf,  27  Conn.  631.  Ga.  —  Watson  v. 
Brightwell,  60  Ga.  212.  lU.  — Wabash 
Western  E.  Co.  v.  Friedman,  146  111. 
583,  30  N.  E.  353,  34  N.  E.  1111. 

[a]  The  object  for  which  the  rule 
if  established  is  to  effect  the  same  pur- 
pose as  a  declaration,  that  is,  to  warn 
the  defendant  of  the  claim  or  charge 
which  is  sought  to  be  made  out  against 
him,  and  to  enable  him  to  plead  the 
judgment  in  bar  of  a  second  suit  for 
the  same  thing.  We  think  the  rule  is 
sound  and  well  calculated  to  effect  the 
ends  of  justice.  Branch  v.  Branch,  6 
Fla.  314. 

[b]  "Every  allegation  essential  to 
the  issue  must  be  proved  in  the  form 
stated;  the  facts  proven  must  be  le- 
gally identical  with  the  claim  put 
forth;  and  this  for  the  defendant's  pro- 
tection; first,  that  he  may  know  the 
charge  which  he  is  to  meet;  secondly, 
if  he  is  unable  to  disprove  it,  that  the 
verdict  and  judgment  may  protect  him 
from  another  action  based  upon  the 
same  wrong."  Shepard  v.  New  Haven 
&  N.  Co.,  45  Conn.  54. 

85.  Branch  v.  Branch,  6  Fla.  314. 

86.  House  v.  Metcalf,  27  Conn.  631; 
Branch  v.  Branch,  6  Fla.  314. 

[a]  "There  is  no  principle  connect- 
ed with  the  administration  of  the  law 
Biore  elementary  in  its  character,  or 
of  more  constant  and  universal  appli- 
cation, than  the  well  recognized  doc- 
trine that  the  allegations  and  proofs 
must  agree.  The  rule  is  applicable  to 
all  pleadings,  and  is  as  fully  recognized 
and  as  rigidly  enforced  in  courts  of 
equity  as  in  courts  of  law.  If  parties 
were  permitted  to  recover  by  proof 
of  a  state  of  facts  variant  from  that 
set  forth  in  their  pleadings,  all  plead- 
ings, so  far  from  subserving  any  wise 
or  good  purpose,  would  be  but  a  snare 
and  a  delusion:  they  would  constantly 
be  subverted  to  the  worst  of  purposes 
in  order  to  gain  an  unrighteous  advan- 
tage."  Kellogg  V.  Moore,  97  111.  282. 
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c.  Matters  Admitted.  —  The  requirement  that  the  proof  conform  to 
and  establish  the  necessary  allegations  does  not  extend  to  matters 
which  are  admitted  by  the  pleadings  of  the  parties,*'  or  by  their  bind- 
ing stipulations.'* 

2.  Degree  of  Conformity  Required.  —  a.  In  General.  — (i.)  At 
Common  Law.— In  keeping  with  the  rigid  system  of  practice  which  ob- 
tained at  common  law,  the  rule  of  variance  was  there  adhered  to  in  all 
its  strictness.  Technical,  accuracy  was  required  to  avoid  a  variance,*' 
and  slight  discrepancies  between  the  pleading  and  the  proof  were 
frequently  fatal.'" 

(11.)  Under  the  Statutes  and  Codes.  —  The  statutes  and  codes  departing 
from  the  severe  and  exact  rules  of  the  common  law,'^  have,  in  general, 
laid  down  liberal  principles  as  to  variance,'^  and  no  longer  require  im- 


87.    U.  S.  —  La  Compagnie  G.  Trans- 
atlantique  v.  Hayes,  168  Fed.  903,  94 
C.   C.   A.   243.    Cal.  —  National   Lumb. 
Co.  V.   Eipple,  166   Cal.   506,  137   Pae. 
236;  Parkside  Bealty  Co.  v.  MacDon- 
ald,  166  Cal.  426,  137  Pac.  21;  Lucas 
V.   Gobbi,   10   Cal.   App.   648,  103   Pae. 
157.  Colo.  —  Sehildt  v.  Board  of  Comrs., 
52,   Colo.    509,    122    Pac.    910.     Conn. 
Weissman  v.  County  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  83 
Conn.  716,  76  Atl.  1105.   Ga.  — Lowe  v. 
News  Pub.  Co.,  9  6a.  App.  103,  70  S. 
B.  607.   lU.  — First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Wat- 
son, 277  111.  186,  115  N.  E.  156.    Ind. 
Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Brown,  178  Ind.  11,  97  N.  E.  145,  98 
N.  E.  625.   Mont.  —  Grorud  v.  Lossl,  48 
Mont.  274,  136  Pac.  1069.  N.  Y.  — Eey- 
nolds  V.  Harlem  Const.  Co.,  128  N.  Y. 
Supp.  642.    N.  D.  — Mitchell  v.  Knudt- 
son  Land  Co.,  19  N.  D.'  736,  124  N.  W. 
946.    Ore.  —  Bigelow  v.  Columbia  Gold 
Min.  Co.,  64  Ore.  452,  103  Pac.  56,  1007. 
S.  C.  —  Ex  parte  Zeigler,  88  S.  C.  168, 
70   S.   E.   726.    Tex.  —  San   Antonio  v. 
Newnam   (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  201  S.  W. 
191;  Johnson  v.  Hall  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
163    S.    W.    399;    Midkiff    v.    Johnson 
County  Savings  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
144  S.  "W.  705;    Veeder  v.  Gilmer  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  120  S.  W.  584.  Vt.— White's 
Admx.  %.  Central  Vermont  Ey.  Co.,  87 
Vt.  330,  89  Atl.  618.   Wash.  — Mary  M. 
Miller  &   Sons  v.   Simmons,   67   Wash. 
294,  121  Pac.  462;     Lownsdale  v.  Grays 
Harbor  Boom   Co.,  54  Wash.   542,  103 
Pac.  833. 

[a]  Execution  of  contract  sued  on 
admitted.  Gordon  Tiger  Min.  &  Eed. 
Co.  V.  Brown,  56  Colo.  301,  138  Pac. 
51. 

[b]  No  proof  of  plaintiff's  owner- 
ship or  title   is   necessary   where   it  is 
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admitted  by  the  defendant.   Sleeper  v. 
Killion  (la.),  157  N.  W.  226. 

88.  See  the  title  "Stipulations." 

89.  Ala.  —  Milton  v.  Haden,  32  Ala. 
30,  70  Am.  Dec.  523;  Smith  v.  Causey, 
28  Ala.  655,  65  Am.  Dee.  372.  Conn. 
Allen  V.  Jarvis,  20  Conn.  38.  D.  C. 
Williams  v.  United  States,  3  App.  Gas. 
335.  Ga.  —  Phillips  v.  Dodge,  8  Ga.  51; 
White  V.  MOlyneux,  2  Ga.  124.  HI. 
McAllister  v.  Clark,  86  111.  236;  Spang- 
ler  V.  Pugh,  21  111.  85,  74  Am.  Dee.  77. 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Montgomery  Co. 
Nat.  Bank,  64  Kan.  134,  67  Pac.  458. 
Md.  — Eyan  v.  Gross,  68  Md.  377,  12 
Atl.  115,  16  Atl.  302.  N.  Y.  — Sears  v. 
Barnum,  1  Clarke  Ch.  139;  East  Boston 
Timber  Co.  v.  Persons,  2  Hill  126.  N. 
H.  — Silver  v.  Kendrick,  2  N.  H.  160. 
Pa.  —  Ben  Franklin  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Flynn,  98  Pa.  627.  S.  D.  — North  Star 
Boot  &  Shoe  Co.  v.  Stebbins,  3  S.  D. 
540,  54  N.  W.  593.  Tex.  —  McClelland 
V.  Smith,  3  Tex.  210.  Vt.  — Allen  v. 
Lyman,  27  Vt.  20.  Eng.  —  Jones  v. 
Cowley,  6  Dowl.  &  E.  533;  Hemming  v. 
Parry,  6  C.  &  P.  580,  25  E.  C.  L.  585. 

90.  Md.  —  Eyan  v.  Gross,  68  Md. 
377,  12  Atl.  115,  16  Atl.  302.  N.  Y. 
East  Boston  Timber  Co.  v.  Persons,  2 
Hill  126.  Eng.  —  Jones  v.  Cowley,  6 
Dowl.  &  E.  533;  Hemming  v.  Parry,  6 
C.  &  P.  580,  25  E.  C.  L.  585. 

91.  See  supra,  III,  C,  2,  a,  (I). 

92.  V.  S.  —  Salt  Lake  City  v.  Smith, 
104  Fed.  457,  43  C.  C.  A.  637.  Ala. 
Andrews  v.  State,  123  Ala.  42,  26  So. 
522;  Manchester  P.  Assur.  Co.  v.  Fei- 
belman,  118  Ala.  308,  23  So.  759.  Cal. 
Foster  v.  Carr,  135  Cal.  83,  67  Pac.  43; 
Lyies  V.  Perrin,  134  Cal.  417,  66  Pac. 
472;  Moore  v.  Douglas,  132  Cal.  399, 
64  Pac.  705;  Duke  v.  Huntington,  ISO 
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plicit  harmony  between  allegations  and  proof.''     The  object  of  these 


Cal.  272,  62  Pac.  510.  Colo.  — Mulli- 
gan V.  Smith,  32  Colo.  404,  76  Pao.  1063; 
Bottom  17.  Barton,  12  Colo.  App.  53,  54 
Pac.  1031.  D.  O.  —  Washington  &  G. 
R.  Co.  V.  Hiekey,  5  App.  Cas.  436.  Fla. 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Guyton,  47 
Fla.  188,  36  So.  84.  Idaho.  —  Davidson 
Gtoc.  Co.  v.  Johnston,  24  Idaho  336, 
133  Pac.  929,  Ann.  Cas.  1915C,  1129. 
lU.  —  Heyman  v.  Heyman,  210  111.  524, 
71  N.  E.  591;  Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co.  v. 
Behrens,  208  111.  20,  69  N.  E.  796; 
Stevens  V.  Stebbins,  4  111.  25;  Comer 
V.  McDonnell,  117  111.  App.  450;  Peoria 
Star  Co.  V.  Eloyd  Special  Agency,  115 
III.  App.  401.  Ind. — Hawkins  v.  Thomp- 
son (Ind.  App.),  122  N.  E.  431;  Con- 
solidated Stone  Co.  17.  Williams,  26  Ind. 
App.  131,  57  2Sr.  E.  558,  84  Am.  St.  Rep. 
278.  la.  —  Mudge  v.  Railway  Mail 
Equipment  Co.,  167  Iowa  656,  149  N. 
W.  867.  Kan.  —  Danielson  v.  Scott,  88 
Kan.  789,  129  Pac.  1190;  Bailey  v. 
Gatewood,  68  Kan.  231,  74  Pac.  1117; 
People's  Nat.  Bank  v.  Myers,  65  Kan. 
122,  69  Pac.  164.  Mass.  —  Elliott  v. 
Worcester  Tr.  Co.,  189  Mass.  542,  75 
N.  E.  944;  Meaney  v.  Kehoe,  181  Mass. 
424,  63  N.  E.  925.  Mich.  —  0 'Neil  v. 
Newman,  132  Mich.  489,  93  N.  W.  1064; 
Hasse  v.  Freud,  119.  Mich.  358,  78  N. 
W.  131.  Minn. —Wilcox  Lumb.  Co.  v. 
Ritteman,  88  Minn.  18,  92  N.  W.  472; 
St.  Louis  V.  American  L.  &  T,  Co.,  75 
Minn.  489,  78  N.  W.  113;  Anderson  v. 
Johnson,  74  Minn.  171,  77  N.  W.  26. 
Miss.  —  Georgia  Pae.  R.  Co.  v.  Baird, 
76  Miss.  521,  24  So.  195;  New  Orleans, 
J.  &  G.  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Echols,  54  Miss. 
264;  Fuleord  v.  Hamberlin,  4  Smed.  & 
M.  649.  Mo.  —  Turner  v.  Chillicothe  & 
D.  M.  C.  R.  Co.,  51  Mo.  501;  Thomas 
V.  Bambrick  Bros.  Const.  Co.,  189  Mo. 
App.  623,  175  S.  W.  258;  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Stam,  186  Mo.  App.  439,  171 
S.  W.  567;  Bigham  v.  Tinsley,  160  Mo, 
App.  605,  140  iS.  W.  1193;  Rumbolz  «. 
Bennett,  86  Mo.  App.  174.  Neb. 
Welsh  V.  South  Omaha,  98  Neb.  148, 
152  N.  W.  302;  Toy  v.  McHugh,  62 
Neb.  820,  87  N.  W.  1059;  Vix  v.  Why- 
man,  58  Neb.  190,  78  N.  W.  497;  Hof- 
mann  v.  Tucker,  58  Neb.  457,  78  N.  W. 
941.  Ner.  —  Burgess  v.  Helm,  24  Nev. 
242,  51  Pae.  1025.  N.  J.  — Rollins  v. 
Atlantic  City  R.  Co.,  73  N.  J.  L.  64,  62 
Atl.  929.  N.  T.  —  Catlin  v.  Gunter,  11 
N.  Y.   368,   10   How.  Pr.   315,  62   Am. 


Dec.  113.  N.  D.  —  Halloran  v.  Holmes, 
13  N.  D.  411,  101  N.  W.  310.  Okla. 
Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Banters' 
Nat.  Bank,  32  Okla.  290,  122  Pac.  499. 
Ore.  —  Nelson  v.  Dowgiallo,  73  Ore. 
342,  143  Pac.  924,  1199;  West  v.  Eley, 
39  Ore.  461,  65  Pac.  798;  Denn  v. 
Peters,  36  Ore.  486,  59  Pac.  1109.  S.  O. 
Hayes  v.  Walker,  70  S.  C.  41,  48  S.  E. 
989.  S.  D.  — Woodford  v.  Kelley,  18 
S.  D.  615,  101  N.  W.  1069;  Meldrum 
V.  Kenefick,  15  S.  D.  370,  89  N.  W. 
863;  Hermiston  v.  Green,  11  S.  D.  81, 
75  N.  W.  819.  Tex.  —  Kalteyer  v. 
Wipff,  92  Tex.  673,  52  S.  W.  63;  Echols 
V.  Jacobs  Merc.  Co.,  38  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
65,  84  S.  W.  1082;  Slayden  v.  Stone, 
19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  618,  47  S.  W.  747. 
Utah,  — Hecla  Gold  Min.  Co.  v.  Gis- 
born,  21  Utah  68,  59  Pac.  518.  Vt. 
Blaisdell  v.  Davis,  72  Vt.  295,  48  Atl. 
14.  Va.  —  Consumers'  Ice  Co.  v.  Jen- 
nings, lOO  Va.  719,  42  S.  B.  879;  Cohen 
V.  Bellenot  (Va.),  32  S.  E.  455.  Wash. 
Kneeland  Inv.  Co.  v.  Berendes,  81 
Wash.  372,  142  Pac.  869;  Meals  v.  De 
Soto  Placer  Min.  Co.,  33  Wastl.  302,  74 
Pac.  470;  Ernst  v.  Fox,  26  Wash.  526, 
67  Pac.  258;  Olson  v.  Snake  River  Val. 
R.  Co.,  22  Wash.  139,  60  Pac.  156. 

93,  Cal.  —  Fitzgerald  v.  Southern 
Pac.  Co.,  36  Cali  App.  660,  173  Pac.  91. 
Colo.  —  Bottom  V.  Barton,  12  Colo.  App. 
53,  54  Pae.  1031.  Idaho.  —  Davidson 
Groc.  Co.  V.  Johnston,  24  Idaho  336, 
133  Pac.  929,  Ann.  Cas.  1915C,  1129. 
Ind.  —  Hawkins  v.  Thompson  (Ind. 
App.),  122  N.  B.  431;  Southern  In- 
diana R.  Co.  V.  Drennen,  44  Ind.  App. 
14,  88  N.  E.  724.  Kan.  — O'Harro  v. 
Akey,  98  Kan.  511,  158  Pae.  854.  Mo. 
Evans  v.  Evans,  52  S.  W.  12;  Turner 
V.  Chillicothe  &  D.  M.  C.  R.  Co.,  51  Mo. 
501;  Thomas  v.  Bambrick  Bros.  Const. 
Co.,  189  Mo.  App.  623,  175  S.  W,  258; 
Bigham  v.  Tinsley,  160  Mo.  App.  605, 
140  S.  W.  1193.  Neb.  — Welsh  v.  South 
Omaha,  98  Neb.  148,  152  N.  W.  302; 
Toy  V.  McHugh,  62  Neb.  820,  87  N.  W. 
1059.  N.  D.  —  Rickel  v.  Sherman,  34 
N.  D.  298,  158  N.  W.  266.  Okla.  —  Chi- 
cago, R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.  Co.  V.  Bankers' 
Nat.  Bank,  32  Okla.  290,  122  Pac.  499. 
Ore. — Blake  v.  National  Hospital  Assn., 
70  Ore.  264,  141  Pac.  158.  Pa.  — Taren- 
tum  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Marvin,  61  Pa.  Super. 
294;  Clymer- Jones  Lifh.  Co.  v.  United 
States  etc.  Co.,  48  Pa.  Super.  636;   Wal- 

Vol.  XXV 


628 


VARIANCE  AND  PAILURE  OF  PROOF 


statutory  provisions  was  to  correct  the  harshness  of  the  common  law 
rules  relating  to  variance.**  They  were  intended  to  prevent  a  euitor 
having  a  meritorious  cause  of  action  from  being  thrown  out  of  court, 
or  a  defendant  having  a  valid  defense  from  presenting  that  defense, 
for  mistakes  in  his  pleadings  which  do  not  affect  the  merits  of  the 
controversy  or  prejudice  the  rights  of  the  adversary.'"  Hence,  under 
the  rule  of  the  codes  it  avails  a  litigant  nothing  to  show  a  variance  be- 
tween his  adversary's  pleadings  and  proofs  without  showing  a  result- 
ing injury.'"  It  must  appear  that  he  was,  to  repeat  the  language  of  the 
code,  "misled  to  his  prejudice"  in  maintaining  his  action  or  defense 
upon  the  merits."  Further,  unless  there  is  a  failure  of  proof  "  which 
is  under  the  statute  necessarily  fatal,"  there  must  be  a  showing  of 
prejudice  ^  made  to  the  trial  court  ^  whose  duty  it  becomes  to  determine 
its  sufficiency.  If  the  court  finds  upon  such  showing  that  the  variance 
is  material,  it  may  order  the  pleadings  amended,'  and  in  case  the  vari- 
ance is  in  some  immaterial  respect  it  may  be  cured  by  amendment,* 
or  disregarded  altogether." 

(in.)  In  Equity.  —  In  equity,  as.  well  as  at  law,  the  proof  must  con- 
form to  and  support  the  averments."  A  party  cannot  state  one  case  in 
his  bill  and  make  out  another  by  his  evidence,'  no  matter  how  just  may; 


ter  V.  Transue,  22  Pa.  Super.  617.  S.  D. 
Kliak  V.  Quinn,  37  S.  D.  83,  156  N,  "W. 
797.  Tex.  —  Hankins  v.  Dilley  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  206  S.  W.  549.  Wash. 
Gilbert  v.  Morgan  Lumb.  Co.,  87  Wash. 
293,  151  Pac.  785;  Lee  Hong  v.  Schoen- 
wald,  86  Wash.  326,  150  Pac.  436;  Ol- 
son V.  Snake  Eiver  Val.  E.  Co.,  22  Wash. 
139,  60  Pac.  156. 

94.  Lee  Hong  v.  Schoenwald,  86 
Wash.  326,  150  Pae.  436. 

95.  Lee  Hong  v.  Schoenwald,  86 
Wash.  326,  150  Pac.  436;  Olson  V. 
Snake  Eiver  Val.  E.  Co.,  22  Wash.  139, 
60  Pac.  156. 

96.  Cal.  —  Pitzgerald  v.  Southern 
Pac.  Co.,  36  Cal.  App.  660,  173  Pac.  91. 
Kan.  —  O'Harro  v.  Akey,  98  Kan.  511j 
158  Pac.  854.  Mo.  —  National  Live 
Stock  Com.  Co.  v.  Donohoe  (Mo.  App.), 
210  S.  W.  929;  Thomas  V.  Bambrick 
Bros.  Const.  Co.,  189  Mo.  App.  623,  175 
S.  W.  258.  Neb.— Welsh  v.  South  Oma- 
ha, 98  Neb.  148,  152  N.  W.  302.  Okla. 
Chicago,  E.  L  &  P.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Bankers' 
Nat.  Bank,  32  Okla.  290,  122  Pac.  499. 
Ore.  —  Nelson  v.  Dowgiallo,  73  Ore. 
342,  143  Pac.  924.  Pa.  — Tarentum 
Lumb.  Co.  V.  Marvin,  61  Pa.  Super.  294. 
S.  D.  —  Klink  v.  Quinn,  37  S.  D.  83,  156 
N.  W.  797.  Wash.  —  Gilbert  v.  Morgan 
Lumb.  Co.,  87  Wash.  293,  151  Pac.  785. 
See  infra,  III,  C,  2,  b,  (III). 

97.  See  infra,  III,  C,  2,  b,  (II),  (B). 
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98.  Failure  of  proof  defined,  see 
supra,  III,  A,  1,  b. 

99.  See  infra,  III,  C,  2,  b,  (II),  (A). 

1.  See  infra.  III,  C,  2,  b,   (III). 

2.  See  supra.  III,  C,  8,  a. 

3.  See  1  Standard  Pkoc.   874. 

4.  See  the  title  " Amendments  and 
Jeofails  *  * 

5.  See  infra.  III,  C,  2,  b,  (III). 

6.  See  supra.  III,  A,  2,  a. 

7.  U.  S.  —  Dashiell  v.  Grosvenor,  66 
Fed.  334,  13  C.  C,  A.  593,  27  L.  E.  A. 
67;  McCracken  v.  Eobison,  57  Fed. 
375,  6  C.  C.  A.  400;  South  Park  Comrs. 
V.  Kerr,  13  Fed.  602.  Ala.  —  Smith  v. 
Pullum,  184  Ala.  380,  63  So.  965;  Brown 
V.  Weaver,  113  Ala.  228,  20  So.  964; 
Hooper  v.  Strahan,  71  Ala.  75;  Winter 
V.  Merrick  &  Sons,  69  Ala.  86;  Machem 
V.  Machem,  28  Ala.  374;  Clements  v. 
Kellogg,  1  Ala.  330.  Cal.  —  Noonan  v. 
Nunan,  76  Cal.  44,  18  Pac.  98;  Green 
V.  Covillaud,  10  Oal.  317,  70  Am.  Dec. 
725.  Colo.  —  Francis  v.  Wells,  2  Colo. 
660.  Ga.  —  Keaton  v.  McGwier,  24  Ga. 
217.  lU.  — Leahy  v.  Nolan,  261  111. 
219,  103  N.  E.  546;  Bartmess  v.  Fuller, 
170  111.  193,  48  N.  E.  452;  Adams  V. 
Gill,  158  111.  190,  41  N.  E.  738;  Meers 
V.  Stevens,  106  111.  549;  Kellogg  v. 
Moore,  97  111.  282;  Morris  v.  Tillson, 
81  111.  607;  Tuck  t).  Downing,  76  111. 
71;  Chaffin  v.  Kimball's  Heirs,  23  HI. 
36;        Commissioners  of  Highwsiys  v. 
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be  the  claim  he  thus  establishes.*  The  rule  as  to  the  consequences  of  a 
variance  between  the  pleading  and  the  proof  has,  however,  been  more 
liberal  in  equity  than  at  law,"  as  under  the  codes,  mere  discrepancies 
are  disregarded,^"  and  the  evidence  is  only  required  to  substantially 


Beboe,  43  111.  App.  25.  Ind. — Peelman 
V.  Peelman,  4  Ind.  612.  Ky. — ^Lemaster 
V.  Burckhart,  2  Bibb  25.  Md.  — Small 
V.  Owings,  1  Md.  Ch.  363.  Mich.— Ford 
V.  Loomis,  33  Mich.  121;  Budd  v.  Budd, 
33  Mich.  101;  Harwood  v.  Underwood, 
28  Mich.  427;  Converse  v.  Blumrich, 
14  Mich.  109,  90  Am.  Dec.  230.  Minn, 
Leighton  v.  Grant,  20  Minn.  345.  Mo, 
Lenox  v.  Harrison,  88  Mo.  491;  Priest 
V.  Way,  87  Mo.  16.  N.  J.  —  Lehigh  Val. 
E.  Co.  V.  McFarlan,  30  N.  J.  Eq.  180; 
Midmer  v.  Midmer  's  Exrs.,  27  K.  J.  Eq. 
548;  Midmer  v.  Midmer 's  Exrs.,  26  K. 
J.  Eq.  299;  Andrews  v.  Farnham,  10 
N.  J.  Eq.  91.  N.  Y.  — Lobdell  v.  Lob- 
dell,  36  N.  Y.  327;  Green  v.  Storm,  3 
Sandf.  Ch.  305;  Tripp  r.  Vincent,  3 
Barb.  Ch.  613.  N.  C  — Mallory  v. 
Mallory,  45  N.  G.  80.  Ohio.  —  Eoynolds 
V.  Morris,  17  Ohio  St.  510;  Dille  v. 
Woods,  14  Ohio  122.  Pa.  — Edwards  v. 
Brightly,  19  Phila.  251.  Vt.  — Barrett 
V.  Sargeant,  18  Vt.  365.  Va.  —  Pigg  v. 
Corder,  12  Leigh  (39  Va.)  69;  Mayo  v. 
Murchie,  3  Munf.  (17  Va.)  358.  W.  Va, 
Baugher  v.  Eichelberger,  11  W.  Va.  217, 
Wis.  —  Schumaker  v,  Hoeveler,  22  Wis. 
43;    Williams  v.  Starr,  5  Wis.  534. 

8.  Ala. — Lewis  v.  Montgomery  Mut. 
B.  &  L.  Assn.,  70  Ala.  276;  Helmetag 
V.  Frank,  61  Ala.  67;  Meadors  v.  As- 
kew, 56  Ala.  584;  Evana  v.  Battle,  19 
Ala.  398.  111.  — Ewing  v.  Sandoval  C. 
&  M.  Co.,  110  HI.  290.  Ind.  — Judy  v. 
Gilbert,  77  Ind.  96,  40  Am.  Bep.  289. 
Mich.  —  Peckham  v.  Buffam,  11  Mich. 
529.  Miss.  —  Pinson  v.  Williams,  23 
Miss.  64.  N.  H.  —  Bellows  v.  Stone,  14 
N.  H.  175.  N.  J.  —  Hoyt  v.  Hoyt,  27  N. 
J.  Eq.  399;  Andrews  v.  Fainham,  10 
N.  J.  Eq.  91. 

9.  XJ.  S.  —  Moore  V.  Crawford,  130 
U.  S.  122,  9  Sup.  Ct.  447,  32  L.  ed.  878; 
Crawford  v.  Moore,  28  Fed.  824;  Tufts 
V.  Tufts,  3  Woodb,  &  M.,  456,  24  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  14,233.  Ala.  —  Offutt  v.  Scott, 
47  Ala.  104;  Eldridge  v.  Turner,  11 
Ala.  1049;  Gilchrist  v.  Gilmer,  9  Ala. 
985.  m.  — Booth  V.  Wiley,  102  111.  84; 
Lloyd  V.  Higbee,  25  111.  603;  Morgan 
V.  Smith,  11  111.  194.  Ky.  — Hart's 
Devisees  v.  Hawkins'  Heirs,  3  Bibb 
502,  6  Am.  Deo.  666.    Tenn.  —  Bedford 


V.  Williams,  5  Coldw,  202. 

10,  U,  S,  —  Moore  v.  Crawford,  130 
U.  S.  122,  9  Sup.  Ct.  447,  32  L.  ed.  878; 
Boone  V.  Chiles,  10  Pet.  177,  9  L.  ed. 
388;  Smith  v.  Portland,  30  Fed.  734. 
Ala.  —  Helmetag  v.  Frank,  61  Ala.  67; 
Morrow  v.  Turney's  Admr.,  35  Ala.  131; 
Eldridge  v.  Turner,  11  Ala.  1049.  Conn. 
Shelinsky  v.  Foster,  87  Conn.  90,  87 
Atl.  35,  Ann.  Cas.  1914C,  1007;  Sacket 
V.  HUlhouse,  5  Day  551.  Fla.  —  Lee  v. 
Patten,  34  Fla.  149,  15  So.  775.  Ga. 
McCallam  v.  Carswell,  75  Ga.  25.  111. 
Adams  v.  Gill,  158  lU.  190,  41  N.  E, 
738;  Brockhausen  v.  Boehland,  137  111. 
547,  27  N.  E.  458;  Ewing  v.  Sandoval 
C.  &  M.  Co.,  110  111.  290;  Booth  v. 
Wiley,  102  111.  84;  Marvin  v.  Collins, 
98  111.  510.  la.  — Hood  v.  Smith,  79 
Iowa  621,  44  N.  W.  903.  Mich.  —  Web' 
ster  V.  Peet,  97  Mich.  326,  56  N,  W. 
558;  Merrill  v.  Allen,  38  Mich.  487. 
Miss,  —  Keaton  v.  Miller,  38  Miss.  630; 
Bass  V.  Taylor,  34  Miss.  342.  N.  H, 
Bellows  V.  Stone,  14  N.  H.  175.  N.  J. 
Jiooper  V.  Holmes,  11  N,  J.  Eq.  laa. 
N.  Y.  —  Sears  v.  Barnum,  1  Clarke  Ch. 
139;  Ontario  Bank  v.  Schermerhorn, 
10  Paige  109.  N,  C  — Williams  v. 
Honeyeutt,  176  N.  C.  102,  96  S,  E.  730. 
N,  D.  —  Eickel  v.  Sherman,  34  N.  D. 
298,  158  N,  W.  266.  Tenn.  — Crow  v. 
Blythe,  3  Hayw,  236.  Vt.  —  Weston  v. 
Gushing,  45  Vt.  531.  Va.  — Campbell 
V.  Bowles'  Admr.,  30  Gratt.  (71  Va.) 
652;  Zane's  Devisees  v.  Zane,  6  Munf, 
(20  Va,)  406, 

[a]  Value  of  Property,  —  In  a  suit 
to  set  aside  a  fraudulent  conveyance  of 
land  the  value  of  the  property  need 
not  be  proved  precisely  as  alleged. 
Lloyd  V.  Higbee,  25   111.   494. 

[b]  Where  "there  is  enough  in  the 
biU  as  amended  to  warrant  relief,  and 
as  the  defendants  could  not  have  been 
taken  by  surprise,  we  do  not  think  the 
decree  should  be  reversed  on  the  ground 
that  the  allegata  and  the  probata  do 
not  sufSciently  agree  to  justify  it." 
Moore  v.  Crawford,  130  IT.  S.  122,  9 
Sup.  Ct.  447,  32  L.  ed.  878. 

[c]  laability  Within  Scope  of  Sub- 
ject  Stated.  —  "A  person  cannot  sue 
upon  one  cause  of  action  and  recover 
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support  the  allegations  of  the  bill.^^ 

b.  Materiality  of  Variance. — (I.)  Rule  stated.  —  It  is  not  every  dis- 
crepancy between  the  pleading  and  the  proof  which  will  avail  a  party 
claiming  prejudice  therefrom.    The  disagreement  must  relate"  to  some 


upon  another;  but  that  does  not  apply 
where  the  cause  of  action  is  not  proved 
as  alleged,  yet  a  liability  is  established 
■within  the  scope  of  the  subject  stated, 
and  everything  in  respect  thereto  is 
fully  litigated  so  that  an  amendment 
might  properly  be  granted  conforming 
the  pleadings  thereto;  nor  militate 
against  the  rule  that  a  court  of  equity 
having  taken  jurisdiction  of  a  subject- 
matter  for  one  purpose,  which  is  not 
fully  established  on  the  trial,  a  lia- 
bility notwithstanding  being  established 
upon  a  full  hearing  within  the  scope  of 
Kuch  subject,  the  court  will  retain  the 
case  and  grant  such  relief  as  Is  within 
its  jurisdiction  to  afford."  Harrigan 
V.  Gilchrist,  121  Wis.  127,  99  N.  W.  909, 
915. 

11.  IT.  S.  —  Moore  v.  Crawford,  130 
IT.  S.  122,  9  Sup.  Ct.  447,  32  L.,  ed.  878; 
Hardin  v.  Boyd,  113  V.  S.  756,  5  Sup. 
Ct.  771,  28  L.  ed.  1141;  Tremaine  v. 
Hitchcock  &  Co.,  23  Wall.  518,  23  L.  ed. 
97;  Shields  v.  Barrow,  17  How.  130, 
15  L.  ed.  168;  Goodyear  v.  Bourn,  3 
Blatchf.  266,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,561. 
Ala.  — Winston  v.  Mitchell,  93  Ala.  554, 

9  So.  551;  Crabb's  Admr.  v.  Thomas, 
25  Ala.  212;  Eumbly  v.  Stainton,  24 
Ala.  712;  Larkins  v.  Biddle,  21  Ala. 
252;  Eldridge  v.  Turner,  11  Ala.  1049. 
Ark.  —  Cook  v.  Bronaugh,  13  Ark.  183. 
Conn. —  Sacket  v.  Hillhouse,  5  Day  551; 
Minor  v.  Woodbridge,  2  Boot  274.  Tla. 
Lee  V.  Patten,  34  Fla.  149,  15  So.  775. 
Ga.  —  Eogers  v.  Atkinson,  14  Ga.  320; 
Carey  v.  Smith,  11  Ga.  539.  lU.— Mar- 
tin 17.  'Eversal,  36  111.  222.  la.  —  Saum 
V.  Stingley,  3  Iowa  514.  Ky.  —  Hart's 
Devisees  u.  Hawkin's  Heirs,  3  Bibb 
502,  6  Am.  Dee.  666.     Miss.  —  Dickson 

•  V.  Poindeiter,  Freem.  Ch.  721.  N.  J. 
Hooper  v.  Holmes,  11  N.  J.  Eq.  122. 
N.  "Y.  —  Sears  v.  Barnum,  1  Clarke  Ch. 
139;      Ontario  Bank  v.   Schermerhorn, 

10  Paige  109.  Pa.  —  Woods  v.  Mc- 
Millan, 32  Pitts.  Leg.  J.  O.  S.  363. 

[al  Where  "there  Ig  enough  In  the 
bin  as  amended  to  warrant  reUef,  and, 
as  the  defendants  could  not  have  been 
taken  by  surprise,  we  do  not  think  the 
decree  should  be  reversed  on  the  ground 
that  the  allegata  and  the  probata  do 
not   suflSciently   agree   to   justify  it." 
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Moore  v.   Crawford,   130   IT.  S.   122,  9 
Sup.  Ct.  447,  32  L.  ed.  878. 

[b]  Fioof  that  complainant  mailed  a 
check  to  a  third  person  in  payment  of 
defendant's  bill  and  that  the  third  per- 
son gave  his  own  check  to  defendant 
who  obtained  money  thereon  is  not 
materially  variant  from  a  bill  alleging 
payment  by  complainant  to  defendant. 
Smith  V.  Pullum,  184  Ala.  380,  63  So. 
965. 

[c]  The  value  of  the  property  pre- 
cisely as  alleged  need  not  be  proved  in 
a  suit  to  set  aside  a  fraudulent  convey- 
ance.    Lloyd  V.  Higbee,  25  111.  494. 

[d]  "Where  fraud  is  alleged  as  the 
foundation  of  the  relief  sought,  it  will 
be  but  seldom  indeed  that  the  complain- 
ant will  be  able  to  set  forth  fully  the 
correct  theory  of  the  case  in  his  bill . . . 
The  complainant  is  but  required  to  set 
forth  the  substance  of  the  transaction 
and  the  result,  and  although  the  evi- 
dence when  all  in  may  show  that  the 
fraud  charged  was  successfully  accom- 
plished, but  in  some  respects  in  a  man- 
ner different  from  that  charged,  yet 
complainant  will  not  thereby  be  denied 
relief."  Merrill  v.  Allen,  38  Mich.  487. 

12.  XT.  S.— Union  Stock  Yards  Nat. 
Bk.  V.  Gillespie,,  137  V.  S.  411,  11  Sup. 
Ct.  118,  34  L.  ed.  724;  Ferguson  v. 
Harwood,  7  Cranch  408,  3  L.  ed.  386; 
Erie  E.  Co.  v.  Kennedy,  191  Fed.  332, 
112  C.  C.  A.  76;  Mulligan  v.  United 
States,  120  Fed.  98,  56  C.  C.  A.  50; 
Texas  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Williams,  62  Fed. 
440,  10  C.  C.  A.  463.  Ala.  — Pratt 
Consol.  Coal  Co.  v.  Short,  191  Ala.  378, 
68  So.  63;  United  States  Health  & 
Ace.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Savage,  185  Ala.  232, 
64  So.  340;  Fidelity  &  Deposit  Co.  v. 
Mobile,  124  Ala.  144,  27  So.  386; 
Thompson  v.  Eichardson,  96  Ala.  488, 
11  So.  728;  McGehee  v.  Eoberts,  90 
Ala.  534,  8  So.  46;  Louisville  &  N.  E. 
Co.  -y.  Johnston,  79  Ala.  436;  Gilmer 
V.  Wallace,  75  Ala.  220;  Dill  v.  Eather, 
30  Ala.  57.  Cal.  —  Scott  v.  McPherson, 
168  Cal.  783,  145  Pac.  529;  Herman  v. 
Hecht,  116  Cal.  563,  48  Pac.  611 ;  Brown 
V.  Eouse,  93  Cal.  237,  28  Pac.  1044; 
Peters  v.  Foss,  20  Cal.  586;  Fitzgerald 
V.  Southern  Pac.  Co.,  36  Cal.  App.  660, 
173  Pac.  91;    Ostrom  v.  Woodbury,  18 
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Cal.  App.  142,  122  Pac.  825.  Conn. 
Bridgeport  Hardware  Mfg.  Corp.  v. 
Bouniol,  89  Conn.  254,  93  Atl.  674; 
Maguire  v.  Kiesel,  86  Conn.  453,  85  Atl. 
689;  Plumt  v.  Griffin,  74  Conn.  132,  50 
Atl.  1;  Allen  v.  Jarvis,  20  Conn.  38. 
Del.  —  Eandel  v.  Wright,  1  Harr.  34. 
T>.  0.  —  Williams  v.  U.  S.,  3  App.  Cas. 
335.  Fla.  — Walker  v.  Parry,  51  Fla. 
344,  40  So.  69.  Ga.  — Georgia  E.  & 
Bkg.  Co.  V.  Smith,  83  Ga.  626,  10  :S.  E. 
235;  Central  E.  &  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Tucker, 
79  Ga.  128,  4  S.  E.  5;  Phillips  v.  Dodge, 
8  Ga.  51;  White  v.  Molynenx,  2  Ga. 
324.  111.  —  Wisconsin  Cent.  E.  Co.  v. 
Wieczorek,  151  111.  679,  38  N.  E.  678; 
Wabash  W.  Ey.  v.  Friedman,  146  111. 
583,  30  N.  E.  353,  34  N.  E.  1111;  Mc- 
Allister V.  Clark,  86  111.  236;  Martin 
V.  Eversal,  36  111.  222;  Stevens  v.  Steb- 
bins,  4  111.  25;  Prechett  v.  Illinois 
Central  Eailroad  Co.,  197  111.  App.  213; 
Lake  St.  El.  E.  Co.  v.  Collins,  118  111. 
App.  270;  Cassem  i>.  Williams,  104  111. 
App.  504.  Ind.  —  Buchanan  v.  Whit- 
ham,  36  Ind.  257;  Kerschbaugher  v. 
Slusser,  12  Ind.  453;  Consolidated 
Stone  Co.  v.  Williams,  26  Ind.  App.  131, 
57  N.  E.  558,  84  Am.  St.  Eep.  278; 
Grotius  V.  Boss,  24  Ind.  App.  543,  57 
N.  E.  46;  Smith  v.  Brown,  3  Blackf. 
22.  la. — ^Mudge  v.  Eailway  Mail  Equip- 
ment Co.,  167  Iowa  656,  149  N.  W.  867; 
Hurlbut  V.  Bagley,  99  Iowa  127,  68  N. 
W.  585.  Ky.  — Cole  v.  Hollister,  12  B. 
Men.  83;  Thompson  v.  Jewell,  1  A. 
K.  Marsh.  195.  La. —  Britt  v.  Caldwell- 
Norton  Lumb.  Co.,  126  La.  155,  52  So. 
251;  Hereford  v.  Lake,  15  La.  Ann. 
603;  Palfrey's  Syndic  v.  Erancois,  8 
Mart.  (N.  S.)  260;  Hogan  v.  Gibson, 
3  La.  457.  M».  —  Sposedo  v.  Merri- 
man.  111  Me.  530,  90  Atl.  387.  Md. 
Ryan  v.  Gross,  68  Md.  377,  12  Atl.  115, 
16  Atl.  302;  McNamee  v.  Minke,  49 
Md.  122.  Mass.  —  Palmer  v.  Sawyer, 
114  Mass.  1;  Chapin  v.  White,  102 
Mass.  139;  Ware  v.  Gay,  11  Pick.  106; 
Colt  «.  Miller,  10  Cush.  49;  Stedman  v. 
Soiithbridge,  17  Pick.  162;  Fitzgerald 
V.  Jordan,  11  Allen  128;  Norton  v. 
Huxley,  13  Gray  285.  Mich.  — Halde- 
man  v.  Berry,  74  Mich.  424,  42  N.  W. 
'i7;  Thomas  V.  Corey,  74  Mich.  216,  41 
N.  W.  901;  Macumber  v.  White  Eiver 
L.  &  B.  Co.,  52  Mich.  195,  17  N.  W. 
806;  Kroll  V.  Ten  Eyck's  Estate,  48 
Mich.  230,  12  N.  W.  164;  Lull  v.  Davis, 
1  Mich.  77;  Harrington  v.  Worden,  1 
Mich.  487.   Minn,  —  Gillespie  v-  Duluth, 


137  Minn.  454,  163  N.  W.  770;  Wilcox 
Lumb.  Co.  V.  Eitteman,  88  Minn.  18, 
92  N.  W.  472;  Deakin  v.  Underwood, 
37  Minn.  98,  33  N.  W.  318,  5  Am.  St. 
Rep.  827.  Miss.  —  Carter  v.  Preston,  51 
Miss.  423;  Fiilcord  v.  Hamberlin,  4 
Smed.  &  M.  649.  Mo.  —  Chitty  v.  St. 
Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ey.  Co.,  148  Mo.  64, 
J9  S.  W.  868;  Eidenhour  v.  Kansas 
City  C.  Ey.  Co.,  102  Mo.  270,  13  S.  W. 
889,  14  S.  W.  760;  Hayden  v.  Inde- 
pendent Gravel  Co.  (Mo.  App.),  186 
S.  W.  1193;  Steckman  v.  Quincy,  O.  & 
K.  C.  E.  Co.,  178  Mo.  App.  375,  165  S. 
W.  1122;  Kunz  v.  Hartwig,  151  Mo. 
App.  94,  131  S.  W.  721;  Sundmacher  v. 
Lloyd,  114  Mo.  App.  317,  89  S.  W.  368; 
Taussig  V.  Wind,  98  Mo.  App.  129,  71 
8.  W.  1095;  Turner  v.  Chillicothe  &  D. 
M.  C.  E.  Co.,  51  Mo.  501;  Fischer  v. 
Max,  49  Mo.  404;  Erfort  v.  Consalus, 
47  Mo.  208;  King  v.  Clark,  7  Mo.  269; 
Sharp  V.  Colgan,  4  Mo.  29.  Neb. 
Welsh  V.  South  Omaha,  98  Neb.  148,  152 
N.  W.  302;  Cockins  v.  Bank  of  Alma, 
84  Neb.  624,  122  N.  W.  16,  133  Urn.  St. 
Eep.  642;  Chicago  House  Wrecking 
Co.  V.  Stewart  Lumb.  Co.,  66  Neb.  835 
92  N.  W.  1009.  N.  H.  — Webster  v. 
Hodgkins,  25  N.  H.  128;  Knowles  v. 
Dow,  22  N.  H.  387,  55  Am.  Dec.  163; 
Silver  v.  Kendrick,  2  N.  H.  160.  N.  J. 
Addis  V.  Van  Bushirk,  24  N.  J.  L.  218; 
Shinn  v.  Hainea,  21  N.  J.  L.  34'0.  N.  Y. 
Lazier  v.  Westcott,  26  N.  Y.  146,  82 
Am.  Dec.  404;  Dubois  v.  Beaver,  25 
N.  Y.  123,  82  Am.  Dee.  326;  Crandall 
V.  Clark,  7  Barb.  169;  Wilbur  v.  Brown, 
3  Denio  356;  Cottrell  v.  Conklin,  4 
Duer  45;  Treffinger  v.  Groh's  Sons, 
100  App.  Div.  433,  91  N.  Y.  Supp.  837; 
Dwyer  v.  New  York,  77  App.  Div.  224, 
79  N.  Y.  Supp.  17;  Eichard  v.  Clark, 
43  Misc.  622,  88  N.  Y.  Supp.  242; 
Scheurer  v.  Monash,  37  Misc.  803,  70' 
N.  Y.  Supp.  917.  N.  C  — Abernathy  v. 
Seagle,  98  N.  C.  553,  4  S.  E.  542;  Mode 
V.  Penland,  93  N.  0.  292;  Lawrence  v. 
Hester,  93  N.  C.  79.  N.  D.  —  Cooke  v. 
Northern  Pac.  Ey.  Co.,  22  N.  D.  266, 
133  N.  W.  303.  Ohio.— Gaines  v.  Union 
Transp.  &  Ins.  Co.,  28  Ohio  St.  418; 
Nugen  V.  Eogers,  Tapp.  55.  Okla. — Chi- 
cago, E.  I.  &  P.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Bankers' 
NTat.  Bank,  32  Okla.  290,  122  Pac.  499, 
Ore. — Blake  v.  National  Hospital  Assn., 
70  Ore.  264,  141  Pae.  158;  Young  v. 
Stickney,  46  Ore.  101,  79  Pac.  345.  P». 
Good  V.  Mylin,  8  Pa.  61,  49  Am.  Dee. 
'493;     Sidwell  v.  Evans,  1  Pen.  &  W. 
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material  matter,  for  an  immaterial  variance  is  not  vital/'  and  the 


383,  21  Am.  Dec.  387.  S.  C.  —  Cherry 
V.  Ferguson,  2  McMulI.  15;  Hamilton 
V.  Langley,  1  McMull.  498;  Beck  v. 
Pearse,  1  Bailey  154;  Marks  v.  Kobin- 
son,  1  Bailey  89.  Tex.  —  Shipraan  v. 
FulcTod,  42  Tex.  248;  Dean  v.  Border, 
15  Tex.  298;  Eoseborough  v.  Gorman, 
6  Tex.  313;  Guess  v.  Lubbock,  5  Tex. 
535;  McFaddin  v.  Sims,  43  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  598,  97  S.  W.  335;  Texas  M.  B. 
Co.  t'.  Morris,  29  Tex.  Civ.  App.  491,  69 
S.  W.  102;  Ellis  V.  Bonner,  7  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  539,  27  S.  W.  687.  Utah.— Beason 
V.  Western  Meat  "Co.,  40  Utah  398,  124 
Pac.  335.  Vt.  — Fairman  v.  Ford,  70 
Vt.  Ill,  39  Atl.  748;  Derragon  v.  Rut- 
land, 58  Vt.  128,  3  Atl.  332;  Gotleib 
V.  Leach,  40  Vt.  278;  Allen  v.  Lyman, 
27  Vt.  20;  Allen  v.  Goff,  13  Vt.  148. 
Wash.  —  Lee  Hong  v.  Schoenwald,  86 
Wash.  326,  150  Pac.  436;  Dudley  r. 
Duval,  29  Wash.  528,  70  Pac.  68;  Olson 
V.  Snake  Eiver  Val.  R.  Co.,  22  Wash. 
139,  60  Pac.  156.  W.  Va.  — Damarin 
&  Co.  V.  Young  Bros.,  27  W.  Va.  436. 

[a]  A  plea  of  property  In  a  slave 
is  not  supported  by  evidence  of  her 
freedom.  Eaves  v.  King,  1  Harr.  (Del.) 
141. 

[b]  Where  allegations  relating  to  the 
place  of  an  accident  are  descriptive  of 
the  plaintiff's  very  cause  of  action,  the 
proof  should  substantially  correspond 
therewith.  English  v.  Ft.  Worth  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  152  S.  W.  179. 

[c]  Proof  of  a  promise  to  pay  in 
stock  for  services  in  selling  oil  stock 
will  not  support  an  allegation  of  a 
promise  to  pay  a  specified  sum  in 
money.    Gillin  v.  Hopkins,  28  Cal.  App. 

_^579,  153  Pac.  724. 

13.  U.  S,  —  Donati  v.  Cleveland 
Grain  Co.,  221  Fed.  168,  137  C.  C.  A. 
68;  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Cole,  214  Fed. 
948,  131  C.  C.  A.  244.  Ala.  — Wood- 
ward Iron  Co.  V.  Lowther,  194  Ala.  232, 
69  So.  877;  United  States  Health  & 
Ace.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Hill,  9  Ala.  App.  222;  62 
So. 954.  Cal.— Fleet!!.  Tichenor,  156  Cal. 
343,  104  Pac.  458,  34  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
323;  Moore  v.  Douglas,  J  32  Cal.  399, 
64  Pac.  705;  Hearne  v.  DeYoung,  119 
Cal.  670,  52  Pac.  150,  499;  Hitchcock 
V.  McElrath,  72  Cal.  565,  14  Pac.  305; 
Peters  v.  Fobs,  20  Cal.  586;  Fitzgerald 
V.  Southern  Pac.  Co.,  36  Cal.  App.  660, 
173  Pac.  91;  Ostrom  v.  Woodbury,  18 
Cal.  App.  142,  122  Pac.  825;     Skrocki 
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V.  Stahl,  14  Cal.  App.  1,  110  Pac.  957, 
Colo.  —  Perkins  v.  Russell,  56  Colo.  120, 
137  Pae.  907;  Walsh  v.  Hastings,  20 
Colo.  243,  38  Pac.  324;  Rio  Grande  W. 
R.  Co.  V.  Rubenstein,  5  Colo.  App.  121, 
38  Pac.  76.  Conn.  —  Bridgeport  Hard- 
ware Mfg.  Corp.  V.  Bouniol,  89  Conn. 
254,  93  Atl.  674.  lU.  — Jones  v.  Sani- 
tary Dist.  of  Chicago,  264  111.  98,  106 
N.  E.  473;  Aldrich  v.  Illinois  Cent.  E. 
Co.,  241  111.  402,  89  N.  E.  702,  132  Am. 
St.  Rep.  220;  Russell  v.  Whitside's 
Admrs.,  5  111.  7;  Thompson  v.  Marks, 
186  111  App.  92;  Tulo  v.  O'Gara  Coal 
Co.,  183  111.  App.  423.  Ind.  — Monon- 
gahela  River  Consol.  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v. 
Hardsaw  (Ind.  App.),  79  N.  E.  1062; 
Consolidated  Stone  Co.  v.  Williams,  26 
Ind.  App.  131,  57  N.  E.  558,  84  Am.  St. 
Rep.  278;  Keck  v.  State,  12  Ind.  App. 
119,  39  2Sr.  E.  899.  la.  —  Mudge  17.  Rail- 
way Mail  Equipment  Co.,  167  Iowa  656, 
149  N.  W.  867.  Kan.  — O'Harro  v. 
Akey,  98  Kan.  611,  158  Pac.  854;  Rus- 
sell V.  Watts,  96  Kan.  275,  150  Pac. 
600;  Danielson  v.  Scott,  88  Kan.  789, 
129  Pac.  1190;  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Montgomery  County  Nat.  Bank,  64 
Kan.  134,  67  Pae.  458.  Ky.  — For  v. 
Pearcy,  20  Ky.  L.  Rep.  2031,  50  S.  W. 
983.  Me.  —  Holt  v.  Penobscot,  56  Me. 
15,  96  Am.  Dec.  429.  Mass.  —  Hastings 
V.  Levering,  2  Pick.  214,  13  Am.  Dec. 
420.  Minn.  —  Gillespie  v.  Duluth,  137 
Minn.  454,  163  N.  W.  779;  WUcox 
Lumb.  Co.  V.  Ritteman,  88  Minn.  18,  92 
N.  W.  472;  Caldwell  v.  Bruggerman,  4 
Minn.  270.  Mo.  —  Meriwether  v.  Pub- 
lishers: George  Knapp  &  Co.,  211  Mo. 
199,  109  S.  W.  750,  16  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
953;  Miller  v.  Brown,  3  Mo.  127,  23 
Am.  Dec.  693;  Hibner  v.  Short  (Mo. 
App.),  189  S.  W.  583;  Young  v.  Mil- 
Ion  (Mo.  App.),  183  S.  W.  355;  Thomas 
V.  Bambrick  Bros.  Const.  Co.,  189  Mo. 
App.  623,  175  S.  W.  258;  Dalton  v.  St. 
Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.  Co.,  187  Mo.  App. 
691,  173  S.  W.  77;  S.  Viviana  &  Bros. 
V.  Columbia  Can  Co.,  183  Mo.  App.  281, 
166  S.  W.  1082;  Goode  v.  Central  Coal 
&  Coke  Co.,  179  Mo.  App.  207,  166  S. 
W.  844;  Steckman  v.  Quincy,  O.  &  K. 
C.  R.  Co.,  178  Mo.  App.  375,  165  S.  W. 
1122;  Bigham  v.  Tinsley,  160  Mo.  App. 
605,  140  S.  W.  1193;  Mekos  v.  Fricke, 
159  Mo.  App.  631,  139  S.  W.  1181;  Lord 
&  Bushnell  Co.  v.  Texas  &  N.  O.  R.  Co., 
155  Mo.  App.  175,  134  S.  W.  Ill;  Scal- 
pino  v.  Smith,  154  Mo.  App.  524,  135 
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S.  W.  1000;  Toppass  v.  Kellogg  Syrup 
Mfg.  Co.,  74  Mo.  App.  402.  Neb. 
Welsh  V.  South  Omaha,  98  Neb.  148,  152 
N.  W.  302.  N.  Y.  — Place  v.  Minster, 
65  N.  Y.  89;  Dunn  v.  Durant,  9  Daly 
389;  Lynch  v.  Cronk,  91  Misc.  422,  165 
N.  Y.  Supp.  271.  N.  O.  — Thigpen  v. 
Staton,  104  N.  C.  40,  10  S.  E.  89;  Mode 
V.  Penland,  93  N.  C.  292.  N.  D.— Eickel 
V.  Sherman,  34  N.  D.  298,  158  N.  W. 
266.  Okla.  —  Missouri,  O.  &  G.  Ry.  Co. 
V.  Collins,  47  Okla.  761,  150  Pae.  142; 
Patterson  v.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  Ey.  Co., 
24  Okla.  747,  104  Pac.  31.  Ore.  — Nel- 
son V.  Dowgiallo,  73  Ore.  342,  143  Pac. 
924,  1199;  Bickel  v.  Wessinger,  58  Ore. 
98,  113  Pac.  34.  Pa. — Tarentum  Lumb. 
Co.  V.  Marvin,  61  Pa.  Super.  294;  Mol- 
dawer  v.  Trust  Co.,  57  Pa.  iSuper.  66; 
Clymer-Jones  Lith.  Co.  ■;;.  United  States 
etc.  Co.,  48  Pa.  Super.  636;  Walter  v. 
Transue,  22  Pa.  Super.  617.  S.  C. 
Hobbs  V.  Beard,  43  S.  C.  370,  21  S.  E. 
305.  Tex.  —  Patterson  v.  Frazer,  100 
Tex.  103,  94  S.  W.  324;  Michon  v. 
Ayalla,  84  Tex.  685,  19  ;S.  W.  878; 
Whitworth  v.  Alston,  65  Tex.  528; 
Watts  V.  Johnson,  4  Tex.  311;  Woolley 
■V.  Canyon  Exch.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
159  S.  W.  403.  Utah.  — Bullion,  Beck 
&  C.  Min.  Co.  V.  Eureka  Hill  Min.  Co., 
5  Utah  3,  11  Pac.  515.  Wash.  —  Britz 
V.  Houlehan,  77  Wash.  506,  137  Pae. 
1035;  Olson  v.  Snake  Biver  Val.  E.  Co., 
22  Wash.  139,  60  Pac.  156.  W.  Va. 
Kniceley  v.  West  Virginia  M.  E.  Co., 
64  W.  Va.  278,  61  S.  B.  811,  17  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  370.  Wis.  — McNally  v.  McAn- 
drew,  98  Wis.  62,  73  N.  W.  315;  Thayer 
V.  Jarvis,  44  Wis.  388;  Herrick  v. 
Graves,  16  Wis.  157. 

[a]  Injury  rrom  Explosion. — Where 
it  is  alleged  that  as  the  result  of  a 
negligent  explosion  dust  or  brick  dust 
was  thrown  into  plaintiff's  eyes,  and 
the  evidence  fails  to  show  that  the  sub- 
stance was  dust,  the  variance  is  not 
material.  Britz  v.  Houlehan,  77  Wash. 
506,  137  Pac.  1035. 

[b]  Variance  as  to  Manner  of  Ef- 
fecting Sales  of  Lands.  —  In  an  action 
to  recover  commissions  on  the  sale  of 
farm  lands  the  contract  proved  varied 
from  the  one  alleged  in  the  following 
respect:  according  to  the  evidence  the 
contract  was  that  plaintifl's  firm  on 
the  one  side  and  defendant  on  the 
other,  would  work  together  in  effect- 
ing gales  and  divide  commissions;  ac- 
cording to  the  petition  there  was 
nothing      said      about      the      parties 


contracting  "to  work  together."  The 
variance  was  regarded  as  one  which 
could  have  been  cured  by  amendment, 
and  was  waived  by  failure  to  object  to 
it.  Young  V.  Millon  (Mo.  App.),  183 
S.  W.  355. 

[e]  A  variance  as  to  the  exact  spot 
where  plaintiff  fell  into  an  excavation 
in  the  street  held  immaterial  in  an 
action  for  injuries  sustained  from  the 
fall,  Welsh  v.  South  Omaha,  98  Neb. 
148,  152  N.  W.  302. 

[d]  In  a  suit  to  recover  for  injury 
to  a  house  resulting  from  the  placing 
of  beams  against  it,  the  complaint  al- 
leged that  plaintiff  did  not  consent  to 
defendant's  entry  upon  the  premises, 
whereas  the  proof  showed  that  the 
entry  was  with  her  consent.  The  only 
substantial  dispute  was  as  to  whether 
defendants  had  placed  the  beams 
against  plaintiff's  house  as  alleged; 
consequently  the  variance  in  question 
did  not  in  any  way  mislead  the  defend- 
ant to  his  prejudice.  Fox  v.  Pearcy,  20 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  2031,  50  S.  W.  983. 

[e]  Where  the  complaint  was  for 
obtaining  goods  by  means  of  fraud, 
and  it  appeared  that  the  proof  tendered 
"did  not  tend  to  establish  the  fraud 
in  the  precise  form  in  which  it  was 
"alleged,"  it  was  held  that  the  differ- 
ence was  "rather  a  variance  of  detail, 
or  in  the  mode  in  which  the  fraud  is 
carried  into  effect."  Place  v.  Minster, 
65  N.  Y.  89. 

[f]  Ownership  of  Stock.  —  In  an 
action  against  a  national  bank  upon 
its  double  liability  as  a  stockholder  in 
another  corporation,  it  was  alleged  in 
the  petition  that  the  bank  took  the 
stock  "as  collateral  security  to  a  loan 
it  had  made  in  the  regular  course  of 
business  before  that  time,  and  being 
compelled  to  purchase  said  stock  to 
protect  itself  on  said  loan ' '  and  the 
proof  showed  that  the  bank  never  held 
the  stock  as  collateral  security  but 
acquired  it  through  transfer  in  pay- 
ment of  a  debt.  The  variance  was  held 
immaterial;  the  vital  fact  being  was 
the  bank  a  stockholder,  not  how  did  it 
become  such.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Mont- 
gomery County  Nat.  Bank,  64  Kan.  134, 
67  Pac.  458. 

[g]  Variajico  as  to  Order  Given  to 
Injured  Miner.  —  A  complaint  for  in- 
juries to  a  miner  charged  that  the  de- 
fendant ordered  the  plaintiff  to  work 
in  the  room  where  the  accident  occur- 
red, and  the  evidence  showed  that  the 
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court  may  disregard  it  altogether,^*  or  order  an  immediate  amend- 
ment" to  correct  it. 

(n.)  What  Constitutes  a.  Material  Variance.  —  (A.)  In  General. —  The  alle- 
gation need  only  be  proved  substantially  as  set  forth,^"  and  to  consti- 


order  given,  if  any,  was  for  the  plain- 
tiff to  go  and  inspect  the  room.  The 
variance  was  held  an  immaterial  one 
since  it  did  not  affect  the  employer's 
liability.  Woodward  Iron  Co.  v.  Lowth- 
er,  194  Ala.  232,  69  So.  877. 

[h]  Proof  that  services  were  rend- 
ered with  defendant's  knowledge  and 
consent  is  not  fatally  variant  from  an 
allegation  that  they  were  rendered  for 
defendant  at  the  latter 's  request.  E.  E. 
Butterworth  &  Sons  v.  Teale,  54  Wash. 
14,  102  Pac.  768. 

[i]  Where  an  agreement  to  pay  a 
reasonable  value  for  sugar  cane  was 
alleged  and  the  proof  showed  that  pay- 
ment was  to  be  made  at  the  "reason- 
able market  price  of  the  same  accord- 
ing to  grade,"  the  variance  is  immater- 
ial. Toppass  V.  Kellogg  Syrup  Mfg. 
Co.,  74  Mo.  App.  402. 

[j]  An  allegation  of  a  total  loss 
under  a  policy  of  insurance,  will  admit 
evidence  of  a  partial  loss.  Peoria  M. 
&  F.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Whitehill,  25  111.  466; 
Barney  v.  Maryland  Ins.  Co.,  6  Har.  & 
J.  (Md.)  139. 

[k]  Evidence  of  any  kind  of  Insur- 
ance will  support  a  general  allegation 
that  defendants  were  authorized  to 
effect  insurance.  Western  Mass.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Duffey,  2  Kan.  347. 

[1]  A  defendant  is  not  entitled  to 
judgment  on  his  plea  because  of  plain- 
tiff's failure  to  prove  one  of  three  rep- 
lications thereto,  the  others  being 
proved.  Fidelity  &  Deposit  Co.  v.  Mo- 
bUe,  124  Ala.  144,  27  So.  386. 

14.  See  infra,  III,  C,  2,  b,  (III). 

15.  See  the  title  "Amendment  and 
Jeofails." 

16.  Ala.  —  Southern  Ey.  Co.  v.  Lee, 
167  Ala.  268,  52  So.  648;  McDonald  v. 
Walker,  95  Ala.  172,  10  So.  225;  Gilmer 
V.  Wallace,  75  Ala.  220;  Clark  v.  Moses, 
50  Ala.  326.  Ark.  —  Dickens  v.  Howell, 
24  Ark.  230.  Colo.  —  Bishop  v.  Griffith, 
4  Colo.  68.  Conn.  —  Comstock  v.  Sav- 
age, 27  Conn.  184.  Ga.  —  Kimbell  v. 
Moreland,  55  Ga.  164;  Martin  v.  Phi- 
lips, 4  Ga.  203.  HI.  —  Meers  v.  Stevens, 
106  111.  549;  Insurance  Co.  of  North 
America  v.  McDowell,  50  HI.  120,  99 
Am.  Dec.  497;  Pogue  v.  Clark,  25  111. 
833;      Hough  v.   Eawson,   17   111.   588; 
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Prechett  v.  Illinois  Central  Eailroad 
Co.,  197  111.  App.  213.  Ind.  — Louis- 
ville &  S.  I.  Traction  Co.  v.  Lottich,  69 
Ind.  App.  426,  106  N.  E.  903;  Terre 
Haute  Electric  Ey.  Co.  v.  Lauer,  21 
Ind.  App.  466,  52  N.  E.  703;  Eraser 
«?.  Spofford,  5  Blackf.  207.  la.  —  Lee  «. 
Coon  Eapids  Nat.  Bank,  166  Iowa  242, 
144  N.  W.  630;  Stokes  v.  Gollmar  Bros., 
163  Iowa  530,  145  N.  W.  59;  Poole, 
Gillam  &  Co.  v.  Hintrager,  60  Iowa  180, 
14  N.  W.  223;  Wilson  v.  King,  Morris 
106.  Kan.  —  Missouri  Pae.  E.  Co.  & 
McCaUy,  41  Kan.  639,  655,  21  Pac. 
574;  Wolf  V.  Poster,  13  .Kan.  116. 
La.  —  Parish  Board  of  School  Directors 
V.  Alexander,  125  La.  808,  51  So.  906. 
Me.  —  Sposedo  v.  Merriman,  111  Me. 
530,  90  Atl.  387.  Mass.  —  Meaney  v. 
Kehoe,  181  Mass.  424,  63  N.  E.  925; 
Soule  V.  Eussell,  13  Mete.  436.  Minn. 
Janney  v.  Boyd,  30  Minn.  319, 15  N.  W. 
308.  Mo.  —  Hamilton  v.  Eich  Hill 
Coal  Min.  Co.,  108  Mo.  364,  18  S.  W. 
977;  Turner  v.  Chillicothe  &  D.  M.  O. 
E.  Co.,  51  Mo.  501;  Fischer  v.  Max,  49 
Mo.  404;  Murphy  v.  Price,  48  Mo.  247; 
Slevin  v.  Eeppy,  46  Mo.  606;  Bank  of 
Missouri  v.  Vaughan,  36  Mo.  90; 
National  Live  Stock  Com.  Co.  v.  Dono- 
hoe  (Mo.  App.),  210  S.  W.  929;  ScaJ- 
piuo  V.  Smith,  154  Mo.  App.  524,  135 
S.  W.  1000;  Lord  &  Bushnell  Co.  v. 
Texas  &  N.  O.  E.  Co.,  155  Mo.  App. 
175,  134  e.  W.  111.  Neb.  — Chicago 
House  Wrecking  Co.  v.  Stewart  Lumb. 
Co.,  66  Neb.  835,  92  N.'W.  1009;  Bigler 
V.  Baker,  40  Neb.  325,  58  N.  W.  1026, 
24  L.  E.  A.  255.  Nev.  —  James  v. 
Goodenough,  7  Nev.  324.  N".  Y. 
Hoyt  V.  Thompson's  Exr.,  19  N.  Y. 
207;  Gasper  v.  Adams,  28  Barb. 
441.  Okla.  —  Bed  Ball  Transfer  &  Stor- 
age Co.  V.  Deloe,  80  Okla.  522,  120  Pac. 
576.  S.  D. — ^Jenkinson  v.  Vermillion, 
3  S.  D.  238,  52  N.  W.  1066.  Tex. 
Stevens  v.  Crosby  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  166 
S.  W.  62.  Wash. — Lee  Hong  v.  Schoen- 
wald,  86  Wash.  326,  150  Pac.  436;  Eaton 
V.  General  Compressed  Air  &  Vacuum 
Mach.  Co.,  62  Wash.  373,  113  Pac.  1091; 
Dudley  v.  Duval,  29  Wash.  528,  70  Pac. 
68;  Olson  v.  Snake  Eiver  Val.  E.  Co., 
22  Wash.  139,  60  Pac.  156.  Wis.— Hub- 
bard V.  Williamstown,  61  Wis.  397,  21 
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tute  a  material  variance  there  must,  therefore,  exist  a  substantial  de- 
parture in  the  proof  from  some  essential  allegation  ^^  which  embodies 


N.  W.  295;     Fox  Eiver  VaL  E.  Co.  v. 
Shoyer,  7  Wis.  365. 

[a]  "The  alleged  variances  between 
the  allegations  and  the  proof  were  not 
sufficient  to  prevent  a  recovery  by  the 
plaintiff;  for,  whatever  the  inaccur- 
acy of  statement  touching  these  mat- 
ters found  in  the  pleading  or  in  the 
evidence,  it  was  left  sufficiently  clear 
that  the  jury  had  abundant  testiinony 
on  which  to  find  that  the  plaintiff's 
injury  was  caused  without  his  fault  and 
by  the  negligence  of  the  defendants, 
substantially  as  alleged."  Eussell  v. 
Watts,  96  Kan.  275,  150  Pae.  600. 

[b]  Ownership  of  Horse.  —  Where 
plaintiff  avers  an  injury  to  plaintiff's 
person  and  to  his  horse  and  carriage, 
it  is  not  a  fatal  variance  that  the  proof 
shows  ownership  of  the  horse  and  car- 
riage by  plaintiff  and  another.  Meaney 
V.  Kehoe,  181  Mass.  424,  63  N.  E.  925. 

17.  TT.  S.  —  Dempster  v.  Cochran, 
174  Fed.  587,  98  C.  C.  A.  438;  Brown 
&  H.  Co.  V.  Ligon,  92  Fed.  851.  Ala. 
Handley  v.  Shaffer,  177  Ala.  636,  59 
So.  286;  Harris  v.  Basden,  162  Ala. 
367,  50  So.  321;  United  States  Health 
&  Ace.  Co.  V.  Veitch,  161  Ala.  630,  50 
So.  95;  Wellman  v.  Jones,  124  Ala. 
580,  27  So.  416;  Highland  Ave.  &  B. 
E.  Co.  V.  Miller,  120  Ala.  535;  24  So. 
955;  Clemmons  v.  Cox,  116  Ala.  567,  23 
So.  79.  Ark.  —  Dickens  v.  Howell,  24 
Ark.  230;  Hanly  v.  Eeal  Estate  Bank, 
4  Ark.  598;  State  Bank  v.  Hubbard, 
4  Ark.  419.  Cal.  — Gartlan  v.  C.  A. 
Hooper  &  Co.,  177  Cal.  414,  170  Pac. 
1115;  Eastlick  v.  Wright,  121  Cal. 
309,  53  Pac.  654;  Fitzgerald  v.  South- 
ern Pac.  Co.,  36  Cal.  App.  660,  173  Pac. 
91 ;  Gallwey  v.  Castelhun,  35  Cal.  App. 
589,  170  Pac.  657;  Culver  v.  Newhart, 
18  Cal.  App.  614,  123  Pac.  975.  Colo. 
Lombard  v.  Overland  D.  &  E.  Co.,  41 
Colo.  253,  92  Pac.  695;  Heistand  v. 
Bateman,  41  Colo.  20,  91  Pae.  1111. 
Conn.  —  Bridgeport  Hardware  Mfg. 
Corp.  V.  Bouniol,  89  Conn.  254,  93  Atl. 
674;  Maguire  v.  Kiesel,  86  Conn.  453, 
85  Atl.  689;  Plumb  v.  Grifan,  74  Conn. 
132,  50  Atl.  1;  House  v.  Metcalf,  27 
Conn.  631;  Curley  v.  Dean,  4  Conn. 
259,  10  Am.  Dee.  140;  Willoughby  v. 
Eaymond,  4  Conn.  130.  Del.  —  Dussou- 
las  V.  Thomas,  6  Penne.  1,  65  Atl.  590, 
Ha.  —  Hinote  v.  Brigman,  44  Fla.  589, 


33  So.  303.  Ga.  —  Loyd  v.  Anderson, 
119  Ga.  875,  47  S.  E.  208.  Idaho. 
Davidson  Grocery  Co.  v.  Johnston,  24 
Idaho  336,  133  Pac.  929,  Ann.  Cas. 
1915C,  1129.  111.  — Joliet  v.  Johnson, 
177  111.  178,  52  N.  E.  498;  Franklin 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Smith,  82  111.  131;  Keiser  v. 
Topping,  72  111.  226;  Taylor  v.  Ken- 
nedy, 1  III.  91;  Sattley  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Wendt,  116  111.  App.  375.  Ind.— McFar- 
land  Carriage  Co.  v.  Potter,  153  Ind.  107, 
53  N.  E.  465;  Louisville  &  S.  I.  Trac- 
tion Co.  •».  Lottich,  59  Ind.  App.  426, 
106  N.  E.  903;  Lynch  v.  Wilson,  4 
Blackf.  288.  la.  —  Mudge  v.  Eailway 
Mail  Equipment  Co.,  167  Iowa  656,  149 
N.  W.  867.  Ky.  —  Prestonsburg  Coal 
Co.  V.  Wallen,  159  Ky.  369,  167  S.  W. 
395;  Fox  v.  Pearcy,  20  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
2031,  50  S.  W.  983.  La.  — Young  v. 
Texas  &  P.  E.  Co.,  51  La.  Ann.  295,  25 
So.  69.  Md.  — Lucke  v.  Clothing  C.  & 
T.  Assembly,  77  Md.  396,  26  Atl.  505, 
39  Am.  St.  Eep.  421,  19  L.  E.  A.  408; 
Pennsylvania,  D.  &  M.  S.  Nav.  Co.  ». 
Dandridge,  8  Gill  &  J.  248,  29  Am.  Dec. 
543.  Mass.  —  United  States  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Venner,  172  Mass.  449,  52  N.  E.  543; 
Dyer  v.  Stephens,  6  Mass.  389.  Mich. 
Hewitt  V.  Morley,  111  Mich.  187, 
69  N.  W.  245;  Whitaker  v.  Engle,  111 
Mich.  205,  69  N.  W.  493.  Miss.  —  A.  B. 
Smith  Co.  V.  Jones,  75  Miss.  325,  22  So. 
802.  Mo.  —  Gannon  v.  Laclede,  G.  Co., 
145  Mo.  502,  46  S.  W.  968,  47  S.  W. 
907,  43  L.  E.  A.  505;  Lackland  «, 
Pritchett,  12  Mo.  484;  National  Life 
Stock  Com.  Co.  v.  Donohoe  (Mo.  App.), 
210  S.  W.  929;  Jenkifls  v.  Clopton,  141 
Mo.  App.  74,  121  S.  W.  759;  Eum- 
bolz  V.  Bennett,  86  Mo.  App.  174; 
Crawford  v.  Thoroughman,  13  Mo.  App. 
679.  N.  Y.  —  Columbia  Garage  Co.  v. 
Slater,  169  N.  T.  Supp.  106.  N.  C. 
Talley  v.  Harriss  Granite  Quarries  Co.,  ■ 
174  N.  C.  445,  93  S.  E.  995.  Pa.— Nation- 
al  Bank  of  Western  Pennsylvania  v. 
Lake  Erie  Asphalt  Block  Co.,  233  Pa. 
421,  82  Atl.  773.  Tenn.  — State  v. 
Stong,  47  S.  W.  1103.  Tex.— Woolley 
V.  Canyon  Exch.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
159  S.  W.  403;  International  &  G. 
N.  E.  Co.  V.  Williams,  20  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
587,  50  S.  W.  732.  Vt.  — Skinner  v. 
Grant,  12  Vt.  456.  Va.— Quarles'  Admx. 
V.  Littlepage,  2  Hen.  &  M.  (12  Va.) 
401,  3  Am.  Dee.  637.    Wis.  — McNally 
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matter  of  vital  description  of  that  which  is  essential  to  the  action  ^'  or 


V.  McAndrew,  98  Wis.  62,  73  N.  W.  315. 

[a]  Where  the  assignment  of  a 
breach  of  the  corenant  sued  on  is 
materially  variant  from  the  language 
of  the  covenant,  a  judgment  for  dam- 
ages for  the  breach  catinot  be  sustained. 
Edwards  v.  Corn,  Sneed   (Ky.)   61. 

18.     U.  S.  — Union  Stock  Yards  Nat. 
Bank  v.   Gillespie,   137   IT.  S.   411,   11 
Sup.  Ct.  118,  34  L.  ed.  724;     Ferguson 
V.   Harwood,    7    Craneh   408,   3   L.    ed. 
386;    Geer  v.  Board  of  Comrs.,  97  Ted. 
435,  38  0.  C.  A.  250;    Hoge  v.  Magnes, 
85  Fed.  355,  29  C.  0.  A.  564;    Sovereign 
Bank  of   Canada  v.  Stanley,  176  Fed. 
743.      Ala.  — Milner   v.   Stanford,    102 
Ala.  277,  14  So.  644;    Hawkins  v.  Pear- 
son, 96  Ala.  369,  11  So.  304;     Thomp- 
son V.  Eiehardson,  96  Ala.  488,  11  So. 
728;    McDonald  v.  Walker,  95  Ala.  172, 
10  So.  225;    Johnson  v.  Durner,  88  Ala. 
580,  7  So.   245;      Conner  v.  Smith,  88 
Ala.  300,  7  So.  150;      Gilmer  v.  Wal- 
lace,   75    Ala.    220.      Cal.  —  Brown    v. 
Bouse,  93  Cal.  237,  28  Pao.  1044.    Conn. 
Shelinsky  v.   Foster,   87   Conn.   90,   87 
Atl.  35,  Ann.  Cas.  1914G,  1007;  Maguire 
V.   Kiesel,   86   Conn.   453,   85  Atl.   689; 
Plumb  V.  GriflSn,  74  Conn.  132,  50  Atl., 
1;     Bradley  v.  Eeynolds,  61  Conn.  271, 
23  Atl.  928;     Miles  v.  Strong,  60  Conn, 
393,  22  Atl.  959;    House  v.  Metealf,  27 
Conn.  631.    Fla.  —  Walker  v.  Parry,  51 
Fla.  344,  40  So.  69;    Louisville  &  N.  R. 
Co.  V.  Guyton,  47  Fla.  188,  36  So.  84; 
Hinote  v.  Brigman,  44  Fla.  589,  33  So. 
303;      Burrett  v.  Doggett,   6  Fla.   332. 
Ga.  —  DeLacy  v.  Hurst,  83  Ga.  223,  9 
S.   E.   1052;      Bennett  v.   Woolfolk,  15 
Ga.  213;     Pearson  v.  Eeid,  10  Ga.  580; 
Maxwell  v.  Harrison,  8  Ga.  61,  52  Am. 
Dec.  385.     Idaho.  —  Davidson    Grocery 
Co.  V.  Johnston,  24  Idaho  336,  133  Pac. 
929,  Ann.  Cas.  1915C,  1129.    lU.— Lake 
St.  El.  E.  Co.  V.  Shaw,  203  111.  39,  67 
N.   E.   374;      Chicago   &  A.   E.   Co.  v. 
Heinrich,   157   111.   388,  41   N.   E.   860; 
Papiu  V.  Goodrich,  103  111.  86;     Jeffer- 
son V.  Kennard,  77  111.  246;  A.  M.  Eoth- 
sohild  &  Co.  V.  Levy,  118  111.  App.  78. 
Ind.  —  Cincinnati,   I.   St.   L.    &   C.   Ey. 
Co.  V.  McClaiu,  148  Ind.  188,  44  N.  B. 
306;     Shirk  v.  Mitchell,  137  Ind.  185, 
36  N.  E.  850;     Johnson  v.  Murray,  112 
Ind.  154,    13  N.  E.  273,  2  Am.  St.  Eep. 
174;    Hasselman    ■;;.    Carroll,    102    Ind. 
153,  26  N.  E.  202;      Worley  v.  Moore, 
97  Ind.  15;     Dickensheets  v.  Kaufman^ 
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28  Ind.  251.     la.  —  Williamson  v.  Chi- 
cago, etc.  E.  Co.,  84  Iowa  583,  51  N.  W. 
60.     Kan.  —  Newell  v.  Newell,  14  Kan. 
202.    Ky.  —  Merritt  v.  Craveiis,  168  Ky. 
155,  181  S.  W.  970,  L.  E.  A.  1917F,  935; 
Fowler  v.  Cowper,  Sneed  58;     Phoenix- 
Ins.    Co.   V.   Lawrence,   4   Mete.    9,    81 
Am.  Dec.  521.     Me.  —  Sposedo  v.  Mer- 
riman.  Ill  Me.  530,  90  Atl.  387;     Mc- 
Vicker   v.  Beedy,  31   Me.  314,   50   Am. 
Dec.    666.      Md.  — Hoke   v.    Wood,    26 
Md.  453.     Mass.  —  Earle  v.  Kingsbury, 
3    Gush.   206;    Buddington   v.   Shearer, 
20  Pick.  477.    Mich.  — Lull  v.  Davis,  1 
Mich.    77;      Harrington  v.   Worden,   1 
Mich.  487.    Minn.  —  Downs  v.  Finnegan 
58  Minn.  112,  59  N.  W.  981,  49  Am.  St. 
Eep.  488.    Miss.  —  Brooks  v.  Spann,  63 
Miss.  198.   Mo.— Chitty  v.  St.  Louis,  I,  M. 
&  S.   Ey.   Co.,  148   Mo.   64,   49   S.   W. 
868;      Eeed  v.  Bott,   100   Mo.    62,    12 
S.  W.  347,  14  S.   W.  1089;     Hibner  v. 
Short     (Mo.    App.),     189    S.    W.    583; 
Thomas  v.  Bambrick  Bros.   Const.  Co., 
189  Mo.  App.  623,  175  S.  W.  258;    Big- 
ham  V.  Tinsley,  160  Mo.  App.  605,  140 
S.  W.  1193;     Mekos  v.  Fricke,  159  Mo. 
App.  631,  139  S.  W.  1181;     Eumbolz  v. 
Bennett,  86  Mo.  App.  174;    Murdock  v. 
Brown,  16  Mo.  App.  549;     Crawford  v. 
Thoroughman,  13  Mo.  App.  579.    N.  H. 
Little  V.  Morgan,  31  N.  H.  499;   Steven- 
son V.  Mudgett,  10  N.  H.  338,  34  Am. 
Deo.  155.      N.  Y.  —  Elting  v.  Dayton, 
63  Hun  629,  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  849.    N.  C. 
Browning  v.  Berry,  107  N.   C.   231,   12 
S.  E.   195,    10    L.   E.   A.   726.     N.   D. 
Eobertson  v.  Moses,  15  N.  D.  351,  108 
N.   W.  788.     Ohio.  — Conn's  Admrs.  v. 
Gano's  Exrs.,  1  Ohio  483,  13  Am.  Dec. 
639.     Pa.  —  Wilkinson     Mfg.     Co.     v 
Welde,  196  Pa.  508,  46  Atl.  852;  Cleaver 
V.   Garner,   133   Pa.   419,   19   Atl.   408; 
Grubb  V.  Mahoning  Nav.   Co.,   14   Pa. 
302;     Tarentum  Lumb.  Co.  «.  Marvin, 
61  Pa.  Super.   294;      Pittsburgh  J.   E. 
Co.  V.  McCutcheon,  4  Sad.  245,  7  Atl. 
146;    Einker  v.  Aetna  Life  Ins.  Co.,  15 
Pa.  Dist.  76.     S.  C.  —  Lancaster  v.  Co- 
lumbia,  104  S.   C.   228,   88   S.   E.   463. 
S.  D.  — Meldrum  v.  Kenefick,  15  S.  D. 
370,  89  N.  W.  863.     Tenn.  —  Dibrell  v. 
Miller,  8  Yerg.  476,  29  Am.  Dec.  126; 
Exchange  &  Deposit  Bank  v.  Swepson, 
1  Lea  355.     Tex.  —  Galveston,  H.  &  S. 
A.  E.  Co.  V.  Becht  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  21 
S.  W.  971.  Vt.  — Eobinson  v.  Hiirlburt, 
34  Vt,  115;     Gates  v.  Bowker,  18  Vt, 
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defense."  It  must,  that  is  to  say,  consist  in  something  more  than  a 
failure  of  the  evidence  to  conform  to  the  pleadings  in  those  mere  in- 
cidents which  are  not  inherent  in  the  essential  issues  of  the  case.^" 
Under  certain  code  provisions,  a  variance  to  be  fatal  must  amount  to 
a  failure  of  proof  ^^  which  exists  where  the  allegations  of  the  claim  or 


23;  Allen  v.  GofE,  13  Vt.  148,  Va. 
Eying 's  Admr.  v.  Ferguson 's  Admr.,  33 
Gratt.  (74  Va.)  548;  '  Olinger  v.  Me- 
Chesney,  7  Leigh  (34  Va.)  660.  Wash. 
Lee  Hong  v.  Schoenwald,  86  Wash.  326, 
150  Pae.  436;  Tacoma  Mill  Co.  v. 
Perry,  4'0  Wash.  44,  82  Pae.  140;  Dud- 
ley V.  Duval,  29  Wash.  528,  70  Pae.  68. 
W.  Va.  —  MeCrum  v.  Lee,  38  W.  Va. 
583,  18  S.  E.  757.  Eng.  —  Purcell  v. 
Macnamara,  9  East  157,  103  Eng.  Re- 
print 533. 

[a]  The  rule  extracted  from  these 
and.  other  cases  in  the  authorities,  upon 
the  subject  of  variance,  is  that  all  the 
averments  in  a  declaration,  which  need 
not  be  made  or  proved,  when  made,  in 
order  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover, 
may  be  stricken  out  or  disregarded  in 
the  proofs  except  when  they  touch  the 
identity  of  that  which  is  necessary  to 
be  proved.  When  they  go  to  fix  the 
identity  they  become  matters  of  de- 
scription and  must  be  proved  precisely 
as  laid.    Branch  v.  Branch,  6  Ela.  314. 

[b]  Oral  Agreement  Alleged. — Where 
the  plaintiff  alleges  in  his  petition  that 
his  cause  of  action  is  founded  on  an 
oral  agreement  between  himself  and 
the  defendant,  and  the  evidence  shows 
that  the  agreement  was  partly  in  writ- 
ing and  partly  in  parol,  the  variance 
is  not  sufficient  to  defeat  the  plaintiff's 
right  of  recovery.  Kansas  Loan  & 
Trust  Co.  V.  Love,  4  Kan.  App.  188,  45 
Pae.  953. 

[a]  Ownership  of  Train.  —  A  com- 
plaint for  injury  at  a  crossing  alleged 
that  plaintiff's  injuries  were  received 
from  a  Laie  Erie  &  Western  train. 
Failure  to  establish  this  allegation  was 
held  not  fatal  where  the  gist  of  the 
action  was  a  breach  by  defendant  of 
its  duty  to  keep  the  crossing  safe  and 
to  regulate  the  movement  of  all  trains 
at  that  place.  Indianapolis  Union  By. 
Co.  V.  Neubaucher,  16  Ind.  App.  21,  43 
N.  E.  576,  44  N.  E.  669. 

[d]  A  complaint  by  an  assignee  for 
creditors  for  goods,  wares  and  mer- 
chandise sold  and  delivered  to  various 
persons  who  were  employed  by  the  de- 
fendant in  her  boat  and  dry  dock,  was 


held  suficiently  broad  to  allow  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  defendant  was 
the  real  party  contracting  with  plain- 
tiff's assignor.  McMahon  v.  Sherman, 
47  Hun  632,  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  637. 

[e]  In  a  suit  on  a  bond  to  indem- 
nify the  surety  in  another  bond,  which 
is  not  fully  described  in  the  pleadings, 
the  fact  that  the  bond  indemnified 
against  contains  the  name  of  a  surety 
not  mentioned  i  in  the  indemnifying 
bond  is  not  a  material  variance.  Lee 
V.  Wisner,  38  Mich.  82. 

[f]  Attachment  Plaintiffs.  —  Where 
a  pleading  alleges  attachments  in  suits 
in  which  A.,  B.  &  Co.,  D.  C.  &  Co.,  E., 
F.  &  Co.,  creditors  of  the  defendant 
were  plaintiffs  without  designating  the 
plaintiffs  in  each  action,  no  material 
variance  arises  by  showing  at  the  trial 
who  were  the  respective  plaintiffs. 
Blaokman  v.  Wheatpn,  13  Minn.  326. 

19.  TJ.  S.  —  City  Bank  v.  Press  Co., 
56  Fed.  260.  Ala.  —  Gilmer  v.  Wallace, 
75  Ala.  220;  Dill  v.  Bather,  30  Ala.  57. 
Ind.  —  Eichholtz  v.  Taylor,  88  Ind.  38. 
la.  —  Johns  v.  Pattee,  55  Iowa  665,  8 
N.  W.  663.  Kan.  — O'Harro  v.  Akey, 
98  Kan.  511,  158  Pae.  854.  Mo.  — Na- 
tional Live  Stock  Com.  Co.  v.  Donohoo 
(Mo.  App.),  210  S.  W.  929.  N.  J. 
Hutchinson  v.  Van  Voorhis,  54  N.  J. 
Eq.  439,  35  Atl.  371.  N.  Y.  — Hood  v. 
Inman,  4  Johns.  Ch.  437;  Woods  v. 
Morrell,  1  Johns.  Ch.  103.  Okla.  —  Chi- 
cago, E.  I.  &  P.  By.  Co.  V.  Bankers' 
Nat.  Bank,  32  Okla.  290,  122  Pae.  499. 
Pa.  —  Good  V.  Mylin,  8  Pa.  51,  49  Am. 
Dec.  493.  Tenn.  —  Dibrell  v.  Miller,  8 
Terg.  476,  29  Am.  Dec.  126. 

20.  Fla.  —  Branch  v.  Branch,  6  Fla. 
314.  Kan.  —  People's  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Myers,  65  Kan.  122,  69  Pae.  164.  Mo. 
Bigham  v.  Tinsley,  149  Mo.  App.  467, 
130  S.  W.  506;  Bumbolz  v.  Bennett,  86 
Mo.  App.  174.  Eng.  —  Stoddart  v. 
Palmer,  3  Barn.  &  Cres.  2,  10  E.  C.  L. 
12,  107  Eng.  Beprint  636;  Purcell  v. 
Macnamara,  9  East  157,  103  Eng.  Be- 
print 533. 

21.  Cal.  —  Gillin  v.  Hopkins,  28  Cal. 
App.  579,  153  Pae.  724.  Ind.  — Chi- 
cago, I.  &  L.  By.  Co.  V.  Hostetter,  171 
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defense  to  which  the  proof  is  directed  is  unproved,  not  in  some  particu- 
lar or  particulars,  but  in  its  general  scope  and  meaning.^^ 

(B.)  Must  Mislead  and  Prejudice  Adveesaet.—  The  variance,  to  be  ma- 
terial, must  be  of  such  a  nature  as  to  operate  as  a  surprise  upon  the 
adversary,^^  misleading  him  to  his  prejudice  in  maintaining  his  claim 


Ind.  465,  84  N.  E.  534;  Hartwell  Bros. 
V.  Peek  &  Co.,  163  Ind.  357,  71  N.  E. 
958;  Thomas  v.  Dale,  86  Ind.  435; 
Huntington  v.  Mendenhall,  73  Ind.  460; 
Martin  v.  Cauble,  72  Ind.  67;  Perry  v. 
Barnett,  65  Ind.  522;  Boardman  v. 
Griffin,  52  Ind.  101;  Paris  v.  Strong,  51 
Ind.  339;  Jeffersonville,  M.  &  I.  E.  Co. 
V.  Worland,  50  Ind.  339;  Louisville  & 
S.  I.  Traction  Co.  v.  Lottich,  59  Ind. 
App.  426,  106  N.  B.  903;  Indianapolis 
Union  By.  Co.  v.  Neubaucher,  16  Ind. 
App.  21,  43  N.  E.  576,  44  N.  E.  669; 
Johnson  v.  McNabb,  7  Ind.  App.  393, 
34  N.  E.  667.  la.  — Saatoff  v.  Scott, 
103  Iowa  201,  72  N.  W.  492;  Miller  v. 
Kendig,  55  Iowa  174,  7  N.  W.  500.  Ky. 
Prestonsburg  Coal  Co.  v.  Wallen,  159 
Ky.  369,  167  S.  W.  395;  Fox  v.  Pearcy, 
20  Ky.  L.  Eep.  2031,  50  S.  "W.  983. 
Minn.  —  Meyer  v,  Saterbak,  128  Minn. 
304,  160  N.  W.  901;  Dennis  v.  Spencer, 
45  Minn.  250,  47  N.  W.  795;  Short  v. 
McEea,  4  Minn.  119.  Mo.  —  Waldhier 
V.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  E.  Co.,  71  Mo.  514; 
Beck  V.  Ferrara,  19  Mo.  30;  Bigham  v. 
Tinaley,  160  Mo.  App.  605,  140  S.  W. 
1193;  Mekoa  v.  Pricke,  159  Mo.  App. 
631,  139  8.  W.  1181;  Eumbolz  v.  Ben- 
nett, 86  Mo.  App.  174;  Casey  v.  Dono- 
van, 65  Mo.  App.  521;  Phleger  v.  Welt- 
ner,  21  Mo.  App.  580.  N.  Y.  —  Eeed  v. 
McConnell,  133  K.  Y.  425,  31  N.  E.  22; 
Place  V.  Minster,  65  N.  Y.  89;  Catlin 
V.  Gunter,  11  N.  Y.  368,  10  How.  Pr. 
315,  62  Am.  Dec.  113;  Butler  v.  Liver- 
more,  52  Barb.  670;  Whitcomb  v.  Hun- 
gerford,  42  Barb.  177;  Hempstead  ■». 
New  York  Cent.  E.  Co.,  28  Barb.  485; 
Lynch  v.  Cronk,  91  Misc.  422,  155  N. 
Y.  Supp.  271.  N.  C  — Talley  v.  Har- 
riss  Granite  ■  Quarries  Co.,  174  K.  C. 
■  445,  93  S.  E.  995;  Wills  v.  Fisher,  112 
N.  C.  529,  17  S.  E.  73;  Willis  v.  Branch, 
94  N.  C.  142.  K  D.  — HaUoran  v. 
Holmes,  13  N.  D.  411,  101  N.  W.  310. 
Ohio.  —  Gaines  v.  Union  Transp.  & 
Ins.  Co.,  28  Ohio  St.  418;  Hoffman  v. 
Gordon  &  Bro.,  15  Ohio  St.  211.  Ore. 
Stokes  V.  Brown,  20  Ore.  530,  26  Pac. 
561;  Thompson  v.  Eathbun,  18  Ore.  202, 
22  Pac.  837.  Utah.  —  Bullion,  Beck  & 
C.   Min.   Co.   V.  Eureka  Hill  Min.   Co., 
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5  Utah  3,  11  Pac.  515.  Wash,  — Dud- 
ley V.  Duval,  29  Wash.  628,  70  Pac.  68; 
Olson  V.  Snake  Eiver  Val.  E.  Co.,  22 
Wash.  139,  60  Pac.  156;  Silsby  v.  Al- 
dridge,  1  Wash.  117,  23  Pac.  836.  Wyo. 
Kuhn  V.  McKay,  7  Wyo.  42,  49  Pac. 
473,  51  Pac.  .205. 

[a]  "No  variance  is  fatal  under 
our  code,  unless  it  amounts  to  a  fail- 
ure of  proof."  Casey  v.  Donovan,  65 
Mo.  App.  521. 

22.  Nelson  v.  Dowgiallo,  73  Ore. 
342,  143  Pac.  924,  1199. 

[a]  Variance  as  to  Description  of 
Premises  in  Lease.  —  "The  lease  of- 
fered in  evidence  is  the  same  in  terms 
as  the  one  the  legal  effect  of  which  ia 
stated  in  the  complaint;  the  only  dif- 
ference being  in  respect  to  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  property  leased.  In  our 
opinion  this  is  a  variance  in  some  par- 
ticulars only,  and  not  in  the  entire 
scope  and  meaning  of  the  pleading.  The 
foundation  of  the  action  is  the  breach 
of  the  covenant  to  pay  rent,  and  it  is 
a  matter  of  small  consequence  that  the 
description  in  the  declaration  varies 
from  that  contained  in  the  lease,  so 
long  as  it  appears  that  defendant  made 
no  showing  that  he  was  misled  by  rea- 
son of  the  variance."  Nelson  v.  Dow- 
giallo, 73  Ore.  342,  143  Pac.  924,  1199. 

[b]  In  an  action  brought  to  estab- 
lish, plaintiff's  ownership  of  land,  and 
to  prevent  a  conveyance  thereof  by  a 
defendant  apparently  clothed  with  an 
absolute  title,  which  the  complaint  al- 
leges the  defendant  holds  as  security 
only  for  a  debt,  proof  that  the  def end- 
ant 's  apparent  title  is  a  mere  passive 
trust  is  not  such  a  variance  as  to  con- 
stitute a  failure  of  proof.  Halloran  v. 
Holmes,  13  N.  D.  411,  101  N.  W.  310. 

[c]  Evidence  of  a  wholly  different 
consideration  than  that  alleged,  is 
deemed  a  failure  of  proof.  Gillin  v. 
Hopkins,  28  Cal.  App.  579,  153  Pac. 
724. 

23.  U.  S.  —  Hoge  v.  Magnes,  85  Fed. 
355,  29  C.  C.  A.  564.  Cal.  — Lyles  v. 
Perrin,  134  Cal.  417,  66  Pac.  472;  Fitz- 
gerald V.  Southern  Pac.  Co.,  36  Cal. 
App.   660,   173  Pac.  91.    Colo.  — Web- 
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or  defense  upon  the  merits.^*    An  adversary  who  is  not  thus  misled  to 


ster  V.  Heginbotham,  23  Colo.  App.  229, 
238,  129  Pac.  569.  D.  0.  —  Washing- 
ton &  G.  E.  Co.  V.  Grant,  11  App.  Cas. 
107.  Idaho.  —  Lewis  v.  Utah  Const. 
Co.,  10  Idaho  214,  77  Pac.  336.  la. 
Iowa  V.  Huston,  39  Iowa  323.  La. 
Parish  Board  of  School  Directors  v. 
Alexander,  125  La.  808,  51  So.  906. 
Minn.  —  Dennis  v.  Spencer,  45  Minn, 
250,  47  N.  W.  795.  Mo.  —  National 
Live  Stock  Com.  Co.  v.  Donohoe  (Mo. 
App.),  210  S.  "W.  929;  Hibner  v.  Short 
(Mo.  App.),  189  S.  W.  583;  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Stam,  186  Mo.  App.  439,  171 
S.  W.  567;  Clark  v.  Clark,  59  Mo.  App. 
532;  "Wesby  v.  Bowers,  58  Mo.  App. 
419.  N.  Y.  —  Boynton  v.  Boynton,  43 
How.  Pr.  380;  Eich  v.  Eich,  16  Wend. 
663;  Trowbridge  v.  Didier,  4  Duer  448. 
Wash.  —  Dudley  v.  Duval,  29  Wash. 
528,  70  Pac.  68. 

[a]  Variance  as  to  Eight  to  Sus- 
pend Mining  Operations.  —  Plaintiff 
suing  for  breach  of  a  mining  contract 
alleged  that  the  contract  gave  him  an 
unqualified  right  to  mine  coal  in  a 
specified  territory.  The  evidence  es- 
tablished a  right  in  the  defendant  un- 
der the  contract  to  suspend  the  mining 
in  the  absence  of  orders  for  coal.  The 
variance  was  held  material.  Pratt 
Consol.  Coal  Co.  v.  Short,  191  Ala.  378, 
68  So.  63. 

[b]  Money  Alleged,  Note  Proved, 
"It  cannot,  certainly,  be  claimed  that 
a  complaint  that  a  plaintiff  had  deliv- 
ered to  a  defendant  a  certain  amount 
of  money  would  apprise  the  defendant 
of  the  fact  that  plaintiff  bases  his 
claim  upon  the  fact  that  he  had  deliv- 
ered to  the  defendant  certain  property, 
and  that  thereafter  this  property  had 
been  converted  into  money."  Bottom 
V.  Barton,  12  Colo.  App.  53,  54  Pae. 
1031. 

24.  V.  S.  —  Liverpool  &  L.  &  G.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Gunther,  116  U.  S.  113,  6  Sup. 
Ct.  306,  29  L.  ed.J675;  Waters  v.  Guile, 
234  Fed.  532,  148  C.  C.  A.  298;  Erie  E. 
Co.  V.  Kennedy,  191  Fed.  332,  112  C. 
C.  A.  76.  Ark.  —  Molen  v.  Orr,  44  Ark. 
486.  Cal.  — Lylea  v.  Perrin,  134  Cal. 
417,  66  Pac.  472;  Moore  v.  Douglas, 
132  Cal.  399,  64  Pac.  705;  Herman  V. 
Hecht,  116  Cal.. 553,  48  Pac.  611;  Cock- 
ins  V.  Cook,  108  Cal.  ivii,  41  Pac.  406; 
Peters  v.  Foss,  20  Cal.  586;  Fitzgerald 
V.  Southern  Pac.  Co.,  36  Cal.  App.  660, 


173  Pac.  91;  Culver  v.  Newhart,  18  Cal. 
App.  614,  123  Pac.  975;  Ostrom  v. 
Woodbury,  18  Cal.  App.  142,  122  Pac. 
825.  Colo.  —  Webster  v.  Heginbotham, 
23  Colo.  App.  229,  238,  129  Pac.  569; 
Denver  City  Tramway  Co.  v.  Gawley, 
23  Colo.  App.  332,  129  Pac.  258;  Bot- 
tom V.  Barton,  12  Colo.  App.  53,  54  Pac. 
1031;  Eio  Grande  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Euben- 
stein,   5    Colo.   App.    121,   38   Pae.    76. 

D.  C.  —  Washington  &  G.  E.  Co.  v. 
Grant,  11  App.  Cas.  107.  Idaho. 
Lewis  V.  Utah  Const.  Co.,  10  Idaho  214, 
77  Pac.  336.  Ind.  —  Huey  Co.  v.  John- 
ston, 164  Ind.  489,  73  N.  E.  996;  Jen- 
ney  Elec.  Co.  v.  Branham,  145  Ind.  314, 
41  N.  E.  448,  33  L.  E.  A.  395;  Louis- 
ville, N.  A.  &  C.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Shanks, 
132  Ind.  395,  31  N.  E.  1111;  Eeddick 
V.  Keesling,  129  Ind.  128,  28  N.  E.  316; 
Ashton  1?.  Shepherd,  120  Ind.  69,  22  N. 

E.  98;  Louisville  k  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Holler- 
bach,  105  Ind.  137,  5  N.  E.  28;  Durham 
V.  Fechheimer,  67  Ind.  35;  Farley  v. 
Eller,  29  Ind.  322;  Hawkins  V.  Thomp- 
son (Ind.  App.),  122  N.  E.  431;  Grotiua 
V.  Boss,  24  Ind.  App.  543,  57  N.  E.  46; 
Cummings  v.  Girton,  19  Ind.  App.  248, 
49  N.  E.  360.  I».  — Mudge  v.  Eailway 
Mail  Equipment  Co.,  167  Iowa  656,  149 
N.  W.  867;  Bobbins  v.  Diggins,  78  Iowa 
521,  43  N.  W.  306;  Jenkins  v.  Barrows, 
73  Iowa  438,  35  N.  W.  510.  Kan. 
O'Harro  v.  Akey,  98  Kan.  511,  158  Pac. 
854;  Danielson  v.  Scott,  88  Kan.  789, 
129  Pac.  1190;  People's  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Myers,  65  Kan.  122,  69  Pac.  164.  Ky. 
Merritt  v.  Cravens,  168  Ky.  155,  181 
S.  W.  970,  L.  E.  A.  1917P,  935;  Fox  v. 
Pearcy,  20  Ky.  L.  Eep.  2031,  50  S.  W. 
983;  DoTsey's  Admr.  v.  Swann,  19  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  1387,  43  S.  W.  692.  Minn. 
Gillespie  v.  Duluth,  137  Minn.  454,  163 
N.  W.  779;  Wilcox  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Eit- 
teman,  88  Minn.  18,  92  N.  W.  472. 
Miss.  —  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Price, 
72  Miss.  862,  18  So.  415.  Mo.  — Evans 
V.  Evans,  52  S.  W.  12;  Salmon  Falls 
Bank  v.  Leyser,  116  Mo.  51,  22  S.  W. 
504;  Pleasant  Hill  Bank  v.  Wills,  79 
Mo.  275;  Meyer  v.  Chambers,  68  Mo. 
626;  Ely  v.  Porter,  58  Mo.  158;  Turner 
V.  Chilliepthe  &  D.  M.  C.  B.  Co.,  51  Mo. 
501;  Fischer  v.  Max,  49  Mo.  404;  Mur- 
phy V.  Wilson,  44  Mo.  313,  100  Am. 
Dec.  290;  Hibner  v.  Short  (Mo.  App.), 
189  S.  W.  583;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Stam, 
186  Mo.  App.  439,  171  S.  W.  567;  Scal- 
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his  injury  by  the  varianee,'*  and  makes  a  showing  to  that  effect  by  af- 


pino  V.  Smith,  154  Mo.  App.  524,  135 
8.    W.    1000.     Neb.  — Chicago    House 
Wrecking  Co.  v.  Stewart  Lumb.  Co.,  66 
Neb.  835,  92  N.  W.  1009;  Toy  v.  Me- 
Hugh,  62  Neb.  820,  87  N.  W.  1059.   N. 
J.  —  Hallock  V.  Commercial  Ins.  Co.,  26 
N.  J.  L.  268.    N.  Y.  — BaUy  v.  Horn- 
thai,   154  N.  Y.  648,  49   N.  E.   56,  61 
Am.    St.    Eep.    645;    Place   v.   Minster, 
65  N.  Y.  89;  Catlin  v.  Gunter,  11  N.  Y. 
368,  10  How.  Pr.  315,  62  Am.  Deo.  113; 
Barrick  v.  Austin,   21   Barb.   241;   Co- 
theal  V.  Talmadge,  1  E.  D.  Smith  573; 
Lynch  v.  Cronk,  91  Misc.  422,  155  N. 
Y.  Supp.  271.    N.  C.  —  Talley  v.  Har- 
riss    Granite   Quarries   Co.,   174   N.   C. 
445,  93   S.   E.  995;   Coore  V.  Seaboard 
Air  Line  Ey.  Co.,  152  N.  C.  702,  68  S. 
E.  210;  Mode  v.  Penland,  93  N.  C.  292; 
Lawrence  v.  Hester,  93  N.  C.  79.  N.  D. 
Eickel  1?.  Sherman,  34  N.  D.  298,  158 
N.  W.  266;  Eobertson  v.  Moses,  15  N. 
D.    351,   108    N.   W.    788;    Halloran   v. 
Holmes,  13  N.  D.  411,  101  N.  W.  310. 
Ohio.  —  Ealston    v.    Kohl's    Admr.,    30 
Ohio  St.  92;  Hoffman  V.  Gordon  &  Bro., 
15  Ohio  St.  211.  Okla.  — Chicago,  E.  I. 
&  P.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Bankers'  Nat.  Bank, 
32  Okla.  290,  122  Pac.  499;  Patterson 
V.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  Ey.  Co.,  24  Okla. 
747,  104  Pae.  31.  Ore.  — Bickel  v.  Wes- 
singer,  58  Ore.  98,  113  Pae.  34;  Stokes 
V.   Brown,   20   Ore.   530,   26   Pae.   561; 
Dodd  &  Co.  V.  Denny,  6  Ore.  156.   Pa. 
Tarentum  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Marvin,  61  Pa. 
Super.  294;     Clymer- Jones  Lith.  Co.  v. 
United  States,  etc.  Co.,  48  Pa.  Super. 
636;   Walter  v.  Transue,  22  Pa.  Super. 
617.    S.   D.  — Woodford   v.   Kelley,   18 
S.  D.  615,  101  N.  W.  1069;  Meldrum  v. 
Kenefick,  15  S.  D.  370,  89  N.  W.  863; 
North  Star  Boot  &  Shoe  Co.  v.  Steb- 
bins,  3  S.  D.  640,  54  N.  W.  593.    Tex. 
Brown  v.  Sullivan,  71  Tex.  470,  10  S. 
W.  288;   Wiebusch  v.  Taylor,  64  Tex. 
,53;   McClelland  v.  Smith,  3   Tex.   210. 
Utah.  — Culmer  v.  Clift,  14  Utah  286, 
47  Pac.  85;  Holman  v.  Pleasant  Grove 
City,  8  Utah  78,  30  Pac.  72;   Bullion, 
Beck  &  C.  Min.  Co.  v.  Eureka  Hill  Min. 
Co.,   5   Utah   3,    11    Pac.    515.    Wash. 
Lee    Hong    v.    Schoenwald,    86    Wash. 
326,  150  Pac.  436;  Dudley  v.  Duval,  29 
Wash.  528,  70  Pac.  68;  Olson  v.  Snake 
Eiver   Val.   E.   Co.,   22   Wash.    139,   60 
Pac.  156;  Eitchie  v.  Carpenter,  2  Wash. 
512,  28  Pac.  380,  26  Am.  St.  Eep.  877. 
Wis.  —  McNally  r.  McAndrew,  98  Wis. 
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62,  73  N.  W.  315;  Thayer  v.  Jarvis,  44 
Wis.  388;  Herrick  v.  Graves,  16  Wis. 
157;  Fox  Eiver  Val.  E.  Co.  v.  Shoyer, 
7  Wis.  365. 

[a]  "Of  course,  where  a  defendant 
is  misled  to  such  an  extent  as  to  be 
unable  to  properly  combat  the  charges 
of  the  plaintiff,  a  variance  between  the 
proof  and  the  pleadings  is  fatal  to 
plaintiff's  right  to  recover."  Gallwey 
V.  Castelhun,  35  Cal.  App.  589,  170  Pac. 
657. 

25.  V.  8.  —  Grayson  v.  Lynch,  163 
V.  S.  468,  16  Sup.  Ct.  1064,  41  L.  ed. 
230;  Nash  v.  Towne,  5  Wall.  689,  18  L. 
ed.  527;  Bobbins  v.  Chicago,  4  Wall. 
657,  18  L.  ed.  427.  Ark.  — Molen  v. 
Orr,  44  Ark.  486.  Cal.  —  Foster  v.  Carr, 
135  Cal.  83,  67  Pac.  43;  Moore  v.  Doug- 
las, 132  Cal.  399,  64  Pae.  705;  Duke  v. 
Huntington,  130  Cal.  272,  62  Pae.  510; 
Cockins  v.  Cook,  108  Cal.  xvii,  41  Pac. 
406;  Hitchcock  v.  McElrath,  72  Cal. 
565,  14  Pac.  305;  Fitzgerald  v.  South- 
ern Pac.  Co.,  36  Cal.  App.  660,  173  Pac. 
91;  Gallwey  v.  Castelhun,  35  Cal,  App. 
589,  170  Pac.  657.  Colo.  —  Denver  City 
Tramway  Co.  v.  Gawley,  23  Colo.  App, 
332,  129  Pac.  258;  Bottom  v.  Barton, 
12  Colo.  App.  53,  54  Pac.  1031;  Bio 
Grande  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Eubenstein,  5  Colo. 
App.  121,  38  Pae.  76.  D.  C  — Wash- 
ington &  G.  E.  Co.  V.  Grant,  11  App. 
Cas.  107.  Ind.  —  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co. 
V.  Hollerbach,  105  Ind.  137,  5  N.  E. 
28;  Hedrick  v.  D.  M.  Osborne  &  Co., 
99  Ind.  143;  Lucas  v.  Smith,  42  Ind. 
103;  Louisville  *  S.  I.  Traction  Co.  v. 
Lottich,  59  Ind.  App.  426,  106  N.  E. 
903;  Consolidated  Stone  Co.  v.  Wil- 
liams, 26  Ind.  App.  131,  67  N.  E.  558, 

84  Am.  St.  Eep.  278.    la Mudge  «. 

Eailway  Mail  Equipment  Co.,  167  Iowa 
656,  149  N.  W.  867;  Bobbins  v.  Dig- 
gins,  78  Iowa  521,  43  N.  W.  306.  Kan. 
O'Harro  v.  Akey,  98  Kan.  511,  158  Pac. 
854;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Montgomery 
County  Nat.  Bank,  64  Kan.  134,  67  Pac. 
458;  Crane  v.  Eing,  48  Kan.  61,  29  Pae. 
696.  Ky.  —  Merritt  v.  Cravens,  168  Ky. 
155,  181  S.  W.  970,  L.  E.  A.  1917F,  935; 
Chesapeake  &  O.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Jesse,  159 
Ky.  450,  167  S.  W.  407;  Grinstead'a 
Admx.  V,  Phoenix  Nat.  Bank,  19  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  1914,  44  S.  W.  952.  Mass.  — But- 
terworth  v.  Western  Assur.  Co.,  132 
Mass.  489.  Mich.  —  O  'Neil  v.  Newman, 
132  Mich.  489,  93  N.  W.   1064;  Barn- 
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fidavit,  or  otherwise,^^  is  not,  unless  the  variance  amounts  to  a  failure 
of  proof,  in  position  to  predicate  error  thereon.*' 

(C.)  Test  of  Formek  Adjudication.  —  It  cannot  be  said  that  a  material 
variance  exists  where  the  evidence  so  sustains  the  case  made  by  the 
pleadings  that  another  action  could  not  be  maintained  on  the  same 
evidence  offered  in  support  of  the  pleadings  therein." 


hard  v.  White  Cloud,  108  Mich.  508,  66 
N.  W.  387;  Mason  v.  School  Dist.  No. 
1,  34  Mich.  228;  Lothrop  v.  South- 
worth,  5  Mich.  436.  Mlns.  —  Gillespie 
17.  Duluth,  137  Minn.  454,  163  N.  W. 
779.  Mo.  —  Fischer  v.  Max,  49  Mo.  404; 
Toppass  V.  Kellogg  Syrup  Mfg.  Co., 
74  Mo.  App.  402;  James  v.  Hicks,  58 
Mo.  App.  521.  Neb.  —  Kopplekom  v. 
Huffman,  12  Neb.  95,  10  N.  W.  577. 
N.  J.  —  Hallock  V.  Commercial  Ins. 
Co.,  26  N.  J.  L.  268;  Bunting  v.  Allen, 
18  N.  J.  L.  299.  N.  Y.— .Catlin  v.  Gun- 
ter,  11  N.  Y.  368,  10  How.  Pr.  315,  62 
Am.  Dec.  113;  Boynton  v.  Boynton,  43 
How.  Pr.  380.  Wash.  — Irby  v.  Phil- 
lips, 40  Wash.  618,  82  Pac.  931;  Ster- 
rett  i;.  Northport  Min.  &  Smelt.  Co.,  30 
Wash.  164,  70  Pae.  266;  Olson  v.  Snake 
Eiver  Val.  E.  Co.,  22  Wash.  139,  60  Pac. 
156.  Wis.  —  McNally  v.  McAndrew,  98 
Wis.  62,  73  N.  W.  315;  Engel  v.  Hardt, 
56  Wis.  456,  14  N.  W.  625;  Delaplaine 
V.  Turnley,  44  Wis.  31;  Harper  v.  Mil- 
waukee, 30   Wis.  365. 

[a]  In  a,  suit  to  foreclose  a.  tax  lien 
plaintiff  alleged  that  the  entire  quar- 
ter section  was  sold  in  one  body,  and 
the  evidence  showed  that  the  land  was 
not  sold  in  one  body,  but  that  each  of 
its  constituent  40 's  was  separately  as- 
sessed, taxed  and  sold.  The  variance 
was  disregarded  on  appeal.  Toy  v.  Mc- 
Hugh,  62  Neb.  820,  87  N.  W.  1059. 

[b]  "Wiere  the  ultimate  facts 
which  warrant  a  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff  have  been  clearly  alleged  in 
the  complaint,  and  the  issue  thus  ten- 
dered has  been  fairly  tried  upon  the 
merits,  a  variance  between  the  evi- 
dential facts  set  forth  in  the  pleading 
and  those  established  by  the  proof, 
which  has  not  misled  or  surprised  the 
defendant,  is  not  fatal  to  the  verdict 
or  judgment."  Salt  Lake  City  v. 
Smith,  104  Fed.  457,  467,  43  C.  C.  A. 
637. 

[c]  Nature  of  the  Item  of  Charge 
Shown  by  Bill  of  Particulars.  —  Plain- 
tiff alleged  in  one  count  of  his  com- 
plaint a  claim  for  "money  advanced" 
and   "money  loaned"   by   him   to   the 


defendant.  A  bill  of  particulars  fur- 
nished the  defendant  showed  that  one 
of  the  items  was  a  charge  against  the 
defendant  for  services  rendered.  Proof 
of  such  charge  for  services  was  held 
not  to  constitute  a  material  variance. 
Gallwey  v.  Castelhun,  35  Cal.  App.  589, 
170   Pac.   657. 

[d]  Variance  as  to  Number  of 
Shares  of  Stock  To  Be  Paid.  —  Proof 
that  defendant  agreed  to  give  plaintiff 
400,000  shares  of  stock  provided  plain- 
tiff procured  the  adoption  by  the  gov- 
ernment of  a  certain  mail  device  with- 
in six  months,  is  not  materially  variant 
from  an  allegation  that  defendant 
agreed  to  issue  to  plaintiff  350,000 
shares  of  stock  in  case  the  device  was 
adopted  within  two  years  where  it  is 
not  shown  that  defendant  was  preju- 
diced. Mudge  V.  Railway  Mail  Equip- 
ment Co.,  167  Iowa  656,  149  N.  W.  867. 

[e]  Error  as  to  Date  of  Acts  Com- 
plained of.  —  A  petition  for  alienation 
of  affections  stated  that  the  acts  com- 
plained of  occurred  in  1910  whereas 
the  evidence  established  the  fact  that 
they  occurred  in  1913.  The  variance 
was  considered  immaterial,  it  being  a 
mere  typographical  error  and  it  fur- 
ther appearing  from  a  deposition  given 
by  the  defendant  before  the  trial  that 
he  knew  that  the  acts  occurred  in  1913. 
Merritt  v.  Cravens,  168  Ky.  155,  181 
S.  W.  970,  L.  E.  A.  191 7F,  935. 

[f]  "To  deny  a  recovery  because 
the  evidence  shows  an  express  agree- 
ment for  the  same  compensation 
claimed  to  be  the  reasonable  value 
seems  an  absurdity,  and  we  unhesitat- 
ingly say  that  this  is  no  longer  the  law 
in  this  state,  if  it  ever  has  been.  We 
adopt  the  tule  that,  under  a  complaint 
declaring  on  a  quantum  meruit  count, 
plaintiff  may  prove  and  recover  on  an 
express  contract,  unless  the  variance 
in  the  particular  case  misleads  defend- 
ant to  his  prejudice."  Meyer  v.  Sateis- 
bak,  128  Minn.  304,  150  N.  W.  901. 

26.  See  infra,  III,  C,  2,  b,  (III). 

27.  See  infra,  III,  C,  8,  a. 

28.  Ala.  —  Atlantic    Coast    Line    B. 
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(D.)  Immaterial  Averments. —  (1.)  Variance  as  to,  Not  Fatal.—  The  re- 
quirement that  the  allegations  and  proof  must  correspond  has  reference 
to  the  essential  elements  of  the  claim  or  defense,^*  and  does  not  extend 
to  immaterial  matters.  A  variance  as  to  these  is  not  fatal."* 


Co.  V.  Dahlberg  Brokerage  Co.,  170  Ala. 
617,  54  So.  168.  Conn.  —  Shepard  v. 
New  Haven  &  N.  Co.,  45  Conn.  54; 
Brewster  v.  Dana,  1  Root  266.  111. 
Frazer  v.  Smith,  60  111.  145.  Ky. 
Faris  v.  Lewis,  2  B.  Mon.  375. 
29.  See  supra,  III,  C,  2,  b,  (II),  (A). 
80.  TJ.  S.  —  Donati  v.  Cleveland 
Grain  Co.,  221  Fed.  168,  137  C.  C.  A. 
68;  City  of  St.  Charles  v.  Stookey,  154 
Fed.  772,  85  C.  C.  A.  494;  Hoge  v.  Mag- 
nes,  85  Fed.  355,  29  C.  C.  A.  564.  Ala. 
Blue  V.  American  Soda  Fountain  Co., 
150  Ala.  16«,  43  So.  709;,  Southern  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Taylor,  148  Ala.  52,  42  So.  625; 
Central  of  Georgia  Ey.  Co.  v.  Thomas, 
1  Ala.  App.  267,  55  So.  443.  Oal.— Fos- 
ter V.  Carr,  135  Cal.  83,  67  Pae.  43;  Pat- 
terson V.  Keystone  M.  Co.,  30  Cal.  360. 
Conn.  —  Adams  v.  Way,  32  Conn.  160; 
Pratt  1).  Humphrey,  22  Conn.  317.  Del, 
Mills  V.  Wilmington  City  Ey,  Co.,  1 
Marv.  269,  40  Atl.  1114.  D.  C— Wash- 
ington E.  &  E.  Co.  V.  Washington  Ter- 
minal Co.,  44  App.  Cas.  470;  Washing- 
ton &  G.  E.  Co.  V.  Grant,  11  App.  Cas. 
107.  Ga.  —  Simmons  v.  State,  4  Ga. 
465.  111.*— Jones  v.  Sanitary  Dist.  of 
Chicago,  264  111.  98,  106  N.  E.  473;  Al- 
drich  V.  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.,  241  111. 
402,  89  N.  E.  702,  132  Am.  St.  Eep. 
220;  Chicago  &  A.  E.  Co.  v.  Wise,  206 
111.  453,  69  N.  E.  500;  Chicago  West 
Div.  E.  Co.  V.  Mills,  105  111.  63;  Penn- 
sylvania Co.  V.  Conlan,  101  111.  93;  Now- 
lin  V.  Bloom,  1  111.  138;  Martin  v.  Chi- 
cago, D.  &  G.  B.  Transit  Co.,  194  111. 
App.  480.  Ind.  —  Overton  v.  Eogers,  99 
Ind.  595;  Hedrick  v.  D.  M.  Osborne  & 
Co.,  99  Ind.  143;  Monongahela  Eiver 
Consol.  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Hardsaw 
(Ind.  App.),  79  N.  E.  1062;  Indianap- 
olis Union  Ey.  Co.  v.  Neubaucher,  16 
Ind.  App.  21,  43  N.  E.  576,  44  N.  E. 
669.  la.  —  Watson  v.  Mississippi  Eiver 
Power  Co.,  174  Iowa  23,  156  N.  W.  188, 
L.  E.  A.  1916D,  101.  Kan.  —  People 's 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Myers,  65  Kan.  122,  69 
Pac.  164;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Montgom- 
ery County  I^at.  Bank,  64  Kan.  134,  67 
Pac.  458.  Ky.  —  Grinstead's  Admx.  v. 
Phoenix  Nat.  Bank,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
1914,  44  S.  W.  952.  Mass.  —  Cunning- 
ham V.  Kimball,  7  Mass.  65;  Little  v. 
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Blunt,  16  Pick.  359;  Hastings  v.  Lev- 
ering, 2  Pick.  214,  13  Am.  Dee.  420. 
Me.  —  MaxwaU  v.  Maxwell,  31  ike.  184, 
50  Am.  Dee.  657.  Mich.  —  Malkowski 
V.  Olfs,  161  Mich.  303,  126  N.  W.  199; 
Angell  V.  Loomis,  97  Mich.  5,  55  N.  W. 
1008;  Lothrop  v.  Southworth,  5  Mich. 
436.  Minn.  —  Wilcox  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Eit- 
teman,  88  Minn.  18,  92  N.  W.  472.  Mo. 
McQueen  v.  Farrow,  4  Mo.  212;  Martin 
v.  Miller,  3  Mo.  135;  Hutchison  v.  Pat- 
rick, 3  Mo.  65;  Toppass  v.  Kellogg 
Syrup  Mfg.  Co.,  74  Mo.  App.  402.  Neb. 
Chicago  House  Wrecking  Co.  v.  Stew- 
art Lumb.  Co.,  66  Neb.  835,  92  N.  W. 
1009.  Nev.  —  Frevert  v.  Swift,  19  Nev. 
400,  13  Pae.  6;  James  v.  Goodenough, 
7  Nev.  324.  N.  M.  —  Goesling  v.  Gross, 
Kelly  &  Co.,  15  N.  M.  721,  113  Pac. 
608.  N.  Y.  —  Lynch  v.  Cronk,  91  Misc. 
422,  155  N.  Y.  Supp.  271;  Lyons  v. 
Miller,  10  Misc.  653,  31  N.  Y.  Supp. 
795.  N.  D.  —  Eobertson  v.  Moses,  15 
N.  D.  351,  108  N.  W,.  788.  Ohio. 
Gaines  v.  Union  Transp.  &  Ins.  Co.,  28 
Ohio  St.  418.  Pa. — Stegmaier  v.  Key- 
stone Coal  Co.,  225  Pa.  221,  74  Atl.  58; 
Gibbs  V.  Cannon,  9  Serg.  &  E.  198,  11 
Am.  Deo.  699.  S.  C.  —  Lancaster  v.  Co- 
lumbia, 104  iS.  C.  228,  88  S.  E.  463; 
Walker  v.  Briggs,  8  Eich.  L.  440.  S.  D. 
Woodford  v.  Kelley,  18  S.  D.  615,  101 
N.  W.  1069;  Meldrum  v.  Kenefick,  15 
S.  D.  370,  89  N.  W.  863.  Tex.  — First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Brown,  85  Tex.  80,  23  S. 
W.  862;  Mcllhenny  v.  Planters'  &  Me- 
chanics' Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
46  S.  W.  282.  Utah.  — Season  v.  West- 
ern Meat  Co.,  40  Utah  398,  124  Pac. 
335.  Vt.  —  Blaisdell  v.  Davis,  72  Vt. 
295,  48  A.tl.  14;  Henry  v.  Tilson,  17  Vt. 
479.  Wash.  —  Meals  v.  De  Soto  Placer 
Min.  Co.,  33  Wash.  302,  74  Pac.  470; 
Olson  V.  Snake  Eiver  Val.  E.  Co.,  22 
Wash.  139,  60  Pae.  156.  W.  Va. 
Kniceley  v.  West  Virginia  M.  E.  Co., 
64  W.  Va.  278,  61  S.  E.  811,  17  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  370.  Wis.  — McNally  v.  Mc- 
Andrew,  98  Wis.  62,  73  N.  W.  315. 
Bng.  —  Stoddart  v.  Palmer,  3  Barn.  & 
Ores.  2,  10  E..  0.  L.  12,  107  Eng.  Ee- 
print  636;  Purcell  v.  Macnamara,  9 
East  157,  103  Eng.  Reprint  533. 

[a]    TypograpUcal  eirors  which  do 
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(2.)  Surplusage.  —  A  party  may  set  forth  more  facts  than  are  essential 
to  constitute  his  claim  or^  defense  in  which  case  he  need,  as  a  rule,  prove 
the  substance  of  only  so  many  of  them  as  are  essential  to  support  a 
recovery,^^  for  a  material  variance  does  not  arise  from  a  failure  of  the 
proof  to  correspond  to  and  support  allegations'^  which  constitute  mere 


not  operate  to  mislead  the  adversary 
are  not  material.  Merritt  v.  Cravens, 
168  Ky.  155,  181  S.  W.  970,  L.  E.  A. 
1917F,  935. 

[b]  Wilfully.  —  (1)  Failure  to 
prove  that  the  act  was  wilfully  done, 
as  alleged,  is  not  fatal  where  such  al- 
legation is  immaterial.  Guianios  v.  De 
Camp  Coal  Min.  Co.,  242,111.  278,  89 
N.  E.  1003.  (2)  Such  allegation  is  re- 
garded as  immaterial  where  no  puni- 
tive damages  are  sought.  Thoele  v, 
Marvin  Planing  Mill  Co.,  165  Mo.  App. 
707,  148  S.  W.  413. 

[e]  Furposo  of  Contract.  —  "Where 
plaintiff,  in  an  action  in  assumpsit  for 
breach  of  a  contract  to  purchase  corn, 
alleged  the  contract  and  made  an  aver- 
ment also  as  to  his  having  purchased 
the  corn  with  which  to  fulfill  his  con- 
tract with  defendant,  such  latter  alle- 
gation was  immaterial  and  a  variance 
in  the  proof  with  respect  to  it  was  not 
fatal.  Donati  v.  Cleveland  Grain  Co., 
221  Fed.  168,  137  C.  C.  A.  68. 

31.  Ala.  —  Penry  v.  Dozier,  161  Ala. 
292,  49  So.  909.  Ind.  —  Terra  Haute  & 
I.  E.  Co.  V.  McCorkle,  104  Ind.  613,  40 
N.  E.  62;  Long  v.  Doiey,  50  Ind.  385; 
Grotius  V.  Eoss,  24  Ind.  App.  643,  57  N. 
E.  46.  la.  —  Luttermann  «.  Eomey,  143 
Iowa  233,  121  N.  W.  1040.  Maw. 
Cavanagh  v.  Tyson,  Weare  &  Marshall 
Co.,  227  Mass.  437,  116  N.  E.  818. 
Mich.  —  Malkowski  v.  Olfs,  161  Mich. 
303,  126  N.  W.  199.  Mo.  — Dalton  v. 
St.  Louis,  L  M.  &  S.  Ey.  Co.,  187  Mo. 
App.  691,  173  S.  W.  77;  French  v.  Cen- 
ter Creek  Powder  Mfg.  Co.,  173  Mo. 
App.  220,  158  S.  W.  723.  N.  Y.  —  Hen- 
ry Hall  Sons  Co.  v.  Sundstrom  &  Strat- 
ton  Co.,  138  4.pp.  Div.  548,  123  N.  Y. 
Supp.  390^  N.  O.,— Pegram  v.  Stoltz, 
67  N.  C.  144.  P».  —  Stegmaier  v.  Key- 
stone Coal  Co.,  225  Pa.  221,  74  Atl.  58. 
S.  D.  — Bedtkey  v.  Bedtkey,  15  iS.  D, 
310,  89  N.  W.  479. 

[a]  In  slander  and  libel  where  all 
the  words  alleged  constitute  one  en- 
tire charge,  they  must  all  be  proved; 
but  it  is  not  "necessary  to  prove  the 


whole  of  a  continuous  sentence  as  al- 
leged, provided  the  meaning  of  the 
words  proved  is  not  varied  by  the  omis- 
sion of  the  others.  Schmisseur  v.  Krei- 
lich,  92  111.  347. 

32.  Oal.  —  Pigeon  v.  W.  P.  Fuller  & 
Co.,  156  Cal.  691,  105  Pac.  976;  Patter- 
son V.  Keystone  M.  Co.,  30  Cal.  360. 
Conn.  —  Adams  v.  Way,  32  Conn.  160; 
Pratt  V.  Humphrey,  22  Conn.  317.  HI. 
Jones  V.  Sanitary  Dist.  of  Chicago,  264 
111.  98,  106  N.,  E.  473;  Aldrich  v.  Illi- 
nois Cent.  E.  Co.,  241  111.  4'02,  89  N.  E. 
702,  132  Am.  St.  Hep.  220;  Chicago  & 
A.  E.  Co.  V.  Heinrich,  157  111.  388,  41 
N.  E.  860;  Gridley  v.  Bloomiagton,  68 
111.  47;  Gait  v.  Woliver,  103  111.  App. 
71.  Ind.  —  Johnson  v.  Murray,  112  Ind. 
154,  13  N.  E.  273,  2  Am.  St.  Eep.  174; 
Overton  v.  Bogers,  99  Ind.  595;  Hig- 
man  v.  Hood,  3  Ind.  App.  456,  29  N.  E. 
1141.  la.  —  Watson  v.  Mississippi  Elv- 
er Power  Co.,  174  Iowa  23,  156  N.  W. 
188,  L.  E.  A.  1916D,  101;  Gilbert  Bros. 
V.  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  Ey.  Co.,  156 
Iowa  440,  136  N.  W.  911.  Me.— -Max- 
well V.  Maxwell,  31  Me.  184,  50  Am. 
Dec.  657.  Mass.  —  Cavanagh  v.  Tyson, 
Weare  &  Marshall  Co.,  227  Mass.  437, 
116  N.  E.  818;  Little  v.  Blunt,  16  Pick. 
359.  Mich.  —  Malkowski  v.  Olfs,  161 
Mich.  303,  126  N.  W.  199;  Angell  v. 
Loomis,  97  Mich.  5,  55  N.  W.  1008;  Lull 
V.  Davis,  1  Mich.  77.  Mo.  —  Dalton  c. 
St.  Louis  I.  &  M.  S.  Ey.  Co.,  187  Mo. 
App.  691,  173  S.  W.  77;  Goode  v.  Cen^ 
tral  Coal  &  Coke  Co.,  179  Mo.  App.  207, 
166  S.  W.  844;  French  v.  Center  Creek 
Powder  Mfg.  Co.,  173  Mo.  App.  220,  158 
S.  W.  \723;  Thoele  v.  Marvin  Planing 
Mill  Co.,  165  Mo.  App.  707,  148  S.  W. 
413.  Ner.  —  Frevert  v.  Swift,  19  Nev. 
400,  13  Pac.  6;  James  v.  Goodenough, 
7  Nev.  324.  N.  Y.  — Henry  Hall  Sons 
Co.  V.  Sundstrom  &  Stratton  Co.,  138 
App.  Div.  548,  123  N.  Y.  iSupp.  390; 
Lyons  v.  Miller,  10  Misc.  653,  31  N.  Y. 
Supp.  795;  Biting  V.  Dayton,  63  Hun 
629,  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  849.  N.  O. 
Browning  v.  Berry,  107  N.  C.  231,  12 
S.  E.  195,  10  L.  E.  A.  726.  Ohio. 
Gaines  v.  Union  Transp.  &  Ins.  Co.,; 28 
Ohio  St.   418.    Pa. —  Gibbs  v.   Cannon, 

Vol.  XXV 


644 


VAEIANC:E  AND  ^AlLtlBE  OP  PROOF 


surplusage,  and  which  can  be  rejected  without  impairing  the  claim  or 
defense." 

(3.)  Matters  of  Inducement.  —  Failure  of  the  proof  to  substantially  cor- 
respond to  allegations  of  matters  of  inducement  may  result  in  a  mater- 
ial variance,**  but,  in  general,  matters  thus  alleged  are  not  so  material 
as  to  require  a  correspondance  in  the  proof.^* 


9  Serg.  &  R.  198,  11  Am.  Dec.  699.  S. 
C.  —  Lancaster  v.  Columbia,  104  S.  C. 
228,  88  S.  E.  463;  Walker  v.  Briggs,  8 
Rich.  L.  440.  Tex.  —  First  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Brown,  85  Tex.  80,  23  S.  W.  862; 
Woolley  V.  Canyon  Exch.  Co.  (Tex.^  Civ. 
App.),  159  S.  W.  403;  Galveston,  H.  & 
S.  A.  E.  Co.  V.  Becht  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
21  S.  W.  971.  Utah.  —  Ternes  v.  Dunn, 
7  Utah  497,  27  Pac.  692.  Vt.  — Gates 
V.  Bowker,  18  Vt.  23;  Henry  v.  Tilson, 
17  Vt.  479.  Wash.  —  Tacoma  Mill  Co. 
V.  Perry,  40  Wash.  44,  82  Pae.  140. 

[a]  Mere  evidentiary  matters  need 
not  be  proved  as  alleged.  Woolley  v, 
Canj'on  Exch.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
159  S.  W.  403. 

[b]  Immaterial  Details.  —  Though 
a  complaint  for  injury  from  a  protrud- 
ing root  in  the  streef  alleges  that  the 
root  had  a  hole  underneath  in  which 
plaintiff  caught  her  foot,  a  material 
variance  does  not  result  from  failure 
of  the  evidence  to  show  that  there  was 
a  space  or  hole  underneath  the  root. 
Lancaster  v.  Columbia,  104  S.  C.  228, 
88  S.  E.  463. 

[c]  Damages  for  Breach  of  Build- 
ing Contract.  —  Where  in  a  suit  against 
a  building  contractor  for  breach  of  the 
contract,  an  allegation  of  overpayment 
by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  at  the 
time  of  the  abandonment  of  the  con- 
tract, is  made,  failure  to  prove  it  as 
alleged  does  not  constitute  a  material 
variance,  since  such  allegation  is  im- 
material and  may  be  treated  as  sur- 
plusage. Cavanagh  v.  Tyson,  Weare  & 
Marshall  Co.,  227  Mass.  437,  116  N.  E, 
818. 

33.  TJ.  S.  —  Donati  v.  Cleveland 
Grain  Co.,  221  Pad.  168,  137  C.  C.  A. 
68.  Conn.  —  Bradley  v.  Reynolds,  61 
Conn.  271,  23  Atl.  928.  III.  — Jones  v. 
Sanitary  Diat.,  265  111.  98,  106  N.  E. 
473.  Miss.  —  Adams  v.  Capital  State 
Bank,  74  Miss.  307,  20  So.  881.  N.  J. 
Hutchinson  v.  Van  Voorhis,  54  N.  J, 
Eq.  439,  35  Atl.  371.  N.  Y.  — Henry 
Hall  Sons'  Co.  v.  Sundstrom  &  Strat- 
ton  Co.,  138  App.  Div.  548,  123  N.  Y. 
Supp.  390;  Woods  v.  Morrell,  1  Johns. 
Ch.  103. 
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[a]  I  "Wrongful  and  Negligent." 
Where  a  good  cause  of  action  under 
the  statute  is  stated  without  the  use 
of  the  words  "wrongful  and  negli- 
gent," a  failure  to  prove  that  the  acts 
were  wrongfully  and  negligently  per- 
formed does  not  constitute  a  variance. 
Jones  V.  Sanitary  Dist.,  265  111.  98,  106 
N.  E.  473. 

34.  Ga.  —  Planters'  &  Miners'  Bank 
V.  Neel,  74  Ga.  576.  111.  — Wabash 
Western  R.  Co.  v.  Friedman,  146  111. 
583,  30  N.  E.  353,  34  N.  E.  1111.  Vt. 
Lincoln  v.  Thrall,  34  Vt.  110.  Eng. 
Hoar  V.  Mill,  4  Maule  &  S.  470,  105 
Eng.  Reprint  907;  Savage  v.  Smith,  2 
W.  Bl.  1101,  96  Eng.  Reprint  650. 

See  12  Standard  Proo.  724. 

35.  Conn.  —  Swan  v.  Bridgeport,  70 
Conn.  143,  39  Atl.  110.  111.  — Phelan  c. 
Andrews,  52  111.  486.  Mass.  —  Packard 
V.  Pratt,  115  Mass.  405;  Cunningham 
V.  Kimball,  7  Mass.  65.  Mo.  —  Clements 
V.  Maloney,  55  Mo.  352;  Beardslee  v. 
Steinmesch,  38  Mo.  168.  N.  Y.  — MUla 
V.  McCoy,  4  Cow.  406;  Bissell  v.  Kip, 
5  Johns.  89l  Ore.  —  Bickel  v.  Wes- 
singer,  58  Ore.  98,  113  Pac.  34.  Pa. 
Repsher  v.  Shane,  3  Yeates  575.  S.  C. 
Hamilton  v.  Langley,  1  McMuU.  498. 
Tenn.  —  Smith  v.  Eubanks,  9  Yerg.  20. 
Vt.  —  Cross  V.  Richardson,  30  Vt.  641. 
Wis.  —  Mann  v.  Aetna  Ins.  Co.,  40  Wis. 
549. 

[a]  Where  the  gist  of  the  action  la 
fraud  of  the  defendant  in  indorsing 
and  delivering  to  the  plaintiff  a  forged 
note  in  satisfaction  of  a  valid  claim 
which  the  plaintiff  held  against  the 
defendant  and  which  is  evidenced  by 
the  note  set  forth  in  the  complaint,  it 
is  immaterial  whether  that  claim  was 
for  money  loaned  or  for  a  sum  due 
upon  notes  which  the  defendant  had 
made  or  indorsed.  And  an  averment 
that  the  defendant  had  obtained  a  loan 
of  the  plaintiff  is  matter  of  induce- 
ment which  need  not  be  strictly  proved. 
Swan  V.  Bridgeport,  70  Conn.  143,  39 
Atl.  110. 

[b]  Judgment  as  Matter  of  Induce- 
ment.—  Where  a  judgment  is  men- 
tioned as  matter  of  inducement  to  the 
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(4.)  SciHcet  and  Videlicet.  —  Words  placed  under  a  videlicet  or  scilicet 
may  be  used  merely  to  qualify,  explain,  limit  or  restrain  what  goes 
before,^'  and  time,  place,  manner  or  number  so  averred  need  not  be 
proved  as  alleged,^'  unless  material.  If  they  are  essential  to  the  dec- 
laration and  of  a  nature  to  be  traversed  they  must  be  proved  notwith- 
standing they  are  set  out  under  a  videlicet  or  scilicet.^' 


subject  matter  of  the  suit  a  variance 
as  to  the  time  of  its  rendition  is  not 
material.  Stoddart  v.  Palmer,  3  Barn. 
&  Ores.  2,  10  E.  C.  L.  12,  107  Eng.  Re- 
print 636;  Purcell  v.  Macnamara,  9 
East  157,  T03  Eng.  Reprint  533. 

36.  See  the  title  "Scilicet." 

37.  V.  S.  — St.  Charles  v.  Stookey, 
154  Ted.  772,  85  C.'C.  A.  494.  Ala. 
Williams  v.  Shows,  187  Ala.  132,  65  So. 
839;  Pollack  v.  Gunter,  162  Ala.  317, 
50  So.  155;  Alexander  v.  Woodmen  of 
the  World,  161  Ala.  561,  49  So.  883; 
Pharr  v.  Bachelor,  3  Ala.  237;  Kilgore 
&  Son  V.  Shannon  &  Co.,  6  Ala.  App. 
537,  60  So.  520;  Central  of  Georgia  E. 
Co.  V.  Thomas,  1  Ala.  App.  267,  55  So. 
443.  111.  —  Collins  v.  Sanitary  Dist., 
270  111.  108,  110  N.  E.  318;  Rose  v.  Mu- 
tual Life  Ins.  Co.,  240  111.  45,  88  N.  E. 
204;  French  v.  Hardin  County  Canning 
Co.,  168  111.  135,  48  N.  E.  64;  Prescott 
V.  Guyler,  32  111.  312;  Martin  v.  Chi- 
cago, D.  &  G.  B.  Transit  Co.,  194  111. 
App.  480;  Schiller  v.  Madden,  190  111. 
App.  624;  Pumphrey  v.  Giggey,  150  111. 
App.  473;  Chicago  Terminal  Transfer 
Co.  V.  Young,  118  111.  App.  226;  Gait 
V.  Woliver,  103  111.  App.  71.  Mass. 
Paine  v.  Fox,  16  Mass.  129;  Thompson 
V.  Crocker,  9  Pick.  59.  Mich.  —  Loth- 
rop  -w.  Southworth,  5  Mich.  436.  Minn. 
State  V.  Heck,  23  Minn.  549.  Miss. 
Sullivan  v.  State,  67  Miss.  346,  7  So. 
275.  N.  J.  — Eollins  v.  Atlantic  City 
Ey.  Co.,  73  N.  J.  L.  64,  62  Atl.  929.  Va. 
Taylor's  Admr.  v.  Alexandria  Bank,  5 
Leigh  (32  Va.)  471.  Eng.  —  Bynner  v. 
Eussell,  1  Bing.  23,  8  E.  C.  L.  383,  130 
Eng.   Eeprint   10. 

[a]  Dimensions  of  a  Machine.  —  A 
discrepancy  between  averments  under 
a  videlicet  as  to  the  size  of  a  corn 
shredder  which  frightened  plaintiff's 
horses,  and  the  proof  as  to  i'ts  size, 
does  not  constitute  a  material  variance, 
Gait  V.  Woliver,  103  111.  App.  71. 

[b]  Immaterial  variance  as  to  place 
of  injury  to  stock,  the  place  being  laid 
under  a  videlicet.  Central  of  Georgia 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Thomas,  1  Ala.  App.  267,  55 
Sq.  443, 


[e]  Time.  —  Immaterial  variance  as 
to  a  date  alleged  under  a  videlicet. 
Collins  V.  Sanitary  Dist.,  270  111.  108, 
110  N.  E.  318;  Martin  v.  Chicago,  D. 
&  G.  B.  Transit  Co.,  194  111.  App.  480; 
Long  V.  Conklin,  75  111.  32;  Brown  v. 
Berry,  47  111.  175. 

[d]  Where,  in  an  action  for  over- 
flowing plaintiff's  laud,  the  time  of 
plaintiff 's.  ownership  and  of  the  griev- 
ances alleged  is  laid  under  a  videlicet, 
plaintiff  is  not  confined  to  a  particular 
date  but  may  prove  the  ownership  of 
the  lands  and  the  commission  of  the 
acts  complained  of  at  any  time  within 
the  period  of  limitations.  Collins  v. 
Sanitary  Dist.,  270  HI.  108,  110  N.  E. 
318. 

38.  Ala. — United  States  Health  & 
Accident  Ins.  Co.  v.  Savage,  185  Ala. 
232,  64  So.  340.  Fla.  —  Dawkins  v. 
Smithwick,  4  Ela.  158.  111.  — Schiller 
V.  Madden,  190  111.  App.  624.  Mass, 
Hastings  v.  Levering,  2  Pick.  214.  Me 
Foster  v.  Pennington,  32  Me.  178.  Mo, 
Schlatter  v.  Eeetor's  Admr.,  1  Mo.  286 
N.  Y.  —  Gleason  v.  McVickar,  7  Cow, 
42.  Vt.  —  Clark  v.  Employers'  Liabil 
ity  Assur.  Co.,  72  Vt.  458,  48  Atl.  639 
Derragon  v.  Rutland,  58  Vt.  128,  3  Atl 
332;  Ladue  v.  Ladue,  16  Vt.  189. 

[a]  "It  is  well  settled  that  when 
an  averment  is  material,  the  addition 
of  a  videlicet  does  not  render  it  im- 
material, but  it  is  as  much  traversable 
as  if  the  videlicet  had  not  been  in- 
serted. (Greenwood  v.  Barret,  6  T.  E. 
460,  1  Chitty,  308.)  But  the  want  of  a 
videlicet  will,  in  some  cases,  make  an 
averment  material  that  would  not  other- 
wise be  so;  therefore,  where  a  party  does 
not  mean  to  be  concluded  by  a  precise 
sum,  or  day  stated,  he  ought  to  plead 
it  under  a  videlicet;  if  he  does  not,  he 
will  be  bound  to  prove  the  exact  sum 
or  day  laid,  it  being  a  settled  distinc- 
tion that  where  anything  which  is  not 
material  is  laid  under  a  videlicet,  the 
party  is  not  concluded  by  it,  but  he 
is,  where  there  is  no  videlicet."  Jan- 
sen  V.  Ostrander,  1  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  670. 

.VSL  XXV 


646 


VABIANCE  AND  FAILUBE  OF  PROOF 


(5.)  ExhiTsits.  --  Papers  filed  as  exhibits  are  generally  rega,rded  merely 
as  evidence  and  do  not  constitute  part  of  the  cause  of  action  to  which 
the  proof  must  correspond.^'  In  some  jurisdictions,  however,  exhibits 
may  be  made  part  of  the  pleading  by  reference,  in  which  event  it  would 
seem  that  the  principles  of  variance  should  be  applied  as  in  case  of  any 
other  allegation.*" 

(E.)  Pboop  of  Moke  Than  Is  Allegep. —  Proof  of  more  than  is  alleged 
does  not  constitute  a  material  variance,*^  unless  such  excess  of  evidence 
is  contradictory  of  the  essential  allegations.*^ 

(F.)  Matters  Alleged  With  Unnecessary  Particularity. —A  pleader  very 
often  makes  a  particular  allegation  unnecessarily  minute  and  descrip- 
tive. The  rule  in  such  cases  is  that  the  unnecessary  matter,  if  descrip- 
tive of  a  necessary  allegation,  must  be  proved  as  alleged,*^  but  where 


39.  Hibner  v.  Short  (Mo.  App.),  189 
S.  W.  683. 

40.  See  generally  14  Standard  Proo. 
806. 

Vaiiance  between  exhibit  and  allegar> 
tions,  see  14  Standard  Proc.  812. 

41.  Ala.  — Sublett  v.  Hodges,  88 
Ala.  491,  7  So.  29ff.  Cal.  —  Robinett  v. 
McDonald,  65  Cal.  611,  4  Pac.  651;  Mul- 
liken  v.  Hull  &  Co.,  5  Oal.  245.  lU. 
Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Conlan,  101  111.  93; 
Toledo,  W.  &  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Thompson, 
71  111.  434:  Wilbom  v.  Odell,  29  III. 
456;  Sattley  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Wendt,  116 
111.  App.  375.  la.  —  Jones  v.  Smith,  6 
Iowa  229.  Mass.  —  Alvord  v.  Smith, 
5  Pick.  232.  Mich.  —  Detroit,  H.  &  I. 
R.  Co.  V.  Forbes,  30  Mich.  165.  Mo. 
Conran  v.  Fenn,  159  Mo.  App.  664,  140 
S.  W.  82;  Kunz  v.  Hartwig,  151  Mo. 
App.  94,  131  S.  "W.  721.  N.  H.  — iSmith 
V.  "Webster,  48  N.  H.  142;  Smart  v. 
Blanehard,  42  N.  H.  137;  Edgerley  v. 
Swain,  32  N.  H.  478;  Morrill  v.  Eichey, 
18  N.  H.  295.  Tex.  — Rankin  v.  Bell, 
85  Tex.  28,  19  S.  W.  874.  Vt.  — Ammel 
V.  Noonar,  50  Vt.  402;  Allen  V.  Goff, 
13  Vt.  148. 

[a]  In  an  action  for  personal  in- 
jury from  a  defective  machine  where 
the  declaration  alleges  the  exercise  of 
due  care  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff 
the  plaintiff  may  prove  a  request  by 
him  upon  defendant  to  repair  the  ma- 
chine and  a  promise  to  do  so,  though 
no  averment  of  such  request  and  prom- 
ise is  contained  in  the  declaration. 
Sattley  Mfg.  Co.  v.  "Wendt,  116  111.  App, 
375. 

[b]  In  libel  and  slander  proof  of 
words  in  addition  to  those  alleged  does 
not  constitute  a  material  variance  un- 
less the   additional  words   modify   the 
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legal  effect  of  the  words  alleged.  Oal. 
Robinett  v.  McDonald,  65  Cai;  611,  4 
Pac.  651.  111.  — Wilbom  v.  Odell,  29 
111.  456.  Mo.  —  Conran  v.  Fenn,  159 
Mo.  App.  664,  140  S.  W.  82;  Kunz  i;. 
Hartwig,  151  Mo.  App.  94,  131  S.  "W. 
721.  IT.  H.  —  Smart  v.  Blanehard,  42 
N.  H.  137;  Edgerley  v.  Swain,  32  N.  H. 
478. 

42.  111.  — Sattley  Mfg.  Co.  v.  "Wendt, 
116  111.  App.  375.  N.  Y.  — Crawford 
V.  Morrell,  8  Johns.  253.  Tenn.  —  Ex- 
change &  Deposit  Bank  v.  Swepson,  1 
Lea  355. 

43.  Ala.  —  McDonald  v.  "Walker,  95 
Ala.  172,  10  So.  225;  Floyd  v.  Ritter's 
Admr.,  56  Ala.  356;  Alexander  v.  Tay- 
lor, 56  Ala.  60;,  Milton  v.  Haden,  32 
Ala.  30,  70  Am.  Dec.  523.  Colo. — Scott 
V.  "Watkins,  61  Colo.  244,  157  Pac.  3; 
Eustiu  V.  Merchants'  &  M.  Tunnel  Co., 
23  Colo.  351,  47  Pac.  300;  Sage  v.  Haw- 
ley,  16  Conn.  106,  41  Am.  Dec.  128; 
Arnold  v.  Smith,  5  Day  150.  Ga. — Cen- 
tral R.  &  B.  Co.  V.  Tucker,  79  Ga.  128, 
4  S.  E.  5.  III.  —  Oarlin  v.  City  of  Chi- 
cago, 262  111.  564,  104  N.  E.  905,  Ann. 
Cas.  1915B,  213;  Swift  &  Co.  v.  Foster, 
163  111.  50,  44  N.  E.  837;  "Wabash  West- 
ern E.I  Co.  V.  Friedman,  146  111.  583,  30 
N.  E.  353,  34  N.  E.  1111;  Bloomington 
V.  Goodrich,  88  111.  658;  Germania  F. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Lieberman,  58  111.  117; 
Streeter  v.  Streeter,  43  111.  155;  Spang- 
ler  V.  Pugh,  21  111.  85,  74  Am.  Dec.  77. 
Ind.  —  Terre  Haute  &  I.  E.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Corkle,  140  Ind.  613,  40  N.  E.  62.  la. 
Hurlbut  V.  Bagley,  99  Iowa  127,  68  N. 
W.  585.  Mass.  — Chapin  v.  "White,  102 
Mass.  139;  Harris  v.  Eayuer,  8  Pick. 
541.  Miss.  —  Carter  v.  Preston,  51  Miss. 
423.  Mo.  — King  v.  Clark,  7  Mo.  269. 
S.     C,  —  Charleston     v,     Schroeder,     4 
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it  is  descriptive  of  an  unnecessary  allegation,  it  constitutes  mere  sur- 
plusage and  failure  of  the  proof  to  correspond  to  it  is  not  material.** 
(G.)  Effect  of  Defendant's  Pleading.  —  Whether  a  discrepancy  between 
the  complaint  and  the  proof  is  material  may  depend  somewhat  upon 
defendant's  pleading,  which  when  taken  in  connection  with  the  com- 
print may  disclose  the  fact  that  defendant  was  not  misled.** 


Eich.  L.  296.  Tenn.  —  Exchange  &  De- 
posit Bank  v.  Swepson,  1  Lea  355.  Vt. 
Lincoln  v.  Thrall,  34  Vt.  110;  Allen  v. 
Goff,  13  Vt.  148. 

[a]  Aa  unnecessary  allegation  nev- 
er liecomes  an  element  of  a  cause  of 
action,  and  yet  an  unnecessary  allega- 
tion must  frequently  by  proved  as  laid 
to  prevent  a  variance.  Swift  &  Co.  v. 
Foster,  163  111.  50,  44  N.  E.  837. 

[b]  "If  redundant  allegations  are 
introduced  into  pleading,  and  they  are 
descriptive  of  that  which  is  material, 
a  variance  between  the  allegations  and 
proof  is  fatal — of  the  same  consequence 
as  the  variance  between  the  allegation 
of  an  essential  fact,  of  that  which  is 
material,  and  the  evidence  or  proof  of 
the  lact."  McDonald  v.  Walker,  95 
Ala.  172,  10  So.  225. 

[c]  If  the  pleader,  though,  need- 
lessly, describe  a  tort  and  the  means 
adopted  in  effecting  it,  with  minute- 
ness and  particularity,  and  the  proof 
substantially  vary  from  the  statement 
there  will  be  a  fatal  variance.  St.  Louis 
B.  &  S.  Co.  V.  Hopkins,  100  111.  App. 
667. 

[d]  Steps  Leading  to  Tax  Deed. 
Where  a  party  claiming  through  a  tax 
deed  unnecessarily  alleges  the  adver- 
tising of  the  land,  or  some  other  step 
in  the  proceedings  upon  which  the  tax 
deed  was  based,  his  proof  must  corre- 
spond to  such  allegation.  Scott  v.  Wat- 
kins,  61  Colo.  244,  157  Pac.  3;  Eustin 
t7.  Merchants'  &  M.  Tunnel  Co.,  23 
Colo.  351,  47  Pac.  300. 

[e]  Unnecessary  Averment  aa  to 
Bond.  —  "Conceding,  for  the  argument, 
in  short,  that  the  averment  that  May 
also  executed  the  bond  was  not  mate- 
rial to  complainant's  case,  but  redun- 
dant and  superfluous;  yet  it  is  descrip- 
tive of  the  bond,  and  the  bond  is  ab- 
solutely and  essentially  material.  And 
this  material  thing  thus  laid  and  de- 
scribed became  material  as  laid  and  de- 
scribed, and  had  to  be  proved  with  all 
the  particularity,  so  far  as  May's  rela- 
tions to  it  are  concerned,  that  con- 
fessedly \would    have    been    necessary 


had  complainant's  rights  in  point  of 
fact  depended  upon  the  execution  of 
the  bond  by  May."  McDonald  v. 
Walker,  95  Ala.  172,  10  So.  225. 

44.  Cal.  — Pigeon  v.  W.  P.  Fuller  & 
Co.,  156  Cel.  691,  105  Pac.  976.  HI. 
Jones  V.  Sanitary  Dist.,  265  111.  98,  106 
N.  E.  473;  Guianios  v.  De  Camp  Coal 
Min.  Co.,  242  111.  278,  89  N.  E.  1003. 
Mass.  —  Cavanagh  v.  Tyson,  Weare  & 
Marshall  Co.,  227  Mass.  437,  116  N.  E. 
818.  Mo. —  Walsh  v.  Homer,  10  Mo.  6, 
45  Am.  Dec.  342.  N.  Y.  — Henry  Hall 
Sons  Co.  V.  Sundstrom  &  Stratton  Co., 
138  App.  Div.  548,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  390; 
Vail  V.  Lewis,  4  Johns.  450,  4  Am.  Dee. 
300. 

[a]  IVCatters  of  No  Consequence. 
"It  is  true  that  when  one  specializes 
in  his  petition  he  should  be  particular 
in  his  proof.  But  that  rule  refers  to 
the  substance  of  the  charge,  and  not  to 
matters  of  no  consequence  which  could 
not  affect  the  meaning  of  what  is  al- 
leged." Goode  V.  Central  Coal  &  Coke 
Co.,  179  Mo.  App.  207,  166  S.  W.  844. 

45.  Cal.  —  Fitzgerald  v.  Southern 
Pac.  Co.,  36  Cal.  App.  660,  173  Pac.  91. 
Ky.  —  Chesapeake  &  O.  E.  Co.  v.  Jesse, 
159  Ky.  450,  167  S.  W.  407.  Neb.  —  Chi- 
cago House  Wrecking  Co.  v.  Stewart 
Lumb.  Co.,  66  Neb.  835,  92  N.  W.  1009. 
Wash.  —  Meals  v.  De  Soto  Placer  Min. 
Co.,  33  Wash.  302,  74  Pac.  470. 

[a]  "If  the  answer  had  been  a  gen- 
eral denial,  the  variance  might,  per- 
haps, have  been  material  and  fatal,  for 
the  defendant  might  then  have  contend- 
ed that  it  had  not  been  called  upon  to 
prepare  a  deiense  to  the  contract  which 
it  did  make,  and  which  was  proved, 
and  that  a  judgment  upon  a  contract 
which  it  did  not  make  would  not  be  a 
bar  to  a  new  action  upon  the  real 
agreement.  But  in  this  case  the  de- 
fendant corrected,  by  its  answer,  the 
mistake  in  the  petition  by  pleading  the 
actual  contract,  and  its  version  of  the 
transaction  was  admitted  by  the  plain- 
tiff to  be  accurate.  *  *  *  Under  such 
circumstances  it  cannot  be  successfully 
contended  that  the  defendant  was  mis- 
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(III.)  Necessity  of  Showing  Materiality.  —  Under  the  provisions  of  the 
statutes  and  codes  the  materiality  of  an  asserted  variance  is,  in  effect, 
made  to  depend  upon  proof  being  given  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court 
that  the  opposite  party  has  been  thereby  misled  to  his  prejudice,*^  and 
in  what  respect.*^    In  some  jurisdictions  such  facts  must  be  established 


led  to  its  prejudice,  or  was  even  mis- 
led at  all."  Chicago  House  Wrecking 
Co.  V.  Stewart  Lumb.  Co.,  66  Neb.  835, 
92  N.  W.  1009. 

[b]  Upon  proof  of  a  conditional 
sale  where  the  complaint  alleges  a  sale, 
the  defendant  cannot  successfully  urge 
that  he  is  prejudiced  by  the  variance, 
whan  in  his  answer  he  alleges  a  con- 
tract of  conditional  sale  and  prepares 
his  defense  on  that  theory.  Meals  v. 
De  Soto  Placer  Min.  Co.,  33  Wash.  302, 
74  Pac.  470. 

[c]  Variance  as  to  Negligence. 
Proof  which  corresponds  to  the  aver- 
ment of  negligence,  though  variant  from 
BWer  in  correction  of  plaintiff's  state- 
ment of  negligence,  though  variant  from 
the  negligence  alleged  in  the  petition 
is  not  fatal,  for  in  such  case  defend- 
ant's pleading  shows  that  he  had  no 
misconception  of  the  character  of  neg- 
ligence relied  upon  for  recovery.  Ches- 
apeake &  0.  E.  Co.  V.  Jesse,  159  Ky. 
450,  167  a  W.  407. 

46.  Ark.  —  Molen  v.  Orr,  44  Ark. 
486.  Oal.  —  Moore  v.  Douglas,  132  Cal. 
399,  64  Pac.  705;  Began  v.  O'Eeilly,  32 
Cal.  11;  Plate  v.  Vega,  31  Cal.  383, 
Colo.  —  Colorado  Fuel  &  I.  Co.  v.  Cum- 
mings,  8  Colo.  App.  541,  46  Pac.  875; 
Bio  Grande  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Rubenstein, 
5  Colo.  App.  121,  38  Tac.  76.  la.  — Ho- 
beu  V.  Burlington  etc.  K.  Co.,  20  Iowa 
562.  Kan.  —  O'Harro  v.  Akey,  98  Kan. 
511,  158  Pac.  854;  Pirst  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Montgomery  County  Nat.  Pank,  64 
Kan.  134,  67  Pac.  458.  Ky.  — Merritt 
V.  Cravens,  168  Ky.  155,  181  S.  W.  970, 
L.  E.  A.  1917P,  935;  Gossom  V.  Bad- 
gett,  6  Bush  97,  99  Am.  Dec.  658;  Fox 
V.  Pearcy,  20  Ky.  L.  Eep.  2031,  50  S. 
W.  983.  Minn. — Wilcox  Lumb.  Co.  v. 
Eitteman,  88  Minn.  18,  92  N.  W.  472; 
Nichols  &  Shepard  Co.  v.  Dedrick,  61 
Minn.  513,  63  N.  W.  1110.  Mo.  — Fish- 
er Eeal  Est.  Co.  v.  Stead  Eealty  Co., 
159  Mo.  562,  62  S.  W.  443;  Leslie  v. 
Wabash  etc.  E.  Co.,  88  Mo.  50;  Ely  v. 
Porter,  58  Mo.  158;  Turner  v.  Chilli- 
cothe  &  D.  M.  C.  E.  Co.,  51  Mo.  501; 
Fischer  v.  Max,  49  Mo.  404;  Murphy  v. 
Wilson,  44  Mo.  313,  lOO  Am.  Dec.  290; 
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Hibner  v.  Short  (Mo.  App.),  189  S.  W. 
583;  Litton  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co., 
Ill  Mo.  App.  140,  85  S.  W.  978;,  James 
V.  Hicks,  58  Mo.  App.  521.  Neb.  —  Chi- 
cago House  Wrecking  Co.  v.  Stewart 
Lumb.  Co.,  66  Neb.  835,  92  N.  W.  1009. 
N.  J.  — Bunting  v.  Allen,  18  N.  J.  L. 
299.  N.  Y.  — Wolcott  v.  Meech,  22 
Barb.  321;  Boynton  v.  Boynton,  43 
How.  Pr.  380;  Horst  v.  Lovdal,  113  App. 
Div.  277,  98  N.  T.  Supp.  996;  Lynch  v. 
Cronk,  91  Misc.  422,  155  N.  T.  Supp. 
271;  Spring  v.  Bowne,  89  Hun  10,  S5 
N.  Y.  Supp.  46.  N.  C  — Coore  v.  Sea- 
board Air  Line  Ey.  Co.,  152  N.  C.  702, 
68  S.  E.  210;  Abernathy  v.  Seagle,  98 
N.  C.  553,-4  S.  E.  542;  Mode  «.. Pen- 
land,  93  N.  C.  292;  Carpenter  v.  Huff- 
steller,  87  N.  C.  273;  McKee  v.  Line- 
berger,  69  N.  C.  217;  Dates,  W.  &  Co. 
V.  Kendall,  67  N.  C.  241.  N.  D.  — Hal- 
loran  V.  Holmes,  13  N.  D.  411,  101  N. 
W.  310.  Ore.  —  Nelson  v.  Dowgiallo, 
73  Ore.  342,  143  Pac.  924,  1199;  Weh- 
rung  V.  Portland  Country  Club  &  Live 
S.  Assn.,  61  Ore.  48,  120  Pac.  747; 
Creecy  v.  Joy,  40  Ore.  28,  66  Pac.  295; 
Stokes  V.  Brown,  20  Ore.  530,  26  Pac. 
561;  Thompson  v.  Eathbun,  18  Ore.  202, 
22  Pac.  837;  Hill  v.  Mellon,  3  Ore.  542. 
S.  D.  — Meldrum  v.  Kenefick,  15  S.  D. 
370,  89  N.  W.  863;  North  Star  Boot  & 
Shoe  Co.  V.  Stebbins,  3  S.  D.  540,  54  N. 
W.  593.  Tex.  —  Brown  v.  Sullivan,  71 
Tex.  470,  10  S.  W.  288.  Wash.  — Meals 
V.  De  Soto  Placer  Min.  Co.,  33  Wash. 
302,  74  Pac.  470;  Sterrett  v.  Northport 
Min.  &  Smelt.  Co.,  30  Wash.  164,  70 
Pac.  266;  Dudley  v.  Duval,  29  Wash. 
528,  70  Pac.  68;  Olson  v.  Snake  Eiver 
Val.  E.  Co.,  22  Wash.  139,  60  Pac.  156. 
47.  Kan.  —  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Montgomery  County  Nat.  Bank,  64 
Kan.  134,  67  Pac.  458.  Minn.  —  Wilcox 
Lumb.  Co.  V.  Eitteman,  88  Minn.  18, 
92  N.  W.  472.  Mo.  — Olmstead  v. 
Smith,  87  Mo.  602;  Shelton  v.  Durham,' 
76  Mo.  434;  Ely  v.  Porter,  58  Mo.  158; 
Turner  v.  Chillicothe  &  D.  M.  C.  E.  Co., 
51  Mo.  501;  Hibner  v.  Short  (Mo. 
Anp.),  189  S.  W.  583;  Carson  v.  Quinn, 
127  Mo.  App.  525,  105  S.  W.  1088; 
Hannon  v-  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.,  102 
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by  affidavit.**  In  the  absence  of  such  proof  an  objection  for  variance 
is  unavailing  on  review,*'  and  the  court  is  justified  in  declaring  it  im- 
material,'" unless  the  difference  is  of  such  a  degree  as  to  amount  to  a 
failure  of  proof .*^ 

3.  Application  of  Riiles  to  Particular  Matters. —  a.  Theory  of 
Action.  —  It  is  fundamental  that  in  civil  actions  the  plaintiff  must  re- 


Mo.  App.  216,  77  S.  W,  158.  Neb. 
Chicago  House  Wrecking  Co.  v.  Stew- 
art Lumb.  Co.,  66  Neb.  835,  92  N.  W, 
1009.  N.  J.  — Bunting  v.  Allen,  18  N. 
J.  L.  299.  N".  Y.  — Williis  v.  Orser,  6 
Duer  322;  Spring  v.  Bowne,  89  Hun 
10,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  46.  N.  O.  — Coore 
V.  Seaboard  Air  Line  Ey.  Co.,  152  N. 
C.  702,  68  S.  E.  210.  Ore.  — Hill  v. 
Mellon,  3  Ore.  542.  S.  J>.  —  Woodford 
V.  Kelley,  18  S.  D.  615,  101  N.  W.  1069; 
Meldrum  v.  Kenefick,  15  S.  D.  370,  89 
N.  W.  863.  Tex.  — St.  Louis,  A.  &  T. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Evans,  78  Tex.  369,  14  S.  W. 
798;  Brown  v.  Sullivan,  71  Tex.  470, 
10  S.  W.  288.  Wash.  —  Sterrett  v. 
Northport  Min.  &  Smelt.  Co.,  30  Wash. 
164,  70  Pac.  266;  Dudley  v.  Duval,  29 
Wash.  628,  70  Pac.  68;  Olson  v.  Snake 
Eiver  Val.  E.  Co.,  22  Wash.  139,  60  Pac. 
156. 

48.    Mo.  —  Salmon    Falls     Bank     v. 

Leyser,  116  Mo.  51,  22  S.  W.  504; 
Eidenhour  v.  Kansas, City  C.  E.  Co.,  102 
Mo.  270,  13  S.  W.  889,  14  S.  W.  760; 
01m  stead  v.  Smith,  87  Mo.  602;  Turner 
V.  Chillicothe  &  D.  M.  C.  E.  Co.,  51  Mo. 
501;  'Hibner  v.  Short  (Mo.  App.),  189 
8.  W.  583;  Tanner  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M. 
&  S.  Ey.  Co.,  186  Mo.  App.  264,  172 
S.  W.  443;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Stam, 
186  Mo.  App.  439,  171  S.  W.  567;  Olive 
Street  Bank  v.  Phillips,  179  Mo.  App. 
488,  162  S.  W.  721;  Lazerine  v.  Lazer- 
ine,  179  Mo.  App.  476,  162  S.  W.  719; 
Eundelman  v.  John  O'Brien  Boiler 
Works,  178  Mo.  App.  642,  161  S.  W. 
609;  Thornton  v.  American  Zinc,  Lead 
&  Smelting  Co.,  178  Mo.  App.  38,  163 
S.  W.  293;;/  Hannon  v.  St.  Louis  Transit 
Co.,  102  Mo.  App.  216,  77  S.  W.  158. 
N.  J.  —  Bunting  v.  Allen,  18  N.  J.  L. 
299.  N.  Y.  —  Place  v.  Minster,  65  N. 
y.  89;  Hauck  v.  Craighead,  4  Hun  561; 
Chapman  v.  Carolin,  3  Bosw.  456;  Dunn 
V.  Durant,  9  Daly  389.  Ore.  —  Hill  v. 
Mellon,  3  Ore^  542.  S.  0.  —  Ahrens  v. 
State  Bank,  3  S.  C.  401.  Tex.  — St. 
Louis,  A.  &  T.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Evans,  78  Tex. 
369,  14  S.  W.  798;  Brown  v.  Sullivan, 
71  Tex.  470,  10  S.  W.  288. 


[a]  A  variance  as  to  the  date  of 
maturity  of  the  note  is  not  sufScient 
to  warrant  its  exclusion  upon  an  objec- 
tion unaccompanied  by  an  afiSdavit  of 
prejudice.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Stam,  186 
Mo.  App.  439,  171  S.  W.  667. 

49.  Mlrm.  —  Washburn  v.  Winalow, 
16  Minn.  33.  Mo.  —  Eidenhour  v.  Kan- 
sas City  Cable  E.  Co.,  102  Mo.  270,  13 
S.  W.  889,  14  S.  W.  760.  N.  Y.  — Place 
V.  Minster,  65  N.  Y.  89;  Catlin  v.  Gun- 
ter,  11  N.  Y.  368,  10  How.  Pr.  315,  62 
Am.  Dee.  113.  TS.  0.  —  Coore  v.  Sea- 
board Air  Line  Ey.  Co.,  152  N.  C.  702, 
68  S.  E.  210.  N.  D.  —  Halloran  «.  Hol- 
mes, 13  N.  D.  411,  101  N.  W.  310.  Ore. 
Nelson  v.  Dowgiallo,  73  Ore.  342,  143 
Pac.  924,  1199.  S.  D.  — Meldrum  v. 
Kenefick,  15  S.  D.  370,  89  N.  W.  863; 
North  Star  Boot  &  Shoe  Co.  v.  Steb- 
bins,  3  S.  D.  540,  54  N.  W.  593.  Tex. 
St.  Louis,  A.  &  T.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Evans,  78 
Tex.  369,  14  S.  W.  798.  Wash.  —  Olson 
V.  Snake  Eiver  Val.  E.  Co.,  22  Wash. 
139,  60  Pac.  156. 

[a]  "Hence,  under  the  rule  of  the 
code,  it  avails  a  litigant  nothing  to 
show  a  variance  between  his  advers- 
ary's pleadings  and  proofs  without 
showing  a  resulting  injury.  It  must 
appear  that  he  was,  to  repeat  the  lan- 
guage of  the  Code,  'misled  ...  to  his 
prejudice,  in  maintaining  his  action  or 
defense  upon  the  merits.'  "  Olson  v. 
Snake  Eiver  Val.  E.  Co.,  22  Wash.  139, 
60  Pac.  156. 

50.  Nelson  v.  Dowgiallo,  73  Ore.  342, 
143  Pac.  924,  1199;  Wehrung  v.  Port- 
land Country  Club  &  Live  S.  Assn.,  61 
Ore.  48,  120  Pac.  747;  Creecy  «.  Joy, 
40  Ore.  28,  66  Pac.  295;  Stokes  v. 
Brown,  20  Ore,  530,  26  Pac.  661. 

51.  la.  —  Iowa  v.  Huston,  99  Iowa 
323,  Minn.  —  Dennis  v.  Spencer,  45 
Minn.  250,  47  N.  W.  795.  Mo.  —  Clark 
V.  Clark,  59  Mo.  App.  532;  Wesby  v. 
Bowers,  58  Mo.  App.  419.  IT,  D. — Hal- 
loran  v.  Holmes,  13  N.  D.  411,  101  N.  W. 
310.  Ore.  —  Nelson  v.  Dowgiallo,  78 
Ore,  342,  143  Pac  924,  1199. 
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cover  upon  the  facts  stated  in  his  complaint  or  not  at  all.'"  In  case  the 
complaint  proceeds  on  a  definite,  clear  and  certain  theory,  it  will  not, 
in  the  absence  of  amendment  support  or  permit  of  another  and  alto- 
gether different  theory,"'  notwithstanding  it  contains  isolated  or  sub- 


52.  See  supra,  III,  C,  1,  a. 

53.  Ga.  —  Lowry  Nat.  Bank  v.  Fiek- 
ett,  122  Ga.  489,  50  S.  E.  396.  lUj 
Bean  v.  Elton,  44  111.  App.  442.  Ind. 
Scholz  V.  Schneck,  174  Ind.  186,  91  N. 
E.  730;  Davis  v.  Chase,  159  Ind.  242, 
64  N.  E.  88,  853,  95  Am.  St.  Eep.  294; 
Durflinger  v.  Baker,  149  Ind.  375,  49 
N.  E.  276;  Terre  Haute  &  I.  E.  Co.  v. 
McCorkle,  140  Ind.  613,  40  N.  E.  62; 
Chicago,  St.  L.  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Bills,  104 
Ind.  13,  3  N.  E.  611;  Fleetwood  v. 
Dorsey  Mach  Co.,  95  Ind.  491;  Colton 
V.  "Vandervolgen,  87  Ind.  361;  John- 
ston Harvester  Co.  v.  Bartley,  81  Ind. 
406;  Indianapolis  Union  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Neubaucher,  16  Ind.  App.  21,  43  N.  E. 
576,  44  N.  E.  669;  Furry  v.  O'Connor, 
1  Ind.  App.  573,  28  N.  E.  103.  But  see 
Ashton  V.  Shepherd,  120  Ind.  69,  22  N. 
E.  98;  Shilling  v.  Templeton,  66  Ind. 
585.  la.  —  Hunt  V.  Tuttle,  125  Iowa 
676,  101  N.  W.  509;  Boyce  v.  Timpe,  89 
N.  W.  83;  SaatofE  v.  Scott,  103  Iowa 
201,  72  N.  W.  492;  Parsons  v.  Parsons, 
66  Iowa  754,  21  N.  W.  570,  24  N.  W. 
564;  Formholz  v.  Taylor,  13  Iowa  500. 
Kan.  —  Pioneer  iSav.  &  Loan  Co.  v. 
Kasper,  7  Kan.  App.  813,  52  Pae.  623; 
Modell  V.  King  Iron-Bridge  Mfg.  Co.,  2 
Kan.  App.  237,  41  Pae.  1059.  Ky. 
Newton  v.  Field,  98  Ky.  186,  32  S.  W. 
623;  Morford  v.  Mastin,  6  T.  B.  Mon. 
609;  Altman  &  Taylor  Co.  v.  Joplin,  5 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  184.  La.  —  Condran  v.  New 
Orleans,  43  La.  Ann.  1202,  9  So.  31; 
Mazureau  v.  Morgan,  25  La.  Ann.  281; 
WUlis  *.  Melville,  19  La.  Ann.  13; 
Cohn  V.  Levy,  14  La.  Ann.  355;  Hogan 
V.  Gibson,  12  La.  457.  Md.  —  Kribs  v. 
Jones,  44  Md.  396.  Mass.  —  King  v. 
Faist,  161  Mass.  449,  37  N.  E.  456. 
Mich.  —  Bush  v.  Haire,  197  Mich.  85, 
163  N.  W.  875;  Swarthout  v.  Lucas, 
101  Mich.  609,  60  N.  W.  306;  Van  Fleet 
V.  Van  Fleet,  50  Mich.  1,  14  N.  "W.  671. 
Minn.  —  Ecker  v.  Isaacs,  98  Minn.  146, 
107  N.  W.  1053;  Elliott  v.  Caldwell,  43 
Minn.  357,  45  N.  "W.  845,  9  L.  E.  A.  62. 
Mo.  —  Huston  V.  Tyler,  140  Mo.  252,  36 
S.  W.  654,  41  S.  W.  795;  Nave  v.  Dieck- 
man  (Mo.  App.),  208  S.  W.  273;  Gib- 
son V.  Baskett  (Mo.  App.),  178  S.  W. 
237;     Peters  V.  Carroll,  153  Mo.  App. 
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375,  134  S.  W.  49;  Wade  v.  Nelson,  119 
Mo.  App.  278,  95  S.  W.  956;  Hayes  v. 
Bunch,  91  Mo.  App.  467;  Harrison  v. 
Kansas  City  etc.  E.  Co.,  50  Mo.  App. 
332;  Waraon  v.  McElroy,  33  Mo.  App. 
553;  Traders'  Bank  v.  Payne,  31  Mo. 
App.  612.  Neb. — Dorrington  v.  Powell, 
52  Neb.  440,  72  N.  W.  587;  Mayer  v. 
Ver  Bryck,  46  Neb.  221,  64  N.  W.  691; 
Powder  Eiver  Live  Stock  Co.  v.  Lamb, 
38  Neb.  339,  56  N.  W.  1019;  ImhofE  v. 
House,  36  Neb.  28,  53  N.  W.  1032.  N. 
H.  —  Miles  V.  Eoberts,  34  N.  H.  245. 
N.  y.  —  Walrath  v.  Hanover  Fire  Ins. 
Co.,  216  N.  y.  220,  110  N.  E.  426; 
Philips  V.  Eose,  8  Johns.  392;  iSecurity 
Bank  of  New  york  v.  Finkelstein,  160 
App.  Div.  315,  145  N.  y.  Supp.  5;  Cov- 
erly  v.  Terminal  Warehouse  Co.,  70  App. 
Div.  82,  75  N.  y.  Supp.  145;  Alexander 
V.  O'Hare,  48  App.  Div.  401,  63  N.  y. 
Supp.  179;  McEntyre  v.  Tucker,  36 
App.  Div.  53,  56  N.  y.  Supp.  153;  Mutu- 
al Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Eobinson,  24  App. 
Div.  570,  49  N.  Y.  Supp.  887;  Steiner 
V.  Hellman,  7  App.  Div.  248,  40  N.  y. 
Supp.  36;  Lydecker  v.  Nyack,  6  App. 
Div.  90,  39  N.  y.  Supp.  509;  Crawford 
V.  Tyng,  10  Misc.  143,  30  N.  y.  Supp. 
907;  Tumbridge  v.  Read,  51  Hun  644,  3 
N.  y.  Supp.  908;  Wright-Eosa  En- 
gineering Co.  V.  I.  M.  Ludington  Sons, 
174  N.  y.  Supp.  273.  N.  C  — Hassard- 
Short  V.  Hardison,  117  N.  C.  60,  23  S. 
E.  96.  Ore.  —  Johnson  v.  Stillwell,  90 
Ore.  211,  176  Pae.  123;  McMahan  v. 
Canadian  Pae.  R.  Co.,  40  Ore.  148,  66 
Pae.  708.  Pa.  —  Alexander  v.  Hoffman, 
5  Watts  &  S.  382.  S.  D.  — Morrow  e. 
Board  of  Education,  7  S.  D.  553,  64  N. 
W.  1126.  Tex.  —  International  &  G.  N. 
E.  Co.  V.  Masterson  (Jex.  Civ.  App.), 
51  S.  W-  644;  Wisbey  v.  Boyce  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  27  S.  W.  590;  Nunn  v. 
Townes  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  23  S.  W.  1117. 
Va.  —  Norfolk  &  W.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Perdue, 
117  Va.  Ill,  83  S.  E.  1058.  Wash.  — E. 
E.  Butterworth  &  Sons  v.  Teale,  54 
Wash.  14,  102  Pae.  768.  Wis.  — Man- 
ning V.  School  Dist.,  124  Wis.  84,  102 
N.  W.  356;  Duval  v.  American  Tel.  & 
Tel.  Co..  113  Wis.  604,  89  N.  W.  482; 
Computing  Scales  Co.  v.  Churchill,  109 
Wis.  303,  85  N,   W.  337;      Ninman  v. 
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sidiary  statements  consistent  therewith.'*  A  party  may  not,  where  the 
variance  misleads  the  opposite  party,  sue  on  a  verbal  contract  and  re- 
cover on  a  written  one  or  vice  versa,"'  nor  declare  on  a  special  contract 
and  recover  on  an  implied  one.'"  But  where  plaintiff's  pleading  rests 
his  case  on  more  than  one  theory,  and  the  facts  stated  disclose  a  right 
of  action  on  either  theory,  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  all 
evidence  having  any  fair  tendency  to  prove  the  truth  of  his  allega- 
tions.*' 


Suhr,    91    Wis.    392,    64    N.    W.    1035; 
White  V.  Lueps,  55  Wis.  222,  12  N.  W. 
376. 
See  5  Standard  Proc.  357,  et  seq. 

[a]  An  allegation  of  a  renewal  of 
an  existing  obligation  is  not  supported 
by  proof  of  a  new  and  different  obliga- 
tion. Thus  where  a  petition  is  based 
on  the  theory  that  the  notes  in  suit 
were  taken  in  renewal  of  an  existing 
obligation  to  plaintiff^  it  is  not  sus- 
tained by  proof  that  money  was  ad- 
vanced by  plaintiff  upon  the  faith  of 
the  note,  when  under  the  latter  theory 
new  and  different  obligations  would  rest 
upon  defendants.  Lowry  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Fickett,  122  Ga.  489,  50  S.  E.  396. 

[b]  From  Award  to  Oiiginal  Con- 
tract. —  Where  the  plaintiff  by  his 
pleadings  presented  a  cause  of  action 
founded  on  an  arbitration  and  award, 
he  cannot  support  it  by  evidence  es- 
tablishing merely  the  original  contract 
and  the  breach  thereof.  Nave  v.  Dieck- 
man  (Mo.  App.),  208  S.  W.  273. 

[c]  Variance  as  to  Agency.  —  Where 
plaintiff  suing  to  recover  the  unpaid 
portion  of  a  loan  for  which  he  had  ap- 
plied, proceeds-on  the  theory  that  the 
defendant  was  the  agent  of  the  lender, 
he  cannot  maintain  his  case  on  the 
theory  that  defendant  was  his  own 
agent.  Peters  v.  Carroll,  153  Mo.  App. 
375,  134  S.  W.  49. 

[d]  Proof  of  negligence  of  a  fellow 
servant  will  not  sustain  an  allegation 
of  negligence  in  not  providing  a  safe 
place  to  work.  Scott  v.  McPherson,  168 
Gal.  783,  145  Pac.  529. 

[e]  Where  an  accounting  and  agreed 
settlement  between  partners  is  alleged 
in  the  complaint  and  recovery  sought 
for  the  balance  thus  found  to  be  due 
the  plaintiff,  and  the'  evidence  tends  to 
prove  a  purchase  of  the  plaintiff's 
interest  in  the  goods  and  assets  of  the 
firm  by  defendant,  the  variance  is  fatal. 
Whitney  v.  Purrington,  59  Oal.   36. 

[f]  General  Co-partnership. — Where 


the  plaintiff's  bill  of  complaint  is 
framed  solely  on  the  theory  of  a  gen- 
eral copartnership,  relief  can  only  be 
granted  on  that  theory.  Bush  v.  Haire, 
197  Mich.  85,  163  N.    W.  875. 

[g]  Where  a  declaration  for  false 
imprisonment  proceeded  on  the  theory 
that  the  defendant  railroad  company 
was  liable  for  the  acts  of  a  special  of- 
ficer who  made  the  arrest,  an  .amend- 
ment was  permitted  to  meet  the  proof 
that  an  employe  of  the  company  as- 
sisted the  officer  in  making  the  arrest. 
Norfolk  &  W.  By.  Co.  v.  Perdue,  117 
Va.  Ill,  83  S.  E.  1058. 

[h]  An  amendment  to  allege  negli- 
gence of  a  fellow  servaat  properly  per- 
mitted. Scott  V.  McPherson,  168  Cal, 
783,  145  Pac.  529. 

[i]  "The  complaint  declares  upon 
the  common  law  liability.  It  did  not 
declare  upon  the  special  contract,  the 
bill  of  lading.  It  seems  to  be  settled 
by  the  decisions  in  this  state  that  if 
the  shipper  declares  upon  an  implied 
contract,  or  the  common  law  liability, 
and  it  appears  that  the  shipment  was 
made  in  pursuance  of  a  special  contract 
or  bill  of  lading,  he  must  fail.  The 
moment  if  appears  that  the  contract  is 
a'  special  one,  and  was  not  an  implied 
one,  there  is  a  fatal  variance,  and  it 
would  be  the  duty  of  the  court  to  in- 
struct or  find  for  the  defendant. ' '  Bal- 
timore &  O.  S.  W.  By.  Co.  V.  Eagsdale, 
14  Ind.  App.  406,  42  N.  B.  1106.  See 
also  Mathieson  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  E. 
Co.,  219  Mo.  542,  118  S.  W.  9;  Madden 
V.  Missouri  Pac.  By.  Co.,  167  Mo.  App. 
143,  151  S.  W.  489. 

54.  Walrath  v.  Hanover  Fire  Ins. 
Co.,  216  N.  T.  220,  110  N.  E.  426; 
Wright-Eosa  Eng.  Co.  v.  I.  M.  Luding- 
ton  Sons,  174  N.  Y.  Supp.  273. 

55.  See  11  Standard  Proc.  1039. 

56.  See  11  Standard  Proc.   1041. 

57.  Gardner  v.  Kiburz  (Iowa),  168 
N.  W.  814. 

[a]    Where  the  pleading  declares  on 
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b.  Form  of  Action. — A  prejudicial  variance  in  respect  to  the  form 
of  the  action  will  defeat  a  recovery,^*  unless  the  statute  permits  an 
amendment  as  to  the  form  of  action.^' 

Tort  and  Contract.  —  It  is  a  settled  doctrine  that  a  plaintifE  may  not 
base  his  complaint  upon  a  right  of  action  ex  contractu  and  recover 
upon  proof  of  a  right  of  action  ex  delicto/"  or  vice  versa,^^  unless  the 
facts  present  a  situation  in  which  the  party  is  entitled  to  waive  the  tort 
and  sue  in  contract,'*  for  a  variance  does  not  arise  where  plaintiff  hav- 
ing waived  the  tort  and  sued  ex  contractu,  establishes  the  tort  by  his 


both  an  oral  and  a  written  contract 

coneerning  the  same  matter,  and  the 
evidence  establishes  either  one  there  is 
no  fatal  variance.  Eoyer  v.  Western 
Silo  Co.,  99  Kan.  309,  161  Pae.  654. 

58.  U.  S.  —  Wilson  v.  Haley  Live 
Stock  Co.,  153  V.  S.  39,  14  Sup.  Ct.  768, 
38  L.  ed.  627.  Oal.  —  Farmer  v.  Cram, 
7  Cal.  135.  Fla.  —  Wilkinson  v.  Penaa- 
cola  &  A.  E.  Co.,  35  Fla.  82,  17  So.  71. 
Md.  —  Lucke  v.  Clothing  C.  &  T.  As- 
sembly, 77  Md.  396,  26  Atl.  505,  39  Am. 
St.  Eep.  421,  19  L.  E.  A.  408.  Mo. 
Debolt  V.  Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  &  M.  Ey. 
Co.,  123  Mo.  496,  27  S.  W.  575.  H.  Y. 
DeGraw  v.  Elmore,  50'  N.  Y.  1.  Okla. 
Noble  V.  Atchison  etc.  E.  Co.,  4  Okla. 
534,  46  Pac.  483.  Ore.  —  Johnson  v. 
Stillwell,  90  Ore.  211,  176  Pac.  123; 
Miller  v.  Hirschberg,  27  Ore.  522,  40 
Pac.  506.  Utah.  —  Peay  v.  Salt  Lake 
City,  11  Utah  331,  40  Pae.  206. 

59.  Lucke  v.  Clothing  C.  &  T.  As- 
sembly, 77  Md.  396,  26  Atl.  505,  39  Am. 
St.  Eep.  421,  19  L.  E.  A.  408. 

60.  la.  —  Straus  v.  Shaw,  84  Iowa 
300,  50  N.  W.  1060.  Md.  — Lucke  v. 
Clothing  C.  &  T.  Assembly,  77  Md.  396, 
26  Atl.  505,  39  Am.  St.  Eep.  421,  19  L. 
E.  A.  4'08.  N.  Y.  —  BdTrnes  v.  Quigley, 
59  N.  Y.  265;  Bernhard  v.  Seligman,  54 
N.  Y.  661;  Eoss  v.  Mather,  51  N.  Y. 
108,  10  Am.  Eep.  562;  De  Graw  v.  El- 
more, 50  N.  Y.  1.  See  Lynch  v.  Cronk, 
91  Misc.  422,  155  N.  Y.  Supp.  271.  Ore. 
Johnson  v.  Stillwell,  90  Ore.  211,  176 
Pac.  123. 

[a]  An  allegation  that  defendant 
negligently  violated  the  terms  of  his 
agreement  where  a  breach  of  contract 
is  the  gravamen  of  the  complaint,  does 
not  prevent  proof  of  a  cause  of  action 
in  tort  from  constituting  a  fatal  vari- 
ance. Johnson  v.  Stillwell,  90  Ore.  211, 
176  Pac"  123. 

As  to  theory  of  action,  whether  con- 
tract or  tort,  see  5  Standard  Pboc.  103, 
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117,  359,  et  seq.     See  also  4  Standabd 
Proc.  625;    10  Standard  Peoc.  219. 

61.  U.  S.  —  Wilson  v.  Haley  Live 
Stock  Co.,  163  U.  S.  39,  14  Sup.  Ct. 
768,  38  L.  ed.  627.  Fla.  —  Wilkinson  v. 
Pensacola  &  A.  E.  Co.,  35  Fla.  82,  17 
So.  71.  Ga. — Brooke©.  Cole,  108  Ga.  251, 
33  S.  E.  849.  Mo.  — Debolt  v.  Kansas 
City,  Ft.  S.  &  M.  Ey.  Co.,  123  Mo.  496, 
27  S.  W.  575.  N.  Y.  —  Barnes  v.  Quig- 
ley, 59  N.  Y.  265;  Bernhard  v.  Selig- 
man, 54  N.  Y.  661;  Degraw  v.  Elmore, 
50  H".  Y.  1;  Walter  v.  Bennett,  16  N. 
Y.  250;  Belknap  v.  Sealey,  14  N.  Y. 
143,  67  Am.  Dec.  120.  See  Lynch  v. 
Cronk,  91  Misc.  422,  155  N.  Y.  Supp. 
271.  N.  D.  — Cooke  V.  Northern  Pac. 
Ey.  Co.,  22  N.  D.  266,  133  N.  W.  303. 
Okla.  —  Noble  v.  Atchison  etc.  E.  Co., 
4  Okla.  534,  46  Pac.  483.  Ore.  — Miller 
V.  Hirschberg,  27  Ore.  522,  40  Pac.  606. 
Tex.  —  MePaddiu  v.  Sims,  43  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  598,  97  S.  W.  335.  Utah.  —  Peay 
V.  Salt  Lake  City,  11  Utah  331,  40  Pac. 
206. 

[a]  An  action  of  deceit  cannot  be 
supported  by  proof  of  damages  result- 
ing from  the  breach  of  a  warranty, 
cither  express  or  implied.  This  is  so 
for  the  reason  that  the  action  is  one  ex 
delicto  and  such  proof  relates  to  a 
cause  of  action  arising  ex  contractu. 
Brooke  v.  Cole,  108  Ga.  251,  33  S.  E. 
849. 

[b]  De  Bonis  Aspoitatis  and  Money 
Had  and  Received.  —  "It  is  sufficient 
to  say  that  we  know  of  no  system  of 
pleading  which  enables  a  party  to  de- 
clare in"  trespass  de  bonis  asportatiS, 
and  without  at  least  an  amendment  of 
his  complaint,  recover  as  upon  an  ac- 
count for  money  had  and  received." 
Wilson  V.  Haley  Live  Stock  Co.,  153  U. 
S.  39,  14  Sup.  Ct.  768,  38  L.  ed.  627. 

62.  Davidson  Grocery  Co.  v.  John- 
ston, 24  Idaho  336,  133  Pac.  929,  Ann. 
Cas.   1915C,   1129. 
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evidence,*'  save  that  no  recovery  ex  delicto  can  be  had  in  such  case.°* 
c.  Cause  of  Aciion.  —  (I.)  In  Oeneral.  — The  plaintiff  must  prove  suf- 
ficient of  what  is  alleged  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action/'  and  if  he 
does  so,  it  is  not  material  that  he  fails  to  prove  all  that  is  alleged."" 
Moreover,  the  evidence  must  be  adduced  in  support  of  the  particular 
cause  of  action  declared  on,"''  and  is  not  properly  receivable  to  establish 


63.  Purry  v.  O'Connor,  1  Ind.  App. 
573,  28  N.  E.  103. 

[a]  A  declaration  in  assumpsit  is 
supported  by  proof  of  the  wrongful 
taking  and  conversion  of  personal  prop- 
erty. Davidson  Grocery  Co.  v.  John- 
ston, 24  Idaho  336,  133  Pac.  929,  Ann. 
Cas.  1915C;  Galvin  v.  Mac  M.  &  M. 
Co.,  14  Mont.  508,  37  Pac.  366. 

[b]  "Whae  the  aUegation  of  the 
complaint  does  allege  a  sale  and  de- 
livery, and  does  not  allege  tortious 
conversion,  and  the  evidence  shows 
that  the  goods  were  taken  by  the  de- 
fendant and  converted  to  his  own  use 
without  consent  of  plaintiff,  yet  the 
courts  seem  to  hold  that  where  person- 
al property  is  tortiously  taten,  the 
party  aggrieved  may  waive  the  tort 
and  sue  in  assumpsit  for  the  value  of 
the  property."  Davidson  Grocery  Co. 
V.  Johnston,  24  Idaho  336,  183  Pac.  929, 
Ann.  Cas.  1915C,  1129. 

64.  Furry  v.  O'Connor,  1  Ind.  App. 
573,  28  N.  E.  103. 

65.  See  supra,  III,  C,  1,  a. 

66.  Minn.  —  Tuder  v.  Oregon  Short 
Line  K.  Co.,  131  Minn.  317,  155  N.  W. 
200;  Greenleaf  v.  Egan,  30  Minn.  316, 
15  N".  W.  254.  Mo.  — Yost  v.  Atlas 
Portland  Cem.  Co.,  191  Mo.  App.  422, 
191  S.  W.  422.  Pa.  —  Boyajian  v.  Ohan- 
ian,  60  Pa.  Super.  614. 

[a]  Issuable  Facts  To  Be  Estab- 
lished. —  The  plaintiff  need  only  prove 
the  issuable  facts  constitutiQg  the 
cause  of  action  set  out  in  his  com- 
plaint. Stanley's  Estate  v.  Pence,  160 
Ind.  636,  66  N.  E.  51,  67  N.  E.  441; 
Terre  Haute  &  I.  E.  Co.  v.  Sheeks,  155 
Ind.  74,  56  N.  E.  434. 

67.  Ala.  —  Harris  v.  Sanders,  186 
Ala.  350,  65  So.  136;  Phillips  v.  Amer- 
icus  Guano  Co.,  110  Ala.  521,  18  So. 
104;  Alabama  Coal  Min.  Co.  v.  Brain- 
ard,  35  Ala.  476;  Nesbitt  v.  McGehee, 
26  Ala.  748.  Ark.  —  Jordan  v.  Fenno, 
13  Ark.  593.  Cal.  —  Gibson  v.  Wheeler, 
110  Cal.  243,  42  Pac.  810;  Gillin  v.  Hop, 
kins,  28  Cal.  App.  579,  153  Pac.  724. 
Colo.  —  Winchester  v.  Joslyn,  31  Colo. 
220,  72  Pac.  1079,  102  Am.  St.  Eep.  30. 


Oonn.  —  Stodard  v.  Gates,  2  Boot  157. 
Del.  —  Dussoulas  v.  Thomas,  6  Penne. 
1,  65  Atl.  690.  Fla.  —  Ingram-Dekle 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Geiger,  71  Fla.  390,  ,71 
So.  552,  Ann.  Cas.  1918A,  971;  Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Guyton,  47  Fla.  188, 
36  So.  84;  Wilkinson  v.  Pensacola  & 
A.  E.  Co.,  35  Fla.  82,  17  So.  71.  Ga. 
Lowry  Nat.  Bank  v.  Fickett,  122  Ga. 
489,  50  S.  E.  396;  Lloyd  v.  Anderson, 
119  Ga.  875,  47  S.  E.  208;  Commercial 
Bank  v.  Tucker,  94  Ga.  289,  21  S.  E. 
507;  Eichmond  &  D.  E.  Co.  v.  Buice, 
88  Ga.  180,  14  S.  B.  205;  Forrester  v. 
Vason,  71  Ga.  49;  Blue  v.  Ford,  12  Ga. 
45;  Napier  v.  Strong,  19  Ga.  App.  401, 
91  S.  E.  579.  111.  — Lake  St.  Elev.  E. 
Co.  V.  Shaw,  203  111.  39,  67  N.  E.  374; 
Higgins  V.  Lee,  16  111.  495;  Prather  v. 
Vineyard,  9  HI.  40;  Corning  Steel  Co. 
V.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  60  111.  App. 
426.  Ind.  —  Terre  Haute  Elec.  Co.  v. 
Eoberts,  174  Ind.  351,  91  N.  E.  941; 
Cincinnati,  I.  St.  L.  &  C.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Clain,  148  Ind.  188,  44  N.  E.  306;  Jen- 
ney  Electric  Co.  v.  Branham,  145  Ind. 
314,  41  N.  E.  448,  33  L.  R.  A.  395; 
Scott  V.  Congdon,  106  Ind.  268,  6  N.  E. 
625;  Brown  v.  Will,  103  Ind.  71,  2  N.  E. 
283;  Hasaelman  v.  Carroll,  102  Ind. 
153,  26  N.  E.  202;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  & 
L  E.  Co.  V.  Wynant,  100  Ind.  160; 
Thomas  v.  Dale,  86  Ind.  435;  Shilling 
V.  Templeton,  66  Ind.  585;  Brown  v. 
Perry,  14  Ind.  32;  Kerstetter  v.  Eay- 
mond,  10  Ind.  199;  Terre  Haute  Elec- 
tric By.  Co.  V.  Lauer,  21  Ind.  App.  466, 
52  N.  E.  703;  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R. 
Co.  V.  Barnes,  16  Ind.  App.  312,  44  N. 
E.  1113;  Dederick  v.  Brandt,  16  Ind. 
App.  264,  44  N.  E.  1010;  Cutshaw  v. 
Fargo,  8  Ind.  App.  691,  34  N.  E.  376, 
36  N.  E.  650;  Eiley  v.  Walker,  6  Ind. 
App.  622,  34  N.  E.  100.  la.  — Proctor 
V.  Eeif,  52  Iowa  592,  3  N.  W.  618.  Ky. 
Adams  v.  Brown,  4  Litt.  7.  Md. — Neale 
V.  Fowler,  31  Md.  165.  Mich.  —  Emer- 
son V.  Atwater,  7  Mich.  12.  Mo. — Chit- 
ty  V.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ey.  Co.,  148 
Mo.  64,  49  S.  W.  868;  Reed  v.  Bott, 
100  Mo.  62,  12  S.  W.  347,  14  S.  W.  1089; 
Dougherty  v.  Matthews,  35  Mo.  520,  88 
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a  ground  of  recovery  not  within  the  issue,'"  or  a  cause  of  action  other 
than  the  one  pleaded.'*    For  there  can  be  no  recovery  upon  a  cause  of 


Am.  Dee.  126;  Nave  v.  Dieekman  (Mo. 
App.),  208  S.  W.  273;  Gibson  v.  Bas- 
kett  (Mo.  App.),  178  S.  W.  237;  Mad- 
den V.  Missouri  Pae.  By.  Co.,  167  Mo. 
App.  143,  151  S.  W.  489;  Griswold  v. 
Haas  (Mo.  App.),  122  S.  W.  781;  York 
V.  Farmers'  Bank,  105  Mo.  App.  127,  79 
S.  W.  968;  Mason  v.  St.  L.  I.  M.  &  S. 
By.  Co.,  75  Mo.  App.  1.  Mont.  — For- 
sell  V.  Pittsburgh  &  M.  Copper  Co.,  38 
Mont.  403,  100  Pae.  218.  N.  H.  — Hall 
V.  Spaulding,  42  N.  H.  259.  N.  J. 
Mulford  V.  Bowen,  9  N.  J.  L.  315.  N.  Y. 
Brown  v.  Wolfe,  119  App.  Div.  777,  104: 
N.  Y.  Supp.  573;  Child  v.  New  York 
El.  E.  Co.,  89  App.  Div.  598,  85  N.  Y. 
Supp.  604;  Lynch  v.  Cronk,  91  Misc. 
422,  155  N.  Y.  Supp.  271;  Hecla  Pow- 
der Co.  V.  Hudson  River  etc.  Co.,  23  Civ. 
Proc.  341,  7  Misc.  630,  28  N.  Y.  Supp. 
34;  Muller  v.  Schumann,  19  N.  Y. 
Supp.  213,  46  N.  Y.  St.  391.  _  N.  C. 
Talley  v.  Harriss  Granite  Quarries  Co., 
174  N.  C.  445,  93  S.  E.  995;  McNeill  v. 
Atlantic  C.  L.  R.  Co.,  167  N.  C.  390,  83 
S.B.  704;  Kivett  v.  "Western  Union  Tel. 
Co.,  156  N.  C.  296,  72  S.  E.  388;  Hunt 
V.  Vanderbilt,  115  N.  C.  559,  20  S.  E. 
168;  Abernathy  v.  Seagle,  98  N.  C. 
553,  4  S.  E.  542;  Willis  v.  Branch,  94 
N.  C.  142;  Southerland  v.  Jones,  51  N. 
C.  321.  Ohio.  —  Hough  v.  Young,  1 
Ohio  504.  Okla.  —  Frisco  Lumber  Co. 
V.  Waldock,  176  Pae.  220:  Noble  v.  At- 
chison etc.  R.  Co.,  4  Okla.  534,  46  Pae. 
483.  Pa.  —  Cunningham  i;.  Shaw,  7  Pe. 
401.  S.  C.  —  Fitzsimons  v.  Guanahani 
Co.,  16  S.  C.  192;  Simkins  v.  Montgom- 
ery, 1  Nott  &  Mc.  C.  589;  Morris  v. 
Fort,  2  McCord  397.  Tex.  —  Whitworth 
V.  Alston,  65  Tex.  528;  Hunt  v.  "Wright, 
13  Tex.  549;  McFadden  v.  Sims,  43 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  598,  97  S.  W.  335.  Vt. 
Gates  V.  Bowker,  18  Vt.  23. 

[a]  "The  rule  Is  founded  upon  good 
reason;  for  not  only  is  the  opposite 
party  entitled  to  have  the  basis  of  thp 
plaintiff's  contention  distinctly  and 
specifically  set  forth,  but  good  plead- 
ing serves  the  additional  purpose  of 
preserving  an  accurate  record  of  the 
cause  of  action  as  a  protection  against 
another  proceeding  based  upon  the 
same  cause."  Napier  v.  Strong,  19  Ga. 
App.  401,  91  S.  E.  579. 

[b]  "The  lule  Is  founded  on  wis- 
dom and  is  a  just  one,  for  it  cannot  be 
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supposed  that  a  party  has  come  pre- 
pared to  answer  a  cause  of  action  not 
alleged  by  his  adversary,  and  quite  dif- 
ferent from  the  one  which  is  alleged. 
It  would  greatly  embarrass  him  in  his 
defense,  were  it  otherwise,  and  he 
should  not  be  prejudiced  by  something 
which  is  attributable  to  the  pleader's 
own  fault,  and  not  to  any  on  his  part. ' ' 
Talley  v.  Harriss  Granite  Quarries  Co., 
174  N.  C.  445,  93  S.  E.  995. 

[c]  In  would  be  folly  to  require  the 
plaintiff  to  state  his  cause  of  action, 
and  ihe  defendant  disclose  his  grounds 
of  defense,  if  in  the  trial  either  or 
both  might  abandon  such  grounds  and 
recover  upon  others  which  are  substan- 
tially different  from  those  alleged. 
Pierce  v.  Great  Palls  &  C.  By.  Co.,  22 
Mont.  445,  56  Pae.  867. 

[d]  Allegation  of  Open  Account. 
—  Proof  of  Breach,  of  Covenant.  —  In 
a  suit  for  a  balance  alleged  to  be  due 
on  an  open  account,  wherein  the  de- 
fendant is  charged  with  a  cash  item 
and  credited  with  various  amounts  rep- 
resenting the  value  of  certain  timber 
accepted  in  part  payment,  and  the  evi- 
dence adduced  at  the  trial  discloses 
that  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action  is 
for  a  breach  of  a  covenant  with  respect 
to  the  number  of  feet  in  a  quantity  of 
hewn  timber  sold  to  plaintiff,  a  recov- 
ery in  favor  of  plaintiff  is  unwarranted. 
Loyd  V.  Anderson,  119  Ga.  875,  47  S.  E. 
208. 

68.  Harris  v.  Sanders,  186  Ala.  350, 
65  So.  136;  Sattley  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Wendt, 
116  111.  App.   375. 

69,  Ala.  —  Harris  v.  Sanders,  186 
Ala.  350,  65  So.  136;  Handley  v.  Shaf- 
fer, 177  Ala.  636,  59  So.  286;  Smythe 
V.  Dothan  Foundry  &  Machine  Co.,  166 
Ala.  253,  52  So.  398;  Brantley  v.  "West, 
27  Ala.  542.  Cal.  — Cox  v.  McLaugh- 
lin, 63  Cal.  196;  "Whitney  v.  Purring- 
ton,  59  Cal.  36;  Johnson  v.  Moss,  45 
Cal.  515;  Gillin  v.  Hopkins,  28  Cal. 
App.  579,  153  Pae.  724.  Colo.  — Heis- 
tand  17.  Bateman,  41  Colo.  20,  91  Pae. 
1111.  Conn. — Sage  v.  Hawley,  16  Conn. 
106,  41  Am.  Dec.  128;  Shepard  v.  Pal- 
mer, 6  Conn.  95;  Bunnel  v.  Taintor's 
Admr.,  4  Conn.  568;  Smith  v.  Barker, 
3  Day  312.  Fla.  —  Ingram-Dekle  Lum- 
ber Co.  V.  Geiger,  71  Fla.  390.  71  So. 
552,   Ann.    Cas.    1918A,   971;    Kentz  v. 
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action,  however  meritorious  it  may  be,  or  however  satisfactorily  proved 
that  is  in  substance  variant  from  that  which  is  alleged  in  the  deplara- 


Live  Oak  Bank,  61  Fla.  403,  55  So.  856; 
Louisville  &  N.  B.  Co.  v.  Guy  ton,  47 
Fla.  188,  36  So.  84.  Oa.  —  Loyd  v.  An- 
derson, 119  Ga.  875,  47  S.  B.  208; 
Whelan  v.  Milledgeville,  92  Ga.  374,  17 
S.  E.  339;  Hudson  v.  Hudson,  90  Ga. 
581,  16  S.  E.  349;  Napier  v.  Strong,  19 
Ga.  App.  401,  91  S.  E.  579.  lU.— Wab- 
ash Ey.  Co.  17.  Billings,  212  111.  37,  72 
N.  B.  2;  Chicago  City  Ry.  Co.  v.  Mo- 
Meen,  206  111.  108,  68  N.  E.  1093;  Lake 
St.  Elev.  E.  Co.  V.  Shaw,  203  111.  39,  67 
N.  E.  374;  Iroquois  Furnace  Co.  v. 
Bignall  Hdw.  Co.,  201  111.  297,  66  N.  E. 
237;  "Wabash  Western  Ey.  Co.  v.  Fried- 
man, 146  111.  583,  30  N.  E.  353,  34  N.  E. 
1111;  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Ward,  135  111.  511,  26  N.  E.  520;  Frazer 
V.  Smith,  60  111.  145;  A.  M.  Eothschild 
&  Co.  V.  Levy,  118  111.  App.  78;  Sat- 
tley  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Wendt,  116  111.  App. 
375;  Cassem  v.  Williams,  104  111.  App. 
504.  Ind.  —  Terre  Haute  Elec.  Co.  v. 
Eoberts,  174  Ind.  351,  91  N.  E.  941; 
Cincinnati,  I.  St.  L.  &  C.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Mo- 
Clain,  148  Ind.  188,  44  N.  B.  306; 
Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Hollerbaoh, 
105  Ind.  137,  5  N.  E.  28;  Hasselman  v. 
Carroll,  102  Ind.  153,  26  N.  E.  202; 
Huntington  v.  Mendenhall,  73  Indi  460; 
Lindley  v.  Downing,  2  Ind.  418;  Van- 
dalia  Ey.  Co.  v.  Keys,  46  Ind.  App.  353, 
91  N.  E.  173;  Consolidated  Stone  Co. 
V.  Williams,  26  Ind.  App.  131,  57  N.  E. 
558,  84  Am.  St.  Eep.  278;  Jacobs  v. 
Finkel,  7  Blaokf.  432.  Kan.  —  Eoyer 
V.  Western  Silo  Co.,  99  Kan.  309,  161 
Pao.  654.  Ky.  —  Gray  v.  Garrison,  2 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  218;  Fowler  v.  Cowper, 
Sneed  58.  La. — Shaw  v.  Noble,  15  La. 
Ann.  305.  Mass. — Cunningham  v.  Kim- 
ball, 7  Mass.  65.  Mich.  —  Ehoades  i. 
Malta  Vita  Pure  Food  Co.,  149  Mich. 
235,  112  N.  W.  940.  Miss.  — Drake  v. 
Surget,  36  Miss.  458.  Mo.  —  Ingwerson 
V.  Ry.,  205  Mo.  328,  103  S.  W.  1143; 
Laclede  Const.  Co.  v.  Tudor  Iron  Wks., 
169  Mo.  137,  69  S.  W.  384;  Chitty  v. 
St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ey.  Co.,  148  Mo. 
64,  49  S.  W.  868;  Eeed  v.  Bott,  100  Mo. 
62,  12  S.  W.  347,  14  S.  W.  1089;  Clem- 
ents V.  Yeates,  69  Mo.  623;  Gibson  v. 
Baskett  (Mo.  App.),  178  S.  W.  237; 
Bowles  V.  Quincy,  Q.  &  K.  C.  E.  Co. 
(Mo.  App.),  149  S.  W.  1041;  Peters  v. 
Carroll,  153  Mo.  App.  375,  134  S.  W. 
49;    Adams  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  T.  E.  Co., 


149  Mo.  App.  278,  130  S.  W.  48;  Comp- 
ton  V.  Missouri  Pac.  Ey.  Co.  (Mo.  App.) 
126  S.  W.  821;  Griswold  v.  Haas  (Mo. 
App.),  1?2  S.  W.  781;  York  r.  Farmers' 
Bank,  105  Mo.  App.  127,  79  S.  W.  968; 
Toppas  V.  Kellogg  Syrup  Mfg.  Co.,  74 
Mo.  App.  402;  Murdock  v.  Brown,  16 
Mo.  App.  549.  N.  J.  —  Guliok  v.  Loder, 
14  N.  J.  L.  572.  N.  T.  — Brown  v. 
Wolfe,  119  App.  Div.  777,  104  N.  T. 
Supp.  673;  Smith  v.  Burditt,  107  App. 
Div.  628,  95  N.  Y.  Supp.  188;  Thill  v. 
Hoyt,  37  App.  Div.  521,  56  N.  Y.  Supp. 
78;  Lynch  v.  Cronk,  91  Misc.  422,  155 
N.  Y.  Supp.  271;  Columbia  Garage  Co. 
V.  Slater,  169  N.  Y.  Supp.  106;  Girbe- 
kian  v.  Cairo  Cigarette  Co.,  94  N.  Y. 
Supp.  345.  N.  C.  —  Talley  v.  HarrisB 
Granite  Quarries  Co.,  174  N.  C.  445,  93 
S.  E.  995;  Abernathy  v.  Seagle,  98  N. 
C.  553,  4  S.  E.  542;  Willis  v.  Branch, 
94  N.  C.  142;  Anonymous,  2  N.  C. 
488.  N.  D.  — Cooke  v.  Northern  Pac. 
Ey.  Co.,  22  N.  D.  266,  133  N.  W.  303. 
Ore.  —  Johnson  v.  Stillwell,  90  Ore.  211, 
176  Pac.  123.  Pa.  —  Pursel  v.  Beading 
Iron  Co.,  236  Pa.  79,  84  Atl.  659; 
National  Bank  v.  Lake  Erie  Asphalt 
Block  Co.,  233  Pa.  421,  82  Atl.  773; 
Hennessy  v.  Anstock,  19  Pa.  Super.  644. 
R.  I.  —  Stearns  v.  Drake,  24  E.  I.  272, 
52  Atl.  1082.  Tenn.  — State  v.  Stong, 
47  S.  W.  1103.  Tex.  —  Western  Union 
Tel.  Co.  V.  Smith,  88  Tex.  9,  28  S.  W. 
931,  30  S.  W.  549;  Morris  v.  Kasling, 
79  Tex.  141,  145,  15  S.  W.  226;  Gam- 
mage  V.  Alexander,  14  Tex.  414;  Mason 
V.  Kleberg,  4  Tex.  85;  Western  Union 
Tel.  Co.  V.  Byrd,  34  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
594,  79  S.  W.  40;  Eobinson  v.  Nation- 
al Surety  Co.,  31  JTex.  Civ.  App.  629, 
73  S.  W.  26.  Vt.  — Mann  v.  Birchard, 
40  Vt.  326,  431,  94.  Am.  Dec.  398; 
Gates  V.  Bowker,  18  Vt.  23;  Bank  of 
Manchester  v.  Allen,  11  Vt.  302.  Va. 
Atlantic  Coast  Line  E.  Co.  v.  Caple's 
Admx.,  110  Va.  514,  66  S.  E.  855;  Ben- 
nett's Bxr.  V.  Giles,  6  Leigh  (33  Va.) 
316;  Harris  v.  Harris,  2  Band.  (23 
Va.)  431.  W.  Va.  — Damarin  &  Co.  v. 
Young  Bros.,  27  W.  Va.  436;  Davisson 
V.  Ford,  23  W.  Va.  617. 

[a]  A  complaint  for  storage  of  a 
certain  automobile  for  defendant  is  not 
supported  by  proof  that  the  machine 
was  stored  for  a  third  person,  who 
owned  it,  and  that  sometime  thereafter 

Vol.  XXV 


656 


VARIANCE  AND  FAILURE  OF  PROOF 


tion  or  complaint,"  and  this  is  so  even  though  no  objection  is  made 
to  admission  of  the  evidence  relating  to  the  new  and  distinct  cause  of 
action  from  that  alleged."  The  rule  is  particularly  true  if  proof  of 
the  unpleaded  matter  necessarily  negatives  the  existence  of  the  facts 
pleaded."  When  a  cause  of  action  depends  on  two  or  more  facts,  no 
proof  short  of  proving  the  substance  of  each  and  every  one  of  them  will 
warrant  a  recovery.''^ 

CII.)  Several  Causes  of  Action  Pleaded. —  If  two  or  more  causes  of  ac- 
tion are  joined  in  the  same  complaint,  a  variance  or  failure  of  proof 
does  not  arise  where  the  evidence  establishes  any  one  of  them.''*  Thus 
where  a  single  count  contains  several  distinct  averments  each  present- 
ing a  substantial  cause  of  action  a  recovery  may  be  grounded  on  proof 


the  defendant  had  promised  to  pay  the 
bill.  Columbia  Garage  Co.  v.  Slater, 
169  N.  y.  Supp.  106. 

[b]  Evidence  of  a  promise  to  deliver 
debentures  will  not  support  an  action 
upon  a  promise  to  pay  money.  Bay- 
lies V.  Fettyplace,  7  Mass.  325. 

[c]  Failure  of  Employees  To  Ob- 
serve Markers  on  Caboose. — Proof  that 
the  trainmen  failed  to  observe  the 
mariners  on  the  caboose  with  which 
their  train  collided,  though  not  set 
forth  in  the  petition,  is  available  as  a 
ground  of  recovery  when  no  objection 
is  made  thereto  on  the  ground  of  vari' 
ance  or  surprise.  Pennsylvania  Co.  v. 
Cole,  214  Fed.  948,  131  C.  C.  A.  244. 

[d]  Delivery  of  aoods  to  Consignee. 
An  allegation  that  the  defendants  re- 
ceived forty  bales  of  cotton  to  be  de- 
livered to  E.  &  C.  at  Charleston,  South 
Carolina,  is  not  supported  by  evidence 
that  it  was  to  be  delivered  to  the  agent 
of  the  South  Carolina  E.  Co.  at  Au- 
gusta. Eome  E.  Co.  v.  Sullivan,  Cabot 
&  Co.,  25  Ga.  228. 

[e]  Proof  of  a  promise  made  to  a 
committee  of  a  church  is  materially 
variant  from  an  allegation  of  a  prom; 
ise  made  to  a  corporation.  Christian 
College  V.  Hendley,  49  Cal.  347. 

[f]  An  allegation  that  plaintiH 
loaned  defendant  money  may  be  sup- 
ported by  proof  that  the  money  was  ob- 
tained by  defendant  from  plaintiff's 
wife,  and  that  was  plaintiff's  money. 
Pilling  V.  Morse,  5  Wash.  797,  32  Pac. 
748. 

70.  Cal.  —  Gillin  v.  Hopkins,  28  Cal. 
App.  579,  153  Pac.  724.  Fla.  —  Ingram- 
Dekle  Lumber  Co.  v.  Geiger,  71  Fla. 
390,  71  So.  552,  Ann.  Cas.  1918A,  971; 
Eentz  V.  Live  Oak  Bank,  61  Fla.  403, 

Vol.  XXV 


55  So.  856;  Walker  v.  Parry,  51  Fla. 
344,  40  So.  69;  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co. 
V.  Guyton,  47  Fla.  188,  36  So.  84; 
Hinote  v.  Brigman,  44  Fla.  589,  33  So. 
303.  Ga.  — Central  E.  &  Bkg.  Co.  v. 
Cooper,  95  6a.  406,  22  S.  E.  549;  Napipr 
V.  Strong,  19  Ga.  App.  401,  91  S.  E. 
579.  Mo.  —  Nave  v.  Dieckman  (Mo. 
App.),  208  S.  W.  273.  N.  J.  — Murphy 
V.  North  Jersey  St.  Ey.  Co.,  71  N.  J. 
L.  5,  58  Atl.  1018. 

[a]  A  declaration  in  an  action  for 
work  and  materials  alleging  a  contract 
therefor  with  defendant  is  not  sus- 
tained by  proof  that  the  contract  was 
with  a  third  party  and  that  defendant 
promised  to  see  plaintiff  paid.  Hogan 
V.  Coleman,  119  Mass.  96. 

71.  See  infra,  III,  C,  4,  a.  • 

72.  Chitty  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S. 
Ey.  Co.,  148  Mo.  64,  49  S.  W.  868. 

73.  Terre  Haute  &  I.  E.  Co.  v.  Me- 
Corkle,  140  Ind.  613,  40  N.  E.  62; 
Cleveland,  C,  C.  &  I.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Wyn- 
ant,  134  Ind.  681,  34  N.  E.  569. 

[a]  Two  Defects  in  Railway  Car. 
Where  a  brakeman's  cause  of  action 
for  injuries  is  based  on  a  defective 
draw  bar  in  a  car  and  on  a  defective 
step  in  the  same  car,  so  that  the  action- 
able character  of  the  negligence  com- 
plained of  as  to  each  one  of  the  defects 
is  made  by  the  complaint  to  depend  to 
some  extent  on  the  existence  of  the 
other  defect,  both  defects  must  be  es- 
tablished as  alleged.  Terre  Haute  &  I. 
E.  Co.  V.  McCorkle,  140  Ind.  613,  40 
N.  E.  62. 

74.  Congregation  B'Nai  Abraham  v. 
Voigt,  67  111.  App.  227;  Lee  v.  Coon 
Eapids  Nat.  Bank,  166  Iowa  242,  144 
N.  W.  630.  See  generally  the  title 
"Several  Counts." 
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of  either  cause/"  but  when  all  of  the  averments  taken  together  make 
up  the  statement  of  but  one  cause  of  action,  it  is  necessary  to  prove 
each  averment  as  made.'"' 

(III.)  Several  Counts.  —  Where  there  are  several  counts  a  variance  as 
to  allegations  and  proof  of  one  count  is  not  material  if  the  action  is 
properly  tried  on  another  count/^  for  one  good  count  in  a  complaint 
or  declaration  supported  by  the  evidence  is  sufficient  to  sustain  a  judg- 
ment though  the  other  counts  are  not  supported  by  the  evidence.''^  In 
fact,  the  very  object  of  stating  the  same  cause  of  action  in  different 
counts  is  to  prevent  a  variance.'^ 

(IV.)  Causes  of  Action  Under  Federal  and  State  Statutes.  —  Where  the 
complaint  alleges  a  cause  of  action  under  state  statutes  and  the  proof 
shows  a  cause  of  action  under  federal  statutes,  the  variance  is  mate- 
rial.^" 

(V.)  Joint  and  Several  Claims  and  Liabilities.  —  (A.)  Breach  of  Contract. 
Unless  the  obligation  in  question  may  be  considered  a  joint  and  several 
one,*^  proof  of  a  several  indebtedness  will  not  support  an  allegation  of 
a  joint  one.*^   And,  notwithstanding,  the  statute  provides  that  where 


75.  Southern  Ey.  Co.  v.  Lee,  167 
Ala.  268,  52  So.  648.  See  20  Standakd 
PBGC.  321. 

76.  Southern  E.  Co.  v.  Lee,  167  Ala. 
268,  52  So.  648. 

77.  Chicago  &  A.  E.  Co.  v.  Eed- 
mond,  171  111.  347,  49  N.  E.  541;  Il- 
linois Terminal  E.  Co.  v.  Thompson, 
112  111.  App.  463,  affirmed,  210  111.  226, 
71  N.  E.  328;  Pelton  v.  Nichols,  180 
Mass.  245,  62  N.  E.  1;  Butterworth  v. 
Western  Assur.  Co.,  132  Mass.  489. 

78.  Cooper  v.  Johnston  City,  173  111. 
App.  470. 

79.  Carlin  v.  Chicago,  262  111.  564, 
104  N.  E.  905,  Ann.  Caa.  1915B,  213. 
See  generally  the  title  "Several 
Counts." 

[a]  "The  negligence  of  defendant, 
whereby  the  death  of  Mullen  was 
caused,  might  well  be  seated  in  differ- 
ent ways  in  the  several  counts,  in  order 
to  prevent  a  variance  between  the  al- 
legations and  proofs,  without  setting 
up  different  and  distinct  causes  of 
action."  Swift  &  Co.  v.  Foster,  163 
III.  50,  44  K  E.  837. 

80.  St.  Louis,  S.  E.  &  T.  E.  Co.  v. 
Seale,  229  U.  S.  156,  33  Sup.  Ct.  651, 
57  L.  ed.  1129,  Ann.  Cas.  19140,  156; 
Kamboris  v.  Oregon-Washington  E.  & 
Nav.  Co.,  75  Ore.  358,   146   Pac.  1097. 

fa]  Proof  that  the  deceased  was  en- 
gaged In  interstate  commerce  brings 
the  case  under  the  federal  Employers' 
Liability  Act,  and  is  materially  variant 
from  a  pleading  stating  a  case  under 


the  state  statutes.  Kamboris  v.  Oregon- 
Washington  E.  &  Nav.  Co.,  75  Ore. 
358,  146  Pac.  1097. 

81.  McDonald  v.  Cabiness,  100  Tex. 
615,  102  S.  W.  721. 

[a]  "Under  the  rule  in  this  state, 
it  is  not  indispensable  to  sue  all  the 
promisors  on  a  joint  promise.  The 
plaintiff  may  sue  one  or  more,  or  may 
dismiss  as  to  one  and  proceed  as  to 
another,  even  in  the  appellate  court." 
McDonald  v.  Cabiness,  100  Tex.  615, 
102  S.  W.  721. 

[b]  "When  a  plaintiff  alleges  that 
two  parties  to  a  contract  made  him  a 
promise,  although  under  the  rule  at 
common  law  as  to  joint  and  several 
contracts,  that  is  a  joint  promise,  yet 
the  allegation  necessarily  means  that 
each  of  them  promised.  Hence  we  see 
no  good  reason  why,  although  he  has 
alleged  the  promise  of  the  two,  he 
should  not  recover  against  one  upon 
proof  that  he  promised,  although  he 
may  fail  to  prove  the  promise  of  the 
other."  McDonald  v.  Cabiness,  100 
Tex.  615,  102  S.  W.  721. 

82.  Ala.  —  Smythe  v.  Dothan  Foun- 
dry &  Machine  Co.,  166  Ala.  253,  52 
So.  398;  Ulrick  v.  Ragan,  11  Ala.  529. 
Del.  —  Dussoulas  v.  Thomas,  6  Penne. 
1,  65  Atl.  590.  la. —  Black  v.  Struth- 
ers,  11  Iowa  459.  Mass.  —  Lee  v.  Blbd- 
get,  214  Mass.  374,  102  N.  E.  67.  N.  Y. 
Brown  v.  Wolfe,  119  App.  Div.  777,  104 
N.  T.  Supp.  573. 

[a]    A  joint  liability  of  husband  and 
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suit  is  brought  against  several  sued  as  partners  or  otherwise,  the  plain- 
tiff may  recover  against  one  or  more,*^  the  rule  is  that  where  suit  on  a 
contract  is  joint,  and  proof  shows  that  only  one  of  the  defendants  is 
liable,  a  fatal  variance  occurs  and  judgment  cannot  be  rendered  against 
one  alone,'*  unless  the  other  is  discharged  on  some  personal  defense.'^ 
On  the  other  hand,  an  allegation  of  an  individual  indebtedness  is  not 
supported  by  proof  of  a  point  one.*^ 

(B.)  Torts.  —  "While  it  is  ordinarily  true  that  actions  against  tort 
feasors  may  be  either  joint  or  several,  that  a  suit  may  be  maintained 
against  one,  any,  or  all,  and  a  recovery  be  had  against  one  or  more  of 
the  defendants,''^  still  if  the  injury  is  alleged  to  have  happened  through 


wife  for  legal  services  having  been 
pleaded,  the  plaintiff  cannot  sustain  it 
by  proof  of  liability  on  the  part  of  the 
husband  alone.  Dussaulas  f.  Thomas, 
6  Penne.  (Del.)  1,  65  Atl.  590. 

[b]  Where  a  joint  liability  on  a  note 
is  alleged  it  must  be  proved  notwith- 
standing Negotiable  Instruments  Act, 
sees.  2  and  3,  providing  for  the  joinder 
in  one  action,  in  certain  cases,  of  par- 
ties severally  liable  on  promissory 
notes.  Smith  v.  Grabbe,  196  111.  App. 
325. 

83.  Handley  v.  Shaffer,  177  Ala. 
636,  59  So.  286;  Eedmond  &  Co.  v. 
Louisville  &  N.  K.  Co.,  154  Ala.  311,  45 
So.  649. 

[a]  "The  statute  was  not  designed 
to  give  a  right  of  recovery  against 
some  of  the  defendants,  when  the  com- 
plaint, in  a  suit  instituted  against  sev- 
era,l,  describes  a  contract  made  by  all 
jointly,  on  proof  of  a  contract  made 
by  part  of  them.  It  does  not  create  a 
right  of  recovery  inconsistent  with  the 
complaint,  but  was  intended  to  author- 
ize a  recovery  against  one  or  more  of 
the  defendants,  when  some  of  them 
are  discharged  from  liability  on  the 
contract  alleged  in  the  complaint,  upon 
personal  defense,  not  negativing  the 
averment  of  a  joint  contract  original- 
ly. In  such  case  the  contract  is  proved 
as  described, — as  made  by  all  of  the 
defendants  sued, — ^but  the  plaintiff 
fails  to  recover  against  some  on 
grounds,  not  showing  a  cause  of  action 
variant  from,  or  inconsistent  with  the 
complaint. ' '  Gamble  v.  Kellum,  97  Ala. 
677,  12  So.   82. 

84.  Ala.  —  Smythe  v.  Dotham  Foun- 
dry &  Machine  Co.,  166  Ala.  253,  62 
So.  398;  Lord  v.  Calhoun,  162  Ala.  444, 
50  So.  402;  Redmond  &  Co.  v.  Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co.,  154  Ala.  311,  45  So. 
649;     Garrison  v.  Hawkins  Lumber  Co., 

Vol.  XXV 


111  Ala.  308,  20  So.  427;  Gamble  v. 
Kellum,  97  Ala.  677,  12  So.  82.  Fla. 
Eentz  V.  Live  Oak  Bank,  61  Fla.  403, 
55  So.  856.  Ky.  —  Newton  v.  Carson, 
7  Ky.  L.  Eep.  742.  Mass.  —  Lee  v. 
Blodget,  214  Mass.  374,  102  N.  E.  67. 
Mich.  —  Munn  v.  Haynes,  46  Mich.  140, 
9  N.  W.  136. 

See  21  Standard  Peoc.  80,  86;  15 
Standard  Proc.  82.  But  see  15  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  84. 

[a]  Where  the  complaint  avers  a 
joint  employment  of  the  plaintiff  by 
defendants,  (1)  proof  of  employment 
by  only  one  of  them  not  participated  in 
fcy  the  other,  is  a  variance  fatal  to  the 
right  of  recovery.  Handley  v.  Shaffer, 
177  Ala.  636,  59  So.  286.  (2)  Thus 
where  two  persons  are  sued  jointly  for 
services  rendered  by  a  physician,  at 
their  request,  and  the  proof  shows  that 
the  services  were  rendered  at  the  re- 
quest of  only  one  of  the  defendants,  the 
variance  is  fatal.  Harris  v.  Sanders, 
186    Ala.    350,    65    So.    136. 

85.  See  Lord  1).  Calhoun,  162  Ala. 
444,  50  So.  402,  and  21  Standard  Proc. 
86. 

86.  TJ.  S.  —  Sovereign  Bank  of  Can- 
ada V.  Stanley,  176  Fed.  743.  Oal. — Me- 
Cord  V.  Seale,  56  Cal.  262.  Ga.  — Myers 
V.  Hook,  11  Ga.  App.' 517,  75  S.  E.  833. 
la.  —  Smith  v.  James,  72  Iowa  515,  34 
N.  W.  309;  Parsons  v.  Parsons,  66 
Iowa  754,  21  N.  W.  570,  24,  N.  W.  564. 

See  21  Standard  Proc.  81. 

[a]  Where  a  complaint  to  recover 
ostrich  feathers  avers  that  they  were 
placed  with  defendant's  testator  in  a 
fiduciary  capacity,  proof  that  they  were 
intrusted  to  a  firm  of  which  the  testa- 
tor was  a  member  constitutes  a  mater- 
ial variance  which  in  the  absence  of 
amendment  is  fatal.  Sovereign  Bank 
of  Canada  n.  Stanley,  176  Fed!  743. 

87.  Southern  Ey.  Co.  v.  Arnold,  162 
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the  concurrent  negligent  acts  of  two  or  more  defendants,  proof  of  neg- 
ligent acts  on  the  part  of  one  is  not  sufficient  to  sustain  the  complaint,*^ 
for  there  can  be  no  concurrent  negligence  unless  both  defendants  are 
guilty.^^ 

d.  Defenses.  —  The  rule  that  a  party  cannot  make  one  case  by  his 
pleadings  and  a  different  case  by  his  proofs,  is  applicable  to  a  defend- 
ant as  well  as  to  a  complainant.®"  Defendant 's  grounds  of  defense  must 
be  proved  as  alleged,®^  and  evidence  of  a  ground  of  defense  not  alleged 
in  the  pleadings  constitutes  a  material  departure  in  the  proof.®^  If  the 


Ala.  570,  50  So.  293;  St.  Louis,  B.  & 
S.  Co.  V.  Hopkins,  100  111.  App.  567. 
See  16  Standard  Peoc.  83.     n 

88.  St.  Louis,  B.  &  S.  Co.  v.  Hop- 
kins, 100  111.  App.  567;  Cleveland,  C. 
C.  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Eggmann,  71 
111.  App.  42;  Forsell  v.  Pittsburgh  & 
M.  Copper  Co.,  38  Mont.  403,  100  Pac. 
218.      See  15  Standard  Proc.  83,  84. 

[a]  In  an  action  for  injuries  from 
a  hoisting  machine  the  complaint  al- 
leged that  the  injury  occurred  from 
the  concurrent  acts  of  the  defendant 
copper  company  and  the  defendant 
Medlin,  its  engineer.  It  was  held  that 
no  recovery  could  be  had  upon  proof 
of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  com- 
pany alone.  "The  court  having  found 
that  Medlin  was  not  negligent,  then, 
no  matter  what  negligence  is  shown  on 
the  part  of  the  company,  the  plaintiff 
could  not  recover  against  the  company 
under  this  allegation  of  his  complaint. ' ' 
Forsell  v.  Pittsburgh  &  M.  Copper  Co., 
38  Mont.  403,  100  Pac.  218,  221. 

89.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Eggmann,  71  111.  App.  42. 

90.  V.  S. —  Columbus  Safe-Deposit 
Co.  V.  Burke,  88  Fed.  630,  32  C.  C.  A. 
67.  Ala.  — Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v. 
Johnston,  79  Ala.  436.  111.  —  Jewett  v. 
Sweet,  178  111.  96,  52  N.  E.  962;  Kel- 
logg V.  Moore,  97  111.  282.  Ky.  —  Grin- 
stead 's  Admx.  V.  Phoenix  Nat.  Bank, 
19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1914,  44  S.  W.  952.  La. 
Consolidated  Fruit  Jar  Co.  v.  Navra,  33 
La.  Ann.  995.  Mo.  —  Lebrecht  v.  New 
State  Bank,  199  Mo.  App.  642,  205  S. 
W.  273;  Halliwell  Cement  Co.  v.  Stew- 
art, 103  Mo.  App.  182,  77  S.  W.  124. 
Mont.  —  Murray  v.  Heinze,  17  Mont. 
353,  42  Pac.  1057,  43  Pac.  714.  N.  Y. 
Eemington  v.  Walker,  21  Hun  322. 
Tex.  —  J.  I.  Case  Plow  "Works  v.  Mor- 
ris, 17  Tex.  Civ.  App.  6,  42  S.  "W.  652; 
Donovan  v.  Ladner,  3  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
203,  22  S.  W.  61. 

91.  Ala.  — Smith  v.  Elrod,  122  Ala. 


269,  24  So.  994.  Oal.  —  Stringer  v. 
Davis,  30  Cal.  818.  Colo.  — Scott  v. 
Watkins,  61  Colo.  244,  157  Pac.  3; 
Winchester  v.  Joslyn,  31  Colo.  220,  72 
Pac.  1079,  102  Am.  St.  Eep.  30;  Man- 
ners V.  Eraser,  6  Colo.  App.  21,  39  Pac. 
889.  111.— Eosenthal  v.  Board  of  Edu- 
cation. 270  111.  380,  110  N.  E.  579; 
Jewett  V.  Sweet,  178  111.  96,  52  N.  E. 
962.  Ind.  —  Perkins  Windmill  &  Ax 
Co.  V.  Yeoman,  23  Ind.  App.  483,  55  N. 
E.  782.  Kan.  —  Wilcox  &  W.  Organ  Co. 
v.  Lasley,  40  Kan.  521,  20  Pac.  228; 
Campbell  v.  Eeese,  8  Kan.  App.  518,  56 
Pac.  543.  Ky.  —  Wilkins  v.  Barnes,  79 
Ky.  323.  Mass.  —  Emerson  v.  Wiley,  7 
Pick.  68;  Leach  v.  Fobes,  11  Gray  506. 
Mo. —  Lebrecht  v.  New  State  Bank,  199 
Mo.  App.  642,  205  S.  W.  273;  White  v. 
United  Brothers  &  Sisters  of  Myster 
ious  Ten  (Mo.  App.),  180  S.  W.  406. 
N.  J.  —  Eichards  v.  Weingarten,  58  N, 
J.  Eq.  206,  42  Atl.  739;  Gaskill  v. 
Sine,  13  N.  J.  Eq.  400,  78  Am.  Dec.  105 
N.  Y.  —  Gasper  v.  Adams,  28  Barb.  441 
S.  D.  —  Leggett  v.  Moore,  36  S.  D.  288 
154  N.  W.  804.  Tenn.  —  Dibrell  «.  Mil 
ler,  8  Yerg.  476,  29  Am.  Dec.  126;  Si 
pington  V.  Eutherford,  3  Hayw.  271. 
Wis.  —  Phillips  V.  Jarvis,  19  Wis.  204 

[a]  A  defense  of  fraud  is  not  sus 
tained  by  proof  of  want  of  considera- 
tion.   Wilson  V.  Montieello,  85  Ind.  10. 

[b]  Proof  of  a  partial  failure  of 
consideration  is  variant  from  a  plea  of 
an  entire  want  of  consideration.  Crow 
V.  Eichinger,  34  Ind.  65;  Wheelock  v. 
Barney,  27  Ind.  462. 

[c]  Agreement  to  Deliver  Note. — In 
an  action  on  a  note,  a  defense  setting 
up  an  agreement  for  the  delivery  of 
the  note  to  defendant  by  the  payee 
and  plaintiff's  indorser  is  not  sustained 
by  proof  of  such  an  agreement  on  the 
part  of  plaintiff's  indorser  alone.  Hud- 
son V.  Emmons,  107  Mich.  649,  65  N. 
W.  542. 

92.    Fla.  — Tate  v.  Pensaeola,  G.  L. 
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defendant  sets  up  several  defenses  complete  in  themselves,  it  is  suffi- 
cient if  his  proof  establishes  any  one  of  them.'' 

e.  Cross-Demands.  —  The  rule  that  the  proof  must  conform  to  and 
support  the  material  allegatipna  extends  to  matters  pleaded  by  way  of 
set-off,  counterclaim  or  other  cross  demand.** 

f.  Interpleas.  —  One  interpleading,  like  other  parties  to  the  litiga- 
tion, is  bound  by  the  rule  that  the  evidence  adduced  by  him  in  support 
of  his  allegations  must  substantially  conform  thereto,*"  nor  can  he  by 
his  interplea  set  up  one  state  of  facts  and  prove  another  state  of  facts 
at  the  trial." 

g.  Matters  Ex  Contractu.  —  The  rule  that  a  litigant  cannot  plead 
one  cause  of  action  or  defense  and  establish  another  by  his  evidence,*" 
and  that  he  must  conform  his  proof  to  allegations  of  essential  matters'* 
would  require  substantial  conformity  between  the  allegation  and  the 
proof  of  a  contract  which  is  set  up  as  the  gist  of  the  action  or  defense.** 


&  D.  Co.,  37  Fla.  439,  20  So.  542,  53 
Am.  St.  Eep.  251.  111.  —  Jewett  v. 
Sweet,  178  111.  96,  52  N.  B.  962;  John- 
son V.  Johnson,  114  111.  611,  3  N.  E.  2^2, 
55  Am.  Eep.  883.  Ky.  —  Wilkins  V. 
Barnes,  79  Ky.  323. 

[a]  Where  an  Injvmctloa  is  sought 
against  highway  commissioners  to  re- 
strain them  from  cutting  a  certain 
ditch  and  waterway  through  a  high- 
way, defendants  cannot  prove  that  the 
condition  of  the  highway  is  such  that 
a  bridge  is  needed  or  that  to  put  in  a 
new  bridge  would  benefit  the  highway, 
where  fKe  answer  in  the  case  does  not 
assiort  any  public  necessity  for  the  pro- 
posed bridge,  nor  that  the  highway 
will  be  improved  thereby.  Jewett  v. 
Sweet,  178  111.  96,  52  N.  E.  962. 

Ih]  ETldence  as  to  increase  in  the 
value  of  land  involved  in  a  suit  for 
specific  performance  is  not  available  to 
the  defendant  when  not  averred  in  hig 
pleading.  Tate  v.  Pensacola,  G.  L.  & 
D.  Co.,  37  ria.  439,  20  So.  542,  53  Am. 
St.  Eep.  251. 

[c]  Evidence  of  fraud  not  pleaded 
as  a  defense  constitutes  a  variance. 
DeLucia  v.  Valente,  83  Conn.  107,  75 
Atl.  150. 

93.  Jones  v.  People's  Bank  Co.,  95 
Ohio  St.  253,  116  N.  E.  34. 

94.  la.  —  Mudge  v.  Eailway  Mail 
Equip.  Co.,  167  Iowa  656,  149  N.  W. 
867.  Mo.  —  Halliwell  Cement  Co.  v. 
Stewart,  103  Mo.  App.  182,  77  S.  W. 
124;  Hibner  v.  Short  (Mo.  App.),  189 
8.  W.  583.  Neb.  —  Blue  Valley  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Neuman,  5»  Neb.  80,  78  N.   W. 
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374.      Okla.  —  Frisco    Lumber    Co,    v. 
Waldock,  176  Pac.  220. 

[a]  The  precise  sum  set  up  in  a  plea 
of  set-off  need  not  be  proved.  Crump 
V.  Hubbard,  Litt.  Sel.  Cas.   (Ky.)   222. 

[b]  A  counterclaim  based  on  fraud 
and  deceit,  is  not  sustained  by  proof 
of  a  breach  of  warranty.  Halliwell 
Cement  Co.  v.  Stewart,  103  Mo.  Add. 
182,  77  S.  W.  124. 

[c]  When  misrepresentations  relied 
upon  as  the  basis  of  a  counterclaim  are 
alleged  to  have  been  made  to  one  per- 
son, proof  that  they  were  made  to  an- 
other person,  not  the  agent  of  the 
former,  constitutes  a  material  variance. 
Blue  Valley  Lumber  Co.  v.  Neuman,  58 
Neb.  80,  78  N.  W.  374. 

[d]  Variance  in  Title.  —  Where  W. 
prosecuted  an  action  on  cross-petition 
alleging  ownership  of  personal  property 
in  himself,  praying  equitable  relief  for 
his  individual  use  and  benefit,  and  it 
appeared  that  the  bill  of  sale  under 
which  he  claimed  title,  was  taken  by 
him  in  his  own  name  as  agent  and  for 
the  use  and  benefit  of  his  principal,  and 
was  delivered  to  his  principal,  the 
variance  was  held  fatal.  Frisco  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Waldock   (Okla.),  176  Pac.  220. 

93.  National  Live  Stock  Commission 
Co.  V.  Donohoe  (Mo.  App.)  210  S.  W. 
929. 

96.  National  Live  Stock  Commission 
Co.  V.  Donohoe  (Mo.  App.),  210  S.  W. 
929. 

97.  See  supra,  ITT,  C,  3,  c. 

98.  See  supra,  III,  C,  1,  a. 

99.  Variance  as  to  contracts,  see  11 
Standaed  PEOce.  1036. 
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h.  Matters  Ex  Delicto.  —  (I.)  in  General.  —  In  accordance  with  the 
requirement  that  the  cause  of  action  must  be  proved  as  alleged,^  the 
evidence  in  tort  cases  must  substantially  conform  to  the  elements  con- 
stituting the  gist  of  the  action,^  and  the  substance  of  all  the  facts  es- 


1.  See  supra,  HI,  C,  1,  a. 

2.  U.  S.  —  Waters  v.  Guile,  234  Fed. 
532,  148  C.  C.  A.  298;  Pennsylvania 
Co.  V.  Cole,  214  Ted.  948,  131  C.  0.  A. 
244;  United  States  v.  McNeily,  72  Fed. 
972,  19  C.  C.  A.  318;  Texas  &  P.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Williams,  62  Fed.  440,  10  C.  0.  A. 
463;  Eogers  v.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co., 
88  Fed.  462;  United  States  v.  Peachy, 
36  Fed.  160.  Ala. —  Conrad  v.  Gt^y,  109 
Ala.  130,  19  So.  398;  Dean  v.  East 
Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  E.  Co.,  98  Ala.  586, 
13  So.  489;  Thompson  v.  Eichardson, 
96  Ala.  488,  11  So.  728;  Bennett  v. 
Blaci,  1  Stew.  494.  Aiiz.  —  Santa  Fe, 
P.  &  P.  E.  Co.  V.  Hurley,  4  Ariz.  258, 
36  Pac.  216.  Colo.  — Denver  &  E.  G. 
E.  Co.  V.  lies,  25  Colo.  19,  63  Pac.  222. 
Coun.  —  Crogan  v.  Schiele,  53  Conn. 
186,  1  Atl.  899,  5  Atl.  673,  55  Am.  Eep. 
88;  Nichols  v.  Hayes,  13  Conn.  155. 
Del.  —  Flanagan's  Admr.  c.  Wilming- 
ton, 4  Houst.  548.  Ha.  —  Ingram- 
Dekle  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Geiger,  71  Fla.  S90> 
71  So.  552,  Ann.  Cas.  1918 A,  971;  Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Guyton,  47  Fla. 
188,  36  So.  84.  Ga.  —  Hudgins  v.  Coca 
Cola  Bottling  Co.,  122  Ga.  695,  50  S.  E. 
974;  Southern  Bell  Tel.  Co.  v.  Lynch, 
95  Ga.  629,  20  S.  E.  500;  Georgia  E.  & 
B.  Co.  17.  Miller,  90  Ga.  571,  16  S.  E. 
939;  Savannah,  F.  &  W.  E.  Co.  v. 
Stewart,  71  Ga.  427;  Georgia  E.  &  B. 
Co.  V.  Oaks,  52  Ga.  410.  lU.  —  Lake  St. 
El.  E.  Co.  17.  Shaw,  203  111.  39,  67  N.  E. 
374;  Wabash  E.  Co.  v.  Kingsley,  177 
HI.  558,  52  N.  E.  931;  Chicago  &  E.  L 
E.  Co.  17.  DriscoU,  176  111.  330,  52  N.  E. 
921;  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  Ey.  Co.  17. 
Hundt,  140  111.  525,  30  N.  E.  458;  To- 
ledo, W.  &  W.  E.  Co.  17.  Beggs,  85  111. 
80,  28  Am.  Eep.  613;  Quincy  Coal  Co. 
17.  Hood,  77  111.  68;  Camp  Point  Mfg. 
Co.  17.  Ballou,  71  111.  417;  Cowan  17. 
Bouffleur,  192  111.  App.  21;  Lake  St. 
El.  E.  Co.  17.  Collins,  118  111.  App.  270; 
Cassem  17.  Williams,  104  HI.  App.  504; 
Chicago  &  A.  E.  Co.  17.  Vipond,  101  111. 
App.  607;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  Ey. 
Co.  17.  Eggmann,  71  111.  App.  42.  See 
Cassem  17.  Williams,  104  111.  App.  504. 
Ind.  —  Cincinnati,  I.  St.  L.  &  C.  Ey.  Co. 
17.  McClain,  148  Ind.  188,  44  N.  E.  306; 
Terre  Haute  &  I.  E.  Co.  17,  McCorWe, 


140  Ind.  613,  40  N.  E.  62;  McCallister 
V.  Mount,  73  Ind.  559;  Long  17.  Doxey, 
50  Ind.  385;  Consolidated  Stone  Co.  17. 
Williams,  26  Ind.  App.  131,  57  N.  E. 
558,  84  Am.  St.  Eep.  278;  Indianapolis 
Union  Ey  Co.  17.  Neubaucher,  16  Ind. 
App.  21,  43  N.  E.  576,  44  N.  E.  669; 
Arcade  File  Works  17.  Juteau,  15  Ind. 
App.  460,  40  N.  E.  818,  44  N.  E.  326. 
la. —  Winey  v.  Chicago  etc.  E.  Co.,  92 
Iowa  622,  61  N.  W.  218;  Sedgwick  1;. 
Illinois  C.  E.  Co.,  73  Iowa  158,  34  N.  W. 
790.  Kan.  —  Brown  u.  Chicago,  E.  I. 
&  P.  E.  Co.,  59  Kan.  70,  52  Pac.  65; 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  v.  Owers, 
6  Kan.  App.  515,  50  Pac.  962.  Kjr. 
Cole  V.  Hanks,  3  Mon.  208.  Me.— E5':e9 
17.  Estes,  75  Me.  478.  Md.  —  Evan  v. 
Gross,  68  Md.  377,  12  Atl.  115,  16  Atl. 
302;  Stanfield  17.  Boyer,  6  Har.  &  .1. 
248;  Winter  17.  Donovan,  8  Gill  370. 
Mass.  —  Cunningham  v.  Kimball,  7 
Mass.  65;  Porter  17.  Sullivan,  7  Gray 
441;  Meader  17.  Stone,  7  Mete.  147. 
Mich.  —  Boss  17.  Ionia,  104  Mich.  320,  62 
N.  W.  401;  Wormsdorf  17.  Detroit  City 
Ey.  Co.,  75  Mich.  472,  42  N.  W.  1000, 
13  Am.  St.  Eep.  453.  Minn.  —  Gillcdpie 
17.  Duluth,  137  Minn.  454,  163  N.  W. 
779;  Jemming  17.  Great  Northern  Ey. 
Co.,  96  Minn.  302,  104  N.  W.  1079,  1 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  696;  Olson  v.  Great 
Northern  Ey.  Co.,  68 'Minn.  155,  71  N. 
W.  5;  Ward  17.  Haws,  5  Minu.  440. 
Miss.  —  Georgia  Pac.  Ey.  Co.  17.  Baird, 
76  Miss.  521,  24  So.  195.  Mo.  —  Chitty 
17.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ey.  Co.,  148 
Mo.  64,  49  S.  W.  868;  Gannon  v.  La- 
clede Gaslight  Co.,  145  Mo.  502,  46  S. 
W.  968,  47  S.  W.  907,  43  L.  E.  A.  505; 
MeCarty  17.  Eood  Hotel  Co.,  144  Mo. 
397,  46  S.  W.  172;  Peyton  r.  Eogers,  4 
Mo.  254;  Bcwles  17.  Quincv,  0^  &  K.  C. 
E.  Co.  (Mo.  App.).  149  S.  \V.  1041; 
Aston  17.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.,  105  Mo. 
App.  226,  79  S.  W.  999;  Spiro  17.  St. 
Louis  Transit  Co.,  102  Mo.  App.  250, 
76  S.  W.  684;  J.  F.  Conrad  Grocer  Co. 
17.  St.  Louis  &  S.  Ey.  Co.,  89  Mo.  App. 
534;  Mason  17.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ey. 
Co.,  75  Mo.  App.  1;  Murdock  v.  Brown, 
16  Mo.  App.  549.  Mont.  —  Forsell  v. 
Pittsburgh  &  M.  Copper  Co.,  38  Mont. 
403,  100  Pac,  218.      Neb,  —  Elliott  v. 
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sential  to  the  support  of  the  verdict  and  judgment  must  be  established.* 
If,  however,  the  averment  in  tort  is  divisible,  the  plaintiff  may  prove 


Carter  White-Lead  Co.,  53  Neb.  458,  73 
N.  W.  948.  N.  Y.  —  Lynch  v.  Cronk,  91 
Misc.  422,  155  N.  Y.  Supp.  271;  CofiEey 
V.  Chapal,  2  N.  Y.  Supp.  648;  Lettman 
V.  Eitz,  3  Sandf.  734.  N.  C  — Talley 
V.  Harriss  Granite  Quarries  Co.,  174  N. 

C.  445,  93  S.  E.  995;  Hunt  V.  Vander- 
Mt,  115  N.  C.  559,  20  S.  E.  168.  Pa. 
Henneasy  v.  Anstoek,  19  Pa.  Super.  644. 
Tenn.  —  East  Tennessee  Coal  Co.  v. 
Daniel,  100  Tenn.  65,  42  S.  W.  1062. 
Vt.  — Skinner  v.  Grant,  12  Vt.  456. 
Wis.  —  Flaherty  v.  Harrison,  98  Wis. 
569,  74  N.  W.  360. 

[a]  Reason  for  Rule. — "The  rule  as 
thus  laid  down  must  be  followed  if  the 
right  of  the  defendant  to  know  with 
certainty  the  nature  of  the  plaintiff's 
demand  is  preserved  inviolate.  Unless 
this  rule  be  enforced,  the  defendant 
cannot  safely  prepare  for  trial."  Lake 
St.  Elevated  R.  K.  Co.  v.  Collins,  118 
111.  App.  270,  274. 

[b]  "Ifot  only  must  the  declaration 
set  forth  a  wrong,  and  the  evidence 
show  a  wrong,  but  the  wrong  shown 
must  be  the  wrong  alleged."  Hennes- 
sy  V.  Anstoek,  19  Pa.  Super.  644. 

[c]  Proof  of  ejection  from  a  street 
car  by  a  conductor  only  is  not  sufiScient 
to  sustain  a  cause  of  action  under  a 
complaint  which  alleges  that  ejection 
was  made  by  the  united  eflforts  of  the 
conductor  and  motorman.  Bowie  v. 
Birmingham  R.  &  E.  Co.,  125  Ala.  397, 
27  So.  1016,  82  Am.  St.  Rep.  247,  50 
L.  E.  A.  632. 

[d]  Proof  that  the  cause  of  action 
arose  after  the  action  was  brought 
constitutes  a  fatal  variance.  Georgia 
Pac.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Baitd,  76  Miss.  521,  24 
So.  195. 

In  libel  and  slander,  see  18  Stand 
AED  Pboc.  947. 

3.  U.  S.  —  Waters  v.  Guile,  234  Fed. 
532,  148  C.  C.  A.  298;  Schumacher  v. 
St.  Louis  etc.  E.  Co.,  39  Fed.  174.  Ala. 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  JIurt,  101  Ala. 
34,  13  So.  130;  Alabama/ G.  S.  R.  Co. 
V.  Heddleston,  82  Ala.  218,  3  So.  53. 
Conn.  —  Crogan  v.  Schiele,  53  Conn, 
186,  1  Atl.  899,  5  Atl.  673,  55  Am.  Rep. 
88;      Twiss  V.  Baldwin,   9   Conn.   291. 

D.  0.  —  Washington  R.  &  E.  Co.  v. 
Washington  Terminal  Co.,  44  App.  Cas. 
470;  Philadelphia,  B.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
Karr,  38   App.   Cas.  193;     Atchison  v. 
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Wills,  21  App.  Cas.  548;  Washington 
&  G.  R.  Cd.  1!.  Patterson,  9  App.  Cas. 
423.  Ga.  —  Hudgins  v.  Coca  Cola  Bot- 
tling Co.,  122  Ga.  695,  50  S.  E.  974; 
Tucker  v.  Central  of  Georgia  R.  Co.,  122 
Ga.  387,  50  S.  E.  128.  Dl.  — Chicago 
City  E.  Co.  V.  Bruley,  215  111.  464,  74 
N.  E.  441;  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Beh- 
rens,  208  111.  20,  69  N.  E.  796;  Swift 
&  Co.  V.  Eutkowski,  182  111.  18,  54  N.  E, 
1038;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.  v.  Dick 
son,  88  111.  431;  Eockford,  E.  I.  &  St 
L.  E.  Co.  V.  Phillips,  66  111.  548;  Chi 
cage,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.  v.  Carter,  20  111, 
390;  Frechett  v.  Illinois  Central  Eail 
road  Co.,  197  HI.  App.  213;  National 
E.  &  S.  Co.  V.  Vogel,  115  111.  App.  607; 
Chicago  &  A.  E.  Co.  v.  Anderson,  67 
111.  App.  386;.  Springfield  v.  Purdey,  61 
111.  App.  114;  North  Chicago  St.  E. 
Co.  i;.  Cotton,  41  111.  App.  311;  Straight 
V.  Odell,  13  111.  App.  232.  Ind.  —  Terre 
Haute  &  I.  E.  Co.  v.  McCorkle,  140  Ind. 
613,  40  N.  E.  62;  Indiana,  B.  &  W.  E, 
Co.  V.  Overton,  117  Ind.  253,  20  N.  E. 
147;  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Schmidt,  106  Ind.  73,  5  N.  E.  684; 
Ohio  &  M.  E.  Co.  V.  Selby,  47  Ind.  471, 
17  Am.  Eep.  719;  Ft.  Wayne  v.  De 
Witt,  47  Ind.  391;  Pennsylvania  Co.  v. 
Krick,  47  Ind.  368.  la.  —  Watson  v. 
Mississippi  Eiver  Power  Co.,  174  Iowa 
23,  156  N.  W.  188,  L.  E.  A.  1916D,  101; 
Winey  v.  Chicago  etc.  E.  Co.,  92  Iowa 
622,  61  N.  W.  218;  Homan  v.  Franklin, 
90  Iowa  185,  57  N.  W.  703.  Kan.— Chi- 
cago, E.  I.  &  P.  E.  Co.  V.  Wheeler,  70 
Kan.  755,  79  Pac.  673.  Ky.  —  Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Mitchell,  87  Ky. 
327,  8  S.  W.  706.  La.  — Eoberts  v. 
Hyde,  15  La.  Ann.  51.  Mass.  —  Porter 
V.  Sullivan,  7  Gray  441.  IMlch.  —  Mont- 
gomery V.  Muskegon  Boom.  Co.,  88 
Mich.  633,  50  N.  W.  729,  26  Am.  St. 
Eep.  308;  Wormsdorf  v.  Detroit  City 
E.  Co.,  75  Mich.  472,  42  N.  W.  1000, 
13  Am.  St.  Eep.  453;  Petrie  v.  Lane, 
67  Mich.  454,  35  N.  W.  70;  Abernethy 
V.  Van  Buren,  52  Mich.  383,  18  N.  W. 
116.  Minn.  —  Gillespie  v.  Duluth,  137 
Minn.  454,  163  N.  W.  779;  Morrison  v. 
Lovejoy,  6  Minn.  319.  Miss.  —  South- 
ern Exp.  Co.  V.  Brown,  67  Miss.  260,  7 
So.  318,  8  So.  425,  19  Am.  St.  Eep.  306. 
Mo.  —  Van  Horn  v.  St.  Louis  Transit 
Co.,  198  Mo.  481,  95  S.  W.  326;  Bragg 
V.  Metropolitan  St.  E.  Co.,  192  Mo.  331, 
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a  part  of  the  charge,*  and  no  variance  occurs  where  the  part  thus  proved 
is  sufficient  to  sustain  a  recovery."    If  the  plaintiff,  though  needlessly 


91  S.  W.  527;  Prewitt  v.  Missouri  etc. 
E.  Co.,  134  Mo.  615,  36  S.  W.  667; 
Morrow  v.  Surber,  97  Mo.  155,  11  S.  W. 
48;  Eadcliflfe  v.  St.  Louis  etc.  E.  Co., 
90  Mo.  127,  2  S.  W.  277;  Saunders  v. 
Brosius,  52  Mo.  50;  Politowitz  v.  Citi- 
zens' Tel.  Co.,  115  Mo.  App.  57,  90  S. 
W.  1031;  Barrett  v.  Western  Union 
Tel.  Co.,  42  Mo.  App.  542.  N.  Y.  —  Fin- 
negan  v.  Eobinaon  Co.,  124  App.  Div. 
117,  108  N.  Y.  Supp.  135;  Seheu  v. 
Union  E.  Co.,  112  App.  Div.  239,  98  N. 
Y.  Supp.  278;  Lyncli  v.  Cronk,  91  Misc. 
422,  155  N.  Y.  Supp.  271;  Woolsey  v. 
Ellenville,  69  Hun  489,  23  N.  Y.  Supp. 
410;  Cheetham  v.  Tillotson,  5  Johns. 
430;  Schmitt  v.  Dry  Dock,  E.  B.  &  B. 
E.  Co.,  2  City  C.  E.  359,  3  N.  Y.  St. 
257.  N.  C.  —  Talley  v.  Harriss  Granite 
Quarries  Co.,  174  N.  C.  445,  93  S.  E. 
995.  N.  D.  —  Coulter  v.  Great  Northern 
E.  Co.,  5  N.  D.  568,  67  N.  W.  1046. 
Ohio.  —  Baltimore  &  0.  E.  Co.  v.  Lock- 
wood,  72  Ohio  St.  586,  74  N.  E.  1071. 
Pa.  —  Sturzebecker  €.  Inland  Traction 
Co.,  211  Pa.  156,  60  Atl.  583.  S.  0. 
Cobb  V.  Columbia  &  G.  E.  Co.,  37  S.  C. 
194,  15  S.  E.  878;  McCool  v.  McCluny, 
Harp.  486.  Tex.  —  Carson  v'.  Texas  I. 
Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  34  S.  W.  762, 
Vt  — Bailey  v.  Moulthrop,  55  Vt.  13; 
Graves  V-  Severens,  40  Vt.  636;  Bax- 
ter V.  Winooski  Turnpike  Co.,  22  Vt. 
114,  52  Am.  Dec.  84.  Wash.  —  Albin  v. 
Seattle  Elee.  Co.,  40  Wash.  51,  82  Pae. 
145.  Wis.  —  Lawson  v.  Chicago,  St.  P., 
M.  &  O.  E.  Co.,  64  Wis.  447,  24  N.  W. 
618,  54  Am.  Eep.  634. 

[a]  Where  the  declaration  charged 
negligence  of  the  engineer  in  making 
an  emergency  stop  an  amendment  was 
allowed  t5  meet  the  proof  that  the  in- 
jury was  caused  by  negligence  of  the 
head  brakeman  in  giving  an  emergency 
stop  signal.  Waters  v.  Guile,  234  Fed. 
532,  148  C.  C.  A.  298. 

[bj  Negligent  Order  of  Foreman. 
In  a  suit  by  an  employee  for  personal 
injury,  a  failure  to  establish  an  allega- 
tion that  the  foreman  gave  a  negligent 
order  to  some  of  the  workmen  to  turn 
loose  a  cable  which  plaintiff  was  hold- 
ing, held  fatal  to  a  recovery  by  plain- 
tiff. Talley  v.  Harriss  Granite  Quarries 
Co.,  174  N.  C.  445,  93  S.  E.  995. 

4.  Ala.  —  Alabama  G.  S.  E.  Co.  v. 
Heddleston,  82  Ala.  218,  3  So.  53.  Conn. 


Burdick  v.  Glasko,  18  Conn.  494.  Ga. 
Savannah,  F.  &  W.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Evans, 
121  Ga.  391,  49  S.  E.  308.  lU.  —  Swift 
&  Co.  V.  Eutkowski,  182  111.  18,  54  N.  E. 
1038;     Joliet  V.  Johnson,  177  111.  178, 

52  N.  E.  498;  Eock  Island  v.  Cuinely, 
126  111.  408,  18  N.  E.  753;  Grove  v. 
Link,  201  111.  App.  393;  Bast  St.  Louis 
C.  E.  Co.  1!.  Shannon,  52  111.  App.  420. 
la.  —  Ankrum  v.  Marshalltown,  105 
Iowa  493,  75  N.  W.  360;  Winey  t;. 
Chicago  etc.  E.  Co.,  92  Iowa  622,  61 
N.  W.  218.  IHass.  —  O  'Connor  v.  Bos- 
ton &  L.  E.  Corp.,  135  Mass.  352;  Porter 
V.  Sullivan,  7  Gray  441.  Mich. —  Smith 
V.  Michigan  Cent.  E.  Co.,  100  Mich.  148, 
58  N.  W.  651,  43  Am.  St.  Eep.  440; 
Thompson  v.  Toledo  etc.  E.  Co.,  91  Mich. 
255,  51  N.  W.  995;  Wormsdorf  v.  De- 
troit City  Ey.  Co.,  75  Mich.  472,  42  N. 
W.  1000,  13  Am.  St.  I  Eep.  453;  Smith 
V.  Holmes,  54  Mich.  104,  19  N.  W.  767. 
Mo.  —  Morrow  v.  Surber,  97  Mo.  155, 
11  S.  W.  48;  Werner  v.  Citizens'  E. 
Co.,  81  Mo.  368;  Walsh  v.  Homer,  10 
Mo.  6,  45  Am.  Dee.  342.  Ore.  —  Hough 
V.  Grants  Pass  P.  Co.,  41  Ore. 
531,  69  Pac.  655.  Pa.  —  Boyajian 
V.  Ohanian,  60  Pa.  Super.  614.  S.  O. 
Hammond  v.  North-Eastern  E.  Co.  6 
S.  C.  130,  24  Am.  Eep.  467.  Tex.  —  San 
Antonio  St.  E.  Co.  v-  Muth,  7  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  443,  27  S.  W.  752.  Vt.  — Bailey 
V.  Moulthrop,  55  Vt.  13;  Patten  v. 
Sowles,  51  Vt.  388;  Hutchinson  v. 
Granger,  13  Vt.  386;  Vail  v.  Strong, 
10  Vt.  457.  Wis.  —  Earley  v.  Winn,  129 
Wis.  291,  109  N.   W.  633. 

See  the  title  "Negligence." 
5.  V.  S.  —  Southern  Ey.  Co.  v.  Car- 
son, 194  U.  S.  136,  24  Sup.  Ct.  609,  48 
L.  ed.  907.  Ala.  —  Alabama  G.  S.  E. 
Co.  V.  Hill,  93  Ala.  514,  9  So.  722,  30 
Am.  St.  Eep.  65;  Scott  v,  McKinnish, 
15  Ala.  662;  Chandler  v.  Holloway,  4 
Port.  17;  Commons  v.  Walters,  1  Port. 
377,  27  Am.  Dee.  635.  Conn.  —  Nichols 
V.  Hayes,  13  Conn.  155.  Ga.  —  Savan- 
nah, P.  &  W.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Evans,  121  Ga. 
391,  49  S.  E.  308;     Brown  v.  Hanson, 

53  Ga.  632.  m.  —  Harbison  v.  Shook, 
41  111.  141;  Wilborn  v.  Odell,  29  111. 
456;  Sanford  v.  Gaddis,  15  111.  228; 
Grove  v.  Link,  201  111.  App.  393;  Chi- 
cago &  E.  I.  E.  Co.  V.  Eains,  106  111. 
App.  539;  Keefe  i;.  Voigt,  45  111.  App. 
620.     Ind.  —  Chicago,  I.  &  L.  Ey,   Co, 
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describe  the  tort  and  the  means  adopted  in  effecting  it,  with  minute- 
ness and  particularity,  and  the  proof  substantially  vary  from  the  state- 
ment, there  will  be  a  fatal  variance,"  unless  such  unnecessary  averments 


V.  Barnes,  164  Ind.  143,  73  N.  E.  91; 
Standard  Oil  Co.  v.  Bowker,  141  Ind. 
12,  40  N.  E.  128;  Gould  Steel  Co.  v. 
Richards,  30  Ind.  App.  348,  66  N.  B. 
68;  Iseley  v.  Lovejoy,  8  Blackford  462; 
McCoombs  v.  Tuttle,  5  Blackford  431; 
Wheeler  v.  Bobb,  1  Blackf.  330,  12  Am. 
Dec.  245.  Ky.  —  Barr  v.  Gaines,  3 
Dana  258.  Mass.  —  Whiting  v.  Smith, 
13  Pick.  364.  Mich.  —  Wormsdorf  v. 
Detroit    City   Ey.    Co.,    75    Mich.    472, 

42  N.  W.  1000,  13  Am.  St.  Eep.  453. 
Mo.  —  Oglesby  v.  Missouri  Pac.  Ey.  Co., 
150  Mo.  137,  37  S.  W.  829,  51  S.  W. 
758;  Noeninger  i>.  Vogt,  88  Mo.  589; 
Lewis  V.  McDaniel,  82  Mo.  577;  Pen- 
nington V.  Meeks,  46  Mo.  217;  Schmidt 
V.  Bauer,  60  Mo.  App.  212;  Casey  v. 
Aubuchon,  25  Mo.  App.  91;  Mix  v.  Mc- 
Coy, 22  Mo.  App.  488.  ,N.  H.  — Smart 
V.  Blanehard,  42  N.  H.  137;  Mer- 
,rill  V.  Peaslee,  17  N.  H.  540.  N.  Y. 
Purple  V.  Horton,  13  Wend.  9,  27 
Am.  Dec.  167;  Loomis  v.  Swick, 
3  Wend.  205;  Miller  v.  Miller,  8 
Johns.  74.  Ohio.  —  Cheadle  v.  Buell,  6 
Ohio  67.  Pa.  —  Boyajian  v.  Ohanian, 
60  Pa.  Super.  614.  Tenn.  —  Hancock  v. 
Stephens,  11  Humph.  507.  Vt. — Smith 
V.  Hollister,  32  Vt.  695. 

6.  TJ.  S.  —  Atwood  V.  Chicago,  E.  I. 
&  P.  E.  C,  72  Fed.  447.  Ala.  — Bowie  v. 
Birmingham  E.  &  B.  Co.,  125  Ala.  397, 
27  So.  1016,  82  Am.  St.  Eep.  247,  60 
Ii.  R.  A.  632;  Watkins  v.  Birmingham 
E.  &  E.  Co.,  120  Ala.  147,  24  So.  392, 

43  L.  E.  A.  297;  Birmingham  Elec.  E. 
Co.  V.  Clay,  108  Ala.  233,  19'So.,  309; 
Louisville  &  N.  E.  Cq.  v.  Hurt,  101  Ala. 
34,  13  So.  130.  Cal.  — Scott  v.  Mc- 
Pherson,  168  Cal.  783,  145  Pac.  529; 
Gibson  v.  Wheeler,  110  Cal.  243,  42  Pae. 
810.  Conn.  —  Crogan  v.  Schiele,  53 
Conn.  186,  1  Atl.  899,  5  Atl.  673,  55 
Am.  Eep.  88.  Fla.  —  Louisville  &  N. 
B.  Co.  V.  Guyton,  47  Fla.  188,  36  So.  84. 
lU.  — Lake  St.  El.  E.  Co.  v.  Shaw,  203 
111.  39,  67  N.  B.  374;  Lake  St.  EI.  E. 
Co.  V.  Collins,  118  111.  App.  270;  Chi- 
cago. B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.  V.  Dickson,  88  111. 
431;  Straight  v.  Odell,  13  111.  App.  232. 
lild.  —  Terre  Haute  Elec.  Co.  v.  Rob- 
erts, 174  Ind.  351,  91  N.  B.  941;  Terre 
Haute  &  I.  E.  Co.  v.  McCorkle,  140  Ind. 
613,  40  N.  B.  62;  Indiana,  B.  &  W.  E. 
Co.  V.  Overton,  117  Ind.  253,  80  1*    E. 
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147;  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Schmidt,  106  Ind.  73,  5  N.  E.  684;  In- 
dianapolis Union  Ry.  Co.  v.  Neubaucher, 
16  Ind.  App.  21,  43  N.  E.  576,  44  N.  E. 
669.  Kan.  —  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.  v. 
Moflfatt,  56  Kan.  667,  44  Pac.  607.  Ky. 
Prestonsburg  Coal  Co.  v.  Wallen,  159 
Ky.  369,  167  S.  W.  395;  Thomas  v. 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co,  18  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
164,  35  S.  W.  910.  Mich.  —  Moilanen 
V.  Washington  Iron  Co.,  176  Mich.  505, 
142  N.  W.  757;  Montgomery  v.  Mus- 
kegon Boom.  Co.,  88  Mich.  633,  50  N. 
W.  729,  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  308;  Sehindler 
V.  Milwaukee,  L.  S.  &  N.  Ry.  Co.,  77 
Mich.  136,  43  N.  W.  911;  Wormsdorf 
V.  Detroit  City  Ry.  Co.,  75  Mich.  472, 
42  N.  W.  1000,  13  Am.  St.  Rep.  453; 
Henry  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  Ry.  Co., 
49  Mich.  495,  13  N.  W.  832;  Batterson 
V.  Chicago  cS:  G.  T.  Ry.,  49  Mich.  184, 
13  N.  W.  508.  Mo.  — Graney  v.  St. 
Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.,  157  Mo.  666, 
57  S.  W.  276,  50  L.  R.  A.  153;  Bartley 
V.  Metropolitan  St.  R.  Co.,  148  Mo.  124, 
49  S.  W.  840;  Chitty  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M. 
&  S.  Ry.  Co.,  148  Mo.  64,  49  S.  W.  868; 
McCarty  v.  Rood  Hotel  Co.,  144  Mo 
397,  46  S.  W.  172;  McManamee  v.  Mis- 
souri Pac.  Ey.  Co.,  135  Mo.  440,  37  S. 
W.  119;  Atchison  v.  Chicago,  E  I  & 
P.  R.  Co.,  80  Mo.  213;  Schneider  v. 
Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.,  75  Mo.  295;  Wald- 
hier  v.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  E.  Co.,  71  Mo. 
514;  Bowles  v.  Quincy,  O.  &  K  C.  R. 
Co.,  167  Mo.  App.  268,  149  S.  W.  1041; 
Mason  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  ,S.  Ey.  Co., 
75  Mo.  App.  1;  Eavenscraft  v.  Mis- 
souri Pac.  R.  Co.,  27  Mo.  App  617. 
Mont.— ForseH,  v.  Pittsburgh  &  M. 
Copper  Co.,  38  Mont.  403,  100  Pac. 
218;  Pierce  v.  Great  Falls  &  C  Ry.  Co., 
22  Mont.  445,  56  Pac.  867.  Pa.  —  Mold- 
awer  u.  Trust  Co.  of  N.  A.,  57  Pa. 
Super.  66.  Va.  —  Richmond  R.  &  Elec 
E.  Co.  V.  Bowles,  92  Va.  738,  24  S.  e! 
388.  Wis.  —  Lagage  v.  Chicago  &  N. 
W.  Ey.  Co.,  91  Wis.  507,  65  N.  W.  165. 
See  the  title  "Negligence." 
[a]  An  allegation  that  insufficient 
time  for  plaintiff  to  alight  from  the 
street  car  was  given,  will  be  sustained 
by  proof  that  the  ear  did  not  stop  a  suf- 
ficient length  of  time  to  enable  plain- 
tiff to  alight  in  safety  and  to  assist 
a  child  who  accompanied  her  to  alight, 
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can  be  regarded  as  surplusage.' 

(II.)  Contract  Pleaded  in  Tort  Actions.  —  A  variance  in  respect  to  a  con- 
tract pleaded  in  a  tort  action  is  material  only  where  the  contract  is  of 
the  gist  of  the  action,'  as  where  the  tort  is  for  a  breach  of  duty  growing 
out  of  the  contract  set  forth.'  If  the  contract  is  only  incidentally  in- 


Hannou  v.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.,  102 
Mo.  App.  216,  77  S.  W.  158. 

[b]  An  allegation  that  defendant 
suddenly  and  violently  started  and 
moved  its  train,  whereby  plaintiff  as 
she  was  about  to  alight.,  was  thrown 
with  great  force  from  and  off  said  train 
to  and  upon  the  platform,  is  not  sus- 
tained by  proof  that  the  defendant 
started  its  train  slowly  and  smoothly, 
while  the  gates  were  open,  and  before 
the  plaintiff  had  time  to  get  off,  and 
that  she  stepped  through  the  open  gate 
from  the  car  to  the  platform  and  was 
thrown  down.  Lake  St.  El  E.  Co.  v. 
Shaw,  203  111,  39,  67  N.  E. '374. 

[e]  Delay  in  Shipment.  —  A  com- 
plaint for  damages  for  negligence  in 
transporting  live  stock,  which  alleges 
the  negligence  to  consist  in  the  use  of 
improper  cars  and  the  unloading  of  the 
live  stock  in  improper  pens,  will  not 
authorize  a  recovery  because  of  un- 
reasonable delay  in  the  shipment, 
where  no  amendment  is  made  to  con- 
form the  complaint  to  the  proof.  Bow- 
les *.  Quincy,  O.  &  K.  C.  R.  Co.,  167 
Mo.  App.  268,  149   S.  W.  1041. 

[d]  Means  Employed.  —  An  inter- 
pleader claiming  his  brand  f  had  been 
changed  to  an  H,  alleged  the  method 
by  which  the  change  had  been  effected. 
A  failure  to  show  that  the  change  had 
been  made  in  the  manner  stated  was 
held  to  constitute  a  material  variance. 
National  Live  Stock  Commission  Co.  v. 
Donohoe  (Mo.  App.),  210  S.  W.  929. 

[e]  Proof  of  ejection  from  a  street 
car  by  the  conductor  only  is  not  suf- 
ficient to  sustain  a  cause  of  action  un- 
der a  complaint  which  alleged  that 
ejection  was  made  by  the  united  efforts 
of  the  conductor  and  motorman.  Bowie 
V.  Birmii  gham  R.  &  E.  Co.,  125  Ala. 
397,  27  So.  1016,  82  Am.  St.  Eep.  247, 
50  L.  E.  A.  632. 

7.  U.  S.  —  Dobbin  v.  Foyles,  2 
Cranch  C.  C.  65,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,942. 
m.  —  Jones  V.  Sanitary  Dist.,  265  111. 
98,  106  N.  B.  473.  Mich.  —  Eiehter  v. 
Harper,  95  Mich.  221,  54  N.  W.  768; 
Thayer  v.  Flint  &  P.  M.  E.  Co.,  93 
Mich.  150,  53  N.  W.  216;      Thompson 


i;.  Toledo,  A.  A.  &  N.  M.  E.  Co.,  91 
Mich.  255,  61  N  W.  995. 

See  supra,  III,  C.  2,  b,'  (II),  (D),  (2). 

[a]  Damage  to  Land  from  Sanitary 
District,  —  Where  the  statute  creates, 
liability  against  a  sanitary  district  for 
all  dam'ages  that  may  result  to  any 
landowner  by  reason  of  turning  water 
from  the  district  into  the  Illinois  river, 
an  allegation  in  a  declaration  based  on 
such  statute,  that  the  act  was  negli- 
gently and  wilfully  done,  is  immaterial 
and  surplusage,  and  failure  to  prove 
it  does  not  constitute  a  variance.  Jones 
V.  Sanitary  Dist.,  265  111.  98,  106  N.  E. 
473. 

8.  Ala.  —  Wilkinson  v.  Moseley,  18 
Ala.  |288.  Conn.  —  Bajrthplomew  v. 
Bushnell,  20  Conn.  271,  52  Am.  Dec. 
338;  Maine  v.  Bailey,  15  Conn.  298; 
Bulkley  v.  Landon,  2  Conn.  404.  Del. 
Eandel  v.  Wright,  1  Harr.  34.  lU. 
Wabash  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Friedman,  146 
111.  583,  30  N.  E.  353,  34  N.  E.  1111. 
Md.  —  McNamee  v.  Minke,  49  Md.  122; 
Ferguson  v.  Tucker,  2  Har.  &  G.  182. 
Miss.  —  Tutt's  Admr.  v.  McLeod,  3 
How.  223.  Vt.  —  VaU  v.  Strong,  10  Vt. 
457. 

9.  Ala.  —  Wilkinson  v.  Moseley,  18 
Ala.  288.  Oonni,  —  Bartholomew  V. 
Bushnell,  20  Conn.  271,  52  Am.  Dee. 
338;  Maine  v.  Bailey,  15  Conn.  298; 
Bulkley  v.  Landon,  2  Conn.  404.  Del. 
Eandel  v.  Wright,  1  Harr.  34.  HI. 
Wabash  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Friedman,  146  111. 
583,  30  N.  E.  353,  34  N.  E.  1111.  Md. 
McNamee  v.  Minke,  49  Md.  122;  Fer- 
guson V.  Tucker,  2  Harr.  &  G.  182. 
Miss.  —  Tutt's  Admr.  v.  McLeod,  3 
How.  223.  vt.  — Vail  v.  Strong,  10  Vt. 
457.  Eng.  —  Weall  v.  King,  12  East 
452,  104  Eng.  Eeprint  176;  Carlisle  v. 
Trears,  2  Cowp.  671,  98  Eng.  Eeprint 
13'00;     Symonds  v.  Carr,  1  Campb.  361. 

[a]  When  an  exchange  of  property 
ia  relied  on  in  plaintiff's  pleading, 
there  is  a  fatal  variance  where  the 
proof  shows,  not  only  that  defendant 
was  to  give  something  in  addition  to 
the  property,  but  that  he  was  to  re- 
ceive other  property  in  addition  to  the 
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volved  failure  to  establish  it  as  alleged  is  not  fatal.^" 

(III.)  Duty.—  "When  the  plaintiff's  right  consists  in  an  obligation  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant  to  observe  some  particular  duty,  the  nature 
of  such  duty  must  be  pleaded  and  proved,"  and  a  material  variance 
exists  where  the  facts  brought  out  in  evidence  disclose  entirely  different 
duties  and  perils  from  those  laid  in  the  pleading.^^  ^  contract  which  is 
the  basis  of  the  duty  resting  upon  the  defendant  must  be  established 
substantially  as  averred.^' 

(IV.)  Negligence.  —  The  doctrine  of  variance  as  applied  to  allegations 
of  negligence  is  treated  elsewhere  in-  this  work.^* 

(V.)  Means  Employed  and  Manner  of  Accident.  —  A  variance  as  to  the 
means  or  instrument  employed  to  accomplish  the  tort,  which  does  not  go 
to  the  gravamen  of  the  action  is  not  fatal,^^  and  a  difference  between  the 
pleading  and  the  proof  in  respect  to  specification  of  mere  matters  of 


premises   of   the   plaintiff.     Cassem   v, 
Williams,  104  111.  App.   504. 

[b]  Variance  as  to  Contract  To  Carry 
Passenger.  —  Plaintiff  declaring  in  case 
for  assault  committed  upon  him  while 
a  passenger,  may  allege  the  contract 
of  carriage  in  general  terms.  But,  if 
instead  of  so  doing  he  particularly 
states  the  termini  of  his  journey,  he 
must  establish  the  contract  as  thus  al- 
leged. Lake  St.  El.  E.  Co.  v.  Collins, 
118  111.  App.  270.  See  21  Standard 
Peoc.   121. 

10.  Cunningham  i;.  Kimball,  7  Mass. 
65. 

[a]  In  trespass  on  the  case  for  de- 
celt  plaintiff  set  forth  a  contract  to 
exchange  his  mare  for  defendant's 
mare  and  a  note,  and  alleged  fraud  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant  in  misrep- 
resenting the  condition  of  his  animal. 
Evidence  was  introduced  to  show  that 
as  a  part  of  the  bargain  plaintiff  un- 
dertook to  keep  a  pair  of  steers  for 
the  defendant  one  week.  The  grava- 
men of  the  action  being  the  false  rep- 
resentation, the  variance  in  respect  to 
the  contract  was  held  immaterial. 
Cunningham  v.  Kimball,  7  Mass.  65. 

11.  Lake  St.  El.  E.  Co.  v.  Collins, 
118  111.  App.   270. 

12.  Orr  V.  Boockholdt,  10  Ala.  App. 
331,  65  So.  430;  Sehindler  v.  Mil- 
waukee, L.  S.  &  W.  Ey.  Co.,  77  Mich. 
136,  43  N".  "W.  911. 

[a]  Variance  as  to  Movement  of 
Train.  —  There  is  a  variance  between 
a  declaration  which  in  its  allegations 
conveys  the  idea  that  the  freight  train 
which  injured  plaintiff  was  standing  on 
the  track  with  locomotive  attached  as 
plaintiff  approached  the  crossing  in  his 
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sleigh  and  then  proceeded,  as  a  mov- 
ing train,  so  as  to  strike  the  sleigh  in 
its  course,  and  proof  that  the  ears  on 
the  track  were  backing  and  not  mov- 
ing forward  and  that  they  were  not 
handled  by  the  engine  as  a  train  but 
detached  and  shoved  backward.  Sehind- 
ler V.  Milwaukee,  L.  S.  &  W.  Ey.  Co., 
77  Mich.   136,  43   N.  W.   911. 

13.  See  supra,  III,  C,   3,  h,   (II). 

14.  See  20  Standard  Proc.  319. 

15.  Gait  V.  Woliver,  103  111.  App.  71: 
Lynch  v.  Cronk,  91  Misc.  422,  155  N. 
Y.    S.   271. 

[a]  In  an  action  for  malicious  in- 
jury to  the  real  property  of  the  plain- 
tiff alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  the 
defendant  turning  the  water  on  in  the 
upstairs  apartments  in  such  volumes  ^s 
to  flood  such  apartments,  there  is  not 
a  fatal  variance  where  plaintiff's  proof 
tended  to  show  that  the  water  was  not 
"turned  on,"  but  that  the  injuries 
complained  of  were  caused  by  permit- 
ting the  waste  water  of  the  refrigera- 
tor to  overflow.  Lynch  v  Cronk,  91 
Misc.  422,  155  N.  Y.  Supp.  271. 

[b]  Between  Boiler  and  Fire  Box. 
A  fire  box  may  be  called,  and  is  part 
of  the  boiler;  consequently  no  material 
variance  exists  between  a  complaint 
alleging  that  a  boiler  exploded  and 
proof  showing  that  it  was  the  fire  box 
which  exploded.  Illinois  Cent  E.  Co. 
V.  Behrens,  208  111.  20,  69  N.  e!  796. 

[c]  The  exact  size  of  a  com  shred- 
der which  is  alleged  to  have  frightened 
plaintiff's  horses  is  not  material.  The 
material  thing  is  that  it  was  of  such 
a  size,  shape  and  appearance  as  to  be 
calculated  to  frighten  horses.  The 
precise  size  of  the  machine  need  not  be 
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detail  concerning  the  accident  or  injury  will  be  regarded  as  immaterial 
where  there  are  general  averments  of  negligence.^^ 

(VI.)  Damages.  —  There  should  be  substantial  conformity  between  the 
pleading  and  the  proof  as  to  the  character  of  damages.^'  A  variance 
in  respect  to  the  amount  of  damages  claimed  is  not,  however,  material,^^ 
particularly  where  there  is  no  showing  that  the  adversary  was  misled 
thereby.^"  Proof  of  a  different  amount  of  damages  than  is  alleged  will 
support  a  recovery^"  provided  it  does  not  exceed  the  amount  laid  in  the 
pleading. 


exactly  proved  as  alleged,  particularly 
where  the  allegations  are  under  a  vi- 
delicit.  Gait  v.  Woliver,  103  111.  App. 
71. 

16.  Consolidated  Stone  Co.  v.  Wil- 
liams, 26  Ind.  App.  131,  57  N.  B.  558, 
84  Am.  St.  Eep.  278;  Knieeley  v.  West 
Virginia  M.  E.  Co.,  64  W.  Va,.  278,  61 
S.  E.  811,  17  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  370. 

[a]  Thus  where  a  declaration  hy  an 
employee  for  injuries  from  a  collision 
stated  that  the  collision  caused  lumber 
to  be  thrown  on  the  plaintiff,  while 
the  proof  was  that  it  caused  him  to  be 
thrown  from  the  car,  the  variance  was 
considered  immaterial.  Knieeley  v. 
West  Virginia  M.  E.  Co.,  64  "W.  Va. 
278,  61  S.  E.  811,  17  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
370. 

17.  ni.  — North  Chicago  St.  E.  Co. 
V.  Cotton,  41  111.  App.  311.  la.  — Ho- 
man  V.  Franklin,  90  Iowa  185,  57  N.  W. 
703.  Ky.  —  Phoenix-Jellieo' Coal  Co.  v. 
Grant,  159  Ky.  95,  166  S.  "W.  812.  La. 
Eoberts  v.  Hyde,  15  La.  Ann.  51.  Mich. 
Petrie  v.  Lane,  67  Mich.  454,  35  N.  W. 
70;  Abemethy  v.  Van  Buren,  52  Mich. 
383,  18  N.  W.  116.  Minn.  —  Morrison 
V.  Lovejoy,  6  Minn.  319.  Mo. — Saun- 
ders V.  Brosius,  52  Mo.  50;  Barrett  v. 
Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  42  Mo.  App. 
542.  N.  Y.  — Schmitt  v.  Dry  Dock,  E. 
B.  &  B.  E.  Co.,  2  City  C.  E.  359,  3  N.  T. 
St.  257.  S.  0.  — Cobb  v.  Columbia  & 
G.  E.  Co.,  37  S.  C.  194,  15  S.  E.  878. 
Tex.  —  Carson  v.  Texas  I.  Co.  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  34  S.  W.  762.  Vt.  — Graves 
V.  Severens,  40  Vt.  636;  Baxter  v. 
Winooski  Turnpike  Co.,  22  Vt.  114,  52 
Am.  Dee.  84. 

■See  13  Standard  Proc.  390. 

[a]  Proof  of  a  partial  destruction  of 
property  (1)  is  not  materially  variant 
from  an  alligation  of  a  total  destruc- 
tion, where  the  opposite  party  is  not 
thereby  prejudiced.  Sterrett  v.  North- 
port  Min.  &  Smelt.  Co.,  30  Wash.  164, 
70  P?ic.  266.      (2)   Thus  where  a  total 


destruction  of  an  orchard  and  crops 
by  fumes  from  defendant's  smelter  is 
alleged,  evidence  of  a  partial  destruc- 
tion only,  will  warrant  a  recovery. 
Sterrett  v.  Northport  Min.  &  Smelt. 
Co.,  30  Wash.  164,  70  Pac.  266. 

[b]  Payment  or  Mere  Indebtedness. 
Under  an  allegation  that  plaintiff  had 
expended  a  specified  sum  for  medical 
services  as  result  of  the  injury,  evi- 
dence that  he  had  incurred  a  liability 
to  pay  the  named  sum  is  not  admis- 
sible. McLaughlin  v.  San  Francisco  & 
S.  M.  E.  Co.,  113  Cal.  590,  45  Pac.  839; 
Donnelly  v.  Hufsehmidt,  79  Cal.  74,  21 
Pac.  546;     Ward  v.  Haws,  5  Minn.  440. 

[c]  A  failure  to  prove  one  of  two 
items  of  damages  alleged  does  not  con- 
stitute a  material  variance.  Southern 
Iron  &  E.  Co.  v.  Holmes  Lumb.  Co.,  164 
Ala.  517,  51  So.  531. 

18.  111.  — Chicago  &  A.  E.  Co.  v. 
O  'Brien,  34  111.  App.  155.  Mo. — Thomas 
V.  Bambrick  Bros.  Const.  Co.,  189  Mo. 
App.  623,  175  S.  W.  258.  N.  Y.— Wait 
V.  Borne,  123  N.  Y.  592,  25  N.  E.  1053. 
S.  O.  —  Pledger  v.  Wade,  1  Bay  35.  Vt. 
Mallory  v.  Leach,  35  Vt,  156,  82  Am. 
Dee.  625. 

19.  Thomas  v.  Bambrick  Bros. 
Const.  Co.,  189  Mo.  App.  623,  175  S. 
W.  258: 

20.  III.  — Chicago  &  A.  E.  Co.  v. 
O'Brien,  34  111.  App.  155.  Mich.— Aber- 
nethy  v.  Van  Buren,  52  Mich.  383,  18 
N.  W.  116.  Mo.  —  Horton  v.  St.  Louis, 
L  M.  &  S.  E.  Co.,  83  Mo.  541;  Frank 
V.  Curtis  &  Son,  68  Mo.  App.  349.  N.  Y. 
Wait  V.  Borne,  123  N.  Y.  592,  25  N.  E. 
1053.  S.  C  — Pledger  v.  Wade,  1  Bay 
35.  Tex.  —  Texas  &  P.  E.  Co.  ■;;.  Huff- 
man, 83  Tex.  286,  18  S.  W.  741;  Greg- 
ory V.  Coleman,  3  Tex.  Civ.  App.  166, 
22  8.  W.  181;  Gulf  C.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  v. 
Simonton,  2  Tex.  Civ.  App.  558,  22  S. 
W.  285.  Vt.  — Mallory  v.  Leach,  35 
Vt.  156,  82  Am.  Dec.  625. 

ypi,  2?XV 


668 


VARIANCE  AND  FAILURE  OF  PROOF 


i.  Title,  Ownership  and  Possession.  —  The  principles  of  variance  as 
applied  to  the  allegation  and  proof  of  title,  ownership  and  possession 
will  be  found  in  another  part  of  this  work.^^ 

j.  Time.  —  Time,  if  a  substantive  part  of  the  right  of  action,  must 
like  any  other  material  allegation  be  proved  as  alleged  and  failure  so 
to  do  will,  where  it  misleads  the  opposite  party  to  his  prejudice,  con- 
stitute a  material  varianee.^^  Ordinarily,  however,  the  day  when  the 
tort  is  alleged  to  have  been  committed  or  the  contract  made  is  not  ma- 
terial and  need  not  be  established  with  precision,^'  particularly  where 


21.  See  tlie  article   "Title." 

22.  U.  S.  —  Cooke  v.  Graham's 
Admr.,  3  Craneh  229,  2  L.  ed.  420.  Ala. 
Green  v.  Southern  States  Lumb.  Co., 
163  Ala.  511,  50  So.  917.  Ark.  — Speer 
V.  McLaughlin,  11  Ark.  732;  Field  v. 
Pope,  5  Ark.  66.  Conn.  —  Hubert  v. 
New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.,  90  Conn. 
261,  96  Atl.  967;  Sage  v.  Hawley,  16 
Conn.  106,  41  Am.  Dec.  128;  Curley  v. 
Dean,  4  Conn.  259,  10  Am.  Dee.  140, 
Del.  —  Bk.  of  Wilmington  v.  Simmons, 

1  Harr.  331.  Ga.  —  Hudson  v.  Hudson, 
90  Ga.  581,  16  S.  E.  349.  111.  — Long  v. 
Conklin,  75  111.  32;  Prazer  v.  Smith, 
60  111.  145;  Germania  P.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Lieberman,  58  III.  117;  Streeter  v. 
Streeter,  43  111.  155;  iSpangler  v.  Pugh, 
21  111.  85,  74  Am.  Dec.  77;  Singer  v. 
Hutdhinson,  83  111.  App.  675;  Trench 
V.  Hardin  County  C.  Co.,  67  111.  App; 
269.  Ind.  — Ellis  v.  Ford,  5  Blackf. 
554;  Smith  v.  Brown,  3  Blackf.  22. 
Ky.  —  Bannister  v.  Weatherford,  7  B. 
Mon.  271.  La.  —  Shaw  v.  Noble,  15  La. 
Ann.  305;  Eiley  v.  Wilcox,  12  Bob. 
648;  Carter  v.  Hodge,  7  Bob.  433. 
Mass. —  Little  v.  Blunt,  16  Pick.  359. 
Mo.  —  Schlatter  v.  Rector's  Admr.,  1 
Mo.  286.  N.  H.  — Drown  v.  Smith,  3 
N.  H.  299.  N.  J.  — Gulick  v.  Loder,  14 
N.  J.  L.  572.  N.  Y.  — Duncan  v.  Bay, 
19  Wend.  530;  Quin  v.  Astor,  2  Wend. 
577;  Reynolds  Card  Mfg.  Co  v.  New 
York  B.  N.  Co.,  91  Hun  463,  36  N.  Y, 
Supp.  756;  Lyons  v.  Miller,  10  Misc. 
43,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  832,  reversed,  10 
Misc.  653,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  795.  Pa. 
Stephens  v.  Graham,  7  Serg.  &  R.  505, 
10  Am.  Dec.  485;     Church  v.  Feterow, 

2  Pen.  &  W.  301.  S.  0.  — Beck  v. 
Pearse,  1  Bailey  154.  Tex.  —  Walker 
V.  Simkins,  2  Wills.  Civ.  Cas.  §  69.  Vt. 
Gates  V.  Bowker,  18  Vt.  23;  Bank  of 
Manchester  v.  Allen,  11  Vt.  302.  Va. 
Bennett's  Exr.  v.  Giles,  6  Leigh  (33 
Va.)  316.  W.  Va.  —  Damarin  &  Co. 
V.  Young  Bros.,  27  W.  Va.  436;    Hawk- 
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er  V.  Baltimore  &  0.  E.  Co.,  15  W.  Va. 
628,  36  Am.  Rep.  825.  Wis.  —  Paine  v. 
Trumbull,  33  Wis.   164. 

[a]  The  question  to  be  determined 
at  the  trial  In  each  case  is  whether  the 
proof  is  so  variant  from  the  date  al- 
leged as  to  mislead  the  opposite  party. 
Hamilton  v  Ingham  Circuit  Judge,  84 
Mich.   393,   47   N.   W.   681. 

[b]  Thus  if  the  date  of  a  note  of 
hand  is  alleged,  the  date  becomes  ma- 
terial, for  it  enters  into  the  description 
of  the  contract.  See  Little  v.  Blunt,  16 
Pick.  (Mass.)  359. 

.  [c]  Where  material  to  the  determi- 
nation of  the  fact  of  injury  in  issue, 
time  must  be  proved  as  alleged.  Hu- 
bert V.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co., 
90  Conn.  261,  96  Atl.  967;  Hawker  v. 
Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.,  15  W.  Va.  628, 
36  Am.  Rep.  825. 

[d]  Where  a  complaint  for  the  loss 
of  a  cow  alleges  that  the  cow  was  killed 
on  or  about  the  18th  day  of  May,  1905 
while  the  proof  shows  that  she  was 
killed  on  the  10th  day  of  October,  1904, 
the  variance  is  fatal.  Central  of  Geor- 
gia Ey.  Co.  V.  Simons,  150  Ala.  400,  43 
So.  731.  ,    . 

23.  U.  S.  — United  States  v.  Le 
Baron,  4  Wall.  642,  18  L.  ed.  309.  Ala. 
Pollack  V.  Gunter,  162  Ala.  317,  50  So. 
155;  Alexander  v.  Woodmen  of  the 
World,  161  Ala.  561,  49  So.  883;  South- 
ern Ry.  Co.  V.  Taylor,  148  Ala.  52,  42 
So.  625.  Ark.  —  Smith  v.  Weatherford, 
92  Ark.  6,  121  S.  W.  943.  Cal.  — Thom- 
as V.  Jameson,  77  Cal.  91,  19  Pae.  177; 
Biven  v.  Bostwick,  70  Oal.  639,  11  Pae. 
790.  Conn.  — Hubert  v.  New  York,  N. 
H.  &  H.  R.  Co.,  90  Conn.  261,  96  Atl. 
067;  Shelinsky  v.  Foster,  87  Conn.  90, 
87  Atl.  35,  Ann.  Cas.  1914C,  1007; 
Plumb  V.  Griffin,  74  Conn.  132,  50  Atl. 
1.  Ga.  —  Hudson  v.  Hudson,  90  Ga.  581, 
16  S.  E.  349;  Augusta  &  S.  E.  Co.  v. 
McElmurry,  24  Ga.  75.  111.  —  Trench  v. 
Hardin   County   Canning   Co.,   168   111. 
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135,  48  N.  E.  64;  Toledo,  P.  &  W.  E. 
Co.  V.  MeClannon,  41  111.  238;  Martin 
V.  Chicago,  D.  &  Q.  B.  Transit  Co.,  194 
111.  App.  480;  Singer  v.  Hutchinson,  83 
111.  App.  675;  Eeinbaok  v.  Crabtree,  77 
111.  182;  St.  Louis,  A.  &  T.  H.  B.  Co. 
V.  Winkelmann,  47  111.  App,  276.  Ind. 
Phoenix  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hinesley, 
75  Ind.  1.  la.  —  Barger  v.  Brown,  161 
la.  656,  143  N.  W.  496.  Kan.  —  Eussell 
V.  Bradley,  47  Kan.  438,  28  Pac.  176, 
Ky.  —  Merritt  t;.  Cravens,  168  Ky.  155, 
181  S.  W.  970,  L.  E.  A.  1917F,  935;  Gen- 
try V.  Doolin,  1  Bush  1.  La.  —  Buquoi 
V.  Hampton,  6  Mart.  (N.  S.)  8.  Md. 
Shields'  Lessee  v.  Miller,  4  Har.  &  J.  1. 
Mass. —  Little  v.  Blunt,  16  Pick.  359; 
Munroe  v.  Cooper,  5  Pick.  412;  Perry  v. 
Botaford,  5  Pick.  189.  Minn.  —  Erick- 
son  V.  Schuster,  44  Minn.  441,  46  N.  W. 
914.  N.  H.  —  Thompson  v.  Fellows,  21 
N.  H.  425.  N.  M.  —  Goesling  v.  Gross, 
Kelly  &  Co.,  15  N.  M.  721,  113  Pac. 
608.  N.  Y.  —  Eeynolds  Card  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  New  York  etc.  Co.,  91  Hun  463,  36 
N.  Y,  Supp.  756;  Devlin  v.  Boyd,  69 
Hun  328,  23  N.  Y.  Supp.  523;  Zorkow- 
ski  V.  Zorkowski,  27  How.  Pr.  37;  Sabin 
t;.  Wood,  10  Johns.  218.  Pa. —  Stout  v. 
Eassel,  2  Yeates  334.  S.  C.  —  Degraffin- 
reid  v.  Mitchell,  Harp.  437.  Tenn. 
United  States  Saving  &  Loan  Co.  v.  Mil- 
ler, 47  S.  W.  17;  Hobbs  v.  Memphis  &  C. 
E.  Co.,  9  Heisk.  873.  Tex.  —  St.  Louis, 
A.  &  T.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Evans,  78  Tex.  369, 
14  S  W.  798;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  i; 
Witte,  68  Tex.  295,  4  S.  W.  490;  Kerr 
V.  Blair,  47  Tex.  Civ.  App.  406,  105  S. 
W.  548;  Kennard  17.  Withrow  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  28  S.  W.  226;  St.  Louis,  I. 
M.  &  S.  E.  Co.  V.  Edwards,  3  Wills.  Civ. 
Cas.  §342.  Utah.  —  Beason  v.  Western 
Meat  Co.,  40  Utah  398,  124  Pac.  335. 
Vt.  —  Gordon  v.  Journal  Pub.  Co,,  81 
Vt.  237,  69  Atl.  742.  Wis.  —  Zohrlaut 
V.  Mengelberg,  144  Wis.  564,  124  N.  W. 
247,  128  N.  W.  975.  Eng.  — Stoddart 
V.  Palmer,  3  Barn.  &  Cres.  2,  10  E.  C. 
L.  12,  107  Eng.  Eeprint  636;  Pureell 
V.  Macnamara,  9  East  157,  103  Eng. 
Eeprint  533. 

[a]  "The  rule  that  allegations  of 
time,  quantity,  value,  etc.,  need  not  be 
proved  with  precision,  but  that  a  very 
large  departure  from  the  time,  quan- 
tity, etc.,  alleged,  is  allowable,"  is 
well  understood,  and  is  a  matter  of 
every-day  practice.  United  States  v. 
he  Baron,  4  Wall.  (U.  S.)  642,  18  L. 
ed.  309. 

[b]  If  the  date  is  stated  "on  oi 


about  a  certain  day"  the  party  is  not 
restricted  to  proof  of  that  special  day. 
Hamilton  v.  Ingham  Circuit  Judge,  84 
Mich.  393,  47  N.  W.  681. 

[cj  A  contract  alleged  to  have  been 
made  on  the  first  day,  may  be  support- 
ed by  evidence  of  the  same  contract 
made  on  the  fifteenth  of  the  month. 
United  States  v.  Le  Baron,  4  Wall.  642, 
18  L.  ed.  309. 

[d]  Date  of  Agreement  for  Sale  of 
Property.  —  Where  an  agreement  for 
the  sale  of  real  estate  upon  which  an 
action  for  specific  performance  is 
founded,  is  alleged  to  have  been  made 
on  Feb.  16,  1910  and  the  proof  shows 
it  to  have  been  made  on  Feb.  28,  1910, 
the  variance  is  not  material.  Shelinsky 
V.  Foster,  87  Conn.  90,  87  Atl.  35,  Ann. 
Cas.  1914C,  1007. 

[e]  In  an  action  upon  a  contract  for 
a  broker's  services  the  material  thing 
is  the  transaction  itself  rather  than  the 
time  it  occurred,  and  a  variance  be- 
tween the  allegations  as  to  the  time 
when  the  contract  was  made  and  the 
proof  thereof  is  not  fatal.  Beason  v. 
Western  Meat  Co.,  40  Utah  398,  124 
Pac.  335. 

[f]  In  tort  actions  (1)  the  essential 
thing  to  be  established  is  the  fact  of' 
the  injury  and  the  date  upon  which  it 
is  alleged  to  have  occurred  is  an  im- 
material detail,  not  requiring  exact 
proof.  Southern  Ey.  Co.  v.  Taylor,  148 
Ala.  52,  42  So.  625;  Hubert  v.  New 
York,  N.  H.  &  H.  E.  Co.,  90  Conn.  261, 
96  Atl.  967.  (2)  But  time  must  be 
proved  substantially  as  alleged,  where 
a  failure  so  to  do  would  leave  the  plain- 
tiff without  proof  of  the  essential  fact 
of  injury.  Hubert  ti.  New  York,  N.  H. 
&  H.  E.  Co.,  90  Conn.  261,  96  Atl.  967. 

[g]  The  exact  date  of  the  injury 
from  a  defective  bridge  need  not  be 
proved,  as  alleged.  Southern  Ey.  Co.  V. 
Taylor,  148  Ala.  52,  42  So.  625. 

fh]  Date  of  Settlement.  —  Where 
assumpsit  is  brought  to  recover  money 
alleged  to  be  due  from  the  defendant 
to  the  plaintiff  and  by  mistake  omitted 
in  a  settlement  between  them  the  aver- 
ment of  the  time  of  such  settlement  is 
not  matter  of  essential  description 
which  must  be  exactly  proved.  Sage  v. 
Hawley,  16  Conn.  106,  41  Am.  Dec.  128. 

[i]  Date  of  Articles  Sold  and  De- 
livered. —  Proof  that  corn  was  sold  and 
delivered  in  the  month  of  April  is  not 
materially  variant  from  an  allegation 
that  the .  sale  was  made  on  a  certain 
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laid  under  a  videlicet^*  or  by  continuando,**  or  set  out  in  a  bill  of  par- 
ticulars.^' But  the  fact  that  an  averment  as  to  date  is  made  under  & 
videlicet"  or  by  continuando'*  does  not  render  such  date  immaterial 


date  in  January  and  that  the  delivery 
took  place  in  the  month  of  February 
of  that  year.  Hawkins  v.  Thompson 
(Ind.  App.),  122  N.  E.  431. 

24.  U.  S. — St.  Charles  v.  iStookey, 
154  Fed.  772,  85  C.  C.  A.  494.  Ala. 
Williams  v.  Shows,  187  Ala.  132,  65  So. 
839;  Pollack  v.  Gunter,  162  Ala.  317,  50 
Bo.  155;  Alexander  v.  Woodmen  of  the 
World,  161  Ala.  561,  49  So.  883;  Man- 
chester Fire  Assur.  Co.  v.  Feibelman, 
118  Ala.  308,  23  So.  759.  HI.  — Colling 
V.  Sanitary  Dist.,  270  111.  108,  110  N. 
E.  318;  Trench  v.  Hardin  County  Can- 
ning Co.,  168  111.  135,  48  N.  E.  64;  Long 
V.  Conklin,  75  111.  32;  Brown  V.  Berry, 
47  HI.  175;  Martin  v.  Chicago.  D.  k  G. 
B.  Traniit  Co.,  194  111.  App.  480;  Pum- 
phrey  v.  Giggey,  150  111.  App.  473;  Pe- 
oria Star  Co.  V.  Steve  W.  Floyd  Special 
Agency,  115  111.  App.  401.  Mass. 
Paine  v.  Fox,  16  Mass.  129.  Mich. 
Lothrop  V.  Southworth,  5  Mich.  436. 
N.  J.  —  Kollins  V.  Atlantic  City  E.  Co., 
73  N.  J.  L.  64,  62  Atl.  929. 

See  the  title  "Scilicet." 

[a]  "The  phrase  'to  wit,'  as  used 
in  the  complaint  in  this  case,  was  used 
by  the  appellee  for  the  purpose  of  in- 
forming his  adversary  that  he  did  not 
intend  in  making  his  proof  as  to  the 
time  of  the  alleged  conversion  to  be 
held  strictly  to  the  day  named  in  the 
complaint  as  the  day  on  which  the  con- 
version took  place,  but  that  the  eon- 
version  occurred  on  or  about  that  day, 
and  the  phrase  was  effective  for  that 
purpose."  J.  B.  Kilgore  &  Son  «.  Shan- 
non &  Co.,  6  Ala.  App.  537,  60  So.  620. 

[b]  The  day  when  the  causa  of  ac- 
tion arose  being  laid  under  a  videlicet 
and  not  being  of  the  essence  of  the 
cause  of  action  need  not  be  strictly 
proved.  Williams  v.  Shows,  187  Ala. 
132,  65  So.  839. 

[c]  Ownership  on  Certain  Date. 
In  «n  action  for  damages  for  overflow- 
ing land,  plaintiff  alleged  that  on,  to 
wit,  January  17,  1900,  plaintiff  owned 
the  land  and  had  owned  it  for  more 
than  two  years  before  that  date.  It 
was  held  that  plaintiff  was  not  con- 
fined to  proof  of  the  particular  date 
alleged,  but  could  show  ownership  and 
the  commission  of  the  grievances  at 
■ny  time  within  the  period  of  the  itat- 
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ute  of  limitations.    Collins  v.  Sanitary 
Diit.,  270  111.  108,  110  N.  B.  318. 

[d]  Criminal  Conversation.  —  TJsdcr 
an  averment,  in  an  action  for  criminal 
conversation  that  defendant  on,  to  wit, 
June  1,  1913  and  on  divers  other  days 
between  that  date  and  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit  had  intercourse  with 
plaintiff's  wife,  a  recovery  may  be  had 
on  proof  of  intercourse  prior  to  Juns 
1,  1913.  Schiller  v.  Madden,  190  111. 
App.  624. 

[e]  Where  the  date  of  a  Are,  for  the 
causing  of  which  the  defendant  rail- 
road is  sued,  is  laid  under  a,  videlicet 
as  having  occurred  on  April  1st,  proof 
that  it  took  place  on  April  29th  is  not 
a  fatal  variance.  Bollins  v.  Atlantic 
City  E.  Co.,  73  N.  J.  L.  64,  62  Atl.  929. 

[f ]  Time  of  Services.  —  Where  it  is 
alleged  that  the  services  for  which  the 
action  was  brought  began  on  Sept.  lit 
evidence  that  they  began  on  March  1st 
is  not  fatally  variant  where  the  de- 
fendant is  not  thereby  misPed  to  hii 
prejudice.  Carrell  v.  McDonnell,  139 
Mo.  App.  450,  122  S.  W.  1129. 

[g]  As  Affecting  Value  of  Corpor- 
ate Stock.  —  Where  it  did  not  appear 
that  there  was  any  substantial  differ- 
ence between  the  value  of  corporate 
stock  on  Dec.  1,  1904  and  its  value  on 
Jan.  1,  1905,  evidence  of  ita  value  on 
the  former  date  is  not  materially  vari- 
ant from  an  allegation  of  its  value  on 
the  latter.  Zohrlaut  v.  Mengelberg,  144 
Wis.  564,  124  N.  W.  247,  128  N.  W.  975. 

25.  Mich.  —  Hamilton  v.  Ingham 
Circuit  Judge,  84  Mich.  393,  47  N.  W. 
681.  N.  Y.  — See  Lynch  v.  Cronk,  91 
Misc.  422,  155  N.  Y.  Supp.  271.  Pa. 
Boyajian  v.  Ohanian,  60  Pa.  Super.  614. 

26.  Levy  v.  Gillis,  1  Penne.  (Del.) 
119,  39  Atl.  785. 

[a]  In  assumpsit  for  work  and  la- 
bor the  bill  of  particulars  alleged  that 
the  work  was  done  in  January,  while 
the  proof  showed  that  it  was  done  the 
preceding  November.  The  variance 
was  held  not  fatal.  Levy  v.  GUlis,  1 
Penne.  (Del.)  119,  39  Atl.  785. 

27.  Schlatter  v.  Hector's  Admr.,  1 
Mo.  286  and  see  supra,  III,  C,  2,  b,  (H). 
(D),  (4). 

28.  Schiller  v.  Madden,  190  111.  App. 
624. 
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where  it  would  otherwise  be  material.  The  mere  fact  that  plaintiff  al- 
leges a  date  within  the  prescribed  period  of  limitations  and  proves  one 
outside  that  period  does  not  entitle  the  defendant  to  raise  the  defense 
of  the  statute  by  objection  to  the  evidence,"'  except  perhaps,  where  the 
statute  goes  to  the  right  rather  than  the  remedy.'"  Nor  does  proof  that 
the  cause  of  action  accrued  within  the  statutory  period  necessarily  con- 
fititute  a  material  variance  from  allegations  showing  the  cause  of  action 
to  be  apparently  barred.'^ 

k.  Place.  —  An  allegation  as  to  place  may  be  material  or  immaterial, 
depending  upon  what  constitutes  the  breach  of  duty  complained  of." 
It  is  material  and  must  be  proved  as  alleged  where  it  constitutes  essen- 
tial matter  of  description  of  the  cause  of  action  or  defense."  Unless  it 
bears  that  essential  relation  to  the  case,  a  variance  in  respect  to  it  will 
not  be  regarded  as  material,**  particularly  where  the  place  is  laid  under 


29.  Brand  v.  Longatreet,  i  N.  J.  L. 
325.  See  18  Standard  Pboc.  1036,  1044, 
note  28,  and  Parker  v.  Berry,  12  Kan. 
351. 

As  to  necessity  and  manner  of  plead- 
ing limitations,  see  the  title  "Limita- 
tion of  Actions." 

30.  See  18  Standard  Peoc.  1039,  note 
98,  and  also  supra  this  section. 

31.  Merritt  v.  Cravens,  168  Ky.  155, 
181  S.  W.  970,  L.  E.  A.  1917F,  935. 

32.  See  generally  4  Standakd  Pboc. 
844. 

S3.  HI.  — Carlin  v.  Chicago,  262  111. 
564,  104  N.  E.  905,  Ann.  Cas.  1915B, 
213;  Wabash  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Friedman, 
146  m.  583,  30  N.  E.  353,  34  N.  E.  1111; 
Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Ward, 
135  ni.  511,  26  N.  E.  520;  Wright  v. 
Chicago  etc.  E.  Co.,  27  111.  App.  200. 
Md.  — Carroll  v.  Smith,  4  Har.  &  J.  128; 
Chapman  v.  Brawner,  2  Har.  &  J.  366. 
Mass. — Shaw  v.  Boston  &  W.  E.  Corp., 
8  Gray  45.  Mich.  —  Klanowski  v.  Grand 
Trunk  E.  Co.,  64  Mich.  279,  31  N.  W. 
275.  Miss.  —  Carter  v.  Preston,  51  Miss. 
423.  Mo.  —  Fields  v.  Hunter,  8  Mo.  128. 
K.  J..— Ellet  t!.  Pullen,  12  N.  J.  L.  357. 
N.  Y.  — Shank  v.  Cross,  9  Wend.  160; 
Philips  V.  Eose,  8  Johns.  392.  Pa. 
TJmbehoeker  v.  Eassel,  2  Yeates  339. 
Tex.  —  English  v.  F't.'  Worth  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  152  S.  W.  179.  Vt.  — Benton  v 
Seattle,  63  Vt.  186,  22  Atl.  422;  Clark 
V.  Todd,  1  D.  Chip.  213. 

[a]  Even  in  transitory  actions  an 
allegation  of  place,  if  matter  of  de- 
scription, is  material  and  must  b* 
proved  ag  laid  Wabash  W.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Friedman,  146  111.  583,  30  N.  E.  353,  34 
N.  E.  1111;  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  Ry. 
Co.  V.  Ward,  135  111.  511,  26  N.  E.  520. 


[b]  Injury  From  Defective  Street. 
Where  plaintiff's  notice  to  the  city  of 
injury  from  a  defective  street  de- 
scribed the  place  of  the  defect  and 
substantially  the  same  location  was  set 
out  in  plaintiff's  petition,  the  descrip- 
tion thus  given  was  something  mor« 
than  the  ordinary  mention  of  place;  it 
was  in  the  nature  of  a  description  of 
the  defect,  alleged  to  have  been  aeg- 
ligently  maintained,  and  which  consti- 
tuted the  basis  of  plaintiff's  cause  of 
action.  Proof  that  the  injury  occurred 
at  another  street  intersection  some  dis- 
tance away,  constitutes,  under  the  cir- 
cunastasces,  a  material  variance,  al- 
though similar  conditions  may  have  ex- 
isted there.  English  v.  Ft.  Worth  (Tex. 
CiT.  App.),  152  S.   W.  179. 

[c]  In  an  action  for  injury  to  real 
estate  from  the  construction  and  oper- 
ation of  a  steam  railroad  in  a  street 
in  front  of  and  adjacent  to  the  plain- 
tiff'g  premises,  the  evidence  showed 
that  the  railroad  was  not  upon  the 
street  or  any  part  of  it.  The  court  held 
that  the  description  of  the  locus  in  qu» 
was  legally  essential  to  and  of  the  sub- 
stance of  the  action  and  had  to  be 
proved  as  laid  in  the  declaration.  Wis- 
consin Cent.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Wieczorek,  151 
III.  579,  38  N.  E.  678. 

34.  TJ.  S.  —  Grayson  v.  Lynch,  16S 
U.  S.  468,  16  Sup.  Ct.  1064,  41  L.  ed. 
230.  Ala. —  Central  of  Georgia  E.  Co. 
V.  Thomas,  1  Ala.  App.  267,  55  So.  443. 
Cal.  —  Carraher  v.  San  Francisco  Bridge 
Co.,  81  Cal.  98,  22  Pac.  480.  DeL 
Mills  1).  Wilmington  City  Ry.  Co.,  1 
Marv.  269,  40  Atl.  1114.  Kan.— Stout 
V.  Crosby,  10  Kan.  App.  580,  63  Pac. 
661.    La.  —  Johnson  v.   Canal   Sc  C.   E. 
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a  videlicet.'^  Where  allegations  relating  to  the  place  of  an  accident  or 
injury  are  descriptive  of  the  very  cause  of  action,  the  proof  must  sub- 
stantially correspond  therewith,"  even  though  the  place  is  unnecessar- 
ily alleged,''  and  the  fact  that  it  is  known  to  both  parties  where  the 
facts  occurred  will  not  render  immaterial  a  variance  as  to  place  which 
otherwise  would  be  fatal.*'  A  variance  between  the  description  of  the 
place  of  the  injury  and  the  proof  will  not  be  regarded  as  material  where 
the  adversary  is  not  misled  thereby.** 


Co.,  27  La.  Ann.  53.  Mass.  —  Fairfield 
V.  Adams,  16  Pick.  381.  Mich.  —  Eoss 
V.  Ionia,  104  Mich.  320,  62  N.  W.  401. 
Mo. — Miller  v.  Brown,  3  Mo.  127,  23 
Am.  Dec.  693.  Tex.  —  Hillsboro  v.  Ivey, 
1  Tex.  Civ.  App.  663,  20  S.  W.  1012. 
Vt.  —  Barber  v.  Essex,  27  Vt.  62. 

[a]  Where  in  an  action  Toy  an  exec- 
utrix upon  notes  indorsed  bj  testatrix, 
the  pleading  sets  forth  the  probate  of 
the  will  as  having  been  made  in  X 
county,  proof  that  it  actually  occurred 
in  Y  county  of  the  same  state,  consti- 
tutes an  immaterial  variance.  Stout  v. 
Crosby,  10  Kan.  App.  580,  63  Pac.  661. 

[b]  Place  Where  Cattle  Contracted 
Disease.  —  "It  certainly  would  not  be 
claimed  that  the  fact  that  plaintiffs 
could  not  prove  whether  the  disease 
was  communicated  to  their  cattle  while 
upon  their  own  lands  or  elsewhere 
would  prevent  their  recovery,  if  the 
disease  were  communicated  either  in 
one  place  or  the  other.  In  such  case, 
if  the  description  be  wholly  immate- 
rial, it  may  be  averred  to  have  hap- 
pened either  in  one  place  or  the  other, 
and  the  fact  that  it  was  impossible  to 
tell  exactly  where  the  tort  took  place 
would  not  constitute  a  variance." 
Grayson  v.  Lynch,  163  U.  S.  468,  16 
Sup.  Ct.  1064,  41  L.  ed.  230. 

[c]  Proof  of  the  delivery  of  iron 
at  a  different  place  from  that  alleged 
in  the  complaint  is  properly  admitted, 
where  defendants  are  not  misled  by 
the  variance  between  the  averment  and 
the  proof.  Pope  v.  Allis,'115  U.  S.  363, 
6  Sup.  Ct.  69,  29  L.  ed.  393. 

[d]  Injury  From  Defective  Culvert. 
It  is  not  error  to  refuse  to  direct  a 
vei^dict  for  defendant  where  the  decla- 
ration alleged  that  plaintiff's  wife  was 
injureid  by  reason  of  a  defective  cul- 
vert on  a  road  "leading  from  B  to  M 
in  said  township"  and  the  evidence 
showed  that  the  injury  occurred  half  a 
mile  the  other  side  of  M.  Platz  v.  Me- 
Kean,'178  Pa.  601,  36  Atl.  136. 
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36.  Be«  supra,  in,  C,  2,  b,  (II),  (D), 
(4)- 

36.  111.  — Carlin  v.  Chicago,  262  111. 
564,  104  N.  E.  905,  Ann.  Cas.  191 5B, 
213;  Wisconsin  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Wiec- 
zorek,  151  III.  579,  38  N.  E.  678.  Mich. 
Schindler  v.  Milwaukee,  L.  S.  &  W.  Ey. 
Co.,  77  Mich.  136,  43  N.  W.  911;  Bat- 
terson  v.  Chicago  &  G.  T.  Ey.,  49  Mich. 
184,  13  N.  W.  508.  Tex.  — English  v. 
Ft.  Worth  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  152  S.  W. 
179. 

[a]  Proof  of  an  accident  at  a  pri- 
vate crossing  may,  under  the  circum- 
stances, constitute  a  fatal  variance 
where  the  accident  was  alleged  to  have 
been  committed  at  a  public  crossing 
and  it  matters  not  that  both  parties 
knew  where  the  accident  occurred. 
Schindler  v.  Milwaukee,  L.  S.  &  W.  Ey. 
Co.,  77  Mich.  136,  43  N.  W.  911. 

37.  Carlin  v.  Chicago,  262  111.  564, 
104  N.  E.  905,  Ann.  Cas.  1915B,  213; 
Swift  &  Co.  V.  Foster,  163  111.  50,  44 
N.  E.  837. 

Variance  as  to  unnecessary  allega- 
tions generally,  see  supra,  III,  C,  2,  b, 
(II),  W). 

[a]  "While  it  is  not  an  essential 
element  of  a  cause  of  action  for  a  per- 
sonal injury  to  state  with  particularity 
the  exact  place  where  the  injury  was 
inflicted,  still  the  rule  is  well  estab- 
lished that  where  the  pleader  alleges 
the  location  he  will  ordinarily  be  held 
to  prove  the  allegations  made,  and  evi- 
dence of  an  injury  at  another  time  or 
jilacre  would  be  open  to  the  objection 
of  a  variance."  Oarlin  v.  Chicago,  262 
111.  564,  104  N.  E.  905,  Ann.  Cas.  1915B, 
213. 

38.  Schindler  v.  Milwaukee,  L.  S.  & 
W.  Ey.  Co.,  77  Mich.  136,  43  N.  W.  911. 

39.  Mills  V.  Wilmington  City  Ry. 
Co.,  1  Marv.  (Del.)  269,  40  Atl.  1114. 

[a]  That  a  turnpike  road  is  de- 
scribed in  the  declaration  as  a  public 
road  is  not  a  fatal  variance.    Mills  v. 
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1.  Value.  —  A  discrepancy  between  the  allegations  and  the  proof  as 
to  matters  of  value  is  not  ordinarily  material*"  since  the  opposite  party 
can  in  no  wise  be  prejudiced  thereby  in  maintaining  his  cause  of  action 
or  defense  upon  the  merits.*^ 

m.  Quantity,  Number,  Amount.  —  A  variance  as  to  the  amount  is 
ordinarily  not  fatal  since  the  amount  need  not  be  strictly  proved  as 
alleged,*^  as  for  example  a  variance  as  to  the  amount  to  be  paid  under 
a  contract.*'  But  if  the  amount  is  material  it  must  be  proved  as  alleged 
and  failure  so  to  do  will  constitute  a  fatal  variance,** 


Wilmington    City    By.    Co.,    1    Marv. 
(Del.)   269,  40  Atl.  1114. 

[bj  Distance  From  Working  Place. 
An  allegation  that  deceased  was  killed 
hetweeni  15  and  25  feet  from  his'  work- 
ing place  need  not  be  literally  sus- 
tained where  the  substantial  point  in 
controversy  is  whether  the  deceased 
was  killed  away  from  his  working 
place  where  defendant  would  be  liable 
for  the  condition  of  the  premises  or 
at  his  working  place  where  the  de- 
ceased was  supposed  to  look  out  for 
himself  Goode  v.  Central  Coal  &  Coke 
Co.,  179  Mo.  App.  207,  166  S.  W.  844. 

40.  Wilson  V.  Nichols,  72  Conn.  173, 
43  Atl.  1052;  Lloyd  v.  Higbee,  25  111. 
603. 

[a]  Value  of  Estate  Fraudulently 
Acquired  From  Heirs.  —  Where  a  com- 
plaint to  set  aside  an  assignment  of  an 
estate  alleged  to  have  been  obtained 
from  the  heirs  by  fraud  and  deceit, 
sets  forth  that  the  defendants  knew 
that  intestate  "left  an  estate  of  the 
value  of  about  $4,500,"  and  the  proof 
and  findings  show  that  they  knew  she 
left  an  estate  of  the  value  of  about 
$2,700,  the  variance  is  not  material. 
Wilson  V.  Nichols,  72  Conn.  173,  43  Atl. 
1052. 

[b]  Vaiiance  as  to  value  of  land 
conveyed  not  fatal  in  a  suit  to  set 
aside  the  conveyance.  Lloyd  v.  Higbee, 
25  111.  603. 

[cj  Value  of  Trees  Cut.  —  A  ma- 
terial variance  does  not  exist  between 
proof  that  the  defendant  cut  fifteen 
trees  on  plaintiff's  land  each  worth 
two  dollars  and  an  allegation  that  he 
cut  twenty  trees  each  worth  one  dollar. 
Plumb  V.  Griffin,  74  Conn.  132,  50  Atl.  1. 

41.  Wilson  V.  Nichols,  72  Conn.  173, 
43  Atl.  1052. 

42.  Ala.  —  Williams  v.  Harper,  1  Ala. 
602.  N.  Y.  — Smith  v.  Hicks,  5  Wend. 
48;  Lass  v.  Wetmore,  2  Sweeney  209. 
Vt.  — Ammel    v.    Noonar,   50    Vt.    402. 


Wash.  —  Irby  v.  Phillips,  40  Wash.  CIS, 
82  Pac.  931. 

[a]  Amount  of  Judgment. — In  a  suit 
for  money  had  and  received,  wherein 
a  judgment  in  execution  of  which  the 
money  was  obtained  was  alleged,  a 
variance  in  respect  to  the  amount  of 
the  judgment  was  held  immaterial. 
French  v.  Shreeve,  18  N.  J.  L.  147. 

[b]  Sum  Alleged  Under  Videlicet 
"It  is  also  objected  that  there'  is  a 
variance  between  the  amount  of  the 
collector's  warrant,  set  out  in  the  dec- 
laration, and  the  warrant  produced  in 
evidence.  In  the  declaration,  the  sum 
is  alleged  under  a  videlicet  and  is 
stated  at  $5935.59;  the  warrant  pro- 
duced is  for  $4530.15.  ...  In  the  case 
before  us  it  was  not  material  to  state 
the  amount  of  the  warrant;  had  that 
been  omitted,  there  was  enough  to  ap- 
prise the  defendants  of  the  ground 
upon  which  a  recovery  was  sought.  But 
having  stated  the  sum,  the  videlicet  is 
added  to  guard  against  the  effect  of  a 
variance.  If  it  were  otherwise,  this 
court  would  not  suffer  a  formal  objec- 
tion to  defeat  the  action,  but  allow  the 
party  to  amend."  Jansen  v.  Ostrander, 
1  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  670. 

43.  Irby  v.  Phillips,  40  Wash.  618, 
82  Pac.  931. 

[a]  Where  the  contract  price  for 
digging  a  well  is  shown  by  the  evi- 
dence to  be  lower  than  that  pleaded 
the  variance  will  not  warrant  a  direct- 
ed verdict.  Irby  v.  Phillips,  40  Wash.. 
618,  82  Pac.  931. 

44.  Lofland  v.  Cade,  3  Houst.  (Del.) 
222. 

[a]  Where  the  amount  of  a  con- 
fessed judgment  for  the  failure  to  sat- 
isfy which  case  is  brought,  is  alleged 
to  be  a  certain  sum,  and  the  judgment 
offered  in  evidence  to  sustain  the  alle- 
gation is  for  a  much  larger  sum,  the 
variance  will  be  considered  fatal.  Lof- 
land V.  Cade,  8  Houst.  (Del.)  222. 
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n.  Description  and  Designation  of  Persons.  —  (I-)  Parties.  —  There 
should  be  a  substantial  agreement  between  the  designation  and  descrip- 
tion of  parties  and  the  proof  adduced  in  support  of  such  allegations.*'' 
But  an  immaterial  variance  in  the  name  of  either  the  plaintiff"  or 


[b]  Where  Amount  Descriptive  of 
Instrument.  — ' '  The  alleged  variance  in 
this  case  depends  on  the  question 
whether  the  note  given  in  evidence 
was  the  one  described  in  the  declara- 
tion. That  offered  in  evidence  was  one 
half  cent  greater  in  amount  than  the 
one  declared  on.  It  is  a  familiar  rule 
of  pleading  that  the  contract  must  be 
stated  correctly,  and  if  the  evidence 
differs  from  the  statement,  the  whole 
foundation  of  the  action  fails,  because 
the  contract  is  entire  and  must  be 
proved  as  laid.  A  distinction  is  how- 
ever made  between  matters  of  sub- 
stance and  matters  of  essential  descrip- 
tion. The  former  may  be  substantially 
proved,  but  the  latter  must  be  proved 
with  a  degree  of  strictness  extending 
in  some  cases  even  to  literal  precision. ' ' 
Spangler  v.  Pugh,  21  111.  85,  74  Am. 
Dee.  77. 

45.  U.  S.  —  Schimmelpeunick  v. 
Turner,  6  Pet.  1,  8  L.  ed.  297;  Craig  v. 
Brown,  Pet.  0.  C.  139,  6  Fed.  Caa.  No. 
3,326.  '  Ala.  —  Cobb  v.  Keith,  110  Ala. 
614,  18  So.  325;  Mason  v.  Hall,  30  Ala. 
599.  Cal.  —  Christian  College  v.  Hend- 
ley,  49  Cal  347.  Colo.  —  Sherman  v. 
Jones,  19  Colo.  App.  281,  74  Pac.  799. 
Ga.  — Thompson  v.  Fenn,  100  Ga.  234, 
28  S.  E.  39;  Commercial  Bank  v.  Tuck- 
er, 94  Ga.  289,  21  S.  E.  507;  Eome  E. 
Co.  V.  Sullivan,  Cabot  &  Co.,  25  Ga.  228. 
Idaho.  —  Hewitt  v.  Maize,  5  Idaho  633, 
61  Pac.  607.  ni.  —  Insurance  Co.  of 
North  America  v.  McDowell,  50  111.  120, 
99  Am.  Dec.  497.  Ind.  —  Graham  v. 
Henderson,  35  Ind.  195.  la.  —  Saatoff 
V.  Scott,  103  Iowa  201,  72  N.  W.  492; 
Proctor  V.  Eeif,  52  Iowa  592,  3  N.  "W. 
618;  Black  v.  Struthers,  11  Iowa  459. 
Ky.  —  Houngan  v.  Phillips,  7  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  150.  Mich.  —  Hudson  v.  Emmons, 
107  Mich.  549,  65  N.  W.  542;  Mace  v. 
Page,  33  Mich.  38.  Miss.  —  Spann  v. 
Grant,  83  Miss.  19,  35  So.  217.  Mo. 
American  Bank  v.  Campbell,  34  Mo. 
App.  45;  Anstee  v.  Ober,  26  Mo.  App. 
665.  Neb.  —  Thompson  v.  Stetson,  16 
Neb.  112,  17  N.  W.  368.  N.  Y.  — Brig- 
ger  V.  Mutual  E.  F.  Life  Assn.,  75  App. 
Div.  149,  77  N.  Y.  S.  362;  Buckley  v. 
Zimmerman,    32    Misc.    704,    65    N.    Y. 
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Supp.  512;  Wyekoff  v.  Union  L.  &  T. 
Co.,  11  N.  Y.  Supp.  423;  Eiggs  v.  Cha- 
pin,  7  N.  Y.  Supp.  765.  N.  O.  — Mur- 
ray V.  Davis,  51  N.  C.  341.  S.  C.  —  Hug- 
gins  V.  Watford,  38  S.  C.  504,  17  S.  E. 
363.   S.  D.  —  Hermiston  v.  Green,  11  S. 

D.  81,  75  N.  W.  819-,  Anderson  v.  Al- 
seth,  6  S.  D.  566,  62  N.  W.  435.  Tex. 
Stewart  &  Co.  v.  Gordon,  65  Tex.  344; 
Slayden  v.  Stone,  19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  618', 
47  S.  W.  747;  Bowdon  v.  Eobinson,  4 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  626,  23  S.  W.  816.  Vt. 
Nash  V.  Skinner,  12  Vt.  219,  36  Am. 
Dec.  338.  Va.  —  Consumers'  Ice  Co.  v. 
Jennings,  100  Va.  719,  42  S.  E.  879; 
Eohr  V.  Davis,  9  Leigh  (36  Va.)  30. 
Wash.  —  Haynes  v.  Tacoma,  O.  &  G.  H. 

E.  Co.,  7  Wash.  211,  34  Pac.  922. 

[a]  A  variance  in  the  middle  Initial 
of  thfe  drawer  of  a  draft  disregarded 
because  not  prejudicial.  McDonough 
V.  Heyman,  38  Mich.  334. 

46.  Blue  V.  American  Soda  Fountain 
Co.,  150  Ala.  165,  43  So.  709. 

[a]  Where  plaintiff  is  described  as 
the  "American  Soda  Fountain  Com- 
pany, a  corporation,"  In  the  complaint 
and  the  proof  shows  that  the  note  upon 
which  plaintiff  sued  is  payable  to  the 
"American  Soda  Fountain  Co.,"  the 
variance  is  not  material.  The  abbrevi- 
ation "Co.))  is  identical  with  "Com- 
pany" and  the  addition  of  the  words 
"a  corporation"  is  not  a  part  of  the 
name  of  the  plaintiff,  but  only  a  des- 
ignation of  its  character.  Blue  v.  Amer- 
ican Soda  Fountain  Co.,  160  Ala.  165, 
43  So.  709. 

[ui  "The"  Omitted  from  Nam©  of 
Corporation.  —  It  is  not  a  material 
variance  where  the  petition  stated  the 
name  of  the  plaintiff  bank  as  "Plant- 
ers' &  Mechanics'  National  Bank  of 
Houston"  and  the  evidence  showed 
that  the  name  by  which  the  bank  was 
incorporated  was  "The  Planters'  & 
Mechanics'  National  Bank  of  Hous- 
ton." Mcllhenny  v.  Planters'  &  Me- 
chanics' Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App), 
46  S.  W.  282. 

[c]  The  law  knows  but  one  Chris- 
tian name;  consequently  where  the 
plaintiff  declared  by  the  name  of  Wil- 
liam T.  Bobinson,  and  gave  in  evidence 


VARIANCE  AND  FAILURE  OF  PROOF 


675 


defendant*^  may  be  disregarded  by  the  court. 

(II.)  Eight  and  Capacity  of  Litigant.  -  A  litigant  must  establish  his 
cause  of  action  or  defense  in  the  right  and  capacity  in  which  he  prose- 
cutes or  defends.*^  A  plaintiff  cannot  recover  where  he  pleads  a  cause 
of  action  in  one  party  and  proves  a  right  to  recover  in  another,***  and 
if  he  sues  in  an  individual  capacity  he  cannot  sustain  his  cause  of  action 
by  evidence  showing  that  the  claim,  debt,  or  demand  was  due  him  in  a 
representative  capacity,^"  such  as  executor  or  administrator.^^  An  al- 
leged liability  of  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  is  not  supported  by  proof 
of  liability  of  another  than  defendant,^^  and  the  evidence  must  estab- 
lish the  liability  of  defendants  in  the  capacity  in  which  they  are  sued.=^ 

(III.)  Third  Persons.—  Third  persons  essentially  connected  with  the 
transaction  set  forth  in  the  pleading  should  be  proved  as  alleged.''* 


a  deed  to  William  Robinson,  the  omis- 
sion of  the  middle  letter  was  an  imma- 
terial variance.  Franklin  v.  Talmadge, 
5  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  84. 

[d]  Addition  of  "Jr."— Where  a 
judgment  sued  upon  was  recovered  by 
F.  Jr.  while  the  narr.  named  the  plain- 
tiff as  F.  and  it  was  not  alleged  that 
there  were  two  persons  bearing  the 
name  of  F.  it  was  held  that  there  was 
no  variance.  "Weber  v.  Fickey,  52  Md. 
500. 

47.  Barkley  v.  State,  15  Kan.  99. 

[a]  In  a  suit  against  E.  H.  alias  E. 
B.  H.,  a  judgment  against  B.  H.  is  not 
objectionable  as  evid  nee  On  the  ground 
of  variance.  Harris  9.  Muskingum  Mfg. 
Co.,  4  Blaekf.   (Ind.)  267. 

[b]  A  declaration  for  debt  on  a 
recognizance,  which  alleged  that  "D 
under  the  name  J"  etc.  became  bound 
was  held  not  to  be  supported  by  proof 
that  D  entered  into  the  recognizance 
in  his  own  proper  person  but  that  the 
magistrate  taking  it,  by  mistake  en- 
tered the  name  as  J.  Murdock  v.  Hicks, 
49  Vt.  408. 

48.  Wheeler  V.  Stewart,  94  Mich. 
445,  54  N.  W.  172;  Pursel  v.  Reading 
Iron  Co.,  236  Pa.  79,  84  Atl.  659. 

49.  Pursel  v.  Reading  Iron  Co.,  236 
Pa.  79,  84  Atl.  659. 

fa]  Proof  of  a  cause  of  action  in 
the  administrator  is  fatally  variant 
from  allegations  of  a  cause  of  action 
in  the  heirs.  Pursel  v.  Reading  Iron 
Co.,  236  Pa.  79,  84  Atl.  659. 

50.  Wheeler  v.  Stewart,  94  Mich. 
445,  54  N.  W.  172. 

51.  Wheeler  v.  Stewart,  94  Mich. 
445,  54  N.  W.  172. 

fa]  A  widow  suing  in  her  individual 
capacity  cannot  support  her  claim  by 


evidence  of  a  debt  due  her  as  adminis- 
tratrix of  her  deceased  husband.  Wheel- 
er V.  Stewart,  94  Mich.  445,  54  N.  W. 
172. 

52.  Columbia  Garage  Co.  v.  Slater, 
169  N.  Y.  Supp.  106 

53.  Buellesbach  v.  Sulka,  94  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1. 

[a J  Where  plaintiff  alleges  a  part- 
nership of  defendants  he  cannot  re- 
cover on  proof  that  defendant  was  a 
corporation.  Buellesbach  v.  iSulka,  94 
N.  Y.  Supp,  1. 

54.  V.  S.  — United  States  v.  Staf- 
ford, 2  Paine  525,  27  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
16,372.  Ala.  — Smith  v.  Causey,  28 
Ala.  655,  65  Am.  Dec.  372.  Ga.  —  Ben- 
nett V.  Walker,  64  Ga.  326.  111. 
O'Neal  V.  Boone,  82  HI.  689;  Snell  v. 
Be  Land,  43  111.  323.  Ind. —  Warden 
V.  Dundas,  1  Ind.  396,  Smith  209.  Md. 
Wright  V.  Gilbert,  51  Md.  146.  Mass. 
Lincoln  v.  Shaw,  17  Mass.  410;  Dyer  v. 
Stevens,  6  Mass.  389;  Bangs  v.  Snow, 
1  Mass.  181.  Neb. — Merchants'  Bank 
V.  MeConiga,  8  Neb.  245.  N.  Y.  —  Cur- 
tiss  V.  Marshall,  8  Bosw.  22.  S.  O. 
Simkins  v.  Montgomery,  1  Nott  &  McC. 
589. 

[a]  "Munson"  and  "Monson" 
considered  idem  sonans.  Webster  v. 
Heginbotham,  23  Colo.  App.  229,  238, 
129  Pac.  569. 

[bl  "John  Blunt"  and  "John 
Blount,"  idem  sonans.  Howard  v.  Twi- 
bell,  179  Ind.  67,  100  N.  E.  372,  Ann. 
Cas.  1915C,  93. 

[e]  A  plea  alleging  an  assignment 
by  "Elizabeth  James"  is  sustained  by 
proof  of  a  writing  signed  by  "Mrs.  A. 
P.  James,"  where  it  appears  that 
Elizabeth  James  is  the  wife  of  A.  P. 
James.    Cullers  v.  May,  81  Tex.  110,  16 

Vol.  XXV 


676 


VAltlANCE  AND  FAILURE  OF  PROOF 


Where  the  issue  as  to  such  third  persons  is  not  material  a  variance  in 
respect  to  them  is  not  important.°° 

o.  Description  of  Property  and  Things.  —  (I-)  In  General.  —  It  is  es- 
sential that  the  evidence  adduced  should  substantially  conform  to  de- 
scriptive allegations  of  property  which  is  the  subject  matter  of  litiga- 
tion,^* a  variance  as  to  a  material  allegation  of  description  being  fa- 


S.  W.  813. 

[dj  Variance  as  to  Party  from 
Whom  Title  Acquired.  —  In  an  action 
for  damages  for  breach  of  a  covenant 
of  warranty  the  plaintiff  alleged  that 
he  subsequently  acquired  title  from 
the  paramount  owner,  the  Des  Moines 
Valley  Eailroad  Co.  Proof  that  he  ac- 
quired title  from  the  Des  Moines  &  Ft. 
Dodge  Eailroad  company  was  not  per- 
mitted. Burns  1).  Iowa  Homestead  Co.. 
48  Iowa  279. 

55.  Birdsall  v.  Coon,  157  Mo.  App. 
439,  139  S.  W.  243. 

[a]  In  a  suit  by  an  assignee  of  a 
contract,  there  is  not  a  fatal  variance 
between  an  allegation  that  the  assignor 
was  a  corporation  and  proof  that  it 
was  a  partnership.  Birdsall  v.  Coon, 
157  Mo.  App.  439,  139  S.  W.  243. 

56.  V.  S.  —  Smith  v.  Barker.,  3  Day 
280,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,012;  Smith  v. 
Barker,  3  Day  312,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
13,013.  Ala.  — Isbell  v.  Lewis,  98  Ala. 
550,^  13  So.  336;  Gilmer  v.  Wallace,  75 
Ala.  220.  Cal.  —  Owen  v.  Meade,  104 
Cal.  179,  37  Pac.  923.  Conn.  —  Shepard 
V.  Palmer,  6  Conn.  95;  Bunnel  v.  Taint- 
or's  Admr.,  4  Conn.  568.  Del.  —  Eandel 
V.  Wright,  1  Harr.  34.  Ga.  —  Snowden 
V.  Waterman,  100  Ga.  588,  28  S.  E.  121; 
Lea  V.  Harris,  84  Ga.  137,  10  S.  B.  599; 
Central  R.  &  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Tucker,  79  Ga. 
128,  4  S.  E.  5.  111.  —  Iroquois  Furnace 
Co.  V.  Elphieke,  200  111.  411,  55  N.  E. 
784;  Bloomington  v.  Goodrich,  88  111. 
558;  Lane  v.  Sharpe,  4  111.  566;  Beading 
V.  Liniugton,  12  111.  App.  491.  Ind. 
Boss  V.  Thompson,  78  Ind.  90;  Buchan- 
an V.  Whitham,  36  Ind.  257;  Goodbub 
V.  Scheller,  3  Ind.  App.  318,  29  N.  E. 
610.  la.  —  Hurlbut  v.  Bagley,  99  Iowa 
127,  68  N.  W.  585.  Ky.  — Anderson  v. 
Waller,  3  Men.  234.  La.  — Hereford  v. 
Lake,  15  La.  Ann.  693.  Md.  —  McNa- 
mee  v.  Minke,  49  Md.  122;  Norris  V, 
Graham,  33  Md.  56.  Mass.  —  Chapin  v. 
White,  102  Mass.  139;  Bridge  v.  Aus- 
tin, 4  Mass.  115.  Mich.  —  Harrington 
V.  Worden,  1  Mich.  487.  Miss.  —  Carter 
V.  Preston,  51  Miss.  423.  Mo. — Erfort 
V.  Consalus,  47  Mo.  208;  Gray  v.  Bace, 
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51  Mo.  App.  553.  N,  J.  —  Addis  v.  Van 
Buskirk.  24  N.  J.  L.  218.  N.  Y. 
Griggs  V.  Howe,  31  Barb.  100;  Saxton 
V.  Johnson,  10  Johns.  418.  N.  C.  —  Aber- 
nathy  v.  Seagle,  98  N.  C.  553,  4  S.  E. 
542  Ohio.  —  Gaines  v.  Union  Transp. 
&  Ins.  Co.,  28  Ohio  St.  418.  Tex. 
Thompson  v.  Dunn,  44  Tex.  88;  Letot 
V.  Edens  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  49  S.  W. 
109;  Murat  v.  Micand  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
25  S.  W.  312.  Vt.  —  Gowry  v.  Ward,  25 
Vt.  217.  W.  Va.  — Damarin  &  Co.  v. 
Young  Bros,,  27  W.  Va.  436. 

[a]  Description  of  Bented  Prem- 
ises. —  Where  in  an  action  for  rent  the 
premises  were  described  in  the  declar- 
ation as  a  "certain  messuage  in  the 
town  of  Jackson,  known  on  the  plan 
of  said  town  as  'lot  number  six  in 
square  number  one'  "  and  no  evidence 
was  given  as  to  the  number  of  the  lot 
'and  the  sqi  are,  it  was  held  that  these 
were  matters  of  description  and  that 
the  failure  to  prove  them  was  fatal. 
Burrett  v.  Doggett,  6  Fla.  332. 

[b]  Where  a  paity  claims  under  a 
grant  to  E.  and  a  devise  from  B.  in  the 
following  words:  "I  will  and  bequeath 
.  .  .  an  the  tract  of  land  that  J.  S. 
now  lives  on,  which  land  I  bought  of 
John  Barnard" — and  proves  that  J.  S. 
was  living  on  the  land  in  controversy  at 
the  time  of  his  death,  the  evidence 
does  not  identify  the  land  devised  as 
the  land  granted,  since  testator  purport- 
ed to  hold  that  land,  not  by  grant  but 
by  purchase  from  John  Barnard.  More- 
lock  V.  Barnard  (Tenn.),  2  S.  W.  32. 

[c]  Description  of  Way.  —  Where 
the  action  is  for  damages  for  the  dis- 
turbance of  an  easement,  and  to  en- 
join the  appellant  from  interfering 
with  its  free  use,  a  paragraph  in  the 
complaint  for  obstructing  a  private 
way  may  be  joined  with  one  for  ob- 
structing a  public  highway  in  which 
the  plaintiff  has  a  special  interest.  In 
such  case  an  instruction  that  the  plain- 
tiff cannot  recover  unless  he  has  proved 
a  prescriptive  right  in  the  way  claimed, 
but  a  slight  variance  in  any  particular 
would  be  of  no  consequence,  such  as  a 
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tal,"  unless  it  appears  that  the  adversary  was  not  prejudiced."'  Proof 
should  agree  with  the  necessary  allegations  of  description  of  real  prop- 
erty," and  of  personal  property'"  such  as  money,"  animals,'^  written 
instruments,"  and  other  kinds  of  personal  property  involved. 

(II.)  Written  Instruments.  —  (A.)  In  General.-  Evidence  relating  to 
written  instruments  must  in  general  substantially  agree  with  the  alle- 
gations touching  the  same."*  If  the  instrument  is  laid  in  the  pleading 


variation  in  the  course  of  the  way  for 
a  few  feet  at  a  given  point,  or  in  the 
terminus  of  the  way,  was  held  to  be 
correct.    Boss  v.  Thompson,  78  Ind.  90. 

57.  Padfleld  v.  Frey,  133  111.  App. 
232. 

58.  O'Neil  v.  Newman,  132  Mich. 
489,  93  N.  W.  1064. 

[a]  "Barge"  and  "Boat."— There 
is  no  material  variance  between  an  al- 
legation that  certain  injuries  were 
caused  by  defects  in  a  "barge"  and 
proof  that  the  defects  were  in  a 
"boat."  Monongahela  River  Consol. 
Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Hardsaw  (Ind. 
App.),  79  N.  E.  1062. 

59.  Padfield  v.  Frey,  133  111.  App. 
232. 

[a]  Description  of  Land.  —  A  dec- 
laration for  damages  for  flooding  land 
described  as  lying  east  of  a  certain 
road  is  not  sustained  by  proof  of  dam- 
age to  land  lying  west  of  the  road. 
Padfield  v.  Frey,  133  111.  App.  232. 

[b]  Description  in  Mortgage. — 
Where  a  petition  on  a  note  secured  by 
a  mortgage  describes  the  lands  con- 
veyed, the  court  may  exclude  from  ev- 
idence the  mortgage  containing  a  ma- 
terially different  description.  Terry  v. 
Hooker  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  37  S.  W.  233. 

[c]  Where  in  a  suit  to  establish  a 
boundary,  plaintiff's  survey  was  re- 
ferred to  in  the  petition  as  being  1,900 
varas  square,  and  the  proof  showed  it 
in  excess  of  that  figure,  the  variance 
was  held  not  fatal,  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  the  petition  also  referred  to  cor- 
rect boundary  marRs.  Hankins  v.  Dil- 
ley  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  206  S.  W.  549. 

60.  Bottom  V.  Barton,  12  Colo.  App. 
53,  54  Pae.  1031. 

61.  Bottom  V.  Barton  12  Colo.  App. 
53,  54  Pac.  1031. 

[a]  Where  the  subject  matter  of 
litigation  is  described  as  money,  proof 
of  property  other  than  money  may  so 
mislead  the  opposite  party  as  to  con- 
stitute a  material  variance.  Bottom  v. 
Barton,  12  Colo.  App.  53,  54  Pac.  1031. 

[b]  Proof  of  Note  Wliere  Money 


Alleged.  —  A  material  variance  exists 
where  plaintiff  alleges  that  he  entrust- 
ed money  to  the  defendant,  for  which 
the  defendant  refused  to  account,  and 
the  evidence  is  to  the  effect  that  he 
entrusted  a  promissory  note  only.  Bot- 
tom V.  Barton,  12  Colo.  App.  53,  54  Pac. 
1031. 

62.  O'Neil  v.  Newman,  132  Mich. 
489,  93  N.  W.  1064. 

[a]  Misdescription  of  Dog.  —  A  dec- 
laration for  damages  for  killing  a  dog 
described  him  as  "a  certain  beagle 
hound  dog."  The  evidence  was  that 
the  dog  was  part  fox  and  part  beagle. 
The  variance  was  held  immaterial. 
O'Neil  V.  Newman,  132  Mich.  489,  93 
N.  W.  1064. 

In  actions  for  damages  for  communi- 
cating disease  to  animals,  see  Stakd- 
AED  Peoc.  961. 

"Cattle"  and  "Mules." —  That  a 
declaration  for  injury  to  cattle  is  not 
supported  by  evidence  of  an  injury  to 
mules  see  1  Standard  Peoc.  967. 

63.  See  infra.  III,  C,  3,  o,  (II),  (A). 

64.  U.  S.  —  United  States  v  Le 
Baron,  4  Wall.  642,  18  L.ed.  309;  Huff 
V.  Hutchinson,  14  How.  586,  14  L,  ed. 
553.  Cooke  v.  Graham's  Admr.j  3 
Cranch  229,  2  h.  ed.  420;  Graves  v.  Bos- 
ton Marine  Ins.  Co.,  2  Cranch  419,  2 
L.  ed.  324;  Cabot  v.  McMasters,  65  Fed. 
722;  Postmaster  General  v.  Eidgway, 
Gilp.  135,  19  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,313;  Cat- 
lett  V.  Pacific  Ins.  Co.,  1  Paine  594,  5 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,517.  Ala.  — United 
States  H.  &  Ace.  Co.  v.  Veitch,  161  Ala. 
630,  50  So.  95;  Hundley  v.  Chadick,  109 
Ala.  575,  19  So.  845;  Gayle  v.  Hudson, 
10  Ala.  116;  Bobbins  V.  Governor,  6  Ala. 
839;  Taylor -y.  Rogers,  Minor  197.  Ark. 
Wiggins  V.  Fisher,  21  Ark.  521;  Van- 
dever  v.  Clark,  16  Ark.  331;  Miller  v. 
Bell,  12  Ark.  135;  Rector  v.  Taylor,  G. 
&  Co.,  12  Ark.  128;  Semon  v.  Hill,  7 
Ark.  70;  Cheadle  v.  Riddle,  6  Ark.  480; 
Irvin  V.  Sebastian,  6  Ark.  33;  Bank  of 
State  V.  Clark,  2  Ark.  375.  Oal.  —  Kurtz 
V.  Forquer,  94  Cal.  91,  29  Pac.  413;  Vil- 
hac  17.  Stockton  &  I,  fi.  Co.,  53  Cal.  208. 
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Colo.— Thalheimer  v.  Crow,  13  Colo.  397, 
22  Pae.  779;  Atlantic  Ins.  Co.  v.  Man- 
ning,  3    Colo.    224.    Conn.  —  Crosby  v. 
New  London  etc.  R.  Co.,  26  Conn  121; 
Fish  V.  Brown,  17  Conn.  341 ;  Lounsbury 
V.  Protection  Ins.  Co.,  8  Conn.  469,  21 
Am.   Dec.   686;    Brainard  v.   Fowler,   2 
Boot  318.   111.  — PhUlips  v.  Singer  Mfg. 
Co.,  88  111.  305;  Stratton  v.  Henderson, 
26   111.   68;    Miller  v.  Metzger,   16   111. 
390;  "Walker  v.  Welch,  14  111.  277.  Ind. 
Equitable  Ace.  Ins.   Co.  v.  Stout,  135 
Ind.  444,  33  N.  E.  623;  Michigan  Mut. 
L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Custer,  128  Ind.  25,  27  N. 
E.  124;  Blackburn  v.  Crowder,  108  Ind. 
238,  9  N.  E.  108;  La  Eose  v.  Logans- 
port  Nat.  Bank,  102  Ind.  332,  1  N.  E. 
805;    Doherty   v.    Chase,    64   Ind.    73; 
Hobbs  V.  Cowden,  20  Ind.  310;  Byers 
V.  State,  20  Ind.  47;  Perdue  v.  Aldrjdge, 
19  Ind.  290;  Legate  v.  Marr,  8  Blackf. 
404;  Comparet  v.  State,  7  Blackf.  553; 
Ft.  Wayne  "v.  Jackson,   7  Blackf.   36; 
Sherry    v.    Foresman,    6    Blackf.    56; 
Grant  v.  Whiteman,  5  Blackf.  67;  Dem- 
ing    V.    Bullitt,    1    Blackf.    241.     Ky. 
Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Lawrence,  4  Mete. 
9,  81  Am.  Dec.  521;  Payne  v.  Mattoi, 
1  Bibb  164;  Wilhite  v.  Eoberts,  4  Dana 
172.     La.  —  Duchamp    v.    Nicholson,    2 
Mart.  (N.  S.)  672.  Me. — Colton  v.  Stan- 
wood,  67  Me.  25.  Perrin  v.  Keene,  19 
Me.  355,  36  Am.  Dec.  759.  Md.  — Neale 
^7.  Fowler,  31  Md.  155.    Mass.  —  Keller 
17.  Webb,  126  Mass.  393;     Witt  v.  Pot- 
ter, 125  Mass.  360;  Bean  v.  Parker,  17 
Mass.  591;    Herrick  d.  Johnson,  11  Met. 
26.  Mich.  — Boyer  v.  Bowles,  109  Mich. 
481,  67  N.  W.  530;  Dailey  v.  Preferred 
Masonic    Mut.    Ace.    Assn.,    102    Mich. 
289,  57  N.  W.  184,  26  L.  E.  A.  171; 
Bonenfant  v.  American  F.  Ins.  Co.,  76 
Mich.  653,  43  N.  W.  682;  Truesdale'r. 
Hazzard,  2  Mich.  344.  Miirn.  —  Sprague 
V.  Wells,  47  Minn.  504,  50  N.  W.  535. 
Miss.  —  Kingkendall  v.  Perry,  25  Miss. 
228.     Mo.  —  Boone   v.  Stover,    66    Mo. 
430;   International  Ins.   Co.  v.  Daven- 
port, 57  Mo.  289;  Powers  v.  Browder, 
13  Mo.  155;  Payne  t;.  Snell,  4  Mo.  238; 
State  V.  Pace,  34  Mo.  App.  458.    Neb. 
Barr  i;.   Ward.  36  Neb.  905,  55  N.  W. 
282;  Ward  v.  Parlin,  30  Neb.  376,  46  N. 
W.  529.    N.  J.  — Smith  v.  Axtell,  1  N. 
J.  Eq.  494.    N".  T.  —  Shaw  v.  Tobias,  3 
N.  Y.  188;     Burgher  v.  Columbian  Ins. 
Co.,  17  Barb.  274;  Every  v.  Merwin,  6 
Cow.  360;  Jansen  v.  Ball,  6  Cow.  628; 
Bees  V.  Overbaugh,  4  Cow.  124;  Morris  i 

Vol.  XXV 


V.  Wadsworth,  17  Wend.  103;  Henry  v. 
Brown,  19  Johns.  49;  Gale  v.  O 'Bryan, 
12  Johns.  216.  N.  C  — Allen  v.  Sallin- 
ger,  108  N.  C.  159,  12  S.  E.  896;  King 
V.  Phiilips,  94  N.  C.  555;  Usry  v.  Suit, 
91  N.  C.  406;  Adams  v.  Spear,  2  N.  C. 
215.  Ohio.  —  Chamberlain  v.  Sawyer, 
19  Ohio  360;  Kemp  v.  McGuigin,  Tapp. 
50.  Pa.  —  Dunbar  v.  Jumper,  2  Yeates 
74;  Eepublica  v.  Coates,  1  Yeates  2. 
S.  C  — State  V.  Saeper,  33  S.  C.  562, 
11  S.  E.  623,  12- S.  E.  564,  816;  Lock- 
hart  V.  Bell,  2  Hill  L.  422.  Tex. 
Sweetzer  v.  Claflin,  82  Tex.  513,  17  8. 
W.  769;  Peveler  «.  Peveler,  64  Tex.  53; 
Citizens'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Shrader  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  33  S.  W.  584;  McArthur  v. 
Barnes,  10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  318,  31  S. 
W.  212;  Kohlberg  v.  Fett  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  29  S.  W.  944.  Utah.  — Hong 
Sling  V.  Scottish  U.  &  N.  Ins.  Co.,  7 
Utah  441,  27  Pae.  170.  Vt. — Swerd- 
ferger  v.  Hopkins,  67  Vt.  136,  31  Atl. 
153.  Va.  —  Beasley  v.  Eobinson,  24 
Gratt.  (65  Va.)  325;  Henderson  v. 
Stringer,  6  Gratt.  (47  Va.)  130;  Dick- 
inson V.  Smith,  5  Gratt.  (46  Va.)  135; 
Bennett's  Exr.  v.  Giles,  6  Leigh  (33 
Va.)  316;  Jenkins  v.  Hurt's  Comrs.,  2 
Band.  (23  Va.)  446;  Gordon  v.  Brown's 
Exr.,  3  Hen.  &  M.  (13  Va.)  219;  Evans 
V.  Smith,  1  Wash.  (1  Va.)  72.  Wash. 
Larson  v.  Winder,  14  Wash.  647,  45 
Pae.  315.  Wis.  —  Germania  S.  &  B.  V. 
V.  Flynn,  92  Wis.  201,  66  N.  W.  109; 
McFetridge  v.  American  F.  Ina.  Co., 
90  Wis.  138,  62  N.  W.  938;  Veeder  v. 
Lima,  11  Wis.  419. 

[a]  One  declaring  on  a  written  waiv- 
er of  demand  and  notice  of  protest  is 
not  entitled  to  an  instruction  giving 
him  the  benefit  of  an  oral  waiver. 
Benjamin  v.  Flitton,  106  Iowa  417.  76 
N.  W.  737. 

[b]  Term  of  Policy.  —  A  fatal  var- 
iance exists  where  the  complaint  on 
an  insurance  policy  alleged  that  it  was 
written  for  three  years,  and  the  proof 
showed  that  it  should  expire  at  the 
end  of  the  month  subject  to  renewal 
from  term  to  term  on  monthly  prem- 
iums. United  States  Health  &  Accident 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Savage,  185  Ala.  232,  64 
So.  340. 

[c]  Bedundaot  allegations  as  to  a 
bond,  if  descriptive  of  the  bond,  must 
be  proved  to  avoid  a  variance.  Mc- 
Donald V.  Walker,  95  Ala.  172.  10  So. 
225. 
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in  haee  verba,  literal  proof  is  necessary,*^  but  where  the  pleader  pro- 
fesses to  give  the  legal  effect  and  operation  of  the  instrument  the  evi- 
dence need  only  establish  it  accordingly.^"  In  accordance  with  the  rules 
above  discussed,"  a  variance  in  some  immaterial  respect  which  does  not 

65.  tr.  S.  —  Ferguson  v.  Harwood,  7 
Cranch  408,  3  L.  ed.  386.  Ala.— Har- 
rison V.  Weaver,  2  Port.  542.  Ark. 
Dickens  v.  Howell,  24  Ark.  230;  State 
Bank  v.  Hubbard,  4  Ark.  419;  Hanly 
V.  Seal  Estate  Bank,  4  Ark.  698.  lU. 
Franklin  Ins.  Co.  v.  Smith,  82  111.  131; 
Taylor  v.  Kennedy,  1  111.  91.  Ind. 
Lynch  v.  Wilson,  4  Blaekf.  288.  Mass. 
Dyer  v.  Stevens,  6  Mass.  389;     Irvine 

17.  Stone,  6  Cush.  508.    Mo Lackland 

V.  Pritchett,  12  Mo.  484;  Blakey  v. 
Saunders,  9  Mo.  742;  Wash  v.  Foster, 
3  Mo.  205.    N.  J.  —  Mulford  v.  Bowen, 

9  N.  J.  L.  315.  N.  Y.  — MiUs  v.  Mc- 
Coy, 4  Cow.  406;  Vail  v.  Smith,  4 
Cow.  71.  Pa.  —  Dunbar  v.  Jumper,  2 
Yeates  74.  S.  O.  —  Beck  v.  Pearse,  1 
Bailey   154.     Tex.  —  Ex  parU   Eoger's, 

10  Tex.  App.  655,  38  Am.  Eep.  654. 
Vt.  —  McDaniels  v.  Bucklin,  13  Vt. 
279;  Sherwin  v.  Bliss,  4  Vt.  96;  Harris 
V.  Lawrence,  1  Tyler  156. ,  Wis.  —  East- 
man V.  Bennett,  6  Wis.  232.  Eng. 
Bowditch  V.  Mawley,  1  Campb.  195. 

[a]  "No  allegation,' descriptive  of 
the  identity  of  that  which  is  legally 
essential  to  the  claim,  can  ever  be  re- 
jected. And  of  this  character  are 
names,  sums,  magnitudes,  dates,  dura- 
tions and  terms,  which  being  essential 
to  the  identity  of  the  writing  set 
forth,  must.  In  general,  be  precisely 
proved."  Spangler  v.  Pugh,  21  111. 
85,  74  Am.  Dec.  77. 

66.  XJ.  S.  —  Ferguson  v.  Harwood, 
7  Cranch  408,  3  L.  ed.  386.  Ala.— Clark 
V.  Moses,  50  Ala.  326;  Davis  &  Co.  v. 
Campbell,  3  Stew.  319.  Ark.  —  Dickens 
V.  Howell,  24  Arlc.  230;  State  Bank  v. 
Magness,  11  Ark.  343.  Colo.  —  Bishop 
V.  Griflath,  4  Colo.  68.  Conn.  —  Corn- 
stock  V.  Savage,  27  Conn.  184;  Fish  v. 
Brown,  17  Conn.  341;  Waldo  v.  Spen- 
cer, 4  Conn.  71.  Ga.  —  Kimbell  v.  More- 
land,  55  Ga.  164.  111.  —  Meers  v.  Stev- 
ens, 106  111.  549;  Phelan  v.  Andrews,  52 
m.  486.  Ind.  — St.  James'  Church  v. 
Moore,  1  Ind.  289,  Smith  181;  Chap- 
man V.  Ellison,  7  Blaekf.  46;  Leap- 
hardt  v.  Sloan,  5  Blaekf.  278;  Cren- 
shaw V.  Bullitt,  1  Blaekf.  41.  la. 
Mudge  V.  Railway  Equip.  Co.,  167  Iowa 
656,  149  N.  W.  867;  Wilson  i;.  King, 
Moirii  106.    Ky.  —  Anderson  v.  Waller, 


3  Mon.  234.  Mass.  —  Luce  v.  Dexter, 
135  Mass.  23;  Peck  v.  Waters,  104 
Mass.  345;  Clary  v.  Thomas,  103  Mass. 
44.  Minn.  —  Chapman  v.  Dodd,  10 
Minn.  350.  Mo.  —  Bank  of  State  v. 
Vaughan,  36  Mb.  90;  Montgomery  v. 
Farley,  5  Mo.  233.  N.  Y.  —  Rodman  v. 
Forman,  8  Johns.  26;  Bissell  v.  Kip,  5 
Johns.  89;  Field  v.  Field,  9  Wend.  394. 
Tenn.  —  Deaton  v.  Tennessee  Coal  &  R. 
Co.,  12  Heisk.  650.  Vt.  — Maxfield  v. 
Scott,  17  Vt.  634;  Wead  v.  Marsh,  14 
Vt.  80;  Henry  v.  Henry,  1  D.  Chip. 
265.  Va. —  Dickinson  v.  Smith,  5  Gratt. 
(46  Va.)  135.  Eng.  —  Morgan  v.  Ed- 
wards, 6  Taunt.  394,  1  E.  C.  L.  670, 
128  Eng.  Reprint  1087;  Byne  v.  Moore, 
5  Taunt.  187,  1  E.  C.  L.  103,  128  Eng. 
Reprint  658;  Rex  v.  May,  1  Dougl. 
193,  99  Eng.  Reprint  127. 

[a]  Where  a  paity  professes  to  give 
the  legal  efTect  and  operation  of  the 
instrument  and  its  legal  effect  is  dif- 
ferent from  that  which  appears  by  hia 
statement,  a  variance  will  occur,  and 
the  instrument  will  be  excluded  at  the 
trial,  though  he  adopts  the  exact  ex- 
pressions contained  in  it,  but  when  he 
does  not  profess  to  give  the  substance 
and  legal  effect  of  it  only,  but  states 
the  very  words  of  the  instrument,  the 
court  will  construe  it  for  him.  Fair- 
banks i;.  Isham,  16  Wis.  118. 

[b]  Note  Executed  by  Agent.  —  (1) 
If  the  allegation  is  of  the  execution  of 
the  note  by  the  defendant  himself,  evi- 
dence of  the  execution  thereof  by  his 
agent  does  not  constitute  a  variance, 
because  if  done  by  his  agent  it  is  hia 
own  act.  Ala.  — Baldwin  v.  Stebbins, 
Minor  180.  Conn.  —  Phelps  v.  Riley,  3 
Conn.  266.  Mo.  —  Slevin  v.  Reppy,  46 
Mo.  606;  McMartin  v.  Adams,  16  Mo. 
268.  N.  M.  — Meyer  &  Sons  Co.  v. 
Black,  4  N.  M.  352,  16  Pac.  620.  (2) 
But  if  the  allegation  is  of  the  execu- 
tion by  an  agent,  evidence  of  a  note 
not  so  executed  creates  a  variance  as 
such  an  allegation  becomes  essentially 
descriptive  of  the  note.  Conn.  —  Ros- 
siter  V.  Marsh,  4  Conn.  196.  Ind. 
Lawton  v.  Swihart,  10  Ind.  562.  Me. 
Atkins  V.  Browuj  59  Me.  90.  Miss. 
Leach  v.  Blow,  8  Smed.  &  M.  221. 

67,    See  supra,  III,  C,  2,  b. 
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mislead  the  adversary  will  be  disregarded.**  There  should  be  correspon- 
dence between  the  allegation  and  proof  of  such  written  instruments  as 
deeds,"  leases,'"  policies  of  insurance,'^  bonds,"  negotiable  instru- 
ments," judicial  records,'*  and  other  instruments  and  records. 

(B.)  Judicial  Eeoords.  —  A  judicial  record,  except  where  it  is  only  col- 
laterally involved  in  the  suit,"  must,  when  sought  to  be  introduced  in 


68.  Conn.  —  Biidgepoit  Hdw.  Mfg. 
Corp.  V.  Bouniol,  89  Conn.  254,  93  Atl. 
674.  Mich.  —  Lothrop  v.  Southworth, 
5  Mich.  436.  Pa.  —  Tarentum  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Marvin,  61  Pa.,  Super.  294. 

[a]  An  allegation  of  the  day  of 
making  a  written  instrument,  need  not 
be  proved  strictly  as  laid.  Lothrop  v. 
Southworth,  5  Mich.  436;  Boss  v.  Over- 
ton, 3  Call  (7  Va.)  3D9,  2  Am.  Dec. 
552. 

[b]  If  in  declaring  on  a  bond  the 
petition  sets  out  the  bond,  omitting  the 
signature  and  seals,  the  bond  is  not 
incompetent  on  the  ground  of  variance. 
Busche  V.  McElroy,  12  Mo.  App.  567. 

[c]  Date  of  Written  Instrument. 
A  variance  between  the  declaration 
and  the  prooi  in  the  date  of  a  written 
instrument  should  be  disregarded  at 
the  trial,  when  the  instrument  is  other- 
wise sufficiently  described  in  the  dec- 
laration, so  that  defendant  cannot  be 
misled  or  surprised  by  the  evidence. 
Lothrop  V.  Southworth,  5  Mich.  436. 

[d]  Bonds  as  Matters  of  Induce- 
ment.—  An  alleged  variance  as  to 
bonds  set  forth  as  matters  of  induce- 
ment in  an  action  to  recover  back 
money  paid  on  a  judgment  was  held 
not  to  prejudice  the  defendant  and  was 
therefore  regarded  as  immaterial. 
Mann  v.  Aetna  Ins.  Co.,  40   Wis.  549. 

[e]  A  declaration  for  malicious  pros- 
ecution alleged  a  search  warrant,  de- 
tention, indictment  and  acquittal,  it 
was  held  that  the  search  warrant  and 
detention^  being  matters  of  induce- 
ment, did  not  have  to  be  proved  as  al- 
leged. Mills  V.  McCoy,  4  Cow.  (N.  Y.) 
406. 

69.  Hoge  V.  Magnes,  85  Fed.  365,  29 
C.  C.  A.  564. 

[a]  A  tax  deed  pleaded  in  the  de- 
fense will  not  be  rejected  because  of 
variance  as  to  the  first  date  of  publica- 
tion of  notice,  where  the  answer  and 
the  deed  correspond  as  to  the  parties 
to  the  deed,  the  year  for  which  the 
tax  upon  which  it  was  based  was  levied 
and  the  date  of  the  sale.  U.  S.  —  Hoge 
c.  Magnes,  85  Fed.  355,  29  C.  O.  A.  564. 
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Ariz.  —  Cole  V.  Bean,  1  Ariz.  364,  25 
Pac.  537.  Mich.  —  Bloomer  v.  Hender- 
son, 8  Mich.  395,  77  Am.  Dee.  453. 

70.  Corning  Steel  Co.  v.  Western 
Union  Tel.  Co.,  60  111.  App.  426. 

[a]  Fatal  varianco  between  the 
lease  declared  on  and  the  instrument 
introduced  in  support  of  the  allegation. 
Corning  Steel  Co.  v  Western  Union 
Tel.  Co.,  60  111.  App.  426. 

71.  See  14  Standard  Peoc.  67. 

72.  See  4  Standakd  Proc.   522. 

73.  See  infra,  III,  C,  3,  o,  (II),  (C). 

74.  See  infra,  III,  C,  3,  o,  (II),  (B). 

75.  State  Bank  v.  Gray,  12  Ark. 
760;  State  Bank  v.  Magness,  11  Ark. 
343. 

[a]  Time  of  Rendition  of  Judg- 
ment. —  (1)  Where  the  suit  is  not 
brought  on  the  judgment  and  it  is  only 
collaterally  involved,  the  statement  of 
the  time  of  its  rendition  is  not  descrip- 
tive of  the  identity  of  that  which  is 
essential  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove,  and 
failure  to  establish  it  exactly  as  set 
out  in  the  declaration  does  not  con- 
stitute a  material  variance.  Stod- 
dart  V.  Palmer,  3  Barn.  &  Cres.  2,  10 
E.  C.  L.  12,  107  Eng.  Eeprint  636; 
Purcell  V.  Macnamara,  9  East  157,  103 
Eng.  Reprint  533.  (2)  Thus  where  a 
judgment"  of  acquittal  is  pleaded  as 
matter  of  inducement  in  a  suit  for 
malicious  prosecution  (Purcell  v.  Mac- 
namara, 9  East.  157,  103  Eng.  Eeprint 
533),  or  (3)  in  a  suit  against  a  sheriff 
for  false  return  on  a  fiere  facias  (Stod- 
dart  V.  Palmer,  3  Barn.  &  Cres.  2,  10 
E.  C.  L.  12,  107  Eng.  Eeprint  636), 
a  variance  as  to  the  term  at  which 
the  judgment  wag  rendered  is  not  fatal. 

[b]  Against  Other  Makers  of  Note. 
Where  in  an  action  on  a  note  the  de- 
fense of  the  statute  of  limitations  is 
set  up  and  plaintiff  replies  a  former 
suit  on  the  same  note  against  the  de- 
fendants within  the  bar,  it  is  not  a 
material  variance  that  other  makers  of 
the  note  were'  made  defendants  in  the 
first  suit.  The  question  is  not  whether 
a  joint  liability  exists  against  the 
makers   of   the   note,    but   whether   a 
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support  of  an  allegation,  conform  to  the  description  thereof  contained 
in  the  pleading,"  but  mere  formal  discrepancies  between  the  allegation 
as  to  the  record  and  the  proof  will  not  be  deemed  material." 

(C.)  Negotiable  Instruments.  —  (1.)  In  General.—  Bills  and  notes  and 
other  negotiable  instruments  when  material  to  the  claim  or  defense 
should  be  proved  as  alleged,'*  and  a  material  variance  results  from  a 
failure  of  the  evidence  to  correspond  to  allegations  essentially  descrip- 


former  suit  'was  commenced  against 
the  defendants  in  this  suit  on  the 
same  cause  of  action.  State  Bank  v. 
Eoddy,  12  Ark.  766.  See  State  Bank 
V.  Gray,  12  Ark.  760;  State  Bank  v. 
Magneas,  11   Ark.   343. 

76.  U.  S.  — Dow  V.  Humbert,  91  IT. 
S.  294,  23  L.  ed.  368;  Whitaker  v. 
Bramson,  2  Paine  209,  29  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  17,526.  Ala.  — Haas  v.  Taylor,  80 
Ala.  459,  2  So.  633;  Quigley  c.  Camp- 
bell, 12  Ala.  58.  HI.  — Mann  v.  Ed- 
wards, 138  HI.  19,  27  N.  E.  603;  Cav- 
ener  v.  Shinkle,  89  111.  161;  Miller  v. 
McMania,  57  111.  126.  Ky.  —  Lowry  v. 
McMurtry,  Sneed  251.  Md.  —  Cumber- 
land Coal  &  Iron  Co.  v.  Jeffries,  27 
Md.  526.  Mass.  —  Luce  v.  Dexter,  135 
Mass.  23.  Neb.  —  Eyan  v.  State  Bank, 
10  Neb.  524,  7  N.  W.  276.  N.  Y.  —  Coll- 
yer  v.  Collins,  17  Abb.  Pr.  467;  Cros- 
well  V.  Byrnes,  9  Johns.  287.  Ohio. 
,  Block  V.  Peebles,  10  Ohio  Dec.  3.  Pa. 
Sadler  v.  Slabaugh,  2  Watts  73.  Tenn. 
Dibrell  v.  Miller,  8  Terg.  476,  29  Am. 
Dec.  126.  Vt.  —  White  v.  Hall,  91  Vt. 
57,  99  Atl.  274.  W.  Va,— Sayre  v.  Ed- 
wards, 19  W.  Va.  352. 
See  16  Standard  Pboc.  383,  408. 

[a]  A  variance  between  the  decree 
relied  on  and  that  offered  in  evidence 
as  to  the  name  of  one  of  the  parties  in 
whose  favor  the  decree  was  entered 
held  fatal.  Dibrell  v.  Miller,  8  Yerg. 
(Tenn.)  476,  29  Am.  Dec.  126.  See  16 
Standard  Proc.  384,  note  35. 

[b]  Foreign  Judgment.  —  Dow  v. 
Humbert,  91  IT.  S.  294,  23L.  ed.  368. 

[d]  Variance  as  to  Record  of  a  Re- 
cognizance.—  U.  S.  —  Barnes  v.  Lee,  1 
Cranch  0.  C.  430,  2  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,017. 
HI.  —  Farris  v.  People,  68  111.  26.  Kan. 
Madden  v.  State,  35  Kan.  146,  10  Pac. 
469.  Ky.  —  Brown  v.  Com.,  4  Mete. 
221.  Mass.  —  Harrington  v.  Brown,  7 
Pick.  232.  Miss.  — Ditto  v.  State,  30 
Miss.  126;  Daingerfield  v.  State,  4  How. 
658.  N.  Y.  —  Mechanics'  Bank  v.  Haz- 
ard, 13  Johns.  353;  Bibbins  v.  Noxon, 
4  Wend.  207.  Va.  — Wood  v.  Com.,  4 
Band.   (25  Va.)    329. 


[d]  If  the  allegation  be  of  a  joint 
recognizance,  (1)  a  variance  will  be 
created  by  the  admission  in  evidence 
of  a  several  recognizance  (Farris  v. 
People,  58  111.  26;  White  v.  Hall,  91  Vt. 
57,  99  Atl.  274),  (2)  although  it  be  pro- 
vided by  statute  that  joint  obligations 
shall  be  treated  as  joint  and  several. 
Farris  v.  People,  58  111.  26. 

77.  Adams  V.  Lisher,  3  Blackf. 
(Ind.)  241. 

78.  U.  S.  —  Page's  Admrs.  v.  Bank 
of  Alexandria,  7  Wheat.  35,  5  L.  ed. 
390.  Ala.  — Sellers  v.  Sellers,  39 
So.  990;  McCrummen  v.  Campbell,  82 
Ala.  566,  2  So.  482;  Eeed  v.  Scott,  30 
Ala.  640;  May  v.  Miller  &  Co.,  27  Ala. 
515.  Ga.  —  Northwestern  Fert.  Co.  v. 
Atlanta  Nat.  Bank,  80  Ga.  629,  5  S.  E. 
793.  HI.- Connolly  v.  Cottle,  1  111.  364; 
Smith  V.  Grabbe,  196  HI.  App.  325; 
Yeomans  v.  Lane,  I'Ol  111.  App.  228. 
Ihd.  —  Shindler  v.  Wayne  &  IT.  S. 
L.  Tpk.  Co.,  82  Ind.  601;  Smelser  v 
Wayne  &  U.  S.  Line  Tpk.  Co.,  82  Ind. 
417;  Stockton  v.  Creager,  51  Ind.  262; 
Louden  v.  Walpole,  1  Ind.  319,  Smith 
121;  Fraser  v.  Spofford,  5  Blackf.  207; 
Gordon  v.  Cowger,  4  Blackf.  231.  la. 
Winbum  v.  Fidelity  L.  &  B  Assn.,  110 
Iowa  374,  81  N.  W.  682;  Hurlbut  v. 
Bagley,  99  Iowa  127,  68  N.  W.  585. 
Ky.  —  Ditto  V.  Slaughter,  28  Ky  L. 
Eep.  1164,  92  S.  W.  2;  Boyd's  Admr. 
f.  Farmers'  Nat.  Bank,  24  Ky.  L  Eep. 
756,  69  S.  W.  964;  Carrico  v.  Scott's 
Exr.,  11  Ky.  L.  Eep.  905.  Mich. 
Mattison  v.  Marks,  31  Mich.  421,  18 
Am.  Eep.  197.  Mo.  —  Perry  v.  Barret, 
18  Mo.  140;  Central  Bank  v.  Lyda  (Mo. 
App.),  191  S.  W.  245;  Bremen  Bank 
V.  ITmrath,  42  Mo.  App.  525.  Neb, 
Grant  v.  Clarke,  58  Neb.  72,  78  N  W. 
364.  N.  J.  —  Addis  v.  Van  Buskirk,  24 
N.  J.  L.  218;  Stroud  v.  Shimer,  &  N. 
J.  L.  134.  N.  Y.  —  Weinhandler  v. 
Loewenthal,  159  N.  Y.  Supp.  695.  Pa. 
Cunningham  v.  Shaw,  7  Pa.  401.  Tex. 
Sweetzer  v,  Clafjjn,  74  Tex.  667,  12  8, 
W.  395. 
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tive  of  the  instrument."  Immaterial  discrepancies  between  the  bill  or 
note  pleaded  and  that  offered  in  evidence,  which  can  in  no  wise  surprise 
or  mislead  the  opposite  party  to  his  prejudice,  will  not  be  considered 
fatal,*"  and  there  can  arise  no  prejudicial  variance  where  the  bill  or 


79.  XT.  S.  —  Ferguson  v.  Harwood, 
7  Cranch  408,  3  L.  ed.  386;  January  v. 
Goodman,  1  Dall.  208,  1  L.  ed.  103. 
Ala.  —  Leatherbery   v.    Spottswood,    T. 

6  Co.,  145  Ala.  655,  39  So.  588;  May 
V.  Miller  &  Co.,  27  Ala.  515;  Davis  & 
Co.  V.  Campbell,  3  Stew.  319.  Ark. 
Hanly  v.  Real  Estate  Bank,  4  Ark.  598. 
Cal. — Farmer  v.  Cram,  7  Cal.  135. 
Del.  —  Bank  of  Wilmington  &  Brandy- 
wine  t?.  Simmons,  1  Har.  331.  Fla. 
Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co.  v.  Simon,  56 
Fla.  545,  47  So.  1001,  20  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  126.  Ga.  — Hardee  v.  Griner,  80 
Ga.  559,  7  S.  E.  102.  lU.  — Ingraham 
V.  Luther,  65  111.  446;  Streeter  v. 
Streeter,  43  111.  155;  Connolly  v.  Cot- 
tle, 1  111.  364.  Ind.  — Eeid  v.  Cox,  6 
Blackf.  312.  Ky.— Boyd's  Admr.  v. 
Farmers'  Nat.  Bank,  24  Ky.  L.  Bep. 
756,  69  8.  W.  964;  Savage  v.  Aills,  2 
Mon.  93.    Miss.  —  Heaverin  v.  Donnell, 

7  Smed.  &  M.  244,  45  Am.  Dec.  302. 
Mo. —  Perry  v.  Barret,  18  Mo.  140; 
Grant  v.  Winn,  7  Mo.  188;  Bremen 
Bank  v.  Umrath,  42  Mo.  App.  525. 
N.  H.  —  Atlantic  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Sanders,  36  N.  H.  252.  N.  J.  — Kirk 
V.  Rickerson,  46  N.  J.  L.  13;  Addis  v. 
Van  Buskirk,  24  N.  J.  L.  218.  N.  Y. 
Baer  v.  Hoffman,  150  App.  Div.  473, 
135  N.  Y.  Supp.  28.  N  D.  — Viets  v. 
Silver,  15  N.  D.  51,  106  N.  W.  35.  Tex. 
Sweetzer  v.  Claflin,  74  Tex,  667,  12  S. 
W.  395;  Ueovich  v.  Victoria  First 
Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  138  S.  W. 
1102.       Vt.  — Bank    of   Manchester   v. 

.Allen,  11  Vt.  302. 

80.  U.  S.  —  Carrington  v.  Ford,  4 
Cranch  C.  C.  231,  5  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,449; 
Irwin  V.  Brown,  2  Cranch  C.  C.  314,  13 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,080;  Conant  v.  Wills, 
1  McLean  427,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,087. 
Ala.  —  Long  v.  Gwin,  80  So.  440; 
Leigh  &  Co.  v.  Lightfoot,  11  Ala.  935; 
Dew  V.  Garner,  7  Port.  503.  Ark. — Mat- 
lock V.  Purefoy,  18  Ark.  492.  Cal. 
Corcoran  v.  Doll,  32  Cal.  82.  Colo. 
Thackaray  v.  Hanson,  1  Colo.  365. 
Conn.  —  Pascueci  v.  Rossi,  91  Conn. 
S98,  101  Atl.  22;  Walbridge  v.  Arnold, 
21  Conn.  424;  Hoyt  v.  Seeley,  18  Conn. 
353;  Sigony  v.  Richards,  1  Root  119. 
Fla.  —  Crystal  River  Lumb.  Co.  v,  Con- 
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solidated  Naval  iStores  Co.,  63  Fla. 
119,  58  So.  129.  Ga.  — Boswell  v.  John- 
son, 5  Ga.  App.  251,  62  S.  B.  1003. 
Haw.  —  Henry  v.  Brown,  18  Hawaii 
263.  III.  — Reed  v.  Fleming,  209  111. 
390,  70  N.  E.  667;  Fitzgerald  v.  Lorenz, 
181  III.  411,  54  N.  B.  1029;  Williams 
V.  German  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.,  68  111. 
387;  Crittenden  v.  French,  21  111.  598; 
Sappington  v.  PuUiam,  4  111.  385;  Kent 
V.  Thelin,  195  111.  App.  440;  Teeter  v. 
Poe,  48  111.  App.  158.  Ind.  — Glasgow 
V.  Hobbs,  62  Ind.  239;  Wooster  v. 
Lyons,  5  Blackf.  60;  Patterson  v. 
Graves,  5  Blackf.  593;  Long  v.  Long, 
2  Blackf.  293;  Ijambert  v.  Blackman, 
1  Blackf.  59.  La.  —  Blanchard  v. 
Maurin,  8  La.  200.  Me. — Blackstone 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Lane,  80  Me.  165,  13  Atl 
683.  Md.  — Rich  v.  Boyce,  39  Md.  314. 
Mass.  —  Reed  v.  Bacon,  175  Mass.  407, 
56  N.  E.  716;  State  Tr.  Co.  v.  Owen 
Paper  Co.,  162  Mass.  156,  38  N.  E.  438; 
Clary  v.  Thomas,  103  Mass.  44;  Fay 
V.  Goulding,  10  Pick.  122.  Minn. — Kauf- 
man V.  Barbour,  103  Minn.  173,  114  N. 
W.  738.  Miss.  —  Heaverin  v.  Donnell, 
7  Smed.  &  M.  244,  45  Am.  Dec.  302. 
Mo.  —  Bank  of  Pleasant  Hill  v.  Wil- 
lis,  79  Mo.  275;  Bennett  v.  McCanse, 
65  Mo.  194;  Brooks  v.  Ancell,  61  Mo. 
178;  Dent  v.  Miles,  4  Mo.  419;  Bar- 
rows V.  Million,  43  Mo.  App.  79.  Pa, 
Yardley  Nat.  Bank  v.  Vansant,  214  Pa. 
250,  63  Atl.  544.  Tenn.  — White  v. 
Fassitt  &  Co.,  10  Humph.  191.  Tex. 
Mason  v.  Kleberg,  4  Tex.  85;  Lewis 
V.  Farmers'  &  Mechanics'  Nat.  Bank 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  204  S.  W.  888;  Harty 
t:  Keokuk  Sav.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.) 
201  S.  W.  419;  Houston  Transp.  Co.  r. 
Paine  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  193  S.  W.  188; 
Coleman  v.  Garvin  (Tex  Civ.  App ), 
158  S.  W.  185;  J.  I^Case  Threshiig 
Mach.  Co.  V.  Robertson  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  131  S.  W.  439;  Winn  v.  Sloan 
&  Co.,  1  White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas.  §  1103. 
W.  Va.  —  Bank  of  Greenville  v.  S.  T. 
Lowry  &  Co.,  81  W.  Va.  578,  94  S.  B. 
985.  Wis.  —  Union  Inv.  Co.  v.  Epley, 
164  Wis.  438,  160  N.  W.  175;  Walsh  v. 
Blatehley,  6  Wis.  422,  70  Am.  Dec.  469. 
[a]  Descriptio  Peraonae.  —  In  suit 
on  a  note,  the  petition  alleged  a  prom- 
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note  in  question  is  attached  to  the  pleading  as  an  exhibit^*^ 

(2.)  Maker,  Drawer  or  Promisor.  —  The  evidence  should  correspond  with 
the  allegations  of  the  person  executing  the  instrument  as  drawer  or 
raaker.*^  If  he  is  described  in  the  pleading  by  his  full  christian  name, 
it  is  not  a  material  variance  that  the  note  or  bill  introduced  is  signed 


ise  to  pay  to  "David  A.  Ely"  while 
the  note  was  made  payable  to  "D.  A. 
Ely."  The  variance  was  held  im- 
material particularly  since  no  affidavit 
was  filed  by  the  defendant  showing 
wherein  he  was  misled.  Ely  v.  Porter, 
58  Mo.  158. 

[b]  "Bill  Single"  Alleged,  Promis- 
sory Note  Proved. —  (1)  At  common 
law  a  "bill  single"  was  an  uncondi- 
tional written  promise  to  pay  money 
under  the  seal  of  the  obligor.  It  was 
not  negotiable  and  although  identical 
in  form  with  a  promissory  note  it  was 
technically  distinct,  so  that  a  com- 
plaint declaring  on  the  one  Instrument 
was  not  supported  by  proof  of  the 
other.  Davis  v.  McWhorter,  122  Ala. 
570,  26  So.  119;  McCrummen  v.  Camp- 
bell, 82  Ala.  566,  2  So.  482.  (2)  This 
has  been  changed,  and  this  law  of  var- 
iance abrogated  by  the  negotiable  in- 
struments law  which  declares  that  the 
negotiable  character  of  an  instrument 
is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  it  bears 
a  seal.  "To  hold  that  it  still  works 
a  fatal  variance  between  pleading  and 
proof,  in  spite  of  the  statutory  change 
referred  to,  would  be  an  absurd  and 
intolerable  technicality."  Long  v. 
Gwiu  (Ala.),  80  So.  440. 


81.  Ind.  —  Cassaday  v.  American 
Ins.  Co.,  72  Ind.  95;  Carper  v.  Gaar, 
Scott  &  Co.,  70  Ind.  212.  La.  — Eio  v. 
Gordon,  14  La,  418;  Wevman  v.  Cater, 
13  La.  492;  Ditto  v.  Barton,  6  Mart. 
(N.  S.)  127;  Krumbhaar  v.  Ludeling, 
3  Mart.  (0.  S.)  640;  Tenney  v.  Eus- 
sell,  1  Eob.  449.  Mo. — Jacobs  v.  Gib- 
son, 77  Mo.  App.  244.  Ohio.  —  Brain- 
ard  V.  Eittberger,  4  Ohio  Deo.  (Ee- 
print)  432.  Tex.  —  Morrison  v.  Keese 
&  Son,  25  Tex.  Supp.  154;  Pyron  v. 
Grinder,  25  Tex.  Supp.  159;  Kennon 
V.  Bailey,  15  Tex.  Civ.  App,  28,  38  S. 
W.  377.  Vt.  — Fisher  v.  Beckwith,  19 
Vt.  31,  46  Am.  Dec.  174. 

82.  TJ.  S.  —  Craig  v.  Brown,  Pet.  C. 
C,  139,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,326.  Ark. 
Boren  v.  State  Bank,  8  Ark.  500;  Bank 
of  State  V.  Hubbard,  4  Ark,  419.  Cal. 
Cotes  V.  Campbell,  3  Cal.  191.     Conn! 


Eossiter '  v.  Marsh,  4  Conn.  196.  111. 
Desmond  v.  St.  Louis  etc.  E.  Co.,  77 
111.  631;  Becker  v.  German  Mut.  Fire 
Ins.  Co.,  68  111.  412.  Ind.  —  Louden  u. 
Walpole,  1  Ind.  319,  Smith  121.  la. 
Hall  V.  Bennett,  2  G.  Gr.  466.  Mo, 
King  V.  Clark,  7  Mo.  269. 

[a]  Evidence  may  be  received  to 
show  that  the  promisor  alleged  and  the 
person  proved  are  one  and  the  same 
person  where  otherwise  there  would  be 
an  apparent  variance.  Ala.  —  Madison 
College  V.  Burke,  6  Ala.  494.  Ark. 
Jester  d.  Hopper,  13  Ark.  43.  lU.  —  Des- 
mond v.  St.  Louis  etc.  K.  Co.,  77  111. 
631;  Peyton  v.  Tappan,  2  111.  388; 
Graham  v.  Eiszner,  28  111.  App.  '  269. 
Ind.  — Gaskin  v.  Wells,  15  Ind.  253; 
Farley  v.  Harvey,  14  Ind.  377;  Las- 
selle  V.  Hewson,  5  Blackf.  161;  Leap- 
hardt  v.  Sloan,  5  Blackf.  278. 

[b]  Proof  of  (1)  an  execution  by 
defendant's  agent  will  sustain  an  aver- 
ment of  execution  by  the  defendant 
himself.  Ala.  —  Baldwin  v.  Stebbins, 
Minor  180.  Conn,  —  Phelps  v.  Eiley, 
3  Conn.  266.  Mo.  —  Slevin  v.  Eeppy, 
46  Mo.  606;  McMartin  v.  Adams,  16 
Mo.  268.  N.  M.  — Meyer  &  Sons  Co. 
V.  Black,  4  N.  M.  352,  16  Pac.  620. 
(2)  But  if  the  allegation  is  of  an  exe- 
cution by  an  agent,  such  allegation 
is  descriptive  of  the  instrument  and 
must  be  proved  or  there  is  a  variance. 
Conn.  —  Eossiter  v.  Marsh,  4  Conn. 
196.  Ind.  —  Lawton  v.  Swihart,  10 
Ind.  562.  Me.  —  Atkins  v.  Brown,  59 
Me.  90.  Miss. —  Leach  v.  Blow,  8  Smed. 
&  M.  221. 

[e]  Variance  in  Middle  Nam©  Mater- 
ial. —  Where  the  declaration  described 
the  bill  as  having  been  drawn  by 
"George  A.  Cook"  under  the  name  of 
"G.  A.  Cook"  and  the  bill  offered  in 
evidence  was  drawn  by  "Gr.  W.  Cook" 
the  variance  was  held  material  on  the 
ground  that  though  it  was,  perhaps, 
unnecessary  to  set  out  the  middle  name, 
or  initial  letter  of  the'  middle  name, 
yet  the  pleader  having  done  so  as  a 
description  of  the  instrument,  it  be- 
came material.  King  v.  Clark,  7  Mo. 
269. 

Vol,  XXV 


684 


VARIANCE  AND  FAILURE  OF  PROOF 


by  his  initials,'^  or  by  an  abbreviated  name.'* 

(3.)  Promisee.  —  To  avoid  a  variance,  it  is  necessary  that  the  proof 
support  the  allegation  as  to  the  promisee  or  payee  in  the  instrument.'* 


83.  Ala.  —  Chandler  v.  Hudson,  8 
Ala.  366;  Cantley  v.  Hopkins,  6  Stew. 
&  P.  58.  Ark.  — State  Bank  v.  Peel, 
11  Ark.  750.  Conn.  —  Chestnut-HUl  E. 
Co.  V.  Chase,  14  Conn.  123.  III.  — Wil- 
json  V.  Turner,  81  111.  402;  Hunter  v. 
Bryden,  21  111.  591;  Pickering  v.  Pul- 
sifer,  9  111.  79;  Linn  v.  Buckingham,  2 
m.  451.  lad..  —  West  v.  Hays,  104  Ind. 
30,  3  N.  E.  610;  Eightsell  v.  Kellum, 
48  Ind.  252;  Hunt  v.  Eaymond,  11  Ind. 
215;  Muirhead  v.  Snyder,  4  Ind.  486; 
Lasselle  v.  Hewson,  5  Blackf.  161.  Mo. 
Weaver  v.  McElhenon,  13  Mo.  89.  N, 
T.  —  Claflin  v.  Griffin,  8  Bosw.  689; 
Wood  V.  Bulkley,  13  Johns.  486.  Vt. 
Mellendy  v.  New  England  Protective 
Union,  36  Vt.  31. 

[a]  "  'The  defendant  may  always 
have  inspection  of  the  note  on  which 
he  is  sued  before  he  pleads.'  This  rea- 
soning seems  to  us  conclusive.  If  it 
is  not  his  note,  he  may  file  the  general 
issue  under  oath.  If  he  goes  to  trial 
at  random,  without  inspection,  it  is  his 
own  fault."  Muirhead  v.  Snyder,  4 
Ind.  486. 

[b]  A  note  signed  W.  West  is  prop- 
erly admissible  in  evidence  to  sustain 
an  allegation  against  Warren  West. 
West  V.  Hays,  104  Ind.  30,  3  N.  E.  610. 

[c]  "Loring  Pickering"  and  "L. 
Pickering."  —  "We  may  admit  that 
strictly  and  technically  the  defendant 
'Loring  Pickering'  and  'L.  Pickering' 
may  not  necessarily  be  the  same  per- 
son. Tet,  on  the  other  hand,  they  may 
be  the  same;  and  if  it  shall  in  any 
manner  appear,  either  by  proof  or  by 
implication  of  law,  that  'Loring  Pick- 
ering' did  make  the  note,  then  it  can- 
not be  denied  that  the  allegation  and 
the  evidence  correspond.  'Loring  Pick- 
ering' is  sued.  He  appears  and  pleads 
non-assumpsit.  The  note  is  produced 
signed  'L.  Pickering,'  and  he  does  not, 
under  our  statute,  verify  his  plea  by  af- 
fidavit; and  consequently,  as  we  think, 
does  not  'deny  on  the  trial'  the  execu- 
tion of  the  note  by  himself."  Pick- 
ering 17.   Pulsifer,  9  111.    79. 

[d]  Frederick  W.  Chandler  and  T. 
W.  Chandler.  —  Where  the  name  al- 
leged was  Frederick  W.  Chandler  and 
the  note  oflEered  in  evidence  was  signed 
F.  W.  Chandler,  the  variance  was  held 
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not  material.  Chandler  v.  Hudson,  S 
Ala.  366. 

[e]  A  note  signed  by  J.  P.  Hunt 
was  a,dmitted  though  the  allegation 
stated  his  name  as  Joshua  P.  Hunt. 
Hunt  V.  Eaymond,  11  Ind.  215. 

84.  Ark. — State  Bank  i;.  Peel,  11 
Ark.  750.  HI.  —  Wilson  v.  Turner,  81 
111.  402;  Linn  v.  Buckingham,  2  111.  451. 
Mo.  —  Weaver  v.  McElhenon,  13  Mo. 
89.  N.  T.  —  Wood  V.  Bulkley,  13  Johns. 
486. 

[a]  John  and  Jno.  —  No  material 
variance  arises  where  the  Christian 
name  of  the  signer  of  a  note  is  des- 
cribed as  "John"  in  the  petition,  and 
the  note  offered  in  evidence  is  signed 
as  "Jno."  State  Bank  v.  Peel,  11  Ark. 
750. 

85.  Al*.  —  Taylor  v.  Strickland,  37 
Ala.  642;  Madison  College  v.  Burke, 
6  Ala.  494;  Bowie's  Admx.  v.  Foster, 
Minor  264.  Ark.  —  Murphree  v.  State 
Bank,  4  Ark.  448.      Cal.  —  Farmer  v. 

Cram,  7  Cal.  135.     Ga Gillis  v.  Gil- 

li«,  96  Ga.  1,  23  S.  E.  107,  61  Am.  St. 
Eep.  121,  30  L.  E.  A.  143.  HI.- In- 
graham  V.  Luther,  65  HI.  446;  Boss  v. 
Clawson,  47  111.  402;  Curtis  v.  Marrs, 
29  III.  508;  Stevens  17.  Stebbins,  4  111. 
25;  Greathouse  v.  Kipp,  4  111.  371; 
Peyton  v.  Tappan,  2  HI.  388;  Connolly 
V.  Cottle,  1  HI.  364.  Ind.  — Farley  v. 
Harvey,  14  Ind.  377;  Doron  v.  Cros- 
by, 12  Ind.  634;  McKinney  17.  Harter, 
6  Blackf.  320;  Taylor  v.  Coquillard,  5 
Blackf.  158;  Leaphardt  v.  Sloan,  5 
Blackf.  278;  Eamsay  v.  Herndon,  5 
Blackf.  345.  La.  —  Flogny  17.  Adams, 
11  Mart.  (0.  S.)  547.  Md.- Graham 
V.  Fahnestock,  5  Gill  215.  N.  Y. 
Eoberts  v.  Graves,  42  Hun  659,  25 
Wkly.  Dig.  649.  Ore.  —  Thompson  v. 
Eathbun,  18  Ore.  202,  22  Pae.  837.  S. 
0.  —  Cherry  t;.  Fergeson,  2  McMull.  15; 
Harden  v.  Harden,  1  Strobh.  56.  Tenn. 
White  V.  Fassitt  &  Co.,  10  Humph.  191; 
Wood  V.  Hancock,  4  Humph.  465.  Tex. 
Thomas  v.  Young,  5  Tex.  253. 

[a]  A  material  Tariauce  does  not 
exist  where  the  name  of  the  payee  as 
described  in  the  note  introduced  in 
evidence  and  that  of  the  payee  alleged 
were  used  interchangeably  by  the  par- 
ties concerned.  Harty  v  Keokuk. Sav. 
Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  201  S.  W.  419. 
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(4.)  Date  of  Execution. —  An  allegation  of  a  note  bearing  a  certain 
date  is  descriptive  of  the  instrument  and  the  proof  as  to  the  date  must 
correspond  with  the  allegation.*" 

(5.)  Amount  of  BiE  or  Note  and  Interest.  —  It  is  necessary  to  establish 
as  laid  the  amount  of  the  note*'  and  the  interest  which  it  bears.*'  If 
no  interest  is  mentioned  in  the  pleading  as  to  the  note,  a  variance  arises 
where  the  proof  shows  a  note  with  interest." 

(6.)  Consideration. —  Averments  as  to  the  consideration  of  the  bill  or 
note  should  be  established  as  laid,'"  and  the  same  is  true  as  to  allega- 
tions of  failure  or  want  of  consideration.'^ 

(7.)  Payment. — Alleged  provisions  as  to  time'^  of  the  instrument, 


[b]  Words  Descriptive  of  Named 
Payee. — 'There  is  no  material  vari- 
ance where  the  pleading  alleges  a  note 
made  payable  to  a  named  person  as 
agent  and  attorney  of  the  plaintiff  and 
the  note  introduced  is  simply  made 
payable  to  such  named  person.  Pas- 
cucci  V.  Eossi,  91  Conn.  598,  101  Atl, 
22. 

[c]  "Lizia"  and  "Elizabeth." 
Where  the  Christian  name  of  the  plain- 
tiff is  Elizabeth  and  the  averment  in 
the  declaration  is  that  the  defendant 
made  the  note  sued  on  and  thereby 
promised  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  by  the 
name  of  "Lizia"  etc.  and  the  general 
issue  and  set-off  are  the  only  pleas,  the 
note,  if  it  corresponds  with  the  aver- 
ments in  the  declaration,  is  admissible 
in  evidence  without  further  proof. 
Wilson  V.   Turner,   81   111.  402. 

86.  Ark.  —  Hanly  v.  Real  Estate 
Bank,  4  Ark.  598.  Del.  —  Bank  of  Wil- 
mington &  Brandywine  v.  Simmons,  1 
Harr.  331.  HI. — Streeter  v.  Streeter, 
43  111.  155.  Ind.  — Reid  v.  Cox,  5 
Blackf.  312.  Ky.  —  Savage  v.  Aills,  2 
Mon.  93.  Mo.  —  Grant  v.  Winn,  7  Mo. 
188.  N.  H.  — Atlantic  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Sanders,  36  N.  H.  252.  N.  J.  —  Kirk 
V.  Eickerson,  46  N.  J.  L.  13.  N.  T. 
Weinhandler  v.  Loewenthal,  159  N.  T. 
Supp.  695.  Ohio.  —  Fallis  v.  Howarth, 
Wright  303.  Pa. —  Stephens  v.  Qraham, 
7  Serg.  &  E.  505,  10  Am.  Dec.  485; 
Church  17.  Feterow,  2  Pen.  &  W.  301. 
Vt.  —  Bank  of  Manchester  v.  Allen,  11 
Vt.   302. 

87.  XT.  a  — Eabaud  l>.  D'Wolf,  1 
Paine ,  580,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,519. 
Ala.  —  Fournier  v.  Black,  32  Ala.  41. 
Conn.  —  Norwich  Bank  v.  Hyde,  13 
Conn.  279.  HI.  —  Germania  Fire  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Lieberman,  58  111.  117;  Spang- 
ler  V.  Pugh,  21  111.  85,  74  Am.  Dec.  77. 
Ind.  — Glenn   v.   Porter,    72    Ind.    525; 


Parker  v.  Morton,  29  Ind.  89.  La. 
White  V.  Noland,  3  Mart,  (N.  S.)  636; 
Pilie  V.  Mollere,  2  Mart.  (N.  S.)  666. 
N.  Y.  —  Biasel  v.  Drake,  19  Johns.  66. 
N.  C— -Stevens  v.  Smith,  15  N.  C.  292. 
Ohio.  —  Salisbury  v.  Wilson,  Tapp.  198. 
Tenn.  —  White  v.  Fassitt  &  Co.,  10 
Humph.  191. 

88.  Cooper  v.  Guy,  Tapp.  (Ohio)  180. 

89.  U.  S.  —  Coyle  v.  Gozzler,  2 
Cranch  C.  C.  625,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No  3,312; 
Blue  V  Eussell,  3  Cranch  C.  C.  102,  3 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,568.  Ala.  — Hunt's 
Exr.  V.  Hall,  37  Ala.  702;  Sawyer's 
Admr.  v.  Patterson,  11  Ala.  623.  Me. 
Gragg  V.  Frye,  32  Me.  283.  Ohio. 
Cooper  V.  Guy,  Tapp.  180. 

90.  Bingham  v.  Calvert,  13  Ark. 
399.    White  v.  Molyneux,  2  Ga.  124. 

91.  HI.  — Hall  V.  Marks,  56  111.  125; 
Wheat  V.  Summers,  13  111.  App.  444. 
Ind. — Mooklar  v.  Lewis,  40  Ind.  1. 
Ky.  — Coyle 's  Exx.  v.  Fowler,  3  J.  J. 
Marsh.  472:  Davis  v.  Young,  3  Mon. 
381. 

[a]  Evidence  of  a  partial  failure  of 
consideration  will  not  support  an  al- 
legation of  a  total  failure  of  considera- 
tion. V.  S.  —  Packwood  v.  Clark,  3 
Sawy.  546,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,656. 
Ark.  —  Cheney  v.  Higginbotham,  10 
Ark.  273.  111.  —  Campbell  v.  Campbell, 
130  111.  466,  22  N.  E.  620,  6  L.  E.  A. 
167;  Burnap  v.  Cook,  32  111.  168.  Minn. 
Whitacre  v.  Culver,  9  Minn.  295. 

[b]  Evidence  of  an  illegal  consider- 
ation does  not  support  an  allegation  of 
want  of  consideration.  Coyle 's  Exx. 
V.  Fowler,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  472. 

92.  IT.  S.— Page's  Admrs.  v.  Bank 
of  Alexandria,  7  Wheat.  35,  5  L.  ed. 
390;  iSheehy  v.  Mandeville,  7  Cranch 
208,  3  L.  ed.  317;  Kikindal  v.  Mitchell, 
2  McLean  402,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,763; 
Ex  parte  Kelty,  1  Low.  394,  14  Fed. 
Cas.  No,  7,681.    Ala.  — White  v.  Word, 
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mode'*  and  place'*  of  payment  must  be  proved  as  laid. 

(8.)  Indorsements.-    There  should  be  substantial  conformity  between 
the  allegation  and  the  proof  as  to  indorsements'*  and  the  time,'*  man- 


23  Ala.  442;  Caller's  Exx.  v.  Boy  kin, 
Minor  206.  D.  C.  —  Johnston  v.  Ean- 
dall,  2  Mackey  81.  HI.  —  Mumford  u. 
Tolmak,  157  111.  258,  41  N.  E.  617; 
Eoberts  v.  Corby,  86  111.  182;  Tipton 
V.  Utley,  59  111.  25;  Morton  v.  Tenny, 
16  HI.  494.  Ind.  —  Hamilton  v.  Pumph- 
rey,  20  Ind.  396;  Vandevender  v.  Pitts- 
ford,  6  Blackf.  197;  Hoover  v.  John- 
Bon,  6  Blackf.  473.  Me. —  Hilt  v.  Camp- 
bell, 6  G-reenl.  109.  Mass.  —  Stanwood 
V.  Seovel,  4  Pick.  422.  Miss.  —  Conner 
V.  Eouth,  7  How.  176,  40  Am.  Dee.  59. 
N.  T.  —  Chapman  r.  Carolin,  3  Bosw. 
456.  S.  C.  —  Morris  v.  Fort,  2  McCord 
397.  Tenn.  —  Blakemore  v.  Wood,  3 
Sneed  469.  Vt.  —  Bates  v.  Leclair,  49 
Tt.  229;  Passumpsie  Bank  v.  Goss,  31 
Vt.  315;  Woodstock  Bank  v.  Downer, 
27  Vt.  482,  65  Am.  Dec.  210.  W.  Va. 
Scott  V.  Baker,  3  W.  Va.  285. 

93.  Ala.  —  Weaver  v.  Lapsley,  42 
Ala.  601,  94  Am.  Dee.  671;  Carlisle  v. 
Davis,  7  Ala.  42.  Oa.  —  Phillips  v. 
Dodge,  8  Ga.  51.  111.  —  Owen  v.  Bar- 
num,  7  111.  461.  N.  H.  —  Chiekering  v. 
Greenleaf,  6  N.  H.  51.  N.  Y.  — Butler 
V.  Eawson,  1  Denio  105. 

[a]  "In  the  Common  Cfurrency  of 
Alabama."  — As  a  writing  in  the  form 
of  a  promissory  note  for  the  payment 
of  a  sum  of  money  "in  the  common 
currency  of  Alabama"  is  not  an  under- 
taking to  pay  the  sum  expressed  in 
coin,  but  in  bank  notes,  it  is  inadmis- 
sible under  a  declaration,  describing  it 
as  a  promissory  note  for  the  payment 
of  a  sum  in  numero.  Carlisle  v.  Davis, 
7  Ala.  42. 

94.  Ala.  — Clancy  v.  Billiard,  39 
Ala.  713;  Puckett  v.  King,  Upson  & 
Co.,  2  Ala.  570.  Axk.  — Walker  «. 
Walker,  5  Ark.  643;  Dickinson  v. 
Tunstall,  4  Ark.  170;  Caruthers  v.  Real 
Estate  Bank,  4  Ark.  447.  Conn. — Corn- 
stock  V.  Savage,  27  Conn.  184.  I>el. 
Thornton,  C.  &  Co.  v.  Herring,  5  Houst. 
154.  HI.  — Childs  V.  Laflin,  55  111.  156; 
Lowe  V.  Bliss,  24  111.  168,  76  Am.  Dee. 
Y42.  Ind.  —  Alden  v.  Barbour,  3  Ind. 
414.  Miss.  —  Walker  v.  Tunstall,  3 
How.  259.  Mo. — Faulkner  v.  Faulk- 
ner, 73  Mo.  327;  Bank  of  Missouri  v. 
Vaughan,  36  Mo.  90.     Tex.  —  Krueger 
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V.  Klinger,  10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  576,  30 
S.  W.  1087. 

95.  11.  S.  —  Eey  v.  Simpson,  22  How. 
341,  16  L..  ed.  260.  Ala.  —  Clancy  v. 
Hilliard,  39  Ala.  713;  Davis  &  Co.  v. 
Campbell,  3  Stew.  319.  111.  —  Lee  v. 
Mendel,  40  111.  359.  Miss.  —  Holmes  v. 
Preston,  71  Miss.  541,  14  So.  455.  Ore. 
Everding  v.  Toft,  82  Ore.  1,  150  Pae. 
757,  160  Pac.  1160.  Pa.  — Dilworth  v. 
Hirst,  8  Leg.  Int.  Ill,  1  Phila.  206. 
Tenn.  —  Newell,  Irvin  &  Co.  v.  Wil- 
liams, 5  Sneed  208.  Tex.  —  Washing- 
ton V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  64  Tex.  4. 

[a]  Proof  that  defendant  was  a 
maker  or  guarantor  is  materially  vari- 
ant from  an  allegation  that  he  was  an 
indorser.  Everding  v.  Toft,  82  Ore.  1, 
150  Pae.   757,   160   Pae.   1160. 

98.  Md.  —  Canfield  v.  Mcllwaine,  32 
Md.  94;  Penn  v.  Flack,  3  Gill  &  J.  369. 
Mass. — Little  v.  Blunt,  16  Pick  359. 
Va.  — Davis  v.  Miller,  14  Gratt.  (55 
Va.)  1. 

[a]  'Where  an  allegation  that  notes 
were  Indorsed  after  they  were  made 
was  disproved  by  the  evidence  which 
showed  the  notes  to  have  been  indorsed 
before  the  blanks  in  them  were  filled 
up,  plaintiff  was  allowed  to  recover. 
Eussel  •».  Langstaffe,  2  Doug.  514,  99 
Eng.  Eeprint  328. 

[b]  Where  an  indorsement  of  a  bill 
of  exchange  before  it  became  due  was 
alleged,  and  it  appeared  in  the  evidence 
that  the  indorsement  was  made  after 
the  bill  became  due,  the  variance  was 
held  immaterial.  Young  v.  Wright,  1 
Campb.  (Eng.)   139. 

[c]  Indorsement  on  Certain  Day. 
In  an  action  by  an  indorsee  against 
the  maker  of  a  note,  the  declaration  al- 
leged that  the  indorsement,  which  bore 
no  date,  was  made  on  a  certain  day, 
but  the  evidence  showed  it  to  have 
been  made  on  another  day.  The  vari- 
ance was  considered  immaterial.  Lit- 
tle 17.  Blunt,  16  Pick.   (Mass.)   359. 

[d]  But  If  an  Indorsement  of  a  note 
is  alleged  to  bear  date  of  a  particular 
day,  the  time  enters  into  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  contract  and  must  be  proved 
as  alleged.  Little  v.  Blunt,  16  Pick 
(Mass.)   359. 
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ner®^  and  parties®'  making  the  same.  But  a  variance  in  respect  to  in- 
dorsements which  does  not  operate  as  a  surprise  upon  the  opposite 
party  is  not  material.^® 

(9.)  Demand  and  Notice.  —  Where  demand  and  notice  are  necessary  to  -i 
fix  the  liability  of  an  indorser  upon  negotiable  paper,  an  allegation  of 
such  deimand  and  notice  in  an  action  against  indorsers  must  be  proved 
as  alleged,^  or  facts  proved  to  show  an  excuse  for  demand,  and  notice.* 

4.  Objections-to  Variance.  —  a.  In  General.  —  A  litigant  who  in  the 
progress  of  a  trial  wishes  to  take  advantage  of  an  asserted  variance  be- 
tween his  adversary's  pleading  and  proof  must  make  an  appropriate 
and  seasonable  objection  thereto,^  ordinarily  when  the  variant  evidence 


97.  Ala,  —  Alabama  Coal  Min.  Co, 
V.  Brainard,  35  Ala.  476;  Strader,  P. 
&  Co.  V.  Alexander,  9  Port.  441.  111. 
Dunker  v.  Schlotfeldt,  49  111.  App.  652; 
Kozet  V.  Harvey,  26  111.  App.  558.  Ind. 
Moore  v.  Pendleton,  16  Ind.  481;  Stowe 
1?.  Weir,  15  Ind.  341;  Chapman  v. 
Harper,  7  Blackf.  333;  Bowers  v. 
Trevor,  5  Blackf.  24.  la.  —  Snyder  v. 
Eeno,  38  Iowa  329;,  Skinner  v.  Church, 
36  Iowa  91.  Ky.  — Dodge  v.  Bank  of 
Kentucky,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  610.  La. 
Taylor  v.  Normand,  12  Eob.  240.  Mass. 
State  Trust  Co.  v.  Owen  Paper  Co.,  162 
Mass.  156,  38  N.  E.  438.  N.  Y.  — Nor- 
ris  V.  Badger,  6  Cow.  449. 

98.  U.  S.  —  Eey  f.  Simpson,  22 
How.  341,  16  L.  ed.  260;  Hyer  v.  Smith, 
3  Cranflfl-  C.  C.  437,  12  Fed.  Oas.  No.  6,- 
979.  Ala.  —  Clancy  v.  Hilliaid,  39  Ala. 
713;  Davis  &  Co.  v.  Campbell,  3  Stew. 
319.  Aik.  —  Jordan  v.  Ford,  7  Ark. 
416.  m.  — Lee  v.  Mendel,  4'0  HI.  359; 
Speer  v.  Craig,  22  111.  433.  Ind.— Smel- 
ser  V.  Wayne  &  U.  S.  L.  Tpk.  Co.,  82 
Ind.  417;  Glenn  v.  Porter,  72  Ind.  525; 
Carpenter  v.  Sheldon,  22  Ind.  259. 
Miss  — Holmes  v.  Preston,  71  Miss. 
641,  14  So.  455.  Pa.  — Dilworth  v. 
Hirst,  8  Leg.  Int.  Ill,  1  PhUa.  206; 
Lautermilch  v.  Kneagy,  3  Serg.  &  B. 
202.  Tenn,  —  Newell,  Irvin  &  Co.  v. 
Williams,  5  Sneed  208.  Tex.  — Wash- 
ington V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  64  Tex.  4. 

99.  Lewis  v.  Farmers'  &  Mechanics' 
Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  204  S.  W. 
888. 

[a]  .ailiire  To  Mention  Indorsers, 
A  declaration  in  an  action  on  a  nego- 
tiable note  against  the  makers  there- 
of only  need  not  mention  such  indors- 
ers as  have  placed  their  names  on  the 
back  of  it,  and  the  indorsed  note  is  ad- 
missible under  the  declaration  so 
drawn.     Bank   of   Greenville  v.  S.   T. 


Lowry  &  Co.,  81   W.  Va.  578,  94  S.  E. 
985. 

1.  Ala.  —  Bank  at  Decatur  v. 
Hodges,  9  Ala.  631;  Bromberg  v.  Self 
(Ala.  App.),  80  So.  631.  Ark.  — Ander- 
son V.  Yell,  15  Ark.  9.  La.  —  Laf  erriere 
V.  Bynum,  12  La.  587.  N.  Y.  — Smed- 
berg  V.  Whittlesey,  3  Sandf.  Ch.  320. 
Ohio.  —  Myers  v.  Standart,  11  Ohio  St. 
29. 

Contra,  Smith  v.  Eobinson,  11  Ala. 
270;  Crawford  v.  Camfield,  6  Ala.  153; 
Quigley  v.  Primrose,  8  Port.  (Ala.)  247. 

2.  Bromberg  v.  Self  (Ala.  App.),  80 
So.  631. 

[a]  Facts  which  excuse  demand  and 
notice  to  the  indorser  are  deemed  proof 
of  such  demand.  Bromberg  v.  Self 
(Ala.  App.),  80  So.  631. 

3.  U.  S.  —  Eoberts  v.  Graham,  6 
Wall.  578,  18  L.  ed.  791;  Phoenix 
Securities  Co.  v.  Dittmar,  224  Fed. 
892,  140  C.  C.  A.  336.  Ala.  — Wood- 
ward Iron  Co.  V.  Lowther,  194  Ala.  232, 
69  So.  877;  Woodward  Iron  Co.  v. 
Steel,  192  Ala.  538,  68  So.  473;  Birm- 
ingham V.  Carle,  191  Ala.  539,  68  So. 
22;  Morrison  v.  Clark,  14  Ala.  App. 
323,  70  So.  200.  Cal.  — Bar'.on  Land 
&  Water  Co.  v.  Grafton  Water  Co.,  171 
Cal.  89,  152  Pae.  48.  Idaho.  —  Douville 
V.  Pacific  Coast  Cas.  Co.,  25  Idaho  396, 
138  Pae.  506,  Ann.  Cas.  1917A,  112. 
HI.  —  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.  v  Behrens, 
208  111.  20,  69  N.  B.  796;  Cowan  v. 
Bouffleur,  192  III.  App.  21;  Thompson 
V.  Marks,  186  HI.  App.  92;  Maney  Mill. 
Co.  V.  Baker-Wignall  &  Co.,  186  111! 
App.  390;  Tulo  v.  O'Gara  Coal  Co., 
183  111.  App.  423;  Basso  v.  Chicago 
City  B,f.  Co.,  181  HI.  App.  494.  Ind. 
Morris  v.  Eeyman,  55  Ind.  App.  112, 
103  N.  E.  423.  Mass.  — Butterworth 
V.  Western  Assur.  Co.,  132  Mass.  489. 
Mich.  —  Moilanen  v.  Washiagton  Iron 
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is  sought  to  be  introduced.*  His  failure  to  do  so  operates  to  waive  the 
ground  of  objection,'  except  in  those  cases  where  the  variance  amounts 
to  a  total  failure  of  proof."   It  may  preclude  him  from  asserting  the 


Co.,  176  Mich.  605,  142  N.  W.  757.  Mo. 
Ely  V.  Porter,  58  Mo.  158;  Young  v. 
Millon  (Mo.  App.),  183  S.  "W.  355; 
Zachra  v.  American  Mfg.  Co.,  179  Mo. 
App.  683,  162  S.  W.  1077;  Olive  Street 
Bank  v.  Phillips,  179  Mo.  App.  488,  162 
S.  W.  721;  Lazerine  v.  Lazerine,  179 
Mo.  App.  476,  162  S.  W.  719;  Eundel- 
man  v.  John  O'Brien  Boiler  Works,  178 
Mo.  App.  642,  161  S.  W.  609;  Eumbolz 
V.  Bennett,  86  Mo.  App.  174.  Mont. 
Mosher  v.  Sutton's  New  Theater  Co., 
48  Mont.  137,  137  Pae.  534.  .Neb. 
Home  Savings  Bank  v.  Shallenberger, 
95  Neb.  593,  146  N.  W.  993.  N.  D. 
Eickel  V.  Sherman,  34  N.  D.  298,  158 
N.  W.  266.  Okla.  —  Missouri,  O.  & 
G.  By.  Co.  V.  Collins,  47  Okla.  761,  150 
Pae.  142.  Ore.  —  Blake  v.  National 
Hospital  Assn.,  70  Ore.  264,  141  Pae. 
158.  Pa.  —  Irwin  v.  Lenten  Brick  Co., 
59  Pa.  Super.  150;  Clark  v.  Millett,  57 
Pa.  Super.  287;  Shaffer  v.  Bahr,  67 
Pa.  Super.  48.  S.  D.  —  Meldrum  v. 
Kenefick,  15  S.  D.  370,  89  N.  W.  863. 
Tex.  —  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Tay- 
lor (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  167  S.  W.  289. 
Wash.  —  Kneeland  Inv.  Co.  v.  Beren- 
des,  81  Wash.  372,  142  Pae.  869. 

4.  Ala,.  —  Woodward  Iron  Co.  v. 
Steel,  192  Ala.  538,  68  So.  473;  Birm- 
ingham V.  Carle,  191  Ala.  539,  68  So. 
22;  Morrison  v.  Clark,  14  Ala.  App. 
323,  70  So.  200.  Colo.  —  Colorado  Mtg. 
&  Inv.  Co.  V.  Eees,  21  Colo.  435,  42  Pae. 
42.  lU.  — Swift  &  Co.  V.  Eutkowski, 
182  111.  18,  54  N.  B.  1038;  Chatsworth 
V.  Eowe,  166  111.  114,  46  N.  B.  763; 
McCormick  Harv.  Mach.  Co.  v.  Bur- 
andt,  136  111.  170,  26  N.  E.  588;  Wil- 
liamson V.  Eexroat,  55  111.  App.  116; 
Tucker  v.  Burkitt,  49  111.  App.  278. 
La.  —  Wykoff  V.  Miller,  48  La.  Ann. 
475,  19  So.  478.  Md.  — Straus  v. 
Young,  36  Md.  246.  N.  Y.— Brady 
V.  Nally,  151  N.  Y.  258,  45  N.  E.  547. 
Okla.  —  Missouri,  O.  &  G.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Collins,  47  Okla.  761,  160  Pao.  142. 

But  see  imfra,  III,  C,  4,  b,  (II), 
(B). 

5.  XT.  S.  —  Grayson  v.  Lynch,  163 
U.  S.  468,  16  Sup.  Ct.  1064,  41  L.  ed. 
230;  Wasatch  Min.  Co  v.  Crescent 
Kin.  Co.,  148  IT.  -S.  293,  13  Sup.  Ct. 
600,  37  L.  ed.  454;     Pennsylvania  Co. 
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V.  Cole,  214  Fed.  948,  131  C.  C.  A. 
244.  Ala.  —  Woodward  Iron  Co.  v. 
Steel,  192  Ala.  538,  68  So.  473;  Bir- 
mingham V.  Carle,  191  Ala.  539,  68  So. 
22.  Oal.  —  Bell  «;. .  Knowles,  45  Cal. 
193;  Dikemau  v.  Norrie,  36  Cal.  94; 
Marshall  v.  Ferguson,  23  Cal.  65.  Colo. 
Percy  Consol.  Min.  Co.  v.  Hallam,  22 
Colo.  233,  44  Pae.  509;  Cunningham  v. 
Bostwiek,  7  Colo.  Apn.  ■>  '"^,  43  Pae.  151. 
III.  —  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co  v.  Behrens, 
208  111.  20,  69  N.  E.  796;     Chicago  & 

A.  E.  Co.  V.  Dumser,  161  111.  190,  43 
N.  E.  698;  Harris  v.  Shebeck,  151  111. 
287,  37  N.  E.  1015;  Libby  v.  Scher- 
man,  146  111.  540,  34  N.  E.  801,  37 
Am.  St.  Eep.  191.  Ind.  —  Krewson  v. 
Cloud,  45  Ind.  273;  Woodward  v.  Wil- 
cox, 27  Ind.  207;  Hull  v.  Green,  26  Ind. 
388.  La.  —  Langlini  v.  Broussard,  12 
Mart.  (0.  S.)  242.  Me.  —  Conway  Fire 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Sewall,  54  Me.  352.  Md. 
Straus  V.  Young,  36  Md.  246.  Mass. 
Eussell  V.  Barry,  115  Mass.  3'00;  Hutch- 
inson V.  Gurley,  8  Allen  23.  Miim. 
O'Connor  v.  Delaney,  53  Minn.  247,  54 
N.  W.  1108,  39  Am.  St.  Eep.  601;  John- 
son V.  Avery,  41  Minn.  485,  43  N.  W. 
340;  Cummings  v,  Petsch,  41  Minn. 
115,  42  N.  W.  789.  M  s.  — Kimbrough 
V.  Eagsdale,  69  Miss.  674,  13  S.  830; 
Stier  V.  Surget,  10  Smed.  &  M.  154. 
Mo.  —  Walden  v.  Bolton,  55  Mo.  405; 
Blair  v.  Corby,  29  Mo.  480;  Liddell  v. 
Fisher,  48  Mo.  App.  449.  Mont. — ^Froh- 
ner  v.  Eodgers,  2  Mont.  179.  Nev. 
Tognini  v.  Kyle,  17  Nev.  209,  30  Pae! 
829,  45  Am.  Eep.  442.  N.  H.  — Hop- 
kins V.  Atlantic  &  St.  L.  E.  Co.,'  36 
N.  H.  9,  72  Am.  Dec.  287;  McConihe  v. 
Sawyer,  12  N.  H.  396.  N.  Y.  — Nie- 
buhr  V.  Schreyer,  135  N.  Y.  614,  32  N. 

B.  13;  Barnes  v.  Ferine,  12  N.  Y.  18; 
Dey  V.  Prentice,  90  Hun  27,  36  N.  Y. 
Supp.  563.  N.  O.  — Allen  v.  Sallinger, 
108  N.  C.  159,  12  S.  E.  896.  N.  D. 
Eickel  V.  Sherman,  34  N.  D.  298,  158 
N.  W.  266.  Ohio.  — Speer  v.  Bishop, 
24  Ohio  St.  598.  Ore.— Blake  v.  Nation- 
al Hospital  Assn.  70  Ore.  264,  141  Pae. 
158.  Pa.  —  Miller  v.  Miller,  4  Pa.  317. 

6.  Oa.  —  Biirdette  v.  Crawford,  125 
Ga.  577,  54  S.  E.  677;  Central  Eailroad 
&  Banking  Co.  v.  Cooper,  95  Ga.  406, 
22  S.  B.  549;    Napier  v.  Strong,  19  Ga. 
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variance  at  a  later  stage  of  the  case  in  the  trial  court/  and  unless  the 
record  discloses  what  is  termed  a  failure  of  proof,*  prevents  him  from 
predicating  error  thereon  in  a  court  of  review.^ 

b.  Manner  of  Making. — (I.)  General  or  Special  Objection.—  Unless  the 
variance  clearly  amounts  to  a  failure  of  proof,^"  it  cannot  be  raised  by 
a  general  objection  to  the  evidence,  it  being  necessary  that  the  objec- 
tion specifically  point  out  the  ground  thereof,^^  otherwise  error  cannot 
be  based  on  the  court's  ruling  in  respect  thereto. 

(II.)  By  What  Method.  —  (A.)  Oyer  and  Demukeer.  —  A  method  of  rais- 
ing the  question  of  variance  in  respect  to  a  written  instrument  declared 
on  was  by  craving  oyer  of  the  instrument,  thus  making  it  part  of  the 
record,  and  demurring  to  the  declaration.*^ 


App.  401,  91  S.  E.  579.  N.  Y.  — Brown 
V.  Wolie,  119  App.  Div.  777,  104r  N.  Y. 
Supp.  573;  Girbekian  v.  Cairo  Cigarette 
Co.,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  345.  Ore.  — John- 
son V.  Stillwell,  90  Ore.  211,  176  Pac. 
123. 

[a]  "A  different  rule  would  apply 
when  evidence  is  admitted  without  ob- 
jection which  might  be  rejected  as  not 
conforming  to  the  allegations  as  laid, 
but  which  in  fact  relates  to  the  same 
cause  of  action  declared  on.  In  such 
a  case  our  courts  have  repeatedly  held 
that  a  party  waives  his  objection  to 
the  pleadings  by  allowing  such  evi- 
dence to  go  to  the  jury  without  ob- 
jection; the  reason  for  this  just  rule 
in  such  a  case  evidently  being  that 
had  objection  been  made,  the  party 
tendering  such  evidence  might  have 
amended  his  pleadings  so  as  to  con- 
form thereto."  iNapier  v.  Strong,  19 
Ga.  App.  401,  91  S.  E.  579. 

As  to  what  constitutes  failure  of 
proof,  see  supra,  III,  A,  1,  b. 

7.  See  infra,  III,  C,  4,  b,  (II),  (B). 

8.  See  infra,  III,  C,  8,  a.  As  to 
what  constitutes  a  failure  of  proof,  see 
supra,  III,  A,  1,  b. 

9.  See  infra.  III,  C,  8,  a. 

10.  See  supra.  III,  A,  1,  b,  and  see 
infra.  III,  C,  8,  a. 

11.  V.  S.  —  Illinois  Car  &  Equip- 
ment Co.  V.  Linstroth  Wagon  Co.,  112 
Fed.  737,  50  C.  C.  A.  504;  Walsh  v. 
Colclough,  56  Fed.  778,  6  C.  C.  A.  114. 
Ala.  —  Woodward  Iron  Co.  v.  Lowther, 
194  Ala.  232,  69  So.  877;  Alabama  k., 
E.  Co.  V.  Darby,  119  Ala.  531,  24  So. 
713;  Eichards  v.  Bestor,  90  Ala.  352, 
8  So.  30;  Milton  v.  Haden,  32  Ala.  30, 
70  Am.  Deo.  523;  Sawyer's  Admr.  v. 
Patterson,  11  Ala.  523.  Cal.  —  Evers- 
don  V.  Mayhew,  85  Cal.  1,  21  Pac.  431, 


24  Pac.  382;  Knox  v.  Higby,  76  Cal. 
264,  18  Pac.  381.  Oonn.  — Scott  v. 
Scott,  83  Conn.  634,  78  Atl.  314.  Fla. 
Spencer  v.  Dell,  55  Pla.  790,  46  So. 
729.  G-a.  —  Southern  Mut.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Turnley,  100  Ga.  296,  27  S.  E.  975. 
111. —  Gascoigne  v.  Metropolitan  West 
Side  El.  E.  Co.,  239  111.  18,  87  N.  E. 
883;  Swift  &  Co.  V.  Eutkowski,  182 
111.  18,  54  N.  E.  1038;  Joliet  v.  John- 
son, 177  111.  178,  52  N.  E.  498;  Union 
Show  Case  Co.  v.  Blindauer,  175  111. 
325,  51  N.  E.  709;  Chicago  &  A.  E.  Co. 
V.  Glenny,  175  III.  238,  51  N.  E.  896. 
La.  —  Hennen  v.  Wetzel,  12  La.  265. 
Mich.  — Detroit,  H.  &  I.  E.  Co.  v. 
Forbes,  30  Mich.  165.  Miss.  —  Greer 
V.  Bush,  57  Miss.  575.  Neb. — Catron 
V,  Shepherd,  8  Neb.  308,  1  N.  W.  204. 
N.  Y.  — Belknap  v.  Sealey,  14  N.  Y. 
143,  67  Am.  Dec.  120;  Doyle  v.  Mul- 
ren,  7  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  258.  Vt. 
Holdridge  v.  Holdridge's  Estate,  63 
Vt.  546;  Mann  v.  Birchard,  40  Vt.  326, 
94  Am.  Dec.  398;  Hills  v.  Marlboro, 
40  Vt.  648.  Wis.  —  Troy  F.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Carpenter,  4  Wis.  20. 

[a]  A  motion  to  instruct  the  jury 
to  find  for  the  defendant  on  the  ground 
of  a  variance  between  the  pleadings 
and  the  evidence  is  not  sufScient  to 
raise  the  question  of  variance  unless 
the  defendant,  by  its  motion,  indicates 
specifically  in  what  the  variance  con- 
sists so  as  to  enable  the  court  to  pass 
upop  it  inteJJigently  and  also  to  en- 
able the  plaintiff  to  so  amend  his  de^ 
claration  as  to  make  it  conform  to  the 
evidence.  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Beh- 
rens,  208  111.  20,  69  N.  E.  796;  Tulo 
V.  O'Gara  Coal  Co.,  183  111.  App.  423. 

12.  Ark.  — Kelly  v.  Matthews,  5 
Ark.  223;  (Tummins  v.  Woodruff,  5  Ark. 
116;   Watkins  v.   Weaver,  4   Ark.   556. 
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(B.)  Objections  to  Evidence.  —  (1.)  Objection  to  Admission  of  Evidence. 
The  ordinary  method  of  raising  the  question  of  variance  between  the 
pleadings  and  proof  is  by  objection  to  the  admission  of  the  variant 
testimony,^'  or  to  the  introduction  of  the  written  instrument  which  does 
not  correspond  with  the  one  pleaded.^*  The  practice  in  most  states  re- 
quires such  an  objection  unless  the  variance  amounts  to  a  failure  of 
proof,^^  otherwise  a  general  charge  predicated  upon  the  variance  may 
properly  be  refused,^"  or  a  new  trial  based  thereon  denied,^'  or  error 
grounded  thereon  disregarded  in  the  reviewing  eourt.^* 

(2.)  Motion  To  Strike  Out  or  Exclude  Evidence.  —  Where  evidence  has 
been  introduced  which  does  not  properly  correspond  to  the  allegations 
of  the  pleadings,  and  the  ground  of  objection  has  not  been  waived  by 
failure  to  object  when  the  evidence  was  introduced,^"  a  motion  to  strike 
out  or  exclude  the  evidence  may  properly  be  made,'"  or  the  jury  may 


III.  — Taylor  v.  Kennedy,  1  111.  91. 
Ind.  —  Oaborne  v.  Fulton,  1  Blackf. 
233;  Deming  v.  Bullitt,  1  Blackf.  241. 
Ky.  —  Milroy  v.  Hensley,  2  Bibb  20; 
Salter  v.  Eiehardson,  3  Mon.  204.  Me. 
Colton  V.  Stanwood,  67  Me.  25.  Mo. 
Baltimore  Cem.  Co.  v.  First  Independent 
Church,  13  Md.  117;  Anderson  v. 
Critcher,  11  Gill  &  J.  450,  37  Am.  Dec. 
72.  Mass.  —  Dorr  v.  Fenno,  12  Pick. 
521.  Miss.  —  Eobertson  v.  Banks,  1 
Smed.  &  M.  666.  Mo.  —  Treat  v.  Brush, 
11  Mo.  310.  N.  T.  —  Jansen  v.  Ostran- 
der,  1  Cow.  670;  '  Ehle  v.  Purdy,  6 
Wend.  629.  Ohio.  —  Mulf ord  v.  Young, 
6  Ohio  294.  Tenn.  —  Steele  v.  McKin- 
nie,  5  Yerg.  449.  Tex.  —  Pearce  v. 
Bell,  21  Tex.  688;  Hunt  v.  Wright,  13 
Tex.  549;  Greenwood  v.  Anderson,  8 
Tex.  225;  Peters. «.  Crittenden,  8  Tex. 
131.  Vt.  — VPhite  V.  Hall,  91  Vt.  57, 
99  Atl.  274;  Denton  v.  Adams,  6  Vt. 
40.  Va.  —  Sterrett  v.  Teaf ord,  4  Gratt. 
(45  Va.)  84;  Browne  v.  Eoss  &  Co., 
4  Call  (8  Va.)  221.  W.  Va.  — Thomp- 
son's Exrs.  V.  Boggs,  8  W.  Va.  63. 
Eng.  —  Howell  V.  Eichards,  11  East  633, 
103   Eng.   Eeprint   1150. 

13.  U.  S.  —  Phoenix  Securities  Co. 
V.  Dittmar,  224  Fed.  892,  140  C.  C.  A. 
336.  Ala.  —  Thompson  v.  Eiehardson, 
96  Ala.  488,  11  So.  728;  Mobile  &  O. 
E.  Co.  V.  George,  94  Ala.  199,  10  So. 
145.  Cal.  —  Barton  Land  &  Water  Co. 
17.  Crafton  Water  Co.,  171  Cal.  89,  152 
Pac.  48;  Brown  v.  Eouse,  93  Cal.  237, 
28  Pac.  1044.  Conn.  —  Adams  v.  Way, 
32  Conn.  160.  Ga.  —  Napier  v.  Strong, 
19  Ga.  App.  401,  91  S.  E.  579.  111. 
Gridley  v.  BJoomington,  68  111.  47; 
Maney  Milling  Co.  v.  Baker-Wignall 
&  Co.,  186  111.  App.  390.    Ind.  — Dick- 1 
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ensheets  v.  Kaufman,  28  Ind.  251;  Hig- 
man  v.  Hood,  3  Ind.  App.  456,  29  N.  E. 
1141.  Ky.  —  Covington  v.  Westbay,  156 
Ky.  839,  162  S.  W.  91.  Mass.  — Cun- 
ningham V.  Kimball,  7  Mass.  65.  N.  C. 
Browning  v.  Berry,  107  N.  C.  231,  12 
S.  E.  195,  10  L.  E.  A.  726.  N.  I>. 
Halloran  v.  Holmes,  13  N.  D.  411,  101 
N.  W.  310.  Pa.  — National  Bank  v. 
Lake  Erie  Asphalt  Block  Co.,  233  Pa. 
421,  82  Atl.  77a.  Tex,  —  Western 
Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Taylor  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  167  S.  W.  289.  Utah.— Holman 
V.  Pleasant  Grove,  8  Utah  78,  30  Pac. 
72;  Ternes  v.  Dunn,  7  Utah  497,  27  Pac. , 
692.  Vt.  —  Gates  v.  Bowker,  18  Vt.  23. 
Wis.  —  Hathaway  v.  Arnold,  157  Wis. 
22,  145  N.  W.  780. 

14.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  A  mortgage  securing  the  note 
upon  which  the  action  is  brought  may 
be  excluded  from  evidence  when  there 
is  a  variance  between  it  and  the  peti- 
tion as  to  the  description  of  the  lands 
conveyed.  Terry  v.  Hooker  (Tex.  Civ. 
App,   37   S.   W.   233. 

15.  See  supra,  this  section 

16.  See  infra,  III,  C,  4,'  b,  (II), 
(E). 

17.  See  infra,  III,  C,  4,  b,  (H),  (0). 

18.  See  infra.  III,  C,  8,  a. 

19.  See  supra.  III,  C,  4,  a,  and  the 
Encyclopaedia  op  Evidence,  titles 
"Objections  and  Exceptions;"  "Strik- 
ing Out  and  Withdrawal." 

20.  Cal.  —  Moore  v.  Douglas,  132 
Cal.  399,  64  Pac.  705.  Idaho.  — Dou- 
ville  V.  Pacific  Coast  Cas.  Co.,  25  Idaho 
396,  138  Pac.  506,  Ann.  Cas.  191 7A,  112. 
Mich.  —  Moilanen  v.  Washington  Iron 
Co.,  176  Mich.  505,  142  N.  W.  757. 
N.  Y,  —  Boynton  v.  Boynton,  43  How. 
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be  instructed  to  disregard  the  variant  matter."  Such  motion  is  prop^ 
erly  denied  where  the  defendant  does  not  make  it  appear  that  he  was 
misled  by  the  variance  to  his  prejudice.'''' 

(C.)  Demureee  to  Evidence.  —  Failure  of  the  evidence  to  sustain  the  es- 
sential allegations  of  the  pleading,  is  ground  for  a  demurrer  to  the  evi- 
dence.^' Upon  demurrer  to  the  evidence  no  question  can  arise  as  to  the 
admissibility  of  the  evidence.** 

(D.)  Nonsuit  and  Dismissal.  —  A  fatal  variance  or  an  entire  failure  of 
proof  will  justify  the  court  in  granting  a  nonsuit  or  dismissal.^^  It 
must  appear  that  the  evidence  is  so  variant  from  the  pleadings  as  not 
to  support  the  ease  made  by  them.'''  A  mere  disagreement  between  the 


Pr.  380.  Va.  —  Eichmond  E.  &  E.  Co. 
V.  West,  100  Va.  184,  40  S.  E.  643; 
Bertha  Zine  Co.  v.  Martin's  Admr.,  93 
Va.  791,  22  S.  E.  869,  70  L.  E.  A.  999; 
Knights  of  Pythias  v.  Weller,  93  Va. 
605,  25  S.  E.  891;  Shenandoah  Val.  E. 
Co.  V.  Moose,  83  Va.  827,  3  S.  E.  796. 
Wash.  —  Guley  v.  Northwestern  C.  & 
Transp.  Co.,  7  Wash.  491,  35  Pac.  372. 
W.  Va.  —  Long  v.  Campbell,  37  W.  Va. 
665,  17  S.  E.  197;  Davisson  «.  Ford,  23 
W.  Va.  617;  Dresser  v.  Transp.  Co.,  8 
W.  Va.  553;  Seott  v.  Baker,  3  W.  Va. 
285;  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.  v.  Eath- 
bone,  1  W.  Va.  87,  88  Am.  Dec.  664. 

21.  la.  —  Ogilvie  v.  Hallam,  58  Iowa 
714,  12  N.  W.  730.  Va.  — Davis  v.  Mil- 
ler, 14  Gratt.  (55  Va.)  1.  W.  Va. 
Damarin  &  Co.  v.  Young  Bros.,  27  W. 
Va.  436;  Smith  v.  Lawson,  18  W.  Va. 
212,  41  Am.  Eep.  688. 

22.  Moore  v.  Douglas,  132  Cal.  399, 
64  Pae.  705;  Boynton  v.  Boynton,  43 
How.  Pr.   (N.  Y.)   380. 

As  to  sbowlng  recLuired,  see  supra, 
m,  C,  2,  b,  (III). 

23.  Conn.  —  Brewster  v.  Dana,  1 
Boot  266.  m.  —  Pearsons  v.  Lee,  2  111. 
193.  Mo.  —  Hite  v.  Metropolitan  St. 
E.  Co.,  130  Mo.  132,  31  S.  W.  262,  32 
S.  W,-33,  51  Am.  St.  Eep.  555;  Gurley 
V.  Missouri  Pac.  E.  Co.,  93  Mo.  445,  6 
S.  W.  218;  ■  Singleton  v.  Pacific,  E.  E. 
41  Mo.  465.  Pa.  —  Emerick  v.  Kroh, 
14  Pa.  315.  Va.  —  M 'Alexander  v. 
Montgomery,  4  Leigh  (31  Va.)  61; 
Craghill  V.  Page,  2  Hen.  &  M.  (12  Va.) 
446. 

[a]  Variance  Must  Be  Substantial. 
People's  Nat.  Bank  v.  Myers,  65  Kan. 
122,  69  Pae.  164;  Kansas  Loan  &  Trust 
Co.  V.  Love,  4  Kan.  App.  188,  45  Pac. 
953. 

[b]  That  an  oral  agreement  is  al- 
leged as  the  basis  of  a  cause  of  action 


to  recover  a  balance  due  upon  a  loan 
by  defendant  to  plaintiff,  and  the  proof 
shows  the  agreement  to  have  been 
partly  oral  and  partly  written,  will 
not  support  a  demurrer  to  the  evi- 
dence. Kansas  Loan  &  Trust  Co.  v. 
Love,  4  Kan.  App.  188,  45  Pac.  953. 

24.  Lewis  v.  Pew,  6  Johns.  (N.  Y.) 
1. 

25.  Del.  —  Lofland  v.  Cade,  3  Houst. 
222.  Ga. — Lowry  Nat.  Bank  v.  Pickett, 
122  Ga.  489,  50  S.  E.  396;  Myers  v. 
Hook,  11  Ga.  App.  517,  75  S.  E.  833. 
111.  — Lake  St.  Elevated  E.  Co.  v.  Col- 
lins, 118  111.  App.  270.  N.  Y.  — Horst 
V.  Lovdal,  113  App.  Div.  277,  98  N.  Y. 
Supp.  996.  Pa.  —  Pursel  v.  Beading 
Iron  Co.,  236  Pa.  79,  84  Atl.  .669.  R.  I. 
Stearns  v.  Drake, '24  E.  I.  272,  52  Atl. 
1082. 

[a]  Variance  as  to  Amount  of  Con- 
fessed Judgment.  —  There  is  a  fatal 
variance  between  the  pleading  and  the 
proof,  where  a  declaration  in  case  for 
failure  to  satisfy  a  confessed  judgment 
alleges  the  amount  for  Tffflieh  the  judg- 
ment was  recovered  to  "Be  $789.45,  and 
the  proof  shows  the  judgment  to  have 
been  recovered  for  the  sum  of  $1500. 
Lofland  v.  Cade,  3  Houst.   (Del.)   222. 

[b]  Proof  of  a  partnership  Indebted- 
ness will  not  support  a  declaration  for 
an  individual  indebtedness.  The  vari- 
ance will  justify  a  non-suit.  Myers  v. 
Hook,  11  Ga.  App.  617,  75  S.  E.  833. 

26.  Cal.  —  Wagner  v.  Hansen,  103 
Cal.  104,  37  Pac.  195.  Colo.  — Bottom 
V.  Barton,  12  Colo.  App.  53,  64  Pac. 
1031.  Ga.  —  Whelan  v.  Milledgeville, 
92  Ga.  374,  17  S.  E.  339;  Shomo  v. 
Eansom,  92  Ga.  97,  18  S.  B.  534.  lU. 
Pearsons  V.  Lee,  2  111.  193.  Ind.  —  Ply- 
mouth V.  Milner,  117  Ind.  324,  20  N.  B. 
235.  Ky.  — Bull  V.  MeCrea,  8  B.  Mon. 
422;     Faris  v.  Lewis,  2  B.   Mon.   375. 
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allegation  and  the  proof  which  does  not  prejudice  the  adversary  will 
not  warrant  such  relief.^' 

(E.)  Directed  Veedict. —  It  is  proper  to  direct  a  verdict  where  a  fatal 
variance  appears.^*  The  evidence  of  the  party  upon  whom  the  burden 
of  proof  rests  in  the  case  must  be  materially  different  from  the  case 
stated  in  his  pleadings,^*  or,  in  other  words,  there  must  be  disclosed  an 
entire  lack  of  proof  as  to  some  material  element.^"  An  immaterial  vari- 
ance will  not  support  the  motion,'^  neither  will  a  variance  which  has 


Mich.  —  Mead  ■».  Raymond,  52  Mich. 
14,  17  N.  W.  221.  IHinn.  —  Cowles  v. 
Warner,  22  Minn.  449.  Mo.  —  Beeves 
V.  Larkin,  19  Mo.  192.  N.  H.  —  Picker- 
ing V.  De  Eochemont,  45  N.  H.  67;  Hall 
V.  Spaulding,  42  N.  H.  259;  Smith  v. 
Wheeler,  29  N.  H.  334;  Hart  v.  Ches- 
ley,  18  N.  H.  373.  N.  Y.  —  Boorman  v. 
Jenkins,  12  Wend.  566,  27  Am.  Dee. 
158;  Dunn  v.  Durant,  9  Daly  389; 
Chapman  v.  Carolin,  3  Bosw.  456.  Pa. 
Jennesou  v.  Camden  etc.  E.  Co.,  6 
Clark  409.  S.  0.  —  Ahrens  v.  State 
Bank,  3  S.  C.  401;  Marks  v.  Eobinson, 
1  Bailey  89;  Morris  v.  Fort,  2  Mc- 
Cord  397.  Vt.  —  Hilliker  v.  Loop,  5 
Vt.  116,  26  Am.  Dee.  286.  Wash. 
Murray  v.  Meade,  5  Wash.  693,  32  Pae. 
780.  Wis.  —  Hoeflinger  v.  Stafford,  38 
Wis.  391;  Troy  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Carpen- 
ter, 4  Wis.  20.  Bug.  —  Bowditch  v. 
Mawley,  1  Campb.  195. 

27.  N.  Y.— Horst  v.  Lovdal,  113 
App.  Div.  277,  98  N.  Y.  Supp.  996. 
Utah.  —  Beaaon  v.  Western  Meat  Co., 
40  Utah  398,  124  Pac.  335.  Wash. 
Meals  V.  De  Soto  Placer  Min.  Co.,  33 
Wash.  302,  74  Pac.  470;  Olson  v.  Snake 
Eiver  Val.  E.  Co.,  22  Wash.  139,  60  Pae. 
156. 

[a]  Immaterial  variance  as  to  the 
time  when  a  contract  for  service  was 
entered  into.  Beason  v.  Western  Meat 
Co.,  40  Utah  398,  124  Pae.  335. 

[b]  Where  full  and  complete  per- 
formance of  a  contract  is  alleged,  it 
will  not  justify  a  non-suit  that  the 
proofs  show  a  part  performance  only, 
and  an  excuse  for  the  non-performance 
of  the  contract  in  its  entirety.  Olson 
V.  Snake  Eiver  Val.  E.  Co.,  22  Wash. 
139,  60  Pac.  156. 

[e]  "No  authority  is  given  the 
trial  court  to  dismiss  the  action,  or  dis- 
regard a  defense,  because  of  a  variance 
merely,  and  to  do  so  would  amount,  in 
most  instances,  to  an  abuse  of  discre- 
tion. This  authority  is  given  only 
when  the   'allegation   of  the  cause  of 
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action  or  defense  to  which  the  proof 
is  directed  is  not  proved,  not  in  some 
particular  or  particulars  only,  but  in 
its  entire  scope  and  meaning'  which 
'shall  not  be  deemed  a  case  of  var- 
iance within  the  last  two  sections  but 
a  lailure  of  proof.'  "  Olson  v.  Snake 
Eiver  V.  E.  Co.,  22  Wash.  139,  60  Pac. 
156. 

28.  Ala.  —  Thompson  v.  Eichardson, 
96  Ala.  488,  11  So.  728;  Alabama  G. 
S.  E.  Co.  V.  Grabf elder,  83  Ala.  200,  3 
So.  432;  South  &  N.  A.  E.  Co.  v.  Wil- 
son, 78  Ala.  587.  Ill,  — Padfield  «. 
Frey,  133  111.  App.  232.  Ind.  — Hall  «. 
Pennsylvania  Co.,  90  Ind.  459.  IMich. 
Moilanen  v.  Washington  Iron  Co.,  176 
Mich.  505,  142  N.  W.  757.  N.  Y. 
Fairchild  v.  Slocum,  19  Wend.  329.    N. 

D.  —  Cooke  V.  Northern  Pac.  Ey.  Co., 
22  N.  D.  266,  133  N.  W.  303. 

[a]  Location  of  Land  Damaged. 
A  motion  to  take  the  case  from  the 
.jury  has  been  granted  where  a  declara- 
tion for  damages  for  flooding  land 
averred  that  the  land  in  question  lay 
east  of  a  designated  road,  and  the  evi- 
dence established  that  it  was  located 
west  of  the  road.  Padfield  v.  Frey,  133 
111.  App.  232. 

29.  Ala.  —  Thompson  v.  Eichardson, 
96  Ala.  488,  11  So.  728;  Alabama  G.  S. 

E.  Co.  V.  Grabfelder,  83  Ala.  200,  3  So. 
432;  South  &  N.  A.  E.  Co.  v.  Wilson,  78 
Ala.  587.  Ind.  —  Hall  ■».  Pennsylvania 
Co.,  90  Ind.  459.  N.  Y.  — Fairchild  v. 
Slocum,  19  Wend.  329. 

SO.  Southern  Ey.  Co.  v.  Lee,  167 
Ala.  268,  52  So.  648. 

31.  Ala.  —  Woodward  Iron  Co.  v. 
Lowther,  194  Ala.  232,  69  So.  877.  lU. 
Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Behrens,  208  111. 
20,  69  N.  E.  796.  Ky.  —  Jacobs  v.  Case, 
8  Ky.  L.  Eep.  154,  1  S.  W.  6.  Mich. 
O'Neil  V.  Newman,  132  Mich.  489,  93 
N.  W.  1064.  Miss.  —  Swan  v.  Liver- 
pool, L.  &  G.  Ins.  Co.,  52  Miss.  704.  Mo. 
Callahan  v.  Warne,  40  Mo.  131.  Vt. 
Knapp  V.  Winchester,  11  Vt.  351.  Wash, 
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been  waived  by  a  previous  failure  to  object  to  the  evidence.'^ 

(F.)  Abeest  of  Judgment. —  Ordinarily  a  variance  cannot  be  reached 
by  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment.^' 

(G.)  New  Trial. —  A  variance,  provided  it  is  of  such  a  character  as 
to  work  prejudice  to  the  complaining  party,  is  good  ground  for  a  new 
trial.'*  That  a  variance  may  be  thus  raised,  it  must  appear  that  timely 
objection  to  the  introduction  of  the  variant  evidence  was  made  and  over- 
ruled,'* for  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  cannot  be  made  available  as  an  ob- 


Irby  V.  Phillips,  40  Wash.  618,  82  Pac. 
931. 

[a]  Variance  as  to  description  of 
dog,  for  the  killing  of  which  the  action 
was  brought,  not  sufficiently  mislead- 
ing to  warrant  the  court's  taking  the 
case  from  the  jury.  O'Neil  v.  New- 
man, 132  Mich.  489,  93  N.  W.  1064. 

[b]  A  variance  in  respect  to  tlie 
amount  of  recovery,  which  does  not 
negative  the  right  to  recover  in  some 
amount  is  not  sufficient  to  sustain  a 
motion  for  directed  verdict.  Irby  v. 
Phillips,  40  Wash.  618,  82  Pac.  931. 

[c]  Proof  that  plaintiff  was  ordered 
to  inspect  the  premises  where  the  acci- 
dent occurred  is  not  so  materially  vari- 
ant from  an  allegation  that  he  was  or- 
dered to  go  to  work  there  as  to  war- 
rant a  general  charge  for  defendant 
particularly  where  no  objection  was 
made  to  the  variant  evidence.  Wood- 
ward Iron  Co.  V.  Lowther,  194  Ala.  232, 
69  So.  877. 

32.    See  supra,  III,  C,  4,  a. 

[a]  "Under  the  new  rule  of  circuit 
conrt  practice  (rule  34,  as  adopted 
June  23,  1913  [175  Ala.  p.  XXI]),  a 
variance  is  available  to  the  opposite 
party  only  upon  proper  and  seasonable 
objection  to  the  alleged  variant  evi- 
dence. But  under  the  former  rule, 
which  prevailed  when  this  case  was 
tried,  the  objection  was  sufficiently 
presented  by  an  unexplained  request 
for  the  affirmative  charge  to  the  jury. ' ' 
United  States  Health  &  Accident  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Savage,  185  Ala.  232,  64  So.  340. 
See  also  Woodward  Iron  Co.  v.  Lowther, 
194  Ala.  232,  69  So.  877;  Woodward 
Iron  Co.  V.  Steel,  192  Ala.  538,  68  So 
473;  Central  of  Georgia  Ey.  Co.  v.  Si- 
mons, 150  Ala.  400,  43  So.  731;  Morri- 
son V.  Clark,  14  Ala.  App.  323,  70  So. 
200. 

33.  Conn.  —  Wickham  v.  Waterman, 
Kirby  273.  IH.  —  Williamson  v.  Eex- 
roat,  55  111.  App.  116.  la. — Kirk  v. 
Litterst,  71  Iowa  71,  32  N.  W.  106,  Md. 


Coulter  V.  Western  Theological  Sem., 
29  Md.  69.  Mich.  —  Moilanen  v.  Wash- 
ington Iron  Co.,  176  Mich.  505,  142  N. 
W.  757.  Mo.  —  Jones  v.  Louderman,  39 
Mo.  287;  Richardson,  M.  &  Co.  v.  Far- 
mer, 36  Mo.  35,  88  Am.  Dec.  129;  Sha- 
ler  V.  Van  Wormer,  33  Mo.  386;  Eoper 
V.  Clay,  18  Mo.  383,  59  Am.  Dec.  314; 
Palmer  v.  Hunter,  8  Mo.  512;  Frost  v. 
Pryor,  7  Mo.  314.  N.  H.  — Lovell  v. 
Sabin,  15  N.  H.  29.  Tenn,  —  Allen  v. 
Word,  6  Humph.  284. 

See  ■  generally  the  title  '  'Arrest  of 
Judgment." 

34.  Cal.  —  Christian  College  v.  Hend- 
ley,  49  Cal.  347.  Conn. — Adams  v.  Way, 
32  Conn.  160;  Willoughby  v.  Eaymond, 
4  Conn.  130.  lU.  —  Westville  Coal  Co. 
V.  Schwartz,  177  111.  272,  52  N.  E.  276; 
Maney  Mill.  Co.  v.  Baker-Wignall  &  Co., 
186  111.  App.  390.  Kan.  —  Atchison,  T. 
&  S.  F.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Irwin,  35  Kan.  286, 
10  Pac.  820.  La.  —  Boatner  v.  Walker, 
4  La.  313.  Mich.  —  Moilanen  v.  Wash- 
ington Iron  Co.,  176  Mich.  505,  142  N. 
W.  757.  Minn.  —  Wilcox  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Eitteman,  88  Minn.  18,  92  N.  W.  472. 
W.  Va.  —  Hutchinson  v.  Parkersburg, 
25  W.  Va.  226. 

[a]  That  evidence  of  an  implied 
agreement  was  admitted  under  allega- 
tions of  an  express  agreement  is  not 
such  a  variance  as  will  entitle  defend- 
ant to  a  new  trial.  Wilcox  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Eitteman,  88  Mian.  18,  92  N.  W. 
472. 

35.  Cal.  —  Christian  College  v.  Hend- 
ley,  49  Cal.  347.  Conn.  —  Adams  v. 
Way,  32  Conn.  160;  Willoughby  v.  Eay- 
mond, 4  Conn.  130;  Bulkley  v.  Landon, 
2  Conn.  404.  HI.  —  Westville  Coal  Co. 
V.  Schwartz,  177  111.  '272,  52  N.  E.  276; 
Maney  Mill.  Co.  v.  Baker-Wignall  & 
Co.,  186  111.  App.  390.  Kan.  — Atchi- 
son, T.  &  S.  F.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Irwin,  35  Kan. 
286,  10  Pac.  820.  La.  — Boatner  v. 
Walker,  4  La.  313.  Mich.  —  Moilanen 
V.  Washington  Iron  Co.,  176  Mich.  505, 
142  N,  W.  757.    Pa.  — Irwin  v.  Leuten 
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jection  to  evidence  which  fails  to  conform  to  the  pleadings.'^ 

c.  Showing  in  Support  of  Objection.  —  As  has  been  seen,^'^  a  party 
raising  the  question  of  variance  must,  when  there  is  not  an  entire  fail- 
ure of  proof,  make  a  sufficient  showing  to  the  court  of  the  materiality 
of  the  variance. 

5.  Amendments.  —  The  fact  that  a  variance  is  disclosed  between  the 
pleading  and  the  proof  is  not  necessarily  fatal  since  the  court  upon 
proper  application  may  order  the  pleading  amended  to  conform  to  the 
proof,''  provided  no  new  cause  of  action  is  thereby  set  up.^^  If  the  vari- 
ance is  an  immaterial  one  an  amendment  though  proper  is  not  neces- 
sary, since  the  court  may  direct  th^  facts  to  be  found  according  to  the 
evidence.*" 

6.  Continuance  for  Variance.  —  A  variance  to  warrant  a  continu- 
ance must  be  such  as  to  work  a  surprise  upon  the  adversary  causing 
him  prejudice  in  the  prosecution  of  his  claim  or  defense.*^ 

7.  Province  of  Judge  and  Jury.  —  Whether  the  evidence  in  support 
of  a  complaint  or  petition  conforms  to  the  allegations  therein  made 


Brick  Co.,  59  Pa.  Super.  150.  W.  Va. 
Hutchinson  v.  Parkersburg,  25  W.  Va. 
226. 

See  mpra,  III,  C,  4,  a,  and  HI,  C,  4, 
b,  (II),  (B). 

[a]  Variance  as  to  Negligence. 
Defendant  cannot  successfully  urge  as 
X  ground  for  new  trial  a  variance  be- 
tween the  negligence  alleged  and  that 
proved  where  he  has  not  objected  to 
the  admission  of  testimony  on  account 
of  the  variance  nor  sought  a  directed 
verdict  based  thereon.  Moilanen  v. 
Washington  Iron  Co.,  176  Mich.  505, 
142  N.  W.  757. 

36.  TJ.  S.  —  Qravelle  v.  Minneapolis 
etc.  E.  Co.,  3  McCrary  359,  11  Fed.  569. 
Conn.  —  Allen  v.  Jarvis,  20  Conn.  38. 
Qa.  —  Haiman  &  Bro.  v.  Moses,  39  Ga. 
708.  lU.  —  Westville  Coal  Co.  v. 
Schwartz,  177  111.  272,  52  N.  E.  276; 
Chicago  &  W.  M.  E.  Co.  v.  Hull,  76  111. 
App.  408.  N.  J.  — Powell  v.  Mayo,  26 
N.  J.  Eq.  120.  N.  Y.  —  Updike  v.  AbeL 
eo  Barb.  15;  Cole  v.  Goodwin,  19  Wend, 
251,  32  Am.  Dec.  470;  Meyer  v.  Mc- 
Lean, 1  Johns.  509. 

37.  See  supra,  III,  C,  2,  b,  (III). 

38.  For  a  treatment  of  the  subject 
of  amendments  to  conform  to  the  proof, 
see  1  Standard  Proc.  912. 

39.  See  the  title  "New  Cause  of 
Action  or  Defense." 

40.  Cal.  —  Duke  v.  Huntington,  130 
Cal.  272,  62  Pae.  510,  Mo. — Turner  v. 
Chillicothe  &  D.  M.  C.  B.  Co.,  51  lifa. 
501.  N.  y.  —  Lvnch  v.  Cronk,  91  Misc. 
422,  155  N.  Y.  Supp.  271,   Wash.  — 01- 
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son  V.    Snake   Eiver   Val.   E,   Co,,   22 
Wash.  139,  60  Pac.  156. 

[a]  The  court  may  find  the  fact  ac- 
cording to  the  evidence  without  any 
amendment  of  the  complaint.  Duke  v. 
Huntington,  130  Cal.  272,  62  Pac.  510. 

[b]  "It  is  true  that,  in  some  cases, 
where  the  evidence  is  received  without 
objection  and  reveals  a  valid  cause  of 
action  in  favor  of  plaintiff,  though  be- 
yond the  pale  of  the  petition,  the  court 
may,  under  the  statute,  treat,  the  mat- 
ter as  an  immaterial  variance  and  sub- 
mit by  instructions  the  question  of  lia- 
bility in  accordance  with  the  proof 
made.  But  the  authorities  declare  an- 
other rule  when  the  evidence  tending 
to  prove  a  cause  of  action  or  grounds 
of  recovery  dififerent  and  distinct  from 
that  relied  upon  in  the  petition  is  in- 
troduced oyer  the  objection  and  excep- 
tion of  defendant,  as  here.  In  such 
cases  the  court  should  order  an  amend- 
ment of  the  petition  to  conform  to  the 
proof  made;  and  if  this  course  is  not 
pursued  the  judgment,  given  in  affirm- 
ance of  the  grounds  of  recovery  not 
set  forth  in  the  petition,  will  be  re- 
versed on  appeal,  to  the  end  that  de- 
fendant may  prepare  to  meet  the  ease 
first  asserted  at  the  trial."  Bowles  v. 
Quincy,  O.  &  K.  C.  E.  Co.,  167  Mo.  App. 
268,  149  S.  W.  1041. 

41.  Beason  v.  Western  Meat  Co.,  40 
Utah  398,  124  Pac.  335. 

[a]  Variance  as  to  time  a  transac- 
tion occurred.  Beason  v.  Western  Meat 
Co.,  40  Utah  398,  124  Pac.  335. 
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raises  a  question  of  admissibility  of  evidence,  and  is  ordinarily  a  ques- 
tion of  law  for  the  court.*^  If  a  dispute  exists  as  to  the  facts  upon 
which  the  variance  is  predicated  the  matter  may  be  submitted  to  the 
jury  under  proper  instructions.*' 

8.  Review.  —  a.  Oijections  Below.  —  An  appellant  who  has  failed  in 
the  court  below  to  pursue  the  course  pointed  out  by  statute**  or  rule  of 
court*^  for  taking  advantage  of  an  alleged  variance,  cannot  complain  of 
it  in  the  reviewing  court  if  it  could  have  been  obviated  in  the  lower 
court  by  amendment  or  otherwise,*®  and  particularly  where  counsel 


42.  Coim.  —  Eobinaon  v.  Ferry,  11 
Conn.  460.  Ga.  —  Napier  v.  Strong,  19 
Ga.  App.  401,  91  S.  E.  579.  lU.  — Ox- 
ley  i;.  Storer,  54  111.  159.  la.  —  Pharo 
■p.  Johnson,  15  lowa  560;  Hendrick  v. 
Kellogg,  3  G.  Gr.  215.  Ky.  —  Becker  v. 
Crow,  7  Bush  198.  Me.  —  Winslow  v. 
Bailey,  18  Me.  319.  Mass.  —  Emerson 
V.  Province  Hat  Mfg.  Co.,  12  Mass.  237, 
7  Am.  Dee.  66.  Mo.  —  Birch  v.  Benton, 
26  .Mo.  153;  Funk's  Lessee  v.  Kincaid, 
5  Mo.  404.  Wash.  —  Olson  v.  Snake 
Eiver  Val.  E.  Co.,  22  Wash.  139,  60  Pac. 
156.  Wis.  —  Dr.  Harter  Medicine  Co.  v. 
Hopkins,  83  Wis.  309,  53  N.  W.  501. 

43.  Conn.  —  Morris  v.  Bridgeport 
Hydraulic  Co.,  47  Conn.  279.  Hl. 
Laflin  &  Eand  Powder  Co.  v.  Tearney, 
131  111.  322,  23  N.  B.  389,  19  Am.  St. 
Eep.  34,  7  L.  E  A.  262;  Chicago  «.  Se- 
ben,  62  111.  App.  248.  Mo.  — Jaccard 
V.  Anderson,  37  Mo.  91.  Vt.  —  Lewis 
V.  Pratt,  48  Vt.  358. 

44.  m.  — Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.  v. 
Behrens,  208  111.  20,  69  N.  E.  796;  Tulo 
V.  O'Gara  Coal  Co.,  183  111.  App.  423; 
Basso  V.  Chicago  City  Ey.  Co.,  181  111. 
App.  494.  Ind.  —  Morris  v.  Eeyman,  55 
Ind.  App.  112,  103  N.  E.  423.  Mo. 
Thomas  v.  Bambrick  Bros.  Const.  Co., 
189  Mo.  App.  623,  175  S.  W.  258;  S. 
Viviana  &  Bros.  v.  Columbia  Can  Co., 
183  Mo.  App.  281,  166  S.  W.  1082; 
Zachra  v.  American  Mfg.  Co.,  179  Mo. 
App.  683,  162  S.  W.  1077;  Lazerine  v. 
Lazerine,  179  Mo.  App.  476,  162  S.  W. 
719;  Olive  Street  Bank  v.  Phillips,  179 
Mo.  App.  488,  162  S.  W.  721;  Eundel- 
man  v.  John  O  'Brien  Boiler  Works  Co., 
178  Mo.  App.  642,  161  8.  W.  609.  Mont. 
Mosher  v.  Sutton's  New  Theater  Co., 
48  Mont.  137,  137  Pac.  534.  Neb. 
Home  Savings  Bank  v.  Shallenberger, 
95  Neb.  593,  146  N.  W.  993. 

45.  Bickley,  MeClur^  &  Co.  v.  Por- 
ter, 193  Ala.  607,  69  So.  565;  Birming- 
ham Bottling  Co.  V.  Morris,  193  Ala. 
627,  69  So,  85. 


46,  XT.  S.  —  Eoberts  v.  Graham,  6 
Wall.  578,  18  L.  ed.  791;  Phoenix  Se- 
curities Co.  V.  Dittmar,  224  Fed.  892, 
140  C.  C.  A.  336;  Pennsylvania  Co.  v. 
Cole,  214  Fed.  948,  131  C.  C.  A.  244, 
111.  —  Cowan  V.  Bouffleur,  192  111.  App, 
21;  Maney  Mill.  Co.  v.  Baker- Wignall 
&  Co.,  186  111.  App.  390;  Thompson  v. 
Marks,  186  111.  App.  92;  Tulo  v.  O' 
Gara  Coal  Co.,  183  111.  App.  423.  Ind. 
Davis  V.  Doherty,  69  Ind.  11;  Lucas  v. 
Smith,  42  Ind.  103;  Axtell  V.  State,  43 
Ind.  App.  131,  86  N.  E.  999. 

[a]  A  discrepancy  between  a  con- 
tract admitted  and  the  one  alleged  in 
the  complaint  which  does  not  relate 
to  any  matter  material  to  the  cause  of 
action,  will  not  be  considered  on  ap- 
peal where  no  objection  was  made  at 
the  trial.  Blake  v.  National  Hospital 
Assn.,  70  Ore.  264,  141  Pac.  158. 

[b  j  Negligence.  —  Where  evidence 
as  to  negligen'ce,  though  variant  from 
the  ple3,ding,  is  introduced  without  ob- 
jection, no  advantage  can  be  taken  of 
the  discrepancy  on  appeal.  Pennsyl- 
vania Co.  V.  Cole,  214  Fed.  948,  131  C. 
C.  A.  244. 

[c]  Where  it  is  alleged,  that  plain- 
tiff was  ordered  to  the  place  where  the 
injury  occurred  and  the  proof  discloses 
that  he  went  there  of  his  own  volition 
instead  of  at  the  direction  of  the  de- 
fendant, the  variance  is  not  objection- 
able on  appeal  where  the  trial  court's 
attention  was  not  called  to  it.  Tulo  v. 
O'Gara  Coal  Co.,  183  111.  App.  423. 

[dj  Variance  as  to  Number  of  Bar- 
rels of  FlouT  To  Be  Delivered. — 
Though  the  declaration  alleges  a  con- 
tract to  deliver  2000  barrels  of  flour 
and  the  proof  shows  that  if  there  were 
any  contract  it  was  one  to  deliver  3,845 
barrels,  the  variance  cannot  be  availed 
of  on  appeal  where  no  proper  objection 
was  made  below.  Maney  Mill.  Co.  v. 
Baker-Wignall  &  Co.,  186  111.  App.  390. 

[e]    A  variance  as  to  the  theory  of 
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have  agreed  to  waive  technical  objections.*'  Thus,  unless  the  record 
discloses  a  total  failure  of  the  evidence  to  sustain  the  cause  of  action 
or  defense  in  support  of  which  it  was  adduced,*'  an  appellant  cannot 
predicate  error  upon  a  variance  to  which  he  has  not  objected  below*' 


the  case  waived  by  failure  to  objeet  at 
the  trial.  Fleming  v.  Law,  28  Cal.  App. 
110,  151  Pae.  385. 

[f  J  Evidence  to  support  a  auautum 
meiuit  in  addition  to  the  express  con- 
tract alleged,  though  constituting  a  de- 
parture in  the  theory  of  the  case,  is 
not  ground  for  objection  on  appeal, 
where  the  case  wag  tried  without  ob- 
jection on  that  theory  below.  Fleming 
V.  Law,  28  Cal.  App.  110,  151  Pac.  385. 

[g]  Evidence  that  plaintiff  had  a 
special  interest  as  trustee  in  property 
converted,  was  admitted  without  objeo-. 
tion  though  the  complaint  alleged 
merely  that  he  had  possession  and 
right  of  possession.  The  variance,  i,t 
was  held,  did  not  prevent  a  recovery, 
and  wag  not  available  on  appeal.  Gil- 
bert V.  Morgan  Lumb.  Co.,  87  Wash. 
293,  151  Pac.  785. 

47.  Thompson  v.  Marks,  186  HI.  App. 
92. 

48.  lU.  —  Goelz  v.  Goelz,  157  111.  33, 
41  N.  E.  756.  Mich.  —  Kelly  v.  Kelly, 
54  Mich.  30,  19  N.  W.  580.  Mo. 
Springfield  Bank  v.  Springfield  First 
Nat.  Bank,  30  Mo.  App.  271.  Ohio. 
Dille  V.  Woods,  14  Ohio  122.  Tenn. 
Bedford  v.  Williams,  5  Coldw.  202.  W. 
Va. —  Burley  v.  Weller,  14  W.  Va.  264. 

49.  XT.  S.  —  Pennsylvania  Co.  v. 
Cole,  214  Fed.  948,  131  C.  O.  A.  244;  Co- 
lumbia Mfg.  Co.  V.  Hastings,  121  Fed. 
328,  57  C.  C.  A.  504;  Flint  &  P.  M.  By. 
Co.  V.  McPherson,  105  Fed.  210,  44  C. 
C.  A.  449;  Central  Vt.  By.  Co.  v.  Bug- 
gies, 75  Fed.  953,  21  C.  C.  A.  575;  Man- 
hattan Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Willis  ft  Bro., 
60  Fed.  236,  8  C.  C.  A.  594.  Ala. 
Woodward  Iron  Co.  v.  Lowther,  194 
Ala.  232,  69  So.  877;  Birmingham  v. 
Carle,  191  Ala.  539,  68  So.  22;  Watson 
V.  Cain,  171  Ala.  151,  54  So.  610;  Odom 
V.  Moore,  147  Ala.  567,  41  So.  162; 
Louisville  &  N.  B.  Co.  v.  Markee,  103 
Ala.  160,  15  So.  511,  49  Am.  St.  Bep. 
21;  Pears  v.  Thompson,  82  Ala.  294,  2 
So.  719;  Morrison  «.  Clark,  14  Ala.  323, 
70  So.  200;  McWhorter  v.  Haigler  Mer- 
cantile Co..  4  Ala.  App.  296,  58  So.  790. 
Cal. —  Barton  Land  &  Water  Co.  v. 
Crafton  Water  Co.,  171  Cal.  89,  162 
Pac.  48;  Carroll  v.  Brigga,  138  Cal.  452, 
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71  Pae.  501;  Krasky  v.  WoUpert,  134 
Cal.  338,  66  Pac.  309;  Stockton  Com- 
bined  Harvester  &  Agr.  Works  v.  Glens 
Palls  Ins.  Co.,  121  Cal.  167,  53  Pac. 
565;  Union  Collection  Co.  v.  Bogers,  18 
Cal.  App.  205,  122  Pae.  970;  Calif  otnia 
Portland  Cement  Co.  v  Wentworth  Ho- 
tel Co.,  16  Cal.  App.  692,  118  Pac.  103, 
113.  C(Jlo.  — Tew  V.  Powar,  37  Colo. 
292,  86  Pac.  342;  Fisk  Min.  &  Mill.  Co. 
V.  Beed,  32  Colo.  5'06,  77  Pac.  240;  Fry- 
er V.  Breeze,  16  Colo.  323,  26  Pae.  817; 
Williams  v.  Mellor,  12  Colo.  1,  19  Pac. 
839;  Wells  v.  Crawford,  23  Colo.  App. 
103,  127  Pac.  914;  Schmidt  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  10  Colo.  App.  261,  50  Pac.  733; 
Cunningham  v  Bostwick,  7  Colo.  App. 
169,  43  Pac.  151.  Del.  —  Bichman  v. 
Bichards,  5  Penne.  562;  Szymanski  v. 
Blumeiithal,  4  Penne.  511,  66  Atl.  674, 
103  Am.  St.  Bep.  132.  D.  C  — McAfee 
V.  Huidekoper,  9  App.  Cas.  36.  34  L. 
B.  A.  720.  Fla.  —  Spencer  v.  Dell,  55 
Fla.  790,  46  So.  729;  Emerson  v.  Gain- 
ey,  26  Fla.  133,  7  So.  526.  Ga.  — Sa- 
vannah, T.  &  I.  of  H.  By.  V.  Grogan, 
117  Ga.  461,  43  S.  E.  701;  Lary  v.  Lew- 
ig,  76  Ga.  46.  Idaho.  —  American  Falls 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  American  Fallg  Ca- 
nal etc.  Co.,  20  Idaho  368,  118  Pae.  668; 
Maw  V.  Coast  Lumb.  Co.,  19  Idaho  396, 
114  Pac.  9;  Johnson  v.  Gary,  18  Idaho 
623,  111  Pac.  855;  Byan  v.  Bogers,  14 
Idaho  309,  94  Pac.  427.  lU.  —  Walsh  v. 
North  American  Cold  Storage  Co.,  260 
111.  322,  103  N.  E.  185;  Brunnworth  v. 
Kerens-Donnewald  Coal  Co.,  260  111. 
202,  103  N.  E.  178;  Gascoigne  v.  Metro- 
politan West  Side  El.  B.  Co.,  239  111. 
18,  87  N.  E.  883;  Eichardson  v.  Nelson, 
221  in.  254,  77  N.  E.  583;  Wabash  By. 
Co.  V.  Billings,  212  III.  37,  72  N.  E.  2; 
Osgood  V.  Skinner,  211  111.  229,  71  N.  E. 
869;  Schuler  v.  Schuler^  209  111.  522, 
71  N.  E.  16;  Illinois  Cfent.  E.  Co.  v. 
Behrens,  208  HI.  20,  69  N.  E.  796;  Driv- 
er V.  Ford,  90  111.  595;  Cowan  v.  Bouf- 
fleur,  192  HI.  App.  21;  Stearns  v.  Beidy, 
33  111.  App.  246.  Ind.  —  Mount  v.  Mont- 
gomery County,  168  Ind.  661,  80  N.  E. 
629,  14  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  483;  M.  S. 
Huey  Co.  v-  Johnston,  164  Ind.  489,  73 
N.  E.  996;  Doherty  v.  Holiday,  137  Ind. 
282,  32  N.  B.  316,  36  N.  E.  907;  Indian- 
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apolis,  C.  &  L.  E.  Co.  v.  Jones,  29  Ind. 
465,  95  Am.  Dec.  654;  Goff  i;.  Craig,  51 
Ind.  App.  461,  99  N.  E.  1013.  Ind.  Ter. 
Taylor  v.  Southerland,  7  Ind.  Ter.  666, 
104  S.  W.  874.  la.  — Fox  v.  Waterloo 
Nat.  Bank,  126  Iowa  481,  102  N.  W. 
424;  Eeizenstein  v.  Clark,  104  Iowa  287, 
73  N.  W.  588;  Eesaler  v.  Baxley,  81 
Iowa  750,  47  N.  W.  57;  Singer  v.  Given, 

61  Iowa  93,  15  N.  W.  858.  Kan. 
O'Harro  v.  Akey,  98  Kan.  511, 158  Pac. 
854;  Ehees  v.  Coe,  91  Kan.  493,  138  Pac. 
676;  Drovers'  Live  Stock  Com.  Co.  v. 
Charles  Wolff  Packing  Co.,  74  Kan. 
330,  86  Pac.  128,  89  Pac.  465;  Challiss 
V.  Atchison,  45  Kan.  22,  25  Pac.  228. 
Ky.  — Asher  v.  Metcalf,  152  Ky.  632, 
153  S.  W.  987;  Baltimore  &  O.  S.  W.  E. 
Co.  V.  Wood,  130  Ky.  839,  114  S.  W. 
734;  Muldoon  v.  Meriwether,  25  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  2085,  79  S.  W.  1183.  La.  — Lang- 
lini  V.  Broussard,  12  Mart.  (O.  S.)  242. 
Md.  — Engler  v.  Garrett,  100  Md.  387, 
59  Atl.  648;  Baltimore  &  D.  P.  E.  Co. 
V.  Pumphrey,  74  Md.  86,  21  Atl.  559; 
Pennsylvania,  D.  &  M.  Steam  Nav.  Co. 
V.  Dandridge,  8  Gill  &  J.  248,  29  Am. 
Dec.  543.  Mass.  —  Butterworth  v.  West- 
ern Assur.  Co.,  132  Mass.  489.  Mich. 
Dowagiac  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Schneider,  181 
Mich.  538,  148  N.  W.  173;  Scendar  v. 
Winona  Copper  Co.,  169  Mich.  665,  135 
N.  W.  951;  Van  Cleve  v.  Eadford,  149 
Mich.  106,  112  N.  W.  754;  Johnson  v. 
Spear,  82  Mich.  453,  46  N.  W.  733. 
Minn.  —  Seewald  v.  Schmidt,  127  Minn. 
'375,  149  N.  W.  655;  O'Brien  v.  North- 
western Consol.  Mill.  Co.,  119  Minn.  4, 
137  N.  W.  399;  Lemon  v.  De  Wolf,  89 
Minn.  465,  95  N.  W.  316;  Washburn  v. 
Winslow,  16  Minn.  33.  Miss.  —  Missis- 
sippi Oil  Co.  V.  Smith,  95  Miss.  528,  48 
So.  735;  Alabama  &  V.  E.  Co.  v.  Pound- 
er, 82  Miss.  568,  35  So.  155;  Illinois 
Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Price,  72  Miss.  862,  18 
So.  415.  Mo.  — Fisher  &  Co.  Eeal  Est. 
Co.  V.  Staed  Eealty  Co.,  159  Mo.  562, 

62  S.  W.  443;  Hilz  v.  Missouri  Pac.  E. 
Co.,  TOl  Mo.  36,  13  S.  W.  946;  Young 
17.  Millon  (Mo.  App.),  183  S.  W.  355;, 
Carter  v.  Western  Tie  &  Timber  Co., 
184  Mo.  App.  523,  170  S.  W.  445;  Eun- 
delman  v.  John  O'Brien  Boiler  Works 
Co.,  178  Mo.  App.  642,  161  S.  W.  609; 
Cornell  v.  Chicago  etc.  R.  Co.,  143  Mo. 
App.  598,  128  S.  W.  1021;  Eumbolz  v. 
Bennett,  86  Mo.  App.  174;  Bank  of 
Springfield  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  30  Mo. 
App.  271.  Mont.  —  Mosher  v.  Sutton's 
New  Theater  Co.,  48  Mont.  137,  137 
Pac.  534;  Galvin  v.  O'Gorman,  40  Mont. 


391,  106  Pac.  887;  Kalispell  Liquor  & 
T.  Co.  V.  McGovern,  33  Mont.  394,  84 
Pac.  709;  Lawlor  v.  Kemper,  20  Mont. 
13,  49  Pac.  398.  Neb.  —  Home  Savings 
Bank  v.  Shallenberger,  95  Neb.  693,  146 
N.  W.  993;  Westing  v.  Chicago,  B.  & 
Q.  E.  Co.,  87  Neb.  655,  127  N.  W.  1076; 
Hoefer  v.  Langhorst,  53  Neb.  364,  73 
N.  W.  692.  Ney.  —  Tognini  v.  Kyle,  17 
Nev.  209,  30  Pac.  829,  45  Am.  Eep.  442. 
N.  H.  —  Ireland  v.  Drown,  61  N.  H. 
638.  N.  J.  — Neutze  v.  Atlantic  City 
Ey.  Co.,  71  N.  J.  L.  407,  58  Atl.  1083; 
Van  Alstyne  v.  Franklin  Council  No. 
41,  69  N.  J.  L.  672,  58  Atl.  818.  N.  Y. 
Bradt  v.  Krank,  164  N.  Y.  515,  58  N. 
E.  657,  79  Am.  St.  Eep.  662;  Gillies  v. 
Manhattan  Beach  Impr.  Co.,  147  N.  Y. 
420,  42  N.  E.  196;  Tyng  v.  Commercial 
Warehouse  Co.,  58  N.  Y.  308;  Cahill 
Iron  Works  v.  Pembertou,  48  App.  Div. 
468,  62  N.  y.  Supp.  944;  Tisdale  v. 
Morgan,  7  Hun  583;  Mensch  v.  Mensch, 
2  Lana.  235.  N.  C.  —  Teal  v.  Temple- 
ton,  149  N.  C.  32,  62  S.  E.  737;  Hen- 
don  V.  North  Carolina  Ey.  Co.,  127  N. 

C.  110,  37  S.  E.  155;  Porter  v.  Western 
N.  C.  Ey.  Co.,  97  N.  C.  63,  2  S.  E.  580. 
N.  D.  —  Eiekel  v.  Sherman,  34  N.  D. 
298,  158  N.  W.  266;  Buchanan  v.  Min- 
neapolis Threshing  Mach.  Co.,  17  N.  D. 
343,  116  N.  W.  335;  Ashe  v.  Beasley,  6 
N.  D.  191,  69  N.  W.  188.  Ohio. — Speer 
V.  Bishop,  24  Ohio  St.  598;  Miuzey  v. 
Marcy  Mfg.  Co.,  25  Ohio  C.  C.  593; 
Schoenfeld  v.  Herman,  1  Cine.  Super. 
401.  Okla.  —  Patterson  v.  Missouri  etc. 
Ey.  Co.,  24  Okla.  747,  104  Pac.  31.  Ore. 
Day  V.  Green,  63  Ore.  293,  127  Pac.  772; 
Shmit  V.  Day,  27  Ore.  110,  39  Pac.  870. 
Pa.  —  Herrlein  v.  City  of  McKeesport, 
247  Pa.  277,  93  Atl.  319;  Hawk  v.  Max- 
ler,  233  Pa.  337,  82  Atl.  465;  Brillinger 
V.  Northern  Cent.  Ey.  Co.,  229  Pa.  182, 
78  Atl.  88;  Boyajian  v.  Ohanian,  60  Pa. 
Super.  614;  Moldawer  v.  Trust  Co.  of 
North  America,  57  Pa.  Super.  66;  Fink- 
elstein  v.  Spatt,  50  Pa.  Super.  293.  R.  I. 
Silva  V.  Silva,  27  E.  L  562,  65  Atl.  272. 
S.  C.  —  Devlin  v.  Charleston  &  W.  C. 
Ey.  Co.,  79  S.  C.  469,  60  S.  E.  1123. 
S.  D.  — Smith  v.  Pence,  33  S.  D.  616, 
146  N.  W.  709;  Harris  v.  Lyons,  30  S. 

D.  272,  138  N.  W.  295;  Meldrum  v. 
Kenefick,  15  S.  D.  370,  89  N.  W.  863; 
Brace  v.  Doble,  3  S.  D.  416,  53  N.  W. 
859.  Tex.  —  Peacock  v.  Coltrane,  44 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  530,  99  S.  W.  107; 
Brown  Iron  Co.  v.  Templeman,  30  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  50,  69  S.  W.  249.  Utah. 
Geanakoules  v.  Union  Portland  Cement 
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at  the  proper  stage  of  the  trial  j""  or  as  to  which  his  objection  was  not 
sufficiently  specific. °^  And  where  the  party  fails  to  point  out  to  the 
trial  court  as  required  by  statute  in  what  respect  the  variance  is  ma- 


Co.,  41  Utah  486,  126  Pac.  329;  Sar- 
gent f.  Union  Fuel  Co..  37  Utah  392, 
108  Pac.  928;  McCall  Co.  v.  Jennings, 
26  Utah  459,  73  Pao.  639.  Vt.  — Fitz- 
simons  v,  Richardson,  Twigg  &  Co.,  86 
Vt.  229,  84  Atl.  811;  Brown's  Exr.  v. 
Dunn's  Est.,  75  Vt.  264,  55  Atl.  364; 
Hills  V.  Marlboro,  40  Vt.  648;  Phelps, 
Dodge  &  Co.  V.  Conant  &  Co.,  30  Vt. 
277;  Peck  v.  Thompson,  15  Vt.  637.  Va. 
Moore  Lime  Co.  v.  Johnston's  Admr., 
103  Va.  S4,  48  S.  B.  557.  Wash.  —  Knee- 
land  Inv.  Co.  V.  Eerendes,  81  Wash.  372, 
142  Pac.  869;  Anderson  v.  New  York 
Life  Ins.  Co.,  34  Wash.  616,  76  Pac. 
109;  Olson  v.  Seattle,  30  Wash.  687,  71 
Pac.  201.  W.  Va.  — City  Bank  of 
Wheeling  v.  Bryan,  72  W.  Va.  29,  78 
S.  E.  400;  Pardee  v.  Johnston,  70  W. 
Va.  347,  74  S.  E.  721.  Wis.  — Brook- 
lyn Creamery  Co.  v.  Friday,  137  Wis. 
461,  119  N.  W.  126;  Eeisz  v.  Supreme 
Council,  103  Wis.  427,  79  N.  W.  430; 
Cordes  v.  Coates,  ^8  Wis.  641,  '47  N.  W. 
949.  Wyo.  —  Eainsford  v.  Massengale, 
5  Wyo.  1,  35  Pae.  774. 

[a]  Payment  of  License  Fee  by 
Corporation.  —  It  cannot  be  objected 
for  the  first  time  on  appeal  that  the 
proof  varies  from  the  pleading  in  re- 
spect to  the  payment  by  the  respond- 
ent corporation  of  its  annual  license 
fee.  Kneeland  Inv.  Co.  v.  Berendes,  81 
Wash.  372,  142  Pac.  869. 

[b]  Negligence  of  Physician. — 
Where  in  an  action  for  malpractice  evi- 
dence tending  to  show  negligence  of 
the  defendant  through  his  servants,  or 
agents  or  house  physicians  was  not  ob- 
jected to  at  the  trial  as  being  variant 
from  the  declaration  which  specifically 
averred  that  the  negligent  acts  were 
the  personal  acts  of  the  defendant,  the 
variance  was  deemed  waived.  Cowan  v. 
Bouffleur,  192  111.  App.  21. 

50.  Birmingham  v.  Carle,  191  Ala. 
539,  68  So.  22;  Maney  Mill.  Co.  v. 
Baker-Wignall  &  Co.,  186  111.  App.  390. 

[a]  An  assignment  predicated  on 
the  refusal  of  a  general  charge  on  the 
ground  of  variance  which  could  be 
cured  by  amendment  cannot  be  sus- 
tained under  the  practice  in  some  jur- 
isdictions, unless  the  record  show  that 
the  variance  was  brought  to  the  atteu- 
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tion  of  the  trial  court  by  proper  objec- 
tion to  the  evidence.  Woodward  Iron 
Co.  V.  Lowther,  194  Ala.  232,  69  So. 
877;  Woodward  Iron  Co.  v.  Steel,  192 
Ala.  538,  68  So.  473;  Birmingham  v. 
Carle,  191  Ala.  539,  68  So.  22;  Morri- 
son V.  Clark,  14  Ala.  App.  323,  70  So. 
2'00. 

[b]  Error  in  overruling  a  motion 
for  new  trial  based  on  variance  is  not 
available  on  appeal  where  the  variant 
evidence  was  not  objected  to.  Maney 
Mill.  Co.  V.  Baker-Wignall  &  Co.,  186 
111.  App.  390. 

51.  Ala.  —  Woodward  Iron  Co.  v, 
Lowther,  194  Ala.  232,  69  So.  877. 
Conn.  —  Scott  v.  Scott,  83  Conn.  634,  78 
Atl.  314;  Fenton  v.  Mansfield,  82  Conn. 
343,  73  Atl.  770;  Woodruff  v.  Butler,  75 
Conn.  679,  55  Atl.  167.  Pla.- Spencer 
V.  Dell,  55  Fla.  790,  46  So.  729.  111. 
Gaseoigne  v.  Metropolitan  West  Side 
El.  E.  Co.,  239  111.  18,  87  N.  E.  883; 
Flanagan  v.  Wells  Bros.  Co.,  237  111. 
82,  86  N".  E.  609,  127  Am.  St.  Eep.  315; 
Weston  V.  State  Mut.  Life  Assur.  Co., 
234  111.  492,  84  N.  E.  1073;  Illinois 
Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Behrens,  208  111.  20,  69 
N.  E.  796;  Tulo  v.  O'Gara  Coal  Co.,  183 
111.  App.  423.  Mich.  —  Bacon  v.  Eeich, 
121  Mich.  480,  80  N.  W.  278,  49  L.  E^ 
A.  311.  Mo.  —  Holland  v.  Atchison  etc"! 
R.  Co.,  133  Mo.  App.  694,  114  S.  W.  61. 
N.  Y.  — Belknap  v.  Sealey,  14  N.  Y. 
143,  67  Am.  Dec.  120.  Okla.  —  Missouri, 
O.  &  G.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Collins,  47  Okla.  761, 
150  Pac.  142.  Pa.  —  Brillinger  v.  North- 
ern Cent.  E.  Co.,  229  Pa.  182,  78  Atl. 
88.  S.  C.  —  Westbury  v.  Simmons,  57 
S.  C.  467,  35  S.  E.  764. 

[a J  "It  is  not  the  office  of  a  plea 
of  variance  to  enable  a  party  to  wait, 
taking  a  chance  as  to  the  result  of  the 
verdict,  and  then,  if  it  is  adverse,  to 
rely  on  such  plea  to  secure  an  absolute 
reversal  or  a  new  trial."  Irwin  v.  Leu- 
ten  Brick  Co.,  59  Pa.  Super.  150,  153. 

[b]  "No  objection  was  made  to  the 
admission  of  the  evidence  as  we  have 
it  on  the  ground  that  it  wag  not  in 
harmony  with  the  pleadings.  Had  such 
objection  been  made  and  sustained, 
the  plaintiff  could  have  moved  to 
amend  his  declaration  so  as  to  make 
the  allegations  conform  with  the  proof 
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lerial  he  eannot  complain  thereof  on  appeal."^  That  such  steps  were 
taken  below  must  be  shown  by  the  reeord,^^  and  the  appellate  court  will 
not  review  the  rulings  of  the  trial  court  on  a  question  of  variance,  where 
a  showing  of  prejudice  has  been  made  before  that  court,  unless  the  evi- 
dence for  and  against  such  showing  is  brought  up  in  the  record  along 
with  the  court's  rulings.^* 

b.  Decision  on.  —  Variances  that  might  have  been  eorected  by  amend- 
ments will  be  disregarded  on  appeal,^^  for  the  court  will  deem  the 
amendment  to  have  been  made,""  and  for  such  an  immaterial  Variance 
which  did  not  prevent  the  merits  of  the  cause  from  having  been  fairly 
tried  and  determined  in  the  court  below,  the  judgment  will  not  be  re- 
versed.^' And  error  in  ruling  upon  objections  to  variance  which  is  not 
prejudicial  will  be  disregarded.^*  But  where  there  appears  a  clear  vari- 


offered.  The  defendants  having  waived 
any  such  objection,  and  having  chosen 
to  aoide  the  result  of  the  testimony  ac- 
tually offered  and  admitted,  it  was  not 
the  function  of  the  learned  trial  judge 
to  raise  this  objection  of  his  own  mo- 
tion and  assign  it  as  a  reason  for  re- 
fusing to  take  off  the  compulsory  non- 
suit." Clark  V.  Millett,  57  Pa.  Super. 
287. 

[c  I  There  must  have  been  a  special 
objection  making  the  point  as  to  the 
variance,  if  it  is  an  amendable  one. 
Woodward  Iron  So.  v.  Lowther,  194 
Ala.  232,  69  So.  877. 

[dj  A  general  objection  that  the 
evidence  is  illegal,  irrelevant  and  im- 
material will  not  suffice.  Woodward 
Iron  Co.  V.  Lowther,  194  Ala,  232,  69 
So.  877. 

52.  Harrison  v.  Lakenan,  189  Mo. 
581,  88  S.  W.  53;  Fisher  &  Co.  Eeal 
Estate  Co.  v.  Staed  Realty  Co.,  159  Mo. 
562,  62  S.  W.  443;  Chouquette  v.  South- 
ern Electric  Ey.  Co.,  152  Mo.  257,  53 
S.  W.  897;  Ely  v.  Porter,  58  Mo.  158; 
Turner  t--.  Chillicothe  &  D.  M.  C.  R.  Co., 
51  Mo.  501;  Fischer  i;.  Max,  49  Mo. 
404;  Olson  V.  Snake  Eiver  Val.  K.  Co., 
22  Wash.  139,  60  Pac.  156. 

[a]  A  mere  motion  to  nonsuit  the 
plaintiff  on  the  ground  of  variance, 
without  any  attempt  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants  to  show  that  they  had  been 
misled  to  their  prejudice,  is  not  suffi- 
cient. Olson  V.  Snake  River  Val.  E. 
Co.,  22  Wash.  139,  60  Pac.  156. 

[b]  Affidavit  of  Surprise.  —  Where 
the  party  has  not  in  the  trial  court 
made  affidavit  showing  in  what  respect 
he  has  been  misled,  he  cannot  avail 
himself  of  his  objection.  Ridenhour  i\ 
Kansas  City  C.  Ey.  Co.,  102  Mo.   270, 


13  S.  "W.  889,  14  S.  W.  760;  Thomas  v. 
Bambriek  Bros.  Const.  Co.,  189  Mo.  App. 
623,  175  S.  W.  258;  Hannon  i;."St.  Louis 
Transit  Co.,  102  Mo.  App.  216,  77  S.  "W. 
158. 

53.  Illinois  Terminal  E.  Co.  v. 
Thompson,   210  111.  226,  71   N".   E.   328. 

54.  Olson  i;.  Snake  Eiver  Val.  E.  Co., 
22  Wash.  139,  60  Pac.  156. 

55.  See  supra,  III,  C,  8,  a. 

56.  Huey  Co.  v.  Johnston,  164  Ind. 
489,  73  N.  E.  996;  Allen  v.  Hol- 
lingshead,  155  Ind.  178,  57  N.  E.  917; 
Praigg  V.  Western  P.  &  8.  Co.,  143  Ind. 
358,  42  N.  E.  750;  Kohli  v.  Hall,  141 
Ind.  411,  40  N.  E.  1060;  Davis  v.  Do- 
herty,  69  Ind.  11;  Lucas  v.  Smith,  4^2 
Ind.  103;  Hawkins  v.  Thompson  (Ind. 
App.),  122  N.  E.  431;  Johnson  v.  Mc- 
Nabb,  7  Ind.  App.  393,  34  N.  E.  667. 

[a]  Variance  as  to  date  deemed 
corrected  by  amendment.  Hawkins  v. 
Thompson  (Ind.  App.),  122  N.  E.  431; 
Irby  V.  Phillips,  40  Wash.  618,  82  Pac. 
931 ;  Richardson  v.  Moore,  30  Wash. 
406,  71  Pac.  18;  Allend  v.  Spokane  Falls 
&  N.  Ey.  Co.,  21  Wash.  324,  58  Pac. 
244. 

57.  Ind.  — Hedrick  v.  D.  M.  Os- 
borne &  Co.,  99  Ind.  143;  Hawkins  v. 
Thompson  (Ind.  App.),  122  N.  E.  431; 
Terre  Haute  Electric  Ey.  Co.  v.  Lauer, 
21  Ind.  App.  466,  52  N.  E.  703.  Kan. 
Stout  V.  Cfrosby,  10  Kan.  App.  580,  63 
Pac.  661.  Ky.  —  Grinstead'a  Admx.  v. 
Phoenix  Nat.  Bank,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
1914,  44  iS.  W.  952.  Mass-.  —  Cunning- 
ham r.  Kimball,  7  Mass.  65.  Neb. 
Toy  V.  McHugh,  62  Neb.  820,  87  N.  W. 
1059. 

58.  Foster  v.  Carr,  135  Cal.  83,  67 
Pac.  43. 

[a]    Failure  to  exclude  proofs  mater- 
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anee  between  the  material  allegations  and  the  proof  which  was  pointed 
out  in  time  by  the  appellant,  reversal  will  follow.^"  As  also  where  there 
is  prejudicial  error  in  ruling  that  there  was  a  fatal  variance  from  the 
allegation  and  the  proof. °° 


ially  variant  from  the  complaint, 
though  ordinarily  such  an  error  as 
would  be  ground  for  reversal,  will  be 
considered  harmless  where  there  is  no 
dispute  as  to  the  facts  and  the  case 
cannot  be  varied  on  a  new  trial.  Poster 
V.  Carr,  135  Cal.  83,  67  Pae.  43. 

53.  AJa.  —  Pratt  Consol.  Coal  Co. 
V.  Short,  191  Ala.  378,  68  So.  63;  Har- 
ris V.  Sanders,  186  Ala.  350,  65  So.  136; 
Central  of  Georgia  Ey.  Co.  v.  Simons, 
150  Ala.  400,  43  So.  731;  Thompson  v. 
Eichardson,  96  Ala.  488,  11  So.  728; 
Alabama  G.  S.  E.  Co  v.  Grabfelder,  83 
Ala.  200,  3  So.  432;  South  &  N.  A. 
E.  Co.  V.  Wilson,  78  Ala.  587.  Colo. 
Bottom  V.  Barton,  12  Colo.  App.  53, 
54  Pac.  1031.  HI.  — Lake  St.  Elevated 
E.  Co.  V.  Collins,  118  111.  App.  270. 
Ind.  —  Hall  v.  Pennsylvani  a  Co.,  90 
Ind.  459.  Ky.  —  Fowler  v.  Cowper, 
Sneed  58.  Mo.  —  Bowles  v.  Quincy,  O. 
&  K.  C.  E.  Co.,  167  Mo.  App.  268,  149 


S.  W.  1041.  Neb.  — Welsh  v.  South 
Omaha,  98  Neb.  148,  152  N.  W.  302. 
N.  Y.  — Brown  v.  Wolfe,  119  App.  Div. 
777,  104  N.  Y.  Supp.  573;  Eosenfeld  v. 
Central  Vermont  Ey.  Co.,  Ill  App.  Div. 
.•^71,  97  N.  Y.  Supp.  905;  Fairchild  v. 
Slocum,  19  Wend.  329.  Ore.  — Blaka 
V.  National  Hospital  Assn.,  70  Ore. 
264,  141  Pac.  158. 

[a]  A  recovery  based,  solely  upon 
the  common-law  liability  of  a  carrier, 
cannot  be  sustained  where  the  com- 
plaint was  against  the  carrier  upon  an 
alleged  contract.  Coverly  v.  Terminal 
Warehouse  Co.,  7'0  App.  Div.  82,  75 
N.  Y.  Supp.  145. 

[b]  Reversal  for  variance  in  alleg- 
ing money  and  proving  a  promissory 
note.  Bottom  v.  Barton,  12  Colo.  App. 
53,  54  Pac.  1031. 

60.  Shelinsky  i;.  Foster,  87  Conn. 
90,  87  Atl.  35,  Ann.  Cas.  1914C,  1007. 
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CEOSS-EEFEEENCES : 
Implied  and  Express  Liens ; 

Agreements;  Rescission  and  Cancellation; 

Lands  and  Land  Transfers ;     Sales. 

Exchange  of  real  estate,  see  18  Standard  Peoc.  693. 
Quieting  title  by  purchaser,  see  21  Standard  Peoc.  1008. 
For  forms,  see  9  Standard  Proc.  1241. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references  see  the  index  to  this  work 
and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.  REMEDIES  OF  VENDOR  AND  SUCCESSORS  IN  INTEREST. 

A.  Remedies  GENEEALiyY.  —  1.  When  Vendor  Retains  Title.  —  a.  On 

Breach  of  Contract  hy  Purchaser.  —  In  the  absence  of  specific  provision 
in  the  contract  of  sale,^  a  vendor  who  retains  the  legal  title  to  the  land 
sold  has  a  choice  of  remedies  on  the  failure  of  the  purchaser  to  perform 
his  contract  of  purchase,  some  of  which  are  in  personam,  and  some  in 
rem,^  and  some  in  affirmance  of  the  contract,  and  others  in  disaffirmance 
or  rescission  of  the  contract.' 

Eemedies  at  Law.  —  The  vendor,  on  breach  by  the  vend«e  of  an  execu- 
tory contract  of  sale,  may,  according  to  some  authorities,  sue  at  law  for 
the  purchase  money,*  or  he  may  sue  on  the  notes,  if  any,  given  for  the 
purchase  price,^  or  in  the  case  of  an  installment  contract,  he  may  sue  to 
recover  the  installments  which  are  due."    He  may  hold  or  retain'^  the 


1.  Bee  infra,  this  section. 

2.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Pearson,  119 
N.  C.  494,  26  S.  E.  46.  See  infra,  this 
eeetion. 

3.  Ga.  —  Lytle  v.  Scottish  Ameri- 
can Mortg.  Co.,  122  Ga.  458,  50  S.  E. 
402;  Morris  v.  McKee,  96  Ga.  611,  24 
e.  E.  142.  m.  — Home  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Gough,  2  111.  App.  477.  la.  —  Auxier 
V.  Taylor,  102  Iowa  673,  72  N.  W.  291. 
Neb.  — Mason  v.  Strickland,  73  Neb. 
783,  103  N.  W.  458.  Pa.  — Arnold's 
Admr.  v.  Fitzgerald,  76  Pa.  385.     Tex. 
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Burson  v.  Blackley,  67  Ter.  5,  2  S.  W. 
668;  Eansom  v.  Brown,  63  Tex.  188; 
Moore  v.  First  State  Bank  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  173  S.  W.  231. 

4.  See  infra,  I,  0. 

5.  Ark.  —  McGehee  v.  Blackwell,  28 
Ark.  27.  Ga.  —  See  Conch  i;.  Crane,  142 
Ga.  22,  82  S.  E.  459.  N.  Y.  — Freligh 
c.  Piatt,  5  Cow.  494. 

6.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Agnew,  45 
"Wis.  131.    See  infra,  I,  C. 

7.  Cc.  .  —  Gilpin  County  M.  Co.  i-. 
Drake,  8   Colo.   586,  9  Pae.   787.     111. 
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property,  or  retake  the  property  when  authorized  by  the  contract;'  or 
he  may  resell  and  convey  the  land  to  another,  within  a  reasonable  time 
and  under  proper  conditions,"  and  sue  the  original  vendee  to  recover 
any  damages  sustained  by  his  default.^"  If  the  vendor  desires  a  return 
of  the  property,  he  may  bring  an  action  for  its  possession.^^  But  after 
repudiation  of  the  contract,  the  vendor  cannot,  according  to  some  au- 
thorities, maintain  an  action  of  assumpsit  against  the  purchaser^^  for 


Dickson  v.  Turner,  149  111.  App.  394. 
£y.  —  Harmon  i;.  Thompson,  119  Ky. 
528,  84  S.  W.  569.  Me.  —  Eobinson  v. 
Heard,  15  Me.  296.  K.  I.  —  McKiernau 
V.  Valleau,  23  E.  I.  501,  506,  51  Atl. 
102. 

8.  Allen  v.  Mohn,  86  Mich.  328,  49 
N.  W.  52,  24  Am.  St.  Eep.  126. 

9.  tr.  S.  —  Webster  v.  Hoban,  7 
Cranch  399,  3  L.  ed.  384;  Dunlap  v. 
Green,  60  Fed.  242,  8  C.  C.  A.  600. 
Alk.  —  Fears  v.  Merrill,  9  Ark.  559,  60 
Am.  Dee.  226.  Ga.  —  Ansley  v.  Green, 
82  Ga.  181,  7  S.  E.  921.  E.  I.  — Mc- 
Kiernan  v.  Valleau,  23  E.  I.  501,  506, 
51  Atl.  102.  Tes.  —  Eansom  v.  Brown, 
63  Tex.  188. 

[a]  This  is  the  only  available  rem- 
edy in  case  the  debt  for  the  purchase 
money  is  barred  by  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations and  the  vendee  sets  up  that 
defense.  Eansom  v.  Brown,  63  Tex. 
188. 

10.  Cal.  —  Glock  V.  Howard  &  Wil- 
son Colony  Co.,  123  Cal.  1,  10,  55  Pac. 
713,  69  Am.  St.  Eep.  17,  43  L.  E.  A. 
199;  Glassell  v.  Coleman,  94  Cal.  260, 
29  Pac.  508.  111.  —  Ash  v.  Oppman, 
199  111.  App.  573.  Ind.  —  Goodwine  v. 
Kelley,  33  Ind.  App.  57,  70  N.  E.  832. 
la.  —  Waters  v.  Pearson,  163  Iowa  396, 
144  N.  "W.  1026;  Prichard  v.  Mul- 
hall;  127  Iowa  545,  103  N.  W.  774. 
Ky.  —  Harmon  v.  Thompson,  119  Kj-. 
528,  639,  84  S.  W.  569.  Mich.  — Allen 
V.  Mohn,  86  Mich.  328,  49  N.  "W.  52, 
24  Am.  St.  Eep.  126.  Minn.  — Kerr 
Co.  V.  Nygren,  114  Minn.  268,  130  N. 
W.  1112,  Ann.  Caa.  1912C,  538;  Kelley 
r.  West,  36  Minn.  520,  32  N.  W.  620. 
Mo.  —  Norris   v.    Letchworth,    167    Mo. 

App.  553,  152  S.  W.  421.    Pa Hunter 

r.  Lewis.  234  Pa.  134,  82  Atl.  1100; 
Paul]  D.  Halferty,  63  Pa.  46,  3  Am.  Eep. 
518;  Wilson  v.  Clarke,  1  Watts  &  S. 
554.  E.  I.  —  McKiernan  v.  Valleau,  23 
E.  I.  501,  506,  51  Atl.  102.  Vt.— Seaver 
V.     Lang,  104  Atl.   877. 

See   infra,  I,  D. 

JJ.    TJ.  S.  —  Moody  v.  Eastern  Ore- 


gon Laud  Co.,  180  Fed.  632.  Ala. 
Seabury  v.  Doe,  22  Ala.  207,  58  Am. 
Dec.  254.  Ark.  —  McGehee  v.  Black- 
well,  28  Ark.  27.  Cal.  —  Hannan  v. 
McNickle,  82  Cal.  122,  23  Pac.  271; 
Hoffman  v.  Bemnant,  72  Cal.  1,  12  Pac. 
804;  Bohall  v.  Diller,  41  Cal.  53a.  Ga. 
Couch  1?.  Crane,  142  Ga.  22,  82  S.  E. 
459.  HI.  — Wilburn  v.  Haines,  53  111. 
207;  Home  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Gough,  2  III. 
App.  477.  Ky.  —  Miller  v.  Farmers' 
Bank,  25  Ky.  L.  Eep.  373,  75  S.  W. 
218.  Pa.  —  Arnold's  Admr.  v.  Fitz- 
gerald, 76  Pa.  385.  S.  D.  —  Sweet  v. 
Purinton,  166  N.  W.  161.  Tex.  —  Stone 
Land  &  Cattle  Co.  v.  Boon,  73  Tex.  548, 
11  S.  W.  544;  Garvin  v.  Garvin  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  188  S.  W.  37;  Branch  v. 
Taylor,  40  Tex.  Civ.  App.  248,  89  S. 
W.  813;  Curran  v.  Texas  Land  & 
Mortg.  Co.,  24  Tex".  Civ.  App.  499,  60 
S.  W.  466.  Vt.  — Arbuckle  v.  Hawks, 
20  Vt.  538.  Wash.  —  Shelton  v.  Jones, 
4   Wash.  692,  30  Pac.  1061. 

See   infra,  I,  F. 

Ejectment,  see  infra,  I,  F,  1. 

[a]  When  the  deed  of  the  vendor 
reserves  a  lien  to  secure  the  purchase 
money,  the  contract  is  executory,  the 
superior  title  remains  in  the  vendor 
and  he  can  sue  for  the  land  on  the 
vendee's  default.  Smith  v.  Owen  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  97  S.  W.  521;  Efron  v. 
Burgower  (Tex.  Civ,  App.),  57  S.  W. 
306. 

12.  Ala.  —  Tucker  v.  Adams,  62 
Ala.  254.  Contra,  Seabury  v.  Doe  ex 
dem.  Stewart,  22  Ala.  207,  58  Am.  Dec. 
234.  Ha.  —  Knox  v.  Spratt,  19  Fla. 
817.  HI.  —  McNair  v.  Schwartz,  16 
ru.  24.  N.  y.  — Smith  v.  Stewart,  6 
Johns.  46,  5  Am.  Dec.  186.  Wis.— Hill 
V.  Sidie,  116  Wis.  602,  93  N.  W.  446, 
96  Am.   St.  Eep.  1011. 

See  generally  the  title,  "Use  and 
Occupation." 

[a]  The  reason  is  that  treating  the 
vendee  as  a  tenant  liable  for  rent 
would  operate  as  a  destruction  of  the 
contract  of  purchase  and  the  substi- 
tution  of   a   different   contract   which 
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use  and  occupation  but  some  courts  hold  otherwise."  Statutes  some- 
times provide  additional  remedies  of  forfeiting  land  contracts." 

Kemedies  in  Bctuity.  —  Instead  of  proceeding  at  law,  the  vendor  may 
sue  in  equity  for  specific  performance  of  the  contract  of  purchase,^'  or 
to  foreclose  a  purchase  money  mortgage  if  one  is  given,^^  or,  to  enforce 
the  lien  given  him  by  law  for  the  payment  of  the  purchase  money,^'  and 
either  have  a  sale  of  the  property,^*  or  foreclose  the  vendee's  rights  in 
the  contract.^®  Or  he  may,  in  a  proper  case,  sue  for  a  rescission  of  the 
contract.^" 

Extrajudicial  Remedies.  —  Instead  of  pursuing  his  judicial  remedies, 
the  vendor  may  remain  inactive  and  retain  to  his  own  use  the  moneys 


the  parties  did  not  make.     Tucker  v, 
Adams,  52  Ala.   254. 

[b]  A  stipulation  in  the  contract 
that  in  case  of  default  in  payments, 
the  purchaser  shall  hold  the  premises 
as  ■&  tenant  at  sufferance  does  not 
change  the  relation  of  the  parties  into 
that  of  landlord  and  tenant,  and  an 
action  for  use  and  occupation  will  not 
lie.  Hill  V.  Sidie,  116  Wis.  602,  93 
N.  W.  446,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  1011,  ap- 
proving Diggle  V.  Baulden,  48  Wis. 
477,  4  N.  W.  678,  and  overruling  Wright 
i:  Roberts,  22  Wis.  161. 

13.  Gould  V.  Thompson,  4  Mete. 
(Mass.)  224;  Woodbury  v.  Woodbury, 
47  N.  H.  11,  90  Am.  Dec.  555. 

[a]  Election  of  Remedies.  —  The 
vendor  may  treat  the  purchaser  as  a 
trespasser  or  tenant  at  will  at  his 
election.  Woodbury  v.  Woodbury,  47 
N.  H.  11,  22,  90  Am.  Dec.  555. 

14.  See  the  statutes  and  Tower  v. 
Detroit  Trust  Co.,  190  Mich.  670,  157 
N.  W.  S67,  holding  the  statute  does 
not  prevent  resort  to  other  remedies 
existing. 

15.  Cal.  —  Longmaid  v.  Coulter,  123 
Cal.  208,  55  Pac.  791;  Glock  v.  How- 
ard &  Wilson  Colony  Co.,  123  Cal.  1, 
10,  55  Pac.  713,  69  Am.  St.  Eep.  17, 
43  L.  R.  A.  199.  Colo.  — Gilpin  County 
M.  Co.  V.  Drake,  8  Colo.  586,  9  Pac. 
787.  111.  — Ash  V.  Oppman,  199  111. 
App.  573.  la.  —  Waters  v.  Pearson, 
163  Iowa  396,  144  N.  W.  1026.  Minn. 
Kerr  Co.  v.  Nygren,  114  Minn.  268, 
130  N.  W.  1112,  Ann.  Cas.  1912C,  538. 

See  the  title,  "Specific  Perform- 
ance." 

16.  See  infra,  I,  H,  and  generally 
the  title,   "Mortgages." 

17.  U.  S.  —  Hansbrough  v.  Peek,  5 
WalL  497,  18  L.  ed.  520;  Moody  v. 
Eastern  Oregon  Land  Co.,  180  Fed. 
532.    Ala.  —  Micou  v.  Ashurst,  55  Ala. 
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607;  Tucker  v.  Adams,  52  Ala.  264. 
Ark.  — Higgs  V.  Smith,  100  Ark.  543, 
140  S.  W.  990;  Smith  v.  Robinson,  13 
Ark.  533.  Cal.  —  Southern  Pac.  R.  Co. 
V.  Allen,  112  Cal.  455,  44  Pac.  796. 
la.  —  Poweshiek  v.  Denuison,  36  Iowa 
244,  14  Am.  Rep.  521;  Hershey  v. 
Hershey,  18  Iowa  24.  Kan.  —  Court- 
ney V.  Woodworth,  9  Kan.  443.  Mich. 
Larabton  Loan  &  Inv.  Co.  v.  Adams, 
132  Mich.  350,  93  N.  W.  877.  Minn. 
Kerr  Co.  v.  Nygren,  114  Minn.  268, 
130  N.  W.  1112,  Ann.  Cas.  19120,538. 
Miss.  —  Payne  v.  Harrell,  40  Miss. 
498.  S.  D.  —  Sweet  v.  Purinton,  166 
N.  W.  161.  Tex.  — Stone  Land  & 
Cattle  Co.  V.  Boon,  73  Tex.  548,  US. 
W.  544;  Garvin  v.  Garvin  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  188  S.  W.  37;  Branch  v.  Taylor, 
40  Tex.  Civ.  App.  248,  89  S.  W.  813; 
Curran  v.  Texas  Land  &  Mortg.  Co.,  24 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  499,  60  S.  W.  466.  Vt. 
Seaver  v.  Lang,  104  Atl.  877.  Va. 
Ayres  v.  Robins,  30  Gratt.  (71  Va.) 
105.  Wash.  —  Roy  v.  Vaughan,  100 
Wash.  345,  170  Pac.  1019;  Shelton  v. 
Jones,  4  Wash.  692,  30  Pac.  1061. 

See  infra,  I,  B. 

[a]  The  bringing  of  a  suit  to  fore- 
close the  lien  will  be  construed  as  an 
affirmance  of  the  contract.  Burson  v. 
Blackley,  67  Tex.  5,  2  S.  W.  668. 

18.  Denton  v.  Scully,  26  Minn.  325, 
4  N.  W.  41;  Burson  v.  Blackley,  67 
Tex.  5,  2  S.  W.  668.  See  infra,  I,  B, 
17,  a,   (III). 

19.  Glock  V.  Howard  &  Wilson  Col- 
ony Co.,  123  Cal.  1,  10,  55  Pac.  713,  69 
Am.  St.  Eep.  17,  43  L.  E.  A.  199;  Den- 
ton V.  Scully,  26  Minn.  325,  4  N.  W. 
41.    See  infra,  I,  B,  17,  a,  (II). 

,  20.  Moody  v.  Eastern  Oregon  Land 
Co.,  180  Fed.  532;  Aymar  v.  Delmas,  28 
La.  Ann.  582.     See  infra,  I,  G. 

[a]  The  failure  to  pay  Is  a  failure 
of  consideration  entitling  the  vendor  to 
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paid  on  the  contract.^'  Or  if  his  generosity  prompts  him  to  do  so  he  may- 
agree  with  the  vendee  for  a  mutual  abandonment  and  rescission,  in 
which  case  the  vendee  is  entitled  to  a  repayment  of  the  money.''^ 

Wien  the  contract  provides  that  in  the  case  of  default  of  the  payment 
of  any  installment  the  rights  of  the  purchaser  shall  be  forfeited,  the 
action  of  the  vendor  in  insisting  that  the  purchaser,  by  reason  of  his 
default,  has  no  further  right  thereunder^^  is  not  in  abandonment  or 
rescission  of  the  contract  but  in  affirmance  of  it,^*  or  in  acceptance  of  the 
situation  which  the  wrongdoing  of  the  purchaser  has  brought  about.^^ 
In  such  case,  the  vendor  may  sue  in  equity  to  cancel  the  contract  as  a 
menace  or  cloud  on  his  title,^^  or  to  quiet  title  to  his  land."  "Whether 
the  vendor  is  limited  to  the  remedy  provided  in  the  contract,  depends 
upon  the  terms  of  the  contract.^^ 

b.  Fraud  of  Vendee.  —  In  case  of  fraud  by  the  purchaser,  the  vendor, 
while  the  contract  is  executory,  may  either  affirm  or  disaffirm  the  con- 


a  rescission.    Smith  v.  Blandin,  133  Cal. 
441,  65  Pac.  894. 

21.  Glock  V.  Howard  &  Wilson  Col- 
ony Co.,  123  Cal.  1,  10,  55  Pac.  713,  69 
Am.  St.  Kep.  17,  43  L.  E.  A.  199; 
Bernardo  v.  Soderman,  19  Cal.  App.  161, 
124  Pac.  866;  Augsberg  v.  Meredith, 
101  111.  App.  629. 

[a]  Liquidated  Damages. — It  is  of 
no  moment  whether  or  not  the  contract, 
declaring  time  to  be  essential,  declares 
that  such  money  shall  upon  the  breach 
be  forfeited  as  liquidated  damages. 
Glock  V.  Howard  &  Wilson  Colony  Co., 

123  Cal.  1,  10,  55  Pac.  713,  69  Am.  St. 
Eep.   17,  43   L.   R.   A.   199. 

22.  Glock  V.  Howard  &  Wilson  Col- 
ony Co.,  123  Cal.  1,  10,  55  Pae.  713,  69 
Am.  St.  Eep.  17,  43  L.  E.  A.  199;  Ber- 
nardo V.  Soderman    19  Cal.  App.  161, 

124  Pae.  866. 

As  to  action  by  purchaser  to  recover 
purchase  money  paid.    See  infra,  II,  A, 

23.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  A  statute  providing  that  "One 
who  sells  real  property  has  a  vendor's 
lien  thereon,  independent  of  posses- 
sion, for  so  much  of  the  price  as  re- 
mains unpaid  and  unsecured,"  etc.,  has 
no  application  to  a  case  where  the  ven- 
dor retains  the  legal  title;  and  there- 
fore a  statute  declaring  that  contracts 
for  the  forfeiture  of  property  subject 
to  a  lien  are  void  has  no  application  to 
the  remedy  under  discussion.  Cook- 
Eeynolds  Co.  ■».  Chipman,  47  Mont.  289, 
299,  133  Pac.  694. 

24.  Cal.  —  Oursler  v.  Thacher,  152 
Cal.  739,  93  Pac.  1007;  Glock  v.  How- 
ard &  Wilson  Colony  Co.,  123  Cal.  1, 


55  Pac.  713,  69  Am.  St.  Eep.  17,  43  L. 
E.  A.  199.  la.  —  Ashf ord  v.  Meyer,  125 
N.  W.  194.  Mont.  —  Suburban  Homes 
Co.  V.  North,  50  Mont.  108,  145  Pae.  2, 
Ann.  Cas.  1917C,  81;  Fratt  v.  Daniels- 
Jones  Co.,  47  Mont.  487,  133  Pac.  700; 
Cook-Eeynolds  Co.  v.  Chipman,  47 
Mont.  289,  133  Pac.  694;  Clark  v.  Amer- 
ican D.  &  M.  Co.,  28  Mont.  468,  476, 
72   Pac.   978. 

25.  Anvil  Min.  Co.  v.  Humble,  153 
U.  S.  540,  14  Sup.  Ct.  876,  38  L.  ed. 
814;  Clark  v.  American  D.  &  M.  Co.,  28 
Mont.   468,   476,   72   Pac.   978. 

26.  Suburban  Homes  Co.  v.  North, 
50  Mont.  108,  145  Pac.  2,  Ann.  Cas. 
1917C,   81. 

27.  Oursler  v.  Thacher,  152  Cal.  739, 
93  Pac.  1007.  See  the  title,  "Quieting 
Title." 

28.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[aj    A  stipulation,  in  a  contract,  that 

(1)  in  case  of  default  in  the  payment 
of  any  installments  as  they  mature,  all 
sums  of  money  paid  shall  be  lost  to  the 
purchaser,  and  the  contract  shall  be 
null  and  void,  prescribes  an  exclusive 
remedy  and  prevents  the  vendor  from 
recovering  unpaid  installments.  T.  B. 
Potter  EealtyXo.  v.  Breitling,  79  Ore. 
293,  155  Pac.  179;  T.  B.  Potter  Eealty 
Co.  V.  Derby,  75  Ore.  563,  147  Pac.  548. 

(2)  But  a  provision  in  the  contract 
authorizing  the  vendor  to  forfeit  and 
determine  the  contract  does  not  limit 
the  vendor  to  the  remedy  of  strict  fore- 
closure. Bohart  v.  Eepublic  Inv.  Co., 
49  Kan.  94,  30  Pac.  180;  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Agnew,  45  Wis.  131.  (3)  The 
exercise  of  the  right  under  such  a  pro- 
vision is  optional  with  the  vendor.  But 
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traet,^^  but  he  cannot  do  both.'"  He  may,  upon  affirming,  sue  for  the 
damages  sustained.^^  On  disaffirmance  and  offering  to  return  what  he 
has  reeeived^^  he  is  entitled  to  a  recovery  of  the  property,^^  and  may  sue 
for  a  rescission  of  the  contract  and  cancellation  of  the  deeds  made  pur- 
suant thereto.'* 

c.  Inadequacy  of  Consideration.  —  As  a  general  rule  mere  inadequacy 
of  consideration  is  insufficient  to  authorize  a  rescission  or  cancellation 
of  the  contract  of  sale,'^  unless  there  is  fraud,  or  other  equitable  cir- 
cumstances existing,^^  or  the  inadequacy  is  so  gross  as  to  shock  the  eon- 
science.^' 

2.  Where  Vendor  Parts  With  Title.'^  —  A  vendor  in  an  executed  con- 
tract for  the  sale  of  land  who  has  parted  with  the  title,  may  sue  at  law 
for  the  purchase  price, '^  or  he  may  sue  in  equity  to  foreclose  his  implied 
lien  if  he  chooses,*"  or  if  the  purchaser  was  guilty  of  fraud,  he  may  bring 


after  he  has  exercised  the  right  and  de- 
clared a  forfeiture,  he.  cannot  after- 
wards sue  for  the  purchase  price.  Glas- 
sell  V.  Coleman,  94  Cal.  260,  29  Pac. 
508.    See  Waite  v.  Stanley,  88  Vt.  407, 

92  Atl.  633,  L.  E.  A.  1916C,  886,  per 
Taylor,  J.,  dissenting. 

29.  Ind.  —  Himes  v.  Langley,  85 
Ind.  77.  la.— Shuttlefleld  v.  Neil,  163 
Iowa  470,  145  N.  W.  1.  Mich.  — White 
V.  Mitchell,  38  Mich.  390.  Mo.  —  Baker 
V.  Eobertson,  138  Mo.  App.  163,  119  S. 
W.  987.  Neb.  —  Steinke  v.  Dobson,  90 
Neb.  616,  134  N.  W.  169.  Okla.— Wes- 
ley V.  Diamond,  26  Okla.  170,  109  Pac. 
524.  Ore.  —  Spence  v.  Hull,  75  Ore. 
267,  146  Pac.  95,  98.  Tex.  —  Patterson 
V.  McMinn  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  152  S.  W. 
223.  Wash.  —  See  Johnson  v.  Ryan,  62 
Wash.  60,  112  Pae.  1114.  Wis.  — Menz 
V.  Beebe,  102  Wis.  342,  77  N.  W.  913, 
78  N.  W.  601. 

30.  Yeomans  v.  Bell,  151  N.  Y.  230, 
45  N.  E.  552;  Wesley  v.  Diamond,  26 
Okla.  170,  109  Pae.  524.  See  infra,  I, 
A,  3. 

31.  la.  —  McCoy  v.  Tewksbury.  182 
Iowa  203,  165  N.  W.  400;  Smith  v. 
Blakesburg  Sav.  Bank,  182  Iowa  1190, 
164  N.  W.  762.  Minn.  —  Humphrey  v. 
Sievers,  137  Minn.  373,  163  N.  W.  737. 
Neb.  —  Steinke  v.  Dobson,  90  Neb.  616, 
134  N.  W.  169.  N.  Y.  — Yeomans  v. 
Bell,  150  N.  Y.  230,  45  N.  B.  552;  Kel- 
lenberger  v.  Meisner,  103  App.  Div.  231, 

93  N.  Y.  Supp.  44.  Okla.  — Wesley  v. 
Diamond,  26  Okla.  170,  109  Pae.  524. 
Ore. —  Elgin  v.  Snyder,  60  Ore.  297, 
118  Pac.  280.  R.  I.  —  Moran  v.  Tucker, 
40  E.  I.  485,  101  Atl.  327,  L.  E.  A. 
1918A,  99. 

See  infra,  I,  B. 
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32.  See  infra,  I,  G,  1,  b. 

33.  Kellenberger  v.  Meisner,  103 
App.  Div.  231,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  44. 

34.  Ark.  —  Lindsey  v.  Eitchey,  122 
Ark.  611,  182  S.  W.  901.  Cal.  — CofE- 
man  v.  Bushard,  164  Cal.  663,  130  Pac. 
425.  la.  —  Smith  v.  Blakesburg,  Sav. 
Bank,  182  Iowa  1190,  164  N.  W.  762. 

See  infra,  J,  G. 

35.  Cal.  —  Hammond  v.  Wallace,  85 
Cal.  522,  24  Pac.  837,  20  Am.  St.  Eep. 
239.  lU.- McArtee  v.  Engart,  13  111. 
242.  Kan.  —  Missouri  Eiver,  Ft.  S.  & 
G.  E.  Co.  V.  Miami,  12  Kan.  482.  Va. 
Forde  v.  Herron,  4  Munf.  (18  Va.)  316. 

Action  for  rescission,  see  infra,  I, 
G. 

36.  McArtee  v.  Engart,  13  111.  242; 
McKinney  v.  Pinckard's  Exr.,  2  Leigh 
(29  Va.)   149,  21  Am.  Dee.  601. 

37.  McArtee  v.  Engart,  13  111.  242; 
Missouri  Eiver,  Ft.  S.  &  G.  E.  Co.  v. 
Miami,  12  Kan.  482. 

[a]  In  Louislajia,  the  sale  may  be 
rescinded  for  lesion  beyond  moiety. 
Lesion  is  the  injury  suffered  by  one 
who  does  not  receive  a  full  equivalent 
for  what  he  gives  in  a  commutative 
contract.  Smart  v.  Bibbins,  109  La. 
986,  34  So.  49. 

38.  Eemedles  in  case  of  exchange  of 
properties,  see  18  Standard  Proc.  693. 

39.  Megargel  v.  Saul,  3  Whart.  (Pa.) 
19;  Niland  v.  Murphy,  73  Wis.  326,  41 
N.  W.  335.    See  infra,  I,  C. 

[a]  When  an  Oral  Contract  Is  Exe- 
cuted. —  Niland  v.  Murphy,  73  Wis.  326. 
41  N.  W.  335. 

40.  Eansom  v.  Brown,  63  Tex.  188. 
See  infra,  I,  B. 

[a]  In  case  of  an  exchange  of  lands 
the  vendor  may  sue  in  equity  to  charge 
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an  action  in  equity  for  a  rescission  and  reconveyance  of  the  land,*^  or 
an  action  at  law  for  damages.*^  But  he  cannot  rescind  and  resume  the 
title  or  recover  the  land  on  default  in  the  payment  of  the  consideration.*^ 

3.  Concurrent  and  Inconsistent  Bemedies.^*  —  It  has  been  held  that 
the  remedies  of  the  vendor  by  action  at  law  for  the  purchase  price,  by 
action  for  possession,  and  by  suit  to  enforce  his  lien  are  concurrent,*® 
and  in  the  absence  of  fraud  the  vendor  will  not  be  restrained  from  pur- 
suing them  concurrently*^  or  be  required  to  elect  between  them.*' 

(Suit  for  Foreclosure  and  on  the  DelJt.  —  The  vendor  may,  at  the  same 
time,  sue  at  law  on  the  debt  and  in  equity  to  enforce  his  lien.*^  And  the 
recovery  of  judgment  at  law  and  the  issuance  of  execution  do  not  afEect 
the  right  of  the  vendor  to  satisfy  his  claim  out  of  the  property,  except 
so  far  as  the  judgment  may  have  been  satisfied.*^  But  where  law  and 
equity  are  administered  by  the  same  tribunal,  the  vendor  may  and 
should  unite  in  one  suit  his  legal  remedy  on  the  note  and  equitable 
remedy  against  the  property.®" 


the  land  conveyed  by  him  with  a  lien 
for  the  difference  between  its  actual 
value  and  the  value  at  which  he  was  in- 
duced to  take  it  by  reason  of  the  other 
party's  false  representations.  McTer- 
nan  v.  Mason  (Mo.  App.),  188  S.  W. 
923;  Florida  v.  Morrison,  44  Mo.  App. 
529.  See  18  Standard  Peoo.  695.  But 
see  Kellenberger  v.  Meisner,  103  App. 
Div.  231,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  44. 

41.  Dow  V.  Swain,  125  Cal.  674,  58 
Pac.  271;  Yeomans  v.  Bell,  151  N.  Y. 
230,  45  N.  E.  552.    See  infra,  I,  G. 

<42.  Yeomans  v.  Bell,  125  N.  Y.  230, 
45  N.  E.  552.   See  infra,  I,  E. 

43.  Mich,  —  Loudon  v.  Carroll,  130 
Mich.  79,  89  N.  W.  578.  Pa.  — Megar- 
gel  V.  Saul,  3  Whart.  19;  Vaughan  v. 
Ledyard,  14  Phila.  176.  Tex.  —  Ean- 
som  V.  Brown,  63  Tex.  188;  Deamuke 
V.  Houston  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  31  S.  W. 
198. 

See  18  Standard  Peoc.  699. 

44.  See  generally  the  title  "Choice 
and  Election  of  Bemedies." 

45.  Micou  V.  Ashurst,  65  Ala.   607, 


Micou  V.  Ashurst,  55  Ala.  607, 


615. 
46. 
615. 

47.  Chapman  v.  Lee,  64  Ala.  483; 
Micou  V.  Ashurst,  55  Ala.  607,  615;' 
Davis  V.  Clark,  56  6a.  681. 

48.  Ala.  —  Chapman  v.  Lee,  64  Ala. 
483.  Cal.  —  Longmaid  v.  Coulter,  123 
Cal.  208,  55  Pac.  791.  111.  — Palmer  v. 
Harris,  100  111.  276.  Mich.  — Field  v. 
Ashley,  79  Mich.  231,  44  N.  W.  602; 
Fitzhugh  V.  Maxwell,  34  Mich.  138. 
Miss.  —  Payne  v.  Harrell,  40  Miss.  498. 
N.  Y.  — Zeiser  v.  Cohn,  207  N.  Y.  407, 


101  N.  E.  184,  Ann.  Cas,  1914C,  493, 
47  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  186;  Troast  v.  An- 
jou,  172  N.  Y.  Supp.  383.  N.  O,  — First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Pearson,  119  N.  C.  494, 
26  S.  B.  46.  Wash.  —  Shelton  v.  Jones, 
4   Wash.  692,  30  Pac.  1061. 

Compare  Stone  Land  &  Cattle  Co.  v. 
Boon,  73  Tex.  548, 11  S.  W.  544,  holding 
the  filing  of  a  petition  for  foreclosure 
of  the  lien  is  not  such  an  election  as 
precludes  suing  for  the  land. 

Similar  rule  as  to  mortgagee,  see  19 
Standakd  Pboc.  888. 

[aj  But  it  is  rather  unusual  to  do 
so.    Kobinson  v.  Heard,  15  Me.  296. 

[b]  Reason.  —  The  general  rule, 
that  a  party  will  not  be  allowed  to  sue 
at  law  and  in  equity  at  the  same  time 
for  the  same  debt,  applies  only  when 
both  suits  are  equally  personal,  and 
not  when  one  remedy  is  in  rem  and  the 
other  in  personam.  Payne  v.  Harrell, 
40  Miss.  498. 

[e]  A  proceeding  at  law  for  the 
purchase  price  is  not  a  waiver  of  the 
right  to  foreclose  a  vendor's  implied 
lien  against  the  property.  Ehrhart  v. 
Mahony,  170  Cal.  148,  148  Pac.  934. 

[d]  But  the  vendor  cannot  sue  for 
a  strict  foreclosure  and  at  the  same 
time  sue  at  law  for  an  overdue  install- 
ment of  the  purchase  price.  Waite  v. 
Stanley,  88  Vt.  407,  92  Atl.  633,  L.  E. 
A.  1916C,  886. 

49.  Longmaid  v.  Coulter,  123  Cal. 
208,  55  Pac.  .791. 

50.  Cal. —  Walker  v.  Sedgwick,  8 
Cal.  398.  Ind.  — Nutter  v.  Fouch,  86 
Ind.  451.  Tex.  —  Stone  Land  &  Cattle 
Co.  p.  Boon,  73  Tex.  548,  11  S.  W.  544. 
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Suit  for  Foreclosure  and  Recovery  of  the  Land.—  The  mere  filing  of  a 
petition  praying  a  foreclosure  does  not  prevent  a  vendor  from  amending 
to  pursue  his  other  remedy  by  suit  for  recovery  of  the  land.^^  But  after 
having  recovered  a  judgment  of  foreclosure,  he  cannot  thereafter 
reseind.^^ 

Affirmance  in  Part.  —  The  vendor  cannot  affirm  the  contract  in  part  and 
rescind  as  to  the  remainder.  If  he  elects  to  rescind  he  must  do  so  in 
toto.°^  And  consequently  he  cannot  bring  or  maintain  simultaneously 
remedies  in  affirmance  and  in  disaffirmance  of  the  contract. °*  Nor  can 
he  sue  for  the  purchase  money  after  rescinding  the  contract  by  recover- 
ing the  property  in  ejectment.^' 

4.  Remedies  of  Assignee  of  Vendor.  —  An  assignee  of  a  contract 
of  sale  of  land  has  the  ordinary  rights  of  the  assignee  of  a  contract 
generally.^*  An  assignee  of  the  purchase  money  note  may  foreclose 
the  vendor 's  lien,  when  the  lien  is  held  to  be  assignable.^^  But  he  can- 
not, on  default  of  the  purchaser,  rescind  the  contract  and  recover  the 
land,'^    unless  the  legal  title  is  actually  conveyed  to  him.^^ 

B.  Enforcement  of  Lien.  —  1.  General  Statement.  —  Vendor's 
liens  are  frequently  said  to  be  of  two  kinds,  equitable  or  implied,*"  and 
express  or  reserved.^^ 

The  vendor's  implied  lien  is  a  creature  of  equity"^  arising  or  existing 
by  operation  of  law  independent  of  contract,*^  when  a  vendor  selling 

143  S.  W.  961;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  V.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Blount  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  136  S. 
W.  666;  Hutton  V.  Bodan  Lumb.  Co., 
57  Tex.  Civ.  App.  478,  123  S.  W.  163. 

59.  Moon  V.  Sherwood  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  180  S.  W.  296;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  P. 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Blount  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  136 
S.  W.  566. 

60.  See  infra,  this  section, 
[a]     In  some  states  this  lien  is  not 

recognized  or  is  expressly  abolished  by 
statute.  Kan.  —  Stevens  v.  Chadwick, 
10  Kan.  406,  15  Am.  Rep.  340.  Ore. 
Kelly  V.  Ruble,  11  Ore.  76,  4  Pac.  593, 
semble.  Va.  —  Yancey  v.  Mauck,  15 
Gratt.  (56  Va.)   300. 

61.  111.  —  Carpenter  v.  Mitchell,  54 
111.  126.  Ind.  —  Beard  v.  Payne  (Ind. 
App.),  115  N.  E.  782.  N.  Y.  — Zeiser 
V.  Cohn,  207  N.  Y.  407,  101  N.  E.  184, 
Ann.  Cas.  1914C,  493,  47  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  186.  Tenn.  —  Hines  v.  Perkins,  2 
Heisk.  395. 

62.  Priddy  v.  Smith,  106  Ark.  79, 
152  S.  W.  1028,  44  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  285; 
Simpson  v.  Mundee,  3  Kan.  172. 

63.  Ala.  —  Sims  l>.  National  Com- 
mercial Bank,  73  Ala.  248.  Ark. — Beard 
V.  Bank  of  Osceola,  126  Ark.  420,  190 
S.  W.  849.  111.  —  Robinson  i).  Appleton, 
124  111.  276,  15  N.  E.  761;  Carpenter 
V.  Mitchell,  54  111,  126, 


51.  Stone  Land  &  Cattle  Co.  v. 
Boon,  73  Tex.  548,  11  S.  W.  544,  cited 
in  Garvin  v.  Garvin  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
188  S.  W.  37. 

52.  Moon  V.  Sherwood  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  180  S.  W.  296;  Wiseman  v.  Cot- 
tingham  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  141  S.  W. 
817. 

[a]  If  the  vendor  files  a  claim  for 
the  purchase  money  with  the  adminis- 
trator of  the  purchaser,  its  allowance 
and  approval  constitute  a  judgment 
within  the  rule.  Wiseman  v.  Cotting- 
ham  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  141  S.  W.  817. 

53.  Yeomans  v.  Bell,  151  N.  Y.  230, 
45  N.  E.  552;  Kellenberger  v.  Meisner, 
103  App.  Div.  231,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  44; 
Nass  V.  Chadwick,  70  Tex.  157,  7  S.  W. 
828;  Burson  v.  Blackley,  67  Tex.  5,  2 
8.  W.  668;  Tort  Worth  v.  Reynolds 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  190  S.  W.  501.     . 

54.  Yeomans  v.  Bell,  151  N.  Y.  230, 
45  N.  E.  552. 

55.  Arbuckle  v.  Hawks,  20  Vt.  538. 

56.  See  the  titles,  "Assignments;" 
( ( Parties  ' ' 

57.  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Blount  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  136  8.  W. 
566;  Hatton  v.  Bodan  Lumb.  Co.,  57 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  478,  123  S.  W.  163. 

Enforcement  of  vendor's  lien,  see 
infra,  I,  B,  7,  b;  I,  B,  7,  c,  (XIII). 

58.  Ross  V.  Bailey  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
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land  conveys  the  title,  legal  or  equitable,  to  the  purchaser  without  pay- 
ment of  the  consideration,  without  expressly  reserving  a  lien,  and  with- 
out taking  independent  security  for  the  payment  of  the  purchase 
money,"*  or  in  other  words  when  the  contract  is  executed. "^  This  lien  is 
not  a  specific  or  absolute  charge  upon  the  property  as  against  bona  fide 
purchasers,  until  a  bill  has  been  filed  to  enforce  it,""  or  until  established 
by  the  decree  of  a  court  f  prior  thereto  it  is  a  mere  equity."' 

A  vendor's  express  or  reserved  lien  is  created  or  reserved  by  the 
vendor's  retention  of  the  legal  title  to  the  property  sold,"*  or  by  an 
express  reservation  of  a  lien  in  the  conveyance,'"  or  in  the  purchase- 
money  notes.'^  According  to  some  authorities,  however,  properly  speak- 
ing, a  vendor's  lien  does  not  exist  until  the  vendor  has  parted  with 
title.'^  The  interest  of  a  vendor  retaining  the  title  is  more  properly 
called  or  more  in  the  nature  of  an  imperfect  or  equitable  mortgage," 
and  it  is  a  misnomer  to  speak  of  his  interest  as  a  lien.''*  The  proceeding 
to  enforce  his  claim  is  not  strictly  a  proceeding  to  enforce  a  lien," 
though  frequently  so  designated,'"  but  is  a  proceeding  to  foreclose  the 


64.  TJ.  S.  —  Cordova  v.  Hood,  17 
"Wall.  1,  21  L.  ed.  587.  Ark.  — Lay  v. 
Gaines,  130  Ark.  167,  196  S.  W.  919; 
Wilson  f.  Shoeklee,  94  Ark.  301,  126 
S.  W.  832;  Harris  v.  Hanks,  25  Ark. 
510.    Cal.  —  "Walker  i;.  Sedgwick,  8  Cal. 

■  398.  111.  —  Eobijason  v.  Appleton,  124 
HI.  276,  15  N.  E.  761;  Carpenter  v. 
Mitchell,  54  111.  126.  Ind.  —  Huffman  v. 
Cauble,  86  Ind.  591.  N.  D.  — Eoby  i>. 
Bismarck  Nat.  Bank,  4  N.  D.  156,  59 
N.  "W.  719,  50  Am.  St.  Eep.  633.  Ore. 
Gee  V.  McMillan,  14  Ore.  268,  273,  12 
Pac.  417,  58  Am.  Eep.  315.  B.  I. — Ar- 
nold y.  Carpenter,  16  E.  I.  560,  18  Atl. 
174,  5  L.  E.  A.  357.  Terni.  —  Hines  v. 
Perkins,  2  Heisk.  395.  Tex.  —  Eansom 
V.  Brown,   63   Tex.   188. 

65.  Eansom  v.  Brown,  63   Tex.  188. 

66.  Ark.  —  Linthicum  v.  Tapscott, 
28  Ark.  267.  Cal.  —  Sparks  v.  Hess,  15 
Cal.  ]«(>.  Tean.  —  Green  v.  Demoss,  10 
Humph.  371. 

67.  Sparks  v.  Hess,  15  Cal.  186,  194; 
Sharp  V.  Fly,  9  Baxt.   (Tenn.)  4. 

68.  Fitzell  v.  Leaky,  72  Cal.  477,  484, 
14  Pac.  198;  Sparks  v.  Hess,  15  Cal. 
186;  Eobinson  v.  Owens,  103  Tenn.  91, 
52  S.  "W.  870;  Fain  v.  Inman,  6  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)   5,  12,  19  Am.  Eep.  577. 

69.  Ala.  —  Kyle  v.  Bellenger,  79  Ala. 
51 6.  Cal.  —  Sparks  v.  Hess,  15  Cal.  186, 
194;  "Walker  v.  Sedgwick,  8  Cal.  398. 
N.  D.  —  Eoby  v.  Bismarck  Nat.  Bank, 
4  N.  D.  156,  59  N.  "W.  719,  50  Am.  St. 
Rep.  633.  Tenn.  —  Hines  v.  Perkins,  2 
Heisk.  395. 

[a]  Nature  of  Proceeding.  —  When 
the  title  is  in  the  vendor,  the  proceed- 1 


ing  is  not  strictly  one  to  enforce  the 
vendor's  lien,  but  rather  one  to  fore- 
close the  vendee's  equity.  Gaston  v. 
"White,  46  Mo.  486. 

[b]  By  Giving  of  a  Bond  for  Title. 
Ark.  —  Smith  v.  Eobinson,  13  Ark.  533. 
Kan.  —  Stevens  v.  Chadwick,  10  Kan. 
406,  15  Am.  Eep.  340.  Tex.  —  Eansom 
V.  Brown,  63   Tex.   188. 

70.  Ala.  —  Brannan  v.  Adams,  80  So. 
826.  Ind.  — Beard  v.  Payne  (Ind. 
App.),  115  N.  B.  782.  Tenn.  —  Hines 
V.  Perkins,  2  Heisk.  395.  Tex.  —  Ean- 
som V.  Brown,  63  Tex.  188. 

71.  Ala.  — Cook  v.  Atkins,  173  Ala. 
363,  56  So.  224;  Eansom  v.  Brown,  63 
Tex.  188.  But  see  Waddell  v.  Carlock, 
41  Ark.  523. 

72.  Avery  v.  Clark,  87  Cal.  619,  625, 
25  Pac.  919,  22  Am.  St.  Eep.  272. 

73.  Gessner  v.  Palmateer,  89  Cal.  89, 
24  Pac.  608,  26  Pac.  789,  13  L.  E.  A. 
187.  See  Beard  v.  Payne  (Ind.  App.), 
115  N.  B.  782. 

[a]  Yet  it  is  not  accurate  to  say  that 
a  vendor's  lien  is  an  equitable  mort- 
gage, for  it  is  merely  treated  as  a 
mortgage  and  enforced  as  such.  Prid- 
dy  V.  Smith,  106  Ark.  79,  152  S.  W. 
1028,  44  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  285. 

74.  See  Longmaid  v.  Coulter,  123 
Cal.  208,  213,  55  Pac.  791,  quoting 
Pomeroy,  Eq.  Juris.  §1260;  Miller  v. 
Albright,  60  Ohio  St.  48,  53  N.  E.  490, 
holding  the  vendor's  estate  in  such 
case  cannot  properly  be  called  a  lien. 

75.  Gaston  v.  White,  46  Mo.  486. 

76.  Gaston  v.  "White,  46  Mo.  486. 
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vendee's  equity.''^  In  this  latter  class  of  eases,  the  relation  of  the  par- 
ties is  substantially  that  of  mortgagor  and  mortgagee/^  but  it  has  been 
held  the  lien  of  a  vendor  retaining  the  legal  title  is  something  stronger 
than  a  mortgage.'^ 

fhougli  often  confused,  the  different  kinds  of  liens  should  not  be  eon- 
founded,*''  as  there  is  little  similarity  between  them  beyond  the  identity 
of  name,^^  and  the  rights  and  remedies  of  the  parties  when  enforcing 
the  different  liens  differ  somewhat.*^ 

2.  How  Lien  Is  Enforced.  —  A  vendor's  lien  can  only  be  enforced 
in  a  suit  brought  for  that  purpose.*^  This  suit  may  be  by  bill  to  fore- 
close,** or  in  a  proper  case  by  bill  for  specific  performance.*^  The  for- 
mer only  is  discussed  in  this  title.  Statutes  in  some  states  provide  for 
and  regulate  proceedings  to  enforce  the  lien.** 

3.  Nature  of  Remedy.  —  A  suit  to  foreclose  a  vendor's  lien  is  an 


77.  Gaston  v.  White,  46  Mo.  486. 

78.  111.  —  Robinson  v.  Appleton,  124 
111.  276,  284,  15  N.  E.  761;  Carpenter 
V.  Mitchell,  54  111.  126,  it  approximates 
a  mortgage.  Ind.  —  Amory  v.  Eeilly, 
9  Ind.  490;  Beard  v.  Payne  (Ind. 
App.),  115  N.  E.  782.  Md.  —  Magruder 
V.  Peter,  11  Gill  &  J.  217,  229.  Teim. 
Cleveland  v.  Martin,  2  Head  128;  Hines 
V.  Perkins,  2  Heisk.  395;  Green  v.  De- 
moss,  10  Humph.  371. 

[a]  But  the  two  relations  camiot  be 
confounded  although  many  incidents  of 
the  relation  of  mortgagor  and  mort- 
gagee apply  to  that  of  vendor  and 
vendee,  Micou  v.  Abhurst,  65  Ala.  607, 
616. 

[b]  The  limitation  as  to  the  time 
of  the  sale  under  a  mortgage  does  not 
apply  to  a  foreclosure  of  the  vendor's 
lien.  Jones  v.  Bowling,  117  Mich.  288, 
75  N.  W.  61i; 

79.  Gessner  v.  Palmateer,  89  Cal. 
89,  24  Pac,  608,  26  Pac,  789,  13  L.  E.  A. 
187;  Sparks  v.  Hess,  15  Cal.  186; 
Stevens  v.  Chadwick,  10  Kan,  406,  15 
Am.  Eep.  340. 

80.  Shelton  v.  Jones,  4  Wash.  692, 
30  Pac.  1061. 

81.  Stevens  v.  Chadwick,  10  Kan. 
406,  15  Am.  Eep.  340.  See  also  Moore 
V.  Anders,  14  Ark.  628,  60  Am.  Dec.  551, 
But  compare  Priddy  v.  Smith,  106  Ark, 
79,  152  S.  W.  1028,  44  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
285,  holding  the  fact  that  the  deed 
contains  a  recital  of  the  vendor's  lien 
does  not  change  the  nature  of  the  lien 
nor  add  anything  save  assignability. 

82.  Eansom  v.  Brown,  63   Tex.  188. 
[a]    The  differences  will  be  noted  in 
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the  disQussion  of  the  various  steps  to 
be  taken  in  the  enforcement  of  the 
liens.     See     infra,  this  section. 

83.  Cal.  —  Longmaid  v.  Coulter,  123 
Cal.  208,  55  Pac.  791;  Fitzell  v.  Leaky, 
72  Cal.  477,  484,  14  Pac.  198;  Williams 
V.  Young,  17  Cal.  403.  Mich.  — Con- 
verse V.  Blumrich,  14  Mich.  109,  90  Am. 
Dec.  230.  Wyo.  —  Baldwin  v.  McDon- 
ald, 24  Wyo.  108,  156  Pac.  27,  35. 

[a]  Whether  time  is  or  Is  not  of  the 
essence  of  the  contract  the  suit  will 
lie.     Mullin  v.  Bloomer,  11  Iowa  360. 

84,  Ala.  —  Mutual  Building  &  L, 
Assn.  V.  Wyeth,  105  Ala.  639,  17  So, 
45.  Mo.  —  Gaston  v.  White,  46  Mo. 
486.  Tenn.  —  Howard  v.  Moore,  4 
Sneed  317.  W.  Va.  —  Glenn  v.  Black- 
ford, 23  W.  Va.  182. 

85,  Eobinson  v.  Appleton,  124  HI. 
276,  284,  15  N.  E.  761.  See  the  title, 
"Specific  Performance." 

[a]  On  a  bill  by  a  vendor  for  spe- 
cific performance  of  the  contract  of 
sale,  equity  will  take  jurisdiction  of 
the  whole  controversy,  decree  the  pay- 
ment of  the  purchase  money  and  en- 
force "the  vendor 's  lien  for  its  payment 
thereby  preventing  a  multiplicity  of 
suits.  Eobinson  v.  Appleton,  124  111. 
276,  284,  15  N.  E.  761. 

86.  See    the    statutes. . 

[a]  In  Georgia,  upon  failure  of  the 
purchaser  to  pay  the  notes  as  they 
mature,  the  vendor  may  sue  on  them  to 
judgment,  file  and  record  a  deed  to  the 
premises,  and  then  levy  upon  and  sell 
the  property  as  other  property  of  the 
defendant.  Ga.  Civ.  Code,  1910,  §  6037; 
Couch  V.  Crane,  142  Ga.  22,  82  S.  E. 
459. 
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equitable  action,*'  and  is  a  proceeding  in  rem,  '*  except  when  a  personal 
decree  is  authorized  and  is  sought.^"  An  action  by  a  vendor  who  has 
retained  the  title  to  the  land  is  analogous  to  a  proceeding  for  the  fore- 
closure of,  a  mortgage,*"  and  in  some  respects  similar  to  an  action  for 
specific  performance.*^ 

4.  Conditions  Precedent.  —  a.  ExhoMstion  of  Legal  Remedy.  —  Ac- 
cording to  the  weight  of  authority,  a  vendor  may  sue  in  equity  to  enforce 
his  lien,  express  or  implied,  without  first  exhausting  his  legal  remedy.*^ 


87.  Tueker  v.  Adams,  52  Ala.  254; 
"Wells  V.  rraneis,  7  Colo.  396,  414,  4  Pae. 
49. 

88.  11.  S.  —  Oswald  V.  Kampmaan, 
28  Fed.  36.  Ala.  — Tedder  v.  Steele, 
70  Ala.  347.  Ind.  —  'Whetstoiie  v. 
Baker,  140  Ind.  213,  39  N.  E.  868.  Va. 
Smith  V.  Henkel,  81  Va.  524,  530. 

See  generally  the  title  "Froceedinga 
in  Bern." 

89.  Hooper  v.  Aimstrong,  69  Ala. 
343,  holding  the  suit  strictly  ia  per- 
sonam for  the  enforcement  of  a  debt 
to  which  the  lien  is  an  incident  and  the 
decree  rendered  binds  only  the  parties 
and  privies. 

See  infra,  I,  B,  15,  a,  (TV). 

90.  Ala.  —  Mutual  BuildHig  &  L. 
Assn.  17.  Wyeth,  105   Ala.   639,   17  So. 

,  45;  Chapman  v.  Lee,  64  Ala.  483.  Ark. 
See  Priddy  v.  Smith,  106  Ark.  79,  152 
S.  W.  1028,  44,  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  285. 
Colo.  —  Wells  V.  Francis,  7   Colo.   396, 

415,  4  Pac.  49.  Dl,  —  Gordon  v.  John- 
son, 186  lU.  18,  29,  57  N.  E.  790.  Ia. 
Boynton  v.  Salinger,  147  Iowa  537,  126 
N.  W.  369;  Poweshiek  Co.  v.  Dennison, 
36  Iowa  244.  See  also  Mullin  v.  Bloom- 
er, 11  Iowa  360,  366.  Ind.  —  Amory  v. 
Eeilly,  9  Ind.  490. 

91.  Wells   V.   Francis,    7    Colo.    396, 

416,  4  Pac.  49. 

[a]  Both  actions  grow  out  of  the 
contract  of  purchase  and  directly  affect 
the  same  principal  parties;  the  object 
of  one  is  to  compel  the  performance 
of  a  contract,  that  of  the  other  to 
secure  a  judicial  declaration  of  a  lien 
upon  the  property  for  the  purchase 
money  payable  under  the  contract. 
Both  are  equitable.  Wells  v.  Francis, 
7  Colo.  396,  416,  4  Pac.  49. 

[b]  But,  unlike  specific  performance, 
the  enforcement  of  the  lien  is  a  mat- 
ter of  right.  Smith  v.  Henkel,  81  Va. 
524. 

92.  Ala.  —  Kyle  v.  Bellenger,  79  Ala. 
516;  Haley  v.  Bennett,  5  Port.  452.  Ark. 
Mayes  v.  Hendry,  33  Ark.  240.  Cal. 
Burgess  v.  Fairbanks,  83  Cal.  215,  23 


Pac.  292,  17  Am.  St.  Eep.  230;  Sparks 
V.  Hess,  15  Cal.  186.  Kan.  —  Smith  v. 
Eowland,  13  Kan.  245.  Ky.  —  Eichard- 
sou  V.  Baker,  5  J.  J.  Marsh,  323.  Md. 
1  Pub.  Gen.  Laws  1904,  p.  444,  §  208. 
But  see  Eyler  v.  Crabbs,  2  Md.  137,  56 
Am.  Dec.  711;  Eichardson  v.  Stillinger, 
12  Gill  &  J.  477;  Pratt  v.  Vanwiek's 
Exrs.,  6  Gill  &  J.  495,  decided  before 
the  statute.  Miss.  —  Stratton  v.  Gold, 
40.  Miss.  778;  Payne  v.  Harrell,  40 
Mits.  498.  Mo.  — Pratt  v.  Clark,  57 
Mo.  189.  N.  J.  —  Graves  v.  Coutant, 
31  N.  J.  Eq.  763.  N.  Y.  — Dubois  v. 
Hull,  43  Barb.  26.  Tenn.  —  High  v. 
Batte,  10  Yerg.  186;  Murrell  v.  Wat- 
son, 1  Tenn.  Ch.  342.  Va.  —  Ayres  v. 
Eobins,   30    Gratt.    (71   Va.)    105. 

Contra.  Ford  v.  Sinith,  1  McArthur 
(D.  C.)  592. 

[a]  In  Indiana,  whatever  may  have 
bet^n  the  proper  mode  of  proceeding 
under  the  old  practice,  the  vendor  of 
laud  having  an  equitable  lien  thereon 
for  the  purchase  money,  may  under  the 
modern  practice,  seek  his  legal  remedy 
together  with  the  enforcement  of  his 
lien  in  one  action.  But  the  vendor's 
lien  on  land  for  unpaid  purchase 
money  is  not  an  original  and  absolute 
charge  on  the  land,  but  only  an  equit- 
able right  to  resort  to  it  if  there  is 
not  suf&cient  personal  assets.  It  is  not 
an  equitable  estate  in  land  but  a  right 
to  have  a  lien  established  by  decree  of 
court  in  the  particular  case.  If  the 
complaint  do  not  allege  and  the  evi- 
dence show  that  the  vendee  has  no 
other  property  subject  to  execution,  the 
judgment  should  not  direct  the  sale  of 
the  land  in  the  first  instance  but  should 
be  for  the  amount  of  the  debt  estab- 
lished with  a  proper  entry  that  it  is 
for  purchase  money,  and  that  the  land 
is  subject  to  execution  to  satisfy  the 
same  in  the  event  that  other  property 
of  the  vendee  subject  to  execution  can- 
not be  found.  TTutter  v.  Fouch,  86  Ind. 
451;     Overly  v.  Tipton,  68  Ind.  410. 
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b.  Notice  of  Forfeiture,  etc.  —  Neither  a  notice  of  forfeiture  of  the 
contract,^'  nor  of  intention  to  exercise  the  option  to  declare  all  future 
payments  due,^*  is  a  prerequisite  to  suit  to  foreclose  a  vendor's  lien. 

e.  Tender  of  Deed.  —  Whether  a  performance  by  the  ^vendor  is  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  suit  depends  upon  the  meaning  and  intention 
of  the  parties  as  expressed  in  the  writing.*^  If  the  covenants  to  convey 
and  to  pay  are  independent,  it  is  clear  a  tender  of  a  deed  is  not  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  the  suit.'^  But  the  authorities  are  not  agreed  as  to 
the  necessity  of  a  tender  when  the  covenants  are  mutual  and  dependent. 
Many  of  them  hold  that  a  tender  is  not  necessary  in  such  case,*'  since 
the  costs  in  equity  are  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  such  relief  can 
be  granted  as  the  plaintiff  shows  himself  entitled  to,  upon  such  condi- 
tions as  to  subject  matter  and  costs  as  shall  fully  protect  the  defendant.^' 
On  the  other  hand,  some  authorities  hold  that  a  tender  of  a  deed  or 
offer  of  performance  is  a  necessary  condition  precedent,"*  unless 
excused.^ 

d.  Demand  for  Payment.  —  A  previous  demand  for  payment  of  the 
purchase  money  is  not  necessary,*  except  when  the  purchase  money  is 


93.  Clifton  Land  Co.  v.  Davenport, 
130  Iowa  94,  106  N.  W.  365,  since  the 
action  is  based  upon  the  continuing 
validity  of  the   contract. 

94.  Ames  v.  Milam,  53  Okla.  739, 
157  Pac.  941.  See  also  Loud  v.  Pomona 
is  essential,  a  fa,ilure  to  give  it  would 
only  affect  costs. 

95.  Broughton  v.  Mitchell,  64  Ala. 
210. 

96.  Ames  v.  Milan,  53  Okla.  739, 
157  Pac.  941.  See  also  Loud  v.  Pomona 
Land  &  Water  Co.,  153  U.  S.  564,  14 
Sup.  Ct.  928,  38  L.  ed.  822. 

97.  Ark.  —  Anderson  v.  Mills,  28 
Ark.  175.  ■Contra,  Welch  v.  Hicks,  27 
Ark.  292;  Wakefield  v.  Johnson,  26 
Ark.  506.  la.  —  Boynton  v.  Salinger, 
147  Iowa  537,  126  K.  W.  369;  Steven- 
son V.  Polk,  71  Iowa  278,  32  N.  W, 
340;  Winton  v.  Sherman,  20  Iowa  295. 
Neb.  —  Harrington  v.  Birdsall,  38  Neb. 
176,  56  N.  W.  961.  N.  Y.  — Freeson 
V.  Bissell,  63  N.  T.  168,  distinguished 
in  Thomson  v.  Smith,  63  N.  Y.  301; 
Troast  v.  Anjou,  172  N.  T.  Supp.  383. 
Ore.  —  Lyons  V.  Chaflfee,  79  Ore.  485, 
154  Pae.  688;  Vance  v.  Blakeley,  62 
Ore.  326,  123  Pac.  390;  Security  Sav. 
&  Trust  Co.  V.  Mackenzie,  33  Ore.  209, 
52  Pae.  1046.  Teim.  —  Johnson  v. 
Kurtz,  97  Tenn.  503,  37  S.  W.  222. 
Wash.  —  Taylor  v.  Interstate  Inv.  Co., 
75   Wash.  490,  135  Pac.  240. 

98.  Winton  v.  Sherman,  20  Iowa  295. 
[a]      The  failure  to  make  a  tender 

only  affects  the  question  of  costs.    Har- 
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rington  v.  Birdsall,  38  Neb.  176,  56  N. 
W.  961;  Treeson  v.  Bissell,  63  N.  T. 
168. 

99.  Ala.  —  Broughton/  v.  Mitchell, 
64  Ala.  210,  223;  Dennis  v.  Williams, 
40  Ala.  633.  Ind.  —  Cole  v.  Wright,  50 
Ind.  296.  Miss.  —  Kimbrough  V.  Curtis, 
50  Miss.  117;  Klyce  v.  Broyles,  37  Miss. 
524;  N.  Y.  — Hunt  v.  Lake,  48  Misc. 
670,  97  N.  Y.  Supp.  298. 

[a]  A  mere  allegation  In  the  biU  of 
an  offer  and  readiness  to  make  a  deed 
is  insufficient.  Kimbrough  v.  Curtis,  50 
Miss.  117. 

1.  McLendon  v.  Hamblin,  34  Ala. 
86;  Ehrhart  v.  Mahony,  170  Gal.  148, 
148  Pac.  934;  Ocean  Shore  Dev.  Co.  v. 
Hammond  (Cal.  App.),  175  Pac.  706. 
See  generally  the  titles,  "Tender;" 
"Suits  and  Actions." 

2.  Ark.  —  Anderson  v.  Mills,  28  Ark. 
175;  McGehee  v.  Blackwell,  28  Ark. 
27.  Cal.  —  Gallagher  v.  Mars,  50  Cal. 
23.  md.  —  Olvey  v.  Jackson,  106  Ind. 
286,  4  N.  E.  149. 

[a]  When  the  vendee  agrees  to  pay 
the  purchase  price  on  demand,  a  prev- 
ious demand  is  not  essential  as  the 
bringing  of  the  suit  is  a  sufScient  de- 
mand.   Gallagher  v.  Mars,  50   Cal.  23. 

[b]  Although  the  note  be  made  pay- 
able at  a  particular  place,  a  demand  at 
that  place  is  not  a  prerequisite  to  the 
suit,  but  the  defendant  may  set  up  the 
failure  to  make  a  demand  as  a  defense 
if  he  has  sustained  injury  thereby.  Hol- 
liday  17.  Logan,  134  La.  427,  64  So.  277. 
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payable  within  a  reasonable  time.^ 

5.  Jurisdiction.  —  Jurisdiction  of  suits  to  foreclose  vendor's  liena 
is  in  equity.*  Courts  of  law,^  justice's  courts,*  and  probate  courts,' 
have  no  jurisdiction,  unless  conferred  by  statute.'  The  general  princi- 
ples as  to  jurisdiction  elsewhere  treated  are  applied  to  this  class  of 
cases.^  No  preliminary  seizure  of  the  land  is  necessary  to  give  the  court 
jurisdiction  as  against  nonresidents.^"  But  a  court  cannot  foreclose  a 
vendor 's  lien  upon  lands  in  another  state.^^ 

6.  Venue.  —  Pursuant  to  the  general  rules  elsewhere  discussed,^* 
under  some  statutes,  the  venue  of  suits  to  foreclose  vendors '  liens  is  in 
the  county  in  which  the  land  is  located.*^    Thus  such  actions  have  been 


3.  Cordova  Coal  Co.  ».  Long,  91  Ala. 
538,  8  So.  765. 

4.  Ala.  —  Terry  v.  Keaton,  58  Ala. 
667.  Oal.  —  Sparks  v.  Hess,  15  Cal. 
186.  Ind.  —  Hassler  v.  Hefele,  151  Ind. 
391,  50  N.  B.  361.  la.  — Scott  v.  Sim- 
eral,  9  Iowa' 388.  Ky.  —  Tapp's  Admr. 
V.  Poindexter,  128  S.  W.  594;  Land- 
rum  V.  Wells,  122  S.  W.  213;  McKee  v. 
Beall,  3  Litt.  190.  Mich.  —  Walker  v. 
Casgrain,  101  Mich.  604,  60  N.  W.  291. 
N.  J.  — Hubbard's  Admr.  v.  Clark,  (N. 
J.  Eq.),  7  Atl,  26.  Tenn.  —  Malone  v. 
Dean,  9  Lea  336,  342.  Tex.  —  Hargrave 
V.  Simpson,  25  Tex.  396;  Lane  v.  How- 
ard, 22  Tex.  7.  Va.  —  Ayres  /v.  Eobins, 
30  Gratt.  (71  Va.)  105.  W.  Va.— Moore 
V.  Smith,  26  W.  Va.  379. 

[a]  In  District  Court.  —  Brophy  v. 
Kelly,  211  Fed.  22,  128  C.  C.  A.  382 
(under  Texas  practice);  Hargrave  ■». 
Simpson,  25  Tex.  396;  Crirran  v.  Texas 
Land  &  M.  Co.,  24  Tex.  Civ.  App.  499, 
60  S.  W.  466. 

[b]  Court  of  common  pleas  has 
jurisdiction,  as  title  is  not  involved. 
Jemison  v.  vV^alsh,  30  Ind.  167. 

5.  Ayres  v.  Eobins,  30  Gratt.  (71 
Va.)  105.  See  Whittington  v.  Simmons, 
32  Ark.  377. 

6.  See  17  Standard  Proc.  949.  Com- 
pare Guarantee  Trust  &  B.  Co.  v.  Amer- 
ican Nat.  Bank,  15  Ga.  App.  778,  84 
S.  E.  222,  and  17  Standard  Proc.  751. 

7.  Eoss  V.  Julian,  70  Mo.  209.  See 
generally  21   Standard  Proc.  647. 

8.  See  the   statutes. 

[a]  A  statute  conferring  jurisdiction 
to  hear  all  suits  against  executors  or 
administrators,  etc.,  does  not  confer 
jurisdiction  of  vendor's  lien  suits  as  the 
heirs  are  indispensable  parties.  Ross  v, 
Julian,  70  Mo.  209. 

9.  See  the  title  "Jurisdiction." 
[a]     Jurisdictional  Amount.— Where 

the  cases  over  which  a  court  of  equity 


has  jurisdiction  are  limited  by  statute 
to  those  involving  over  fifty  dollars, 
the  fact  that  liens  for  less  than  that 
amount  could  not  be  enforced  elsewhere 
does  not  give  the  court  jurisdiction  re- 
gardless of  the  statute.  Malone  v.  Dean, 
9  Lea  (Tenn.)  336.  But  see  apparently 
contra,  Hargrave  v.  Simpson,  25  Tex. 
396.  See  generally  17  Standard  Proc. 
835,  887. 

[b]  The  suit  does  not  involve  or  af- 
fect title  to  land  within  the  meaning 
of  a  statute  relating  to  jurisdiction. 
Guarantee  Trust  &  B.  Co.  v.  American 
Nat.  Bank,  15  Ga.  App.  778,  84  S.  E. 
222.  See  17  Standard  Proc.  751.  But 
see  18  Standard  Proc.  946,  949. 

[c]  The  courts  of  the  United  States 
enforce  vendor's  liens  if  in  harmony 
with  the  jurisprudence  of  the  state  in 
which  the  action  is  brought.  Fisher  v. 
Shropshire,  147  U.  S.  133,  139,  13  Sup. 
Ct.  201,  37  L.  ed.  109.  See  generally 
the  title  "United  States  Courts." 

10.  Eoller  v.  Holly,  176  U.  S.  398, 
405,  20  Sup.  Ct.  410,  44  L.  ed.  520; 
Brophy  v.  Kelly,  211  Fed.  22,  128  C.  C. 
A.  382;  Kyle  v.  Philips,  6  Baxt  (Tenn.) 
43.    See  17  Standard  Proc.  685. 

[a]  The  cases  in  which  a  seizure  or 
its  equivalent,  an  attachment  or  execu- 
tion upon  the  property  is  necessary  are 
those  in  which  a  general  creditor  seeks 
to  establish  and  foreclose  a  lien  there- 
by acquired.  This  does  not  apply  to 
suits  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  or  other 
lien  on  the  property.  Eoller  v.  Holly, 
176  U.  S.  398,  405,  20  Sup.  Ct.  410,  44 
L.   ed.  520. 

11.  Dickson  V.  Loehr,  126  Wis.  641, 
106  N.  W.  793,  4  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  986, 
See  17  Standard  Proc.  776,  780,  et  seq. 

12.  See  the  title,  "Venue." 

13.  See  the  statutes  and  Cal. — 
Southern  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  Pixley,  103  Cal. 
118,  37  Pac.  194;    Urton  v.  Woolsey,  87 
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held  to  be  embraced  within  statutes  prescribing  the  venue  of  actions 
for  the  recovery  of  an  estate  or  interest  in  real  property,"  or  affecting 
title  to  real  property.^^  Under  other  statutes,  the  suit  may  be  brought 
in  the  county  of  the  defendant's  residence,"  or  it  may  be  brought  in 
either  county  at  the  plaintiff 's  election.^! 

7.  Parties.  —  a.  Who  May  Bring  the  Suit. — A  bill  to  enforce  a 
vendor's  lien  should  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  beneficial  party,  or 
of  the  real  party  in  interest.^^  It  should  not  be  brought  in  the  name 
of  one  party  for  the  use  of  another,^^  unless  authorized  by  statute,^" 
although  a  trustee  of  an  express  trust  may  enforce  a  lien  on  property 
sold  by  him.^^ 

The  right  to  enforce  a  vendor's  lien  is  not  confined  to  the  vendor ,^^ 
unless  statute  so  provides,^^  Accordingly  it  may  be  enforced  by  a  third 
person  to  whom  the  purchase  money  or  some  part  thereof  is  made  pay- 
able,^* or  by  a  creditor  of  the  vendor  whose  debt  enters  into  the  consider- 


Cal.  38,  25  Pae.  154.  Ind.  —  Mackey  v. 
Craig,  144  Ind.  203,  43  N.  E.  6.  la. 
Johns  V.  Orcutt,  9  Iowa  350.  Ky. — New 
South  Brew.  &  Ice  Co.  v.  Shuek,  20  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  2005,  50  S.  W.  681.  See  Til- 
ford  V.  Dotson,  106  Ky.  755,  51  S.  W. 
583,  as  to  standing  trees  constructively 
severed.  N.  O.  —  Connor  v.  Dillard, 
129  N.  C.  50,  39  S.  B.  641.  Okla„— Ames 
V.  Milam,  53  Okla.  739,  157  Pac.  941; 
Newcomer  v.  Sheppard,  51  Okla.  336, 
152  Pac.  66;  Whitehead  v.  Jefferson, 
51  Okla.  42,  151  Pae.  681.  Tex.— Joiner 
V.  Perkins,  59  Tex.  300;  Capps  V.  Ed- 
wards (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  180  S.  W.  137; 
Connellee  v.  Eastland  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
31  S.  W.  552. 

[a]  Judgment  Obtained  Elsewhere 
Not  Void.^ — But  a  judgment  obtained 
in  another  county  in  a  court  having 
general  jurisdiction  over  lien  suits  is 
not  void.  Brophy  v,  Kelly,  211  Fed. 
22,  128  C.  C.  A.  382. 

14.  Maekey  v.  Craig,  144  Ind.  203, 
43  N.  E.  6  (the  Indiana  statute  does 
not  specifically  mention  liens  on  real 
property  other  than  mortgages);  Hol- 
comb  V.  Williams  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  194 
S.  W.  631. 

15.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  K.  Co.  v.  Ma- 
honey,  42  Mo.   467. 

Compare,  Guarantee  Trust  &  B.  Co. 
V.  American  Nat.  Bank,  15  Ga.  App. 
778,   84   S.   E.   222. 

16.  Milner  v.  Ramsey,  48  Ala.  287; 
Morgan  v.  Argard,  148  Ga.  123,  95  S. 
E.   986. 

17.  Hays  v.  Stone,  36  Tex.  181; 
Connellee  v.  Eastland  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
31  S.  W.  552. 

18.  Gordon  v.  Johnson,  186  111.  18, 
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29,  57  N.  E.  790.     See  generally  the 
title  "Parties." 

19.  Plowman  v.  Riddle,  14  Ala.  169, 
48  Am.  Deo.  92;  Gordon  v.  Johnson, 
186  111.  18,  29,  57  N.  E.  790. 

20.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  Under  a  statute  providing  that 
when  the  legal  title  to  a  claim  enforce- 
able in  equity  is  in  one  person  and  the 
beneficial  equitable  title  is  in  another, 
the  latter  may  sue  in  the  name  of  the 
former  or  in  his  own  name,  a  prior 
judgment  creditor  of  the  vendor  may 
sue  in  the  latter 's  name.  National  Ex- 
change Bank  v.  Preston,  97  Va.  222, 
33  S.  E.  546. 

21.  Tnrkes  v.  Reis,  14,  Abb.  N.  C. 
(N.  T.)  26. 

22.  Edwards  v.  Edwards,  24  Ohio  St. 
402,  411. 

23.  See  the  statutes  and  Bray  v. 
Booker,  6  N.  D.  526,  72  N.  W.  933. 

24.  Ala.  —  Woodall  v.  Kelly,  85  Ala. 
368,  5  So.  164,  7  Am.  St.  Eep.  57.  Colo. 
Francis  v.  Wells,  2  Colo.  660,  implied 
lien.  Oa.  —  Mitchell  v.  Butt,  45  Ga. 
162,  implied  lien.  Ind.  —  Bryson  v. 
CoUmer,  33  Ind.  App.  494,  71  N.  E. 
229.  Tenn.  —  Jones  v.  Wolfe,  42  S.  W. 
216;  Zwingle  v.  Wilkinson,  94  Tenn. 
246,  28  S.  W.  1096;  Hamilton  v.  Gil- 
bert, 2  Heisk.  680,  implied  lien. 

[a]  A  creditor  to  whom  the  notes 
are  made  payable  may  enforce  the  lien. 
Ala.  — Woodall  v.  Kelly,  85  Ala.  368, 
5  So.  164,  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  57;  Linn  v. 
Bass,  84  Ala.  281,  4  So.  867.  Ind. 
Nichols  V.  Glover,  41  Ind.  24.  IVUss. 
Louisiana  Nat.  Bank  v.  Knapp,  61 
Miss.  485.  Mo.  —  West  Plains  Bank  v. 
Edwards,  84  Mo.  App.  462.    Tex.  —  Ir- 
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ation  which  passes  between  the  vendor  and  vendee,^^  as  well  as  by  the 
assignee  of  a  note  for  the  purchase  money,^*  or  by  the  vendor's  repre- 
sentative.^' And  it  has  been  held  that  a  judgment  creditor  of  the  ven- 
dor having  an  equitable  right  to  have  the  claim  due  from  the  purchaser 
subjected  to  the  payment  of  his  judgment  is  a  proper  party  plaintiff.^^ 
When  the  land  is  sold  by  the  state,  the  action  may  be  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  state  on  relation  of  the  state  auditor.^* 

b.  Against  Whom  the  Lien  May  Be  Enforced.  —  The  lien  of  a  vendor 
may  ,be~  enforced  against  the  vendee,*"  his  heirs,*^  devisees/^  and  other 
immediate  successors  in  interest.**  The  implied  lien  may  be  enforced 
against  subsequent  purchasers  from  the  vendee  with  notice,**  but  not 
against  innocent  purchasers  for  value.*^  But  the  lien  arising  when  the 
vendor  retains  the  legal  title  to  the  property,*®  or  when  the  conveyance 


vjn  V.  Garner,  50  Tex.  48.  W.  Va. 
James  v.  Burbridge,  33  W.  Va.  272,  10 
S.  E.  396. 

25.  Zeiser  v.  Cohn,  207  N.  T.  407, 
101  N.  E.  184,  Ann.  Cas.  19140,  493,  47 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  186.  But  see  Bray  v. 
Booker,  6  N.  D.  626,  72  N.  W.  933, 
where  the  statute  confines  the  lien  to 
the  vendor. 

[a]  Thus  when  the  purchaser  as  part 
consideration  agrees  to  pay  a  debt  of 
the  vendor,  the  creditor  may  enforce 
the  lien.  V.  S.  —  Blackmore  v.  Parkes, 
81  Fed.  899,  26  C.  C.  A.  670.  Ala.— See 
Zir^le  V.  Hendon,  180  Ala.  209,  60  So. 
834.  Ga.  —  Morgan  v.  Argard,  148  Ga. 
123,  95  S.  E.  986.  Ky.  — Ponder  v. 
Boaz,  23  Ky.  L.  Eep.  2429,  67  S.  W. 
833.  N.  Y.  — Zeiser  v.  Cohn,  207  N.  T. 
407,  101  N.  E.  184,  Ann.  Cas.  19140, 
493,  47  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  186.  Tex. 
Wingate  v.  People's  Building  &  L. 
Assn.,  15  Tex.  Civ.  App.  416,  39  S.  W. 
999;  See  also  Fontaine  v.  Nuse,  38  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  358,  85  S.  W.  ^52.  Va.— Van- 
meters'  Exr.  V.  Vanmeter,  3  Gratt.  (44 
Va.)  148.  See  also  20  Standard  Peoc. 
921,  922. 

Where  notes  are  payable  to  the  credi 
itor,  see  supra,  this  section. 

26.  See  infra,  I,  B,  7,  c,  (XIII). 

27.  See  infra,  1,  B,  7,  (XIV),  (A). 

28.  Ball  V.  Phenicie,  94  Mich.  355,  53 
N.  W.  1114;  Edwards  v.  Edwards,  24 
Ohio  St.  402;  Sutton  v.  Kautsman,  6 
Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint)  910,  8  Am.  Law 
Eec.  657. 

29.  McCaslin  v.  State  ex  rel.  Evans, 
44  Ind.  151,  182. 

30.  Ala.  —  Napier  v.  Jones,  47  Ala. 
90.  Ark.  —  Linthicum  v-  Tapscott,  28 
Ark.  267.  Ohio.  —  Hunter  v.  Hunter, 
7  Ohio  Dec.  (Beprint)  79.    Tenn. — Eob- 


inson  v.  Owens,  103  Tenn.  91,  52  S.  W. 
870. 

31.  Cal.  —  Burt  V.  Wilson,  28  Cal. 
632,  87  Am.  Dec.  142.  Ind. —  Borror  v. 
Carrier,  34  Ind.  App.  353,  73  N.  E.  123. 
Tenn.  —  Eskridge  v.  McClure,  2  Yerg. 
84. 

32.  Bryson  v.  Collmer,  33  Ind.  App. 
494,  71  N.  E.  229. 

33.  Bryson  v.  Collmer,  33  Ind.  App. 
494,  71  N.  E.  229. 

34.  '  Ala.  —  Napier  v.  Jones,  47  Ala. 
90;  Foster  v.  Trustees  of  Athenaeum, 
3  Ala.  302.  Ark.  —  Stephens  v.  Shan- 
non, 43  Ark.  464;  Burr  f.  Eobinson,  25 
Ark.  277;  Moore  v.  Anders,  14  Ark. 
628,  60  Am.  Dec.  551.  Cal.  — Pell  v. 
McElroy,  36  Cal.  268.  Ind.  —  Beard  v. 
Payne  (Ind.  App.),  115  N.  E.  782;  Bor- 
ror V.  Carrier,  34  Ind.  App.  353,  73  N. 
E.  123;  Bryson  v.  Collmer,  33  Ind.  App. 
494,  71  N.  E.  229.  N.  J.  —  Ledos  v. 
Kupfrian,  28  N.  J.  Eq.  161.  Ohio. 
Whetsel  v.  Eoberts,  31  Ohio  St.  503; 
Patterson  v.  Johnston,  7  Ohio  (pt.  1) 
225;  Williams  :;.  Eoberts,  5  Ohio  35. 
Tenn.  —  Lincoln  v.  Purcell,  2  Head  143, 
73  Am.  Dec.  196;  Green  «.  Demoss,  10 
Humph.  1 371;  Eskridge  v.  McClure,  2 
Terg.  84.  Eng.  —  Mackreth  v.  Sym- 
mons,  15  Ves.  Jr.  329,  33  Eng.  Eeprint 
778. 

35.  Ala.  —  Stringfellow  v.  Ivie,  73 
Ala.  209;  Burch  v.  Carter,.  44  Ala.  115. 
Ark.  —  Miller  v.  Mattison,  105  Ark. 
201,  150  S.  W.  710;  Neff  v.  Elder,  84 
Ark.  277,  105  S.  W.  260.  Ohio.  — An- 
ketel  V.  Converse,  17  Ohio  St.  11,  91 
Am.  Dec.  115. 

36.  Haskell  v.  State,  31  Ark.  91; 
Amory  v.  Eeilly,  9   Ind.   490. 

[a]  The  purchaser  cannot  be  re- 
garded as  a  bona  fide  purchaser  with- 
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reserves  a  lien/'  may  be  enforced  against  purchasers  of  the  vendee,  and 
against  creditors  and  others,^'  without  regard  to  notice. 

e.  Necessary  and  Proper  Parties.  —  (X)  .GeneraUy.  —  The  rule  in 
equity,  that  all  persons  materially  interested  in  the  result  of  the  litiga- 
tion should  be  made  parties  to  the  action,^^  applies  to  actions  to  fore- 
close vendor's  liens.*"  Express  liens,  however,  being  somewhat  anal- 
ogous to  mortgages,*^  the  rule  as  to  parties  in  proceedings  to  enforce 
them  is  obviously  analogous  to  that  prevailing  in  ordinary  mortgage 
foreclosure  suits.*^  And,  as  in  such  suits,*^  it  has  been  held  that  the 
only  necessary  parties  are  the  vendor,  the  purchaser  and  those  who  have 
acquired  some  interest  from  them  subsequently  to  the  lien.** 

(II.)  Vendor. —  Where  there  are  several  joint  vendors  they  must  all 
join  in  the  action.*^  When  the  lien  is  reserved  to  a  third  person,  the 
vendor  who  has  executed  a  conveyance,  is  not  a  necessary,*^  although  a 
proper*'  party  to  a  suit  by  such  third  person.  The  vendor  is  a  proper 
and  sometimes  a  necessary  party  to  an  action  by  his  assignee.*' 

(III.)  Vendee. —  The  purchaser  is  generally  a  necessary  party ,*^  ex- 
cept, in  some  states,,  when  he  has  sold  and  conveyed  the  property.^" 


out  notice  because  he  might  have 
learned  the  existence  of  the  lien  by 
examining  the  title  of  his  vendor. 
Amory  v.  Eeilly,  9  Ind.  490. 

37.  Stephens  v.  Anthony,  37  Ark. 
571;  Lincoln  v.  Purcell,  2  Head  (Tenn.) 
143,  73  Am.  Dec.  196. 

[a]  Although  not  recorded,  subpur- 
chasers must  take  notice  of  a  reserva- 
tion of  lien  in  the  deed  from  the  ven- 
dor to  the  purchaser.  Gilbough  v.  Bunge, 
99  Tex.  539,  91  S.  W.  566,  122  Am.  St. 
Eep.  659.  Compare,  Lincoln  v.  Purcell, 
2  Head  (Tenn.)  143,  73  Am.  Dec.  196. 

38.  Lincoln  v.  Purcell,  2  Head 
(Tenn.)   143,  73  Am.  Dee.  196. 

39.  See   20   Standard  Peoc.   880. 

40'.  Ala.  —  Sims  v.  National  Com- 
mercial Bank,  73  Ala.  2t8;  Pitts  v. 
Powledge,  56  Ala.  147;  Plowman  v.  Kid- 
die, 14  Ala.  169,  48  Am.  Dec.  92.  ,  Ark. 
Aikin  v.  Gill,  23  Ark.  477.  Colo. 
Wells  V.  Francis,  7  Colo.  396,  414,  4  Pac. 
49.  lU.  — Gordon  v.  Johnson,  186  111. 
18,  29,  57  N.  E.  V90.  Tex.  — Temple- 
man  V.  Gresham,  61  Tex.  50;  Hall  v. 
Hall,  11  Tex.  526.  W.  Va.  — Morris' 
Admr.  v.  Peyton's  Admr.,  10  W.  Va.  1, 
9. 

As  to  effect  of  omission  of  party, 
see  19  Standard  Peoc.  927  (note  24), 
945,  1007,  and  infra,  I,  B,  7,  c,  (XIV) ; 
I,  B,  15,  0. 

Second  foreclosure  as  to  omitted 
party,  see  infra,  I,  B,  21. 

[a]  Stockholders  are  not  necessary 
parties  to  a  suit  to  foreclose  against 
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the  property  of  the  corporation. 
Shickell  v.  Berryville  Land  &  Imp.  Co., 
99  Va.  88,  37  S.  E.  813.  See  5  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  601. 

41.  See  supra,  I,  B,  2. 

42.  Eandle  v.  Boyd,  73  Ala.  282, 
286.    See  the  title  "Mortgages." 

43.  See  19  Standard  Peoc.  927. 

44.  Ala.  —  Eandle  v.  Boyd,  73  Ala. 
282.  Colo.  — Wells  v.  Francis,  7  Colo. 
396,  415,  4  Pac.  49.  Tex.  —  Faubion 
V.  Sogers,  66  Tex.  472,  1  S.  W.  166. 

45.  Alexander  v.  Perry,  4  Humph. 
(Tenn.)  391  (joint  vendors  who  exe- 
cute a  title  bond);  Morris'  Admr.  v, 
Peyton's  Admr.,  10   W.   Va.   1,  9. 

[a]  Although  the  purchase  money 
note  is  payable  to  one  only  of;  them. 
Alexander  v.  Perry,  4  Humph.  (Tenn.) 
391. 

[b]  When  several  owners  of  land  in 
severalty  join  in  a  contract  of  sale  and 
are  to  be  paid  in  solido,  the  vendor's 
lien.vests  in  them  jointly  and  they  may 
join  in  the  suit.  Brisco  v.  Minah  Con- 
sol.    Min.    Co.,    82    Fed.    952. 

46.  James  v.  Burbridge,  33  W.  Va. 
272,  10  S.  E.  396. 

47.  Zirkle  v.  Hendon,  180  Ala.  209, 
60  So.  834. 

48.  After  assignment,  see  infra,  I, 
B,  7,  c,  (XIII). 

49.  Stephens  v.  Motl,  81  Tex.  115, 
121,  16  S.  W.  731. 

50.  See  infra,  I,  B,  7,  d,  (XIII),  (A). 
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(IV.)  Holder  of  Legal  and  Equitable  Title.  —  The  holder  of  the  legal," 
and  the  holder  of  the  equitable  title,'''  should  be  made  parties.  But 
persons  acquiring  an  interest  in  the  land  to  be  charged,  subsequent  to 
and  with  notice  of  the  lien,  are  proper  but  not  necessary  parties  unless 
it  is  sought  to  bind  them  by  the  judgment." 

(V.)  Persons  in  Possession.  —  Adverse  claimants  are  not  proper  par- 
ties,^* but  persons  in  possession  claiming  some  interest  in  the  land  under 
the  vendee  are  proper,^^  and,  if  their  interests  are  to  be  affected,  neces- 
sary°®  parties  to  the  suit. 

(VI.)  Holders  of  Purchase  Money  Notes.  —  Where  notes  are  given  for 
the  purchase  price,  and  constitute  a  lien  on  the  land,  all  of  the  holders 
are  generally  necessary  parties  to  the  action  to  enforce  the  lien.^'  If  not 
brought  in,  they  are  not  bound  by  the  judgment,^^  and  a  judgment  in 
their  favor  cannot  be  rendered.^* 

(VII.)  Adverse  Claimants.  —  Adverse  claimants  to  the  title  cannot  be 
affected  by  the  suit  and  should  not  be  made  parties,  as  a  general  rule.*" 


51.  Ala.  —  Acree  v.  Stone,  142  Ala. 
156,  37  So.  934;  Clements  v.  Motley, 
120  Ala.  575,  24  So.  947;  McCully  v. 
Chapman,  58  Ala.  325.  Ark.  —  Aikin 
V.  Gill,  23  Ark.  477.  Ky.  —  Edwards  v. 
Bohannon,  2  Dana  98.  Mich.  —  Wood 
V.  Schoolcraft,  145  Mich.  653,  108  N. 
W.  1075.  Tenn.  —  Alexander  v.  Perry, 
4  Humph.  391.  Tex.  — Jolly  v.  Stal- 
lings,  78  Tex.  605,  14  S.  W.  10O2.  W. 
Va.  — Gebhart  v.  Shrader,  75  W.  Va. 
159,  83  S.  E.  925. 

Vendor  retaining  title,  see  infra,  I, 
B,  7,  d,  (XIII). 

After  death  of  vendor,  see  I,  B,  7, 
d,  (XIV),  (A). 

[a]  If  the  vendor  has  been  divested 
of  the  legal  title,  the  person  in  whom 
it  is  vested  is  a  necessary  party.  Cle- 
ments V.  Motley,  120  Ala.  575,  24  So. 
947. 

52;  Clements  v.  Motley,  120  Ala., 
575,  24  So.  947;  McCully  v.  Chapman, 
58  Ala.  325;  Gordon  v.  Johnson,  186 
111.  18,  57  N".  E.  790. 

Subsequent  purchasers,  see  infra,  I, 
B,  7,  c,  (XIII). 

53.  Blake  v.  Vesey  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
143  S.  W.  221. 

As  to  subsequent  purchasers  and  in- 
cumbrances, see  infra,  1,  B,  7,  c,  (VIII) 
and  (XV). 

54.  See  infra,  I,  B,  7,  c,  (VII). 

55.  Chapman  v.  Chunn,  5  Ala.  397. 

[a]  A  person  in  possession  who  re- 
fuses to  account  to  the  plaintiff  for 
rents  and  profits  presumably  claims 
some  interest  in  the  land  and  therefore 
properly  and  necessarily  made  a  party. 
Chapman  v.  Chunn,  5  Ala.  397. 


[b]  A  lessee  against  whom  no  relief 
is  sought  is  not  a  necessary  party. 
Briseo  v.  Minah  Consol.  Min.  Co.,  82 
Fed.  952,  959.  See  19  Standard -Proo. 
938. 

[c]  A  mere  agent  in  possession  of 
land  is  not  a  material  defendant.  Mil- 
ner    v.    Ramsey,   48   Ala.   287. 

56.  See  infra,  I,  B,  7,  c,  (XIII), 
(A). 

57.  Ala.  —  Young  v.  Hawkins,  74 
Ala.  370.  Ark.  —  Wakefield  v.  John- 
son, 26  Ark.  506.  Ky.  —  Poster  v. 
Lyons,  19  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1906,  44  S.  "W. 
625;  Wallace  v.  Arnold,  9  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
201,  4  S.  W.  340.  Tenn.  —  Schoenpf lug 
■y.  Ketcham,  52  S.  W.  666.  -  But  compare 
Green  v.  Jarvis,  42  S.  W.  165,  holding 
an  objection  to  their  omission  cannot 
be  made  for  the  first  time  on  appeal. 
Tex.  —  Buckholts  State  Bank  v.  Harris, 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  194  S.  W.  961;  Tid- 
well  V.  Starr  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  42  S.  "W. 
778.  W.  Va.  —  Miller  v.  Morrison,  47 
W.  Va.  664,  35  S.  E.  9'05. 

[a]  They  may  join  as  plaintiffs. 
Foster  v.  Lyons,  19  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1906, 
44  S.  "W.  625. 

58.  Soule  V.  Rateliff,  33  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  260,  76  S.  W.  583. 

59.  See  infra,  I,  B,  17,  a,  (IV). 

60.  Ala.  —  Handle  v.  Boyd,  73  Ala. 
282.  Cal.  — Stearns  Ranches  Co.  v. 
McDowell,  134  Cal.  562,  66  Pae.  724. 
Colo.  — Wells  V.  Francis,  7  Colo.  396, 
415,  4  Pac.  49.  Tex.  —  Faubion  v.  Rog- 
ers, 66  Tex.  472,  1  S.  W.  166;  Shaw  v. 
Stinson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  211  S.  W, 
505;  Moore  v.  Vogel,  22  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
235,  54  S.  W.  1061;      Whitaker  v.  Big 
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Neither  can  they  come  in  voluntarily  to  try  the  title  to  the  land  with 
the  plaintiff  in  the  case."  Accordingly  claimants  under  tax  titles  are 
not  necessary  parties."^  Although,  under  some  circumstances,  they 
have  been  held  to  be  proper  parties."' 

(vm.)  Lienholders.  —  (A.)  Pride  Incumbeancebs. — Senior  incumbranc- 
ers are  not  necessary  parties,®*  unless  statute  so  provides,®^  or,  in  some 
states,  unless  the  vendor  is  insolvent.*" 

(B.)  Subsequent  Incumbeancebs.  —  Subsequent  incumbrancers  may 
make  themselves  parties  to  assert  their  respective  rights."'  They  are 
proper,"'  but,  unless  it  is  desired  to  bind  them  by  the  judgment,  they 
are  not  necessary  parties."' 

(IX.)  Simple  Contract  Creditors.  —Simple  contract  creditors  are  some- 
times proper  parties,'"  although  the  general  rule  is  otherwise." 

(X.)  Sureties  on  Note.  —  A  surety  on  the  purchase  money  note  is  a 
proper,'^  although  not  a  necessary'*  party.'* 

(XI.)  Hustand  and  Wife.  —Whether  husband  of  a  woman  who  sells'^ 


Sandy  Lumber  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
46  S.  W.  263.  W.  Va.  — McCIung  v. 
McClung,  78  W.  Va.  486,  89  S.  B.  148; 
Dunbar  v.  Dunbar,  67  W.  Va.  518,  68  S. 
E.  120. 

See  20  Standard  Proc.  890,  note  7. 
Compare  19   Standard  Pboc.  934. 

[a]  It  is  otherwise  if  the  claimant 
subjects  his  property  to  the  lien  by 
virtue  of  an  estoppel.  Scbarflf  v.  Whit- 
aker,  92  Tex.  216,  47  S.  W.  519. 

61.  Faubion  v.  Rogers,  66  Tex.  472, 
475,  1  S.  W.  166. 

62.  Clark  v.  Harpers  Ferry  Timber 
Co.,  70  W.  Va.  312,  73  S.  E.  919.  See 
19  Standard  Pboc.  934. 

63.  Handle  v.  Boyd,  73  Ala.  282.. 
See  19  Standard  Proc.  934. 

64.  House  v.  Davis,  196  Ala.  153,  71 
So.  685;  Handle  v.  Boyd,  73  Ala.  282, 
286;  McClaugherty  v.  Croft,  43  W.  Va. 
270,  27  S.  E.  246. 

65.  See  the  statutes  and  Leonard  v. 
Welch,  25  Ky.  L.  Rep.  692,  76  S.  W. 
338. 

66.  McClaugherty  v.  Croft,  43  W. 
Va.  270,  27  S.  E.  246. 

67.  Chapman  v.  Lacour,  25  Tex.  94. 

68.  Miller  v.  West  Texas  Lumber 
Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  131  S.  "W.  608. 

69.  Chapman  v.  Laeour,  25  Tex.  94; 
Miller  v.  West  Tex.  Lumber  Co.  (Tex.' 
Civ.  App.),  131  S.  W.  608;  Reagan  v. 
Evans,  2  Tex.  Civ.  App.  35,  21  S.  W. 
427;  Arnold  v.  Coburn,  32  W.  Va.  272, 
9  S.  E.  21.  See  Dickinson  v.  Duckworth, 
74  Ark.  138,  85  S.  W.  82,  and  19  Stand- 
ard Proc.  940. 

Redemption  by,  see  infra,  I,  B,  19. 

Vol.  XXV 


As  to  sulisecLuent  purchasers  or  holder 
of  trust  deed,  see  infra,  I,  B,  7,  c, 
(XIII). 

70.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  If  the  estate  of  a  decedent  is 
insolvent,  creditors  who  have  filed  their 
claims  in  the  probate  court  should  be 
made  parties  to  a  bill  by  an  administra- 
tor to  foreclose  a  lien  on  property  sold 
by  him  under  an  order  of  court,  because 
entitled  to  share  in  the  purchase  money. 
McCuUv  V.  Chapman,  58  Ala,  325. 

71.  Magruder  v.  Peter,  11,  Gill  &  J. 
(Md.)  217,  229.  See  20  Standard 
Proc.  889;  19  Standard  Proc.  938. 

[a]  The  trustee  of  an  insolvent  pur- 
chaser sufficiently  protects  the  interests 
of  the  creditors,  so  it  is  unnecessary  to 
join  them.  Magruder  ■».  Peter,  11  Gill 
&  J.  (Md.)  217,  229. 

72.  Tedder  v.  Steele,  70  Ala.  347. 

73.  Tedder  v.  Steele,  70  Ala.  347, 
349. 

74.  See  generally  the  title  "Prin- 
cipal and  Surety." 

75.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  A  married  woman  may  sue  in 
her  own  name  to  foreclose  a  vendor's 
lien  as  to  land  which  is  part  of  her 
separate  estate,  under  some  statutes. 
Began  v.  Hamilton,  90  Ala.  454,  8  So. 
186.  See  also  Wing  v.  Goodman,  75  111. 
159. 

[b]  A  husband  to  whom  the  pur- 
chase money  note  is  payable  is  a  neces- 
sary party  although  the  note  is  part  of 
the  wife's  statutory  estate.  The  stat- 
ute authorizing  her  to  sue  alone  does 
not  apply  to  suits  in  equity,  and  the 
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or  buys'®  land  is  a  necessary  party  depends  upon  the  statutes  and  the 
rules  elsewhere  treated."  And  the  same  is  true  as  to  the  wife  of  the 
vendor'*  or  vendee.  Generally  the  purchaser's  wife  is  not  a  necessary 
party  to  a  suit  to  'foreclose  a  lien  on  property  purchased  by  her  hus- 
band,'' for  the  reason  that  under  no  circumstances  has  she  a  dower 
right  as  against  a  vendor 's  lien.*" 

(XII.)  After  Assignment  of  Claim  for  Purchase  Money.  —  Except  where 
the  vendor's  lien  is  held  to  be  nonassignable,*^  an  assignee  of  the  pur- 
chase-money debt  may  enforce  the  vendor's  lien  in  his  own  name.'^    The 


husband  is  regarded  as  trustee  of  the 
wife's  statutory  estate.  Pitts  v.  Pow- 
ledge,  56  Ala.  147. 

76.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  The  husband  of  a  married  wo- 
man who  purchases  proi>erty  is  not  a 
necessary  or  proper  party  defendant 
under  some  statutes.  Mutual  Building 
&  Loan  Assn.  v.  Wyeth,  105  Ala.  639, 
17  So.  45;  Bogan  v.  Hamilton,  90  Ala. 
454,  8  So.  186.  But  see  Sims  v.  Na- 
tional  Commercial  Bank,   73   Ala.  248. 

77.  See  the  statutes  and  the  title, 
"Husband  and  Wife." 

78.  See  generally  the  title  "Hus- 
band and  Wife." 

[a]  When  there  is  no  effort  to  liti- 
gate or  condemn  to  sale  her  inchoate 
right  of  dower,  the  wife  of  the  grantor 
is  not  a  proper  party  defendant.  Sims 
V.  National  Commercial  Bank,  73  Ala. 
248. 

[b]  But  the  vendor  and  his  wife 
who  have  executed  a  bond  for  title 
should  be  made  parties  to  a  suit  by  the 
assignee  of  the  claim  for  the  purchase 
money.  Coldcleugh  v.  Johnson,  34  Ark. 
312. 

79.  Ala.  —  Mutual  Building  &  Loan 
Assn.  V.  Wyeth,  105  Ala.  639,  17  So. 
45.  Ark.  —  Bothe  v.  Gleason,  126  Ark. 
313,  190  S  W.  562.  111.  — See  Loh- 
meyer  v.  Durbin,  206  111.  574,  69  N.  E. 
523,  purchase  money  mortgage.  Mich. 
Fowler  v.  Bracy,  124  Mich.  250,  82  N. 
W.  892,  83  N.  W.  374.  S.  D.  — Hick- 
man V.  Long,  34  S.  D.  639,  150  N.  W. 
298.  Tex.  —  Jackson  v.  Bradshaw,  28 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  394,  67  S.  W.  438; 
Brightman  v.  Pry,  17  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
531,  48  S.  W.  60. 

80.  Bothe  V.  Gleason,  126  Ark.  313, 
190  S.  W.  562. 

[a]  The  rule  is  sometimes  otherwise 
in  mortgage  foreclosure  cases,  see  19 
Standard  Proc.  938. 

81.  Campbell  v.  Eankin,  28  Ark.  401, 
407;  Hecht  v.  Spears,  27  Ark.  229,  11 
Am.  Bep.  784. 


[a]  As  Affected  by  Character  of 
Iiien.  —  (1)  The  vendor's  implied  lien 
is  not  assignable  and  cannot  be  en- 
forced by  the  assignee  according  to  i 
some  authorities.  Ark.  —  Crossland  v. 
Powers,  138  S.  W.  722;  Crawley  v.  Kiggs, 
24  Ark.  563.  Cal.  —  Avery  v.  Clark,  87 
Cal.  619,  623,  25  Pac.  919,  22  Am.  St. 
Rep.  272;  Fitzell  v.  Leaky,  72  Cal.  477, 
484,  14  Pac.  198.  lU.  —  Gordon  v.  John- 
son, 186  111.  18,  57  N.  E.  790;  Markoe 
V.  Andras,  67  111.  34;  Carpenter  v. 
Mitchell,  54  111.  126.  Ifiss.  —  Stratton 
V.  Gold,  40  Miss.  778.  Ohio.  —  Jackman 
V.  Hallock,  1  Ohio  318,  13  Am.  Dec. 
627.  Tenn.  —  Adams  v.  Brown,  4  Baxt. 
126;   Green  v.  Demoss,  10  Humph.  371. 

(2)  Some  hold  otherwise.  Ala.  —  High- 
tower  V.  Eigsby,  56  Ala.  126.  Ind. 
Fisher  v.  Johnson,  5  Ind.  492.  N.  T. 
Smith  V.  Smith,  9  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  420. 

(3)  But  the  express  lien  (Cal. —  Long- 
maid  V.  Coulter,  123  Cal.  208,  55  Pac. 
791;   Gessner  v.  Palmateer,  89  Cal.  89, 

24  Pac.  608,  26  Pac.  789,  13  L.  E.  A. 
187;  Avery  v.  Clark,  87  Cal.  619,  625, 

25  Pac.  919,  22  Am.  St.  Eep.  272.  111. 
Carpenter  v.  Mitchell,  54  111.  126.  Miss. 
Moore  v.  Lackey,  53  Miss.  85),  or  (4) 
the  lien  when  reserved  on  the  face  of 
the  deed  (Ark.  —  Pullen  v.  Ward,  60 
Ark.  90,  28  S.  W.  1084;  Campbell  v. 
Eankin,  28  Ark.  401.  111.  —  Gordon  v. 
Johnson,  186  111.  18,  57  N.  E.  790;  Car- 
penter V.  Mitchell,  54  111.  126.  Kaa. 
Stevens  v.  Chadwick,  10  Kan.  406,  15 
Am.  Eep.  340.  Miss.  —  Stratton  v.  Gold, 
40  Miss.  778),  or  (5)  the  lien  where 
the  vendor  has  merely  executed  a  bond 
to  convey  title  (Stratton  v.  Gold,  40 
Miss.  778)    is  assignable. 

Where  assigned  as  collateral  security 
for  a  debt  of  the  assignor,  see  infra, 
this  section. 

82.  U.  S.  —  Kern  v.  CoflSn,  203  Fed. 
238,  121  C.  C.  A.  480.  Ala.  — Wells  v. 
Morrow,  38  Ala.  125.  Ark.  —  Hebert  v. 
Fellheimer,  115  Ark.  366,  171  S.  W.  144. 
Cal.  —  Longmaid   v.    Coulter,    123    Cal. 
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assignee  of  the  purchase  money  note  or  bond  is  a  necessary  party.^^  The 
assignor  or  vendor  is  a  proper  party,**  but  he  is  not  a  necessary*^  party 
to  the  assignee's  suit,  unless  the  legal  title  remains  vested  in  him,**  or 
the  assignment  is  not  absolute  or  unconditional,*'  or  its  extent  or 
validity  is  disputed.** 

Assignment  as  Collateral  Security.  —  When  the  purchase  money  note  is 
assigned  as  collateral  security,  the  assignee  may  sue  to  foreclose  the 
vendor 's  implied  lien,*°  even  though  ordinarily  such  a  lien  is  held  to  be 
nonassignable.^"  It  has  been  held  that  the  assignor'^  and  the  assignee'^ 
are  necessary  parties  and  should  join  in  the  bill.^* 

(XIII.)  After  Transfer  Tjy  Vendee. —  (A.)  Transfer  Before  Suit  Beought. 
A  purchaser  who  sells  and  conveys  the  land  which  is  subject  to  a  ven- 
dor's lien,  is  a  proper  party  to  a  foreclosure  suit  afterwards  brpu'ght.^* 
He  is  a  necessary  party,  if  there  is  no  assumption  of  the  debt  by  the 


208,  55  Pac.  791.  111.  —  Gordon  v.  John- 
son, 186  111.  18,  57  N.  E.  790.  Ky. 
Bradley  v.  Curtis,  79  Ky.  327;  Kenny 
V.  Collins,  4  Litt.  289.  Mo.  —  Adams  v. 
Cowherd,  30  Mo.  458.  Miss.  ^  Strat- 
ton  V.  Gold,  40  Miss.  778.  Tex.  —  Ham- 
Wen  V.  Foltz,  70  Tex.  132,  7  S.  W.  834; 
Moon  V.  Sherwood  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
180  S.  W.  296;  Big  Sandy  Lumber  Co. 
V.  Kuteman  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  41  S.  W. 
172.  Va.  — Penn  v.  Hearon,  94  Va.  773, 
27  S.  E.  599.  Wash.  —  Shelton  v.  Jones, 
4  Wash.  692,  80  Pac.  1061.  Wis. 
Church  V.  Smith,  39   Wis.  492,  query. 

[a]  The  Assignor  Cannot  Sue  for 
the  Benefit  of  the  Assignee.  —  Penn  v. 
Hearon,  94  Va.  773,  27  S.  E.  599. 

[b]  The  vendor  and  his  assignee 
cannot  Jinite  in  a  suit  and  enforce  the 
implied  lieu  when  the  assignment  ex- 
tinguishes or  suspends  it.  The  fact  that 
he  is  remitted  to  his  right  to  enforce 
the  lien  if  made  liable  on  his  indorse- 
ment does  not  assist  him  as  his  liabil- 
ity must  be  judicially  ascertained  be- 
fore the  filing  of  the  bill.  Adams  v. 
Brown,  4  Baxt.  (Tenn.)   124. 

83.  Adair  v.  Caldwell,  1  A.  K.  Marsh. 
(Ky.)  55  (where  the  assignee  had  pro- 
cured a  judgment  against  the  drawer) ; 
Hall  V.  Maccubin,  6  Gill  &  J.  (Md.)  107, 
as  he  may  have  a  lien  for  the  unpaid 
fcalance.   See  supra,  I,  B,  7,  o,  (V). 

84.  Shelton  v.  Jones,  4  Wash.  692, 
30  Pac.  1061,  because  of  his  interest 
in  the  surplus  after  payment  of  the 
debt  of  the  assignee. 

85.  Ala.  — Kirk  v.  Sheets,  90  Ala. 
504,  7  So.  736.  Ky.  —  Leacock  v.  Hall, 
13  B.  Mon.  210.  Tex.  —  Douglass  v. 
Blount,  22  Tex.  Civ.  App.  493,  55  S.  W. 
526. 

86.  Ala.  — Liles    v.    Eatchford,    88 
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Ala.  397,  6  vSo.  914;  Broughtou  v. 
Mitchell,  64  Ala.  210.  Ark.  — Cold- 
cleugh  V.  Johnson,  34  Ark.  312;  Aikin 
i;., Gill,!  23  Ark.  477.  Mo.  — Hunt  v.  Sel- 
leck,  118  Mo.  588,  594,  24  S.  W.  213. 
See  supra,  I,  B,  7,  d,  (III). 

[a]  But  if  the  assignee  tenders  a 
deed  executed  by  the  vendor,  the  join- 
der is  not  necessary.  Coldcleugh  v. 
Johnson,  34  Ark.  312. 

[b]  When  the  purchase  money  note 
is  transferred  by  delivery  only,  the 
transferror,  who  has  the  legal  title,  is 
a  necessary  party  to  a  suit  by  the 
transferee.  Davis  v.  Smith,  88  Ala.  596, 
7  So.  159. 

87.  See  infra,  this  section. 

88.  Broughton  v.  Mitchell,  64  Ala. 
210. 

89.  Reynolds  v.  West,  32  Ark.  244; 
Crawley  v.  Eiggs,  24  Ark.  663;  Bras- 
field  V.  Young  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  153  S. 
W.  180. 

90.  Reynolds  v.  West,  32  Ark.  244; 
Crawley  v.  Eiggs,  24  Ark.  563.  See 
infra,  this  section. 

91.  Broughton  v.  Mitchell,  64  Ala. 
210. 

92.  Plowman  v.  Eiddle,  14  Ala.  169, 
48  Am.  Dec.  92. 

{a]  An  action  by  the  vendor  for  the 
use  of  the  assignee  is  defective  for 
want  of  proper  parties.  Plowman  v. 
Riddle,  14  Ala.  169,  48  Am.  Dec.  92. 

93.  Plowman  v.  Riddle,  14  Ala.  169, 
48  Am.  Dec.  92. 

[a]  The  administrator  of  the  ven- 
dor may  be  joined  as  plaintiff  if  the 
note  is  for  a  larger  sum  than  the  debts 
secured  by  it,  as  he  is  entitled  to  the 
surplus.   Reynolds  v.  West  32  Ark.  244. 

94.  Kirk  v.  Sheets,  90  Ala.  504,  7 
So.  736;  Bozeman  v-  Ivey,  49  Ala,  75. 
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subpurchaser,  or  no  relinquishment  of  the  vendee  from  the  payment,"^ 
but  not  in  the  absence  thereof,'*'^  although  he  is  a  proper  party  in  such 
case.^^ 

A  subpurchaser  is  a  proper  party  to  all  suits  to  foreclose  vendor's 
liens  ;"*  he  may  not  be  a  necessary  party  except  to  bar  his  equity  of  re- 
demption.^^ It  has  been  held  that  if  the  original  contract  of  sale  is 
executory  or  in  such  form  that  the  legal  title  remains  in  the  vendor,  the 
subsequent  purchaser  is  not  a  necessary  party,^  unless  the  vendor  has 


95.  Tunstall's  Adrar.  t:  Withers,  86 
Va.  892,  11  S.  E.  565;  Duval  v.  Bibb, 
4  Hen.  &  M.  (Va.)  113,  4  Am.  Dec.  506. 
See  Glenn  v.  Blackford,  23  W.  Va.  182. 

96.  Kirk  f.  Sheets,  90  Ala.  504,  7  So. 
736;  Wilkinson  v.  May,  69  Ala.  33; 
Bozeman  v.  Ivey,  49  Ala.  75;  Batre  v. 
Auze's  Heirs,  5  Ala.  173;  Osborne  v. 
Crump,  57   Miss.   622. 

[aj  When  the  notes  of  the  subpur- 
chaser are  given  to  the  vendee  and 
transferred  to  the  original  purchaser, 
(1)  the  original  vendee  is  not  a  neces- 
sary party.  Kirk  v-  Sheets,  90  Ala.  504, 
7  So.  736.  (2)  After  sale  of  the  land 
by  the  purchaser,  the  surrender  of  his 
notes,  and  the  acceptance  of  the  notes 
of  a  third  person,  the  vendee  is  not  a 
necessary  party.  Bozeman  i!.  Ivey,  49 
Ala.  75. 

97.  J.  P.  Williams  Co.  v.  American 
Tie  &  Timber  Co.,  139  Ga.  87,  76  S.  E. 
675. 

98.  Ala.  —  Eeynolds  v.  Lawrence, 
147  Ala.  216,  40  So.  576,  119  Am.  St. 
Eep.  78.  Mo.  —  Talbot  v.  Eoe,  171  Mo. 
421,  71  S.  W.  682.  Tex.  — tJfford  v. 
Wells,  52  Tex.  612;  Wood  v.  Lough- 
miller,  48  Tex.  203;  Burks  v.  Watson, 
48  Tex.  107;  Moore  v.  Vogel,  22  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  235,  54  S.  W.  1061.  W.  Va. 
Burlew  v.  Smith,  68  W.  Va.  458,  69  S. 
E.  908;  Morris'  Admr.  v.  Peyton's 
Admr.,  10  W.  Va.  1,  9;  Beirne  V, 
Brown,  4  W.  Va.  72. 

99.  Ufford  V.  Wells,  52  Tex.  612. 

[a]  A  subpurchaser  who  has  not 
assumed  the  debt  is  not  a  necessary 
party.  J.  P.  Williams  Co.  v.  American 
Tie  &  T.  Co.,  139  Ga.  87,  76  S.  E.  675. 

1.  Foster  v.  Powers,  64  Tex.  247; 
ITfford  V.  Wells,  52  Tex.  612;  Collett  V. 
Houston  &  T.  C.  E.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  186  S.  W.  232;  Ball  v.  Belden, 
59  Tex.  Civ.  App.  29,  126  S.  W.  20; 
Hatton  V.  Bodan  Lumb.  Co.,  57  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  478,  123  S.  W.  163;  Eobin- 
son  V.  Kampmann,  5  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
605,  24  S.  W.  529. 

[a]     "Where  the  vendor  or  the  as- 


signee of  the  superior  legal  title  sues 
for  a  foreclosure  of  his  vendor's  lien, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  make  a  subse- 
quent purchaser  a  party  in  order  that 
the  purchaser  at  the  foreclosure  sale 
may  thereafter  maintain  an  action  to 
recover  the  premises  from  some  subse- 
quent purchaser  from  the  vendee.  This 
results  because  the  purchaser  at  the 
sale  in  the  foreclosure  proceedings  ac- 
quires all  of  the  interest  held  by  the 
original  vendor,  including  his  superior 
legal  title,  and  is  in  the  same  attitude 
as  if  he  had  received  by  assignment 
from  such  vendor  both  the  debt  lien 
and  the  legal  title.  Having  acquired 
this  paramount  right  and  superior  title, 
such  purchaser  could  exercise  the  right 
of  rescission,  just  as  could  the  original 
vendor  before  suit,  and  recover  the 
land  subject  to  the  equitable  rights  of 
a  subsequent  purchaser  to  redeem  by 
paying  the  price  at  which  the  property 
was  purchased  at  the  foreclosure  sale." 
Hatton  V.  Bodan  Lumber  Co.,  57  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  478,  123  S.  W.  163,  166. 

[b]  The  only  effect  of  the  failure 
to  make  the  subpurchasers  parties  is  to 
leave  their  right  to  redeem  still  open; 
but  this  does  not  defeat  an  action,  by 
the  purchaser  under  the  judgment  o£ 
foreclosure  against  them  for  the  pos- 
session of  the  land.  Talbot  v.  Eoe,  171 
Mo.  421,  432,  71  S.  W.  682. 

[c]  A  deed  absolute  upon  its  face, 
which  expressly  reserves  a  lien  for  the 
payment  of  the  purchase  money,  is 
treated  as  an  executory  contract  and 
is  within  the  rule.  Talbot  t).  Eoe,  171 
Mo.  421,  432,  71  S.  W.  682;  Gulf,  0.  & 
S.  F.  Ey.  Co.  f.  Blount  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  136  S.  W.  566;  Ball  v.  Belden, 
59  Tex.  Civ.  App.  29,  126  S.  W.  20. 

[d]  Although  he  has  assumed  pay- 
ment of  the  notes  on  a  specified  condi- 
tion, the  subpurchaser  is  not  a  neces- 
sary party.  Coleman  v.  Garvin  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  158  S.  W.  185. 

[e]  Where  the  purchaser  conveys  to 
his  children  on  a  contingency,  and  the 

Vol.  XXV 


728 


VENDOR  AND  PUBCEA8EB 


notice  of  his  interest,  either  from  his  possession  of  the  land  or  the  rec- 
ord of  the  title.^  But  if  he  is  to  be  bound  by  the  judgment,  he  has  been 
held  to  be  a  necessary  party,  if  the  contract  is  executed  by  a  conveyance 
of  the  title,  and  the  vendor  has  merely  an  equitable  lien  for  the  pur- 
chase money,^  or  if  the  suit  Is  brought  by  an  assignee  of  the  note  to 
whom  the  legal  title  is  not  conveyed.* 

Although  a  deed  of  trust  is  subsequent  to  the  vendor's  lien,  the  trustee, 
as  the  holder  of  the  legal  titlp,  is  a  necessary  party.^  But  the  beneficiary 
in  such  deed  of  trust  need  not  be  a  party  generally.^ 

The  assignee  in  bankruptcy  of  a  bankrupt  purchaser  has  been  held  to  be 
a  necessary  party  to  the  bill.' 

(B.)  Transfer  Pendente  Lite. —  Purchasers  pendente  lite  are  not  neces- 
sary parties  as  they  have  constructive  notice  of  the  proceedings,*  but 
they  may  be  joined  at  plaintiff's  election.^ 

(XIV.)  After  Death  of  Party.—  (A.)  Op  Vendor.— On  the  death  of  the 
vendor,  the  lien  may  be  enforced  by  his  personal  representative.^"    But 


contingency  has  not  occurred,  the  chil- 
dren are  not  necessary  or  even  proper 
parties  to  the  foreclosure  suit.  Shan- 
non V.  Buttery  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  140 
iS.  W.  858. 

2.  Ballard  v.  Carter,  71  Tex.  161,  9 
S.  W.  92;  Peters  v.  Clements,  46  Tex. 
114,  125;  Byler  v.  Johnson,  45  Tex.  509. 
See  also  Belew  v.  Belew,  4  Ky.  L.  Bep. 
826. 

3.  Ala.  —  Lessley  v.  Pond,  75  So. 
298.  Tex.  —  Faubiou  v.  Eogers,  66  Tex. 
472,  1  S.  W.  166;  Wortham  v.  Boyd,  66 
Tex.  401,  1  S.  W.  109;  Foster  v.  Pow- 
ers, 64  Tex.  247;  Eobinson  v.  Black, 
56  Tex.  215;  Hatton  v.  Bodan  Lumb. 
Co.,  67  Tex.  Civ.  App.  478,  123  S.  W. 
163.  W.  Va.  —  Morris'  Admr.  v.  Pey- 
ton's Admr.,  10  "W.  Va.  1,  9.  See  Geb- 
hart  V.  Shrader,  75  W.  Va.  159,  83  S.  B. 
925,  trustee  in  subsequent  deed  of  trust 
an  indispensable  party. 

[a]  He  is  a  necessary  party  in  or- 
der that  the  title  and  possession  in  him 
might  be  divested.  Paubion  «.  Eogers, 
66  Tex.  472,  1  S.  W.  166.  See  also  Uf- 
ford  V.  Wells,  52  Tex.  612. 

Holder  of  legal  title  as  necessary 
party,  see  supra,  I,  B,  7,  d,  (III). 

4.  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  P.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Blount 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  136  S.  W.  566. 

5.  Gebhart  v.  Shrader,  75  W.  Va. 
159,  83  S.  E.  925  (decree  and  sale  void 
as  to  him  if  not  made  a  party) ;  Turk 
f.  Skiles  38  W.  Va.  404,  18  S.  E.  561. 
See  Elkins  Nat.  Bank  v.  Eeger,  70  W. 
Va.  113,  73  S.  E.  244  and  the  title 
"Trusts  and  Trustees." 

[a]  But  when  the  trustee  has  exe- 
cu'ted  his  trust  and  has  divested  him- 
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self  of  the  title  by  sale  before  suit,  he 
is  not  a  necessary  party  to  a  suit  by 
the  vendor  against  the  assignee  of  the 
trust  deed  who  purchased  at  the  sale. 
Osborne  v.  Crump,  57  Miss.  622. 

Buforcement  of  lien  by  trustee  of  ex- 
press trust,  see  supra,  I,  B,  7,  b. 

6.  Turk  V.  SkUes,  38  W.,  Va.  404,  18 
S.  E.  561.  But  see  the  title  "Trusts 
and  Trustees." 

[a]  But  if  there  is  a  question 
whether  the  holder  of  the  vendor's  lien 
has  by  his  act  waived  his  lien  as  to  the 
debt  secured  by  the  deed  of  trust,  the 
beneficiary  is  a  necessary  party!.  Turk 
V.  Skiles,  38  W.  Va.  404,  18  S.  E.  561. 

7.  McDonald  ■».  MoMahon's  Admr., 
66  Ala.  115.  See  also  19  Standard  Proc. 
933.  Contra,  Stewart  v.  Comanche  Merc. 
Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  147  S.  W.  1166. 

8.  Ala.  —  Smith  v.  Conner,  65  Ala. 
371.  Ind.  —  Kern  ».  Hazlerigg,  11  Ind. 
443,  71  Am.  Dec.  360.  Miss.  —  Osborne 
V.  Crump,  57  Miss.  622.  Tex.  ^- Worth- 
am  V.  Boyd,  66  Tex.  401,  1  S.  W.  109. 

See  20  Standard  Proc.  891. 

[aj  '  A  purchaser  pendente  lite  un- 
der a  deed  of  trust,  executed  as  addi- 
tional security  for  the  payment  of  the 
purchase  price.  Is  not  a  necessary  party 
to  the  vendor's  lien  suit.  Garrett  v. 
Parker  (Tex^  Civ.  App.),  39  S.  W.  147. 

9.  See  20  Standard  Proc.  891. 

10.  Ala.  —  Knight  v.  Blanton's 
Heirs,  51  Ala.  333.  HI.  —  Eobinson  v. 
Appleton',  22  111.  App.  351,  affirmed  in 
124  111.  276,  15  N.  E.  761.  Ohio.  — Ed- 
wards^. Edwards,  24  Ohio  St.  402.  Wis. 
Evans  v.  Enloe,  70  Wis.  345,  34  N.  W. 
918,  36  N.  W.  22. 


VENDOR  AND  PUBCHASEB 


729 


he  is  neither  a  necessary  nor  proper  party  if  he  has  finally  settled  the 

If  the  vendor  has  not  parted  with  the  title,  his  widow^^  and  heirs," 
or,  if  he  dies  testate,  his  devisees,"  are  indispensable  parties."  But  if 
the  land  has  been  conveyed,  neither  the  widow"  nor  the  heirs"  are 
necessary  parties  to  an  action  by  the  personal  representative. 

On  death  of  the  vendor  pending  the  suit,  the  suit  should  be  revived  in  the 
name  of  the  vendor's  personal  representatives,^^  and  it  has  been  held 
the  heirs  in  whom  the  legal  title  is  vested  must  be  brought  in." 

When  SaJe  Is  Made  by  Personal  Kepresentative.  —  Because  the  legal  title 
is  in  them,  the  heirs  or  devisees  are  necessary  parties  to  a  foreclosure 
suit  brought  by  a  personal  representative  who  has  sold  but  not  conveyed 
his  decedent's  realty  under  an  order  of  court.^"  In  a  proper  case  they 
may  enforce  such  a  contract  in  their  own  names.^^ 

(B.)  Of  Vendee.  —  If  the  vendee  is  dead,  his  heirs  are  indispensable 
parties.^^  The  vendee 's  widow  having  a  contingent  interest  in  the  sur- 
plus for  dower  is  a  proper,^^  and,  under  statute,  a  necessary^*  party. 
The  personal  representative  is  a  proper  party,^^  and  sometimes  a  neces- 
sary party.^^ 


See  12  Standard  Peoc.  989. 

[a]  As  the  lien  is  a  mere  chose  in 
action.  Evans  v.  Enloe,  70  "Wis.  345, 
34  N.  W.  918,  36  N.  W.  22. 

11.  Bogan  V.  Hamilton,  90  Ala.  454, 
8  So.  186. 

12.  Overly  v.  Tipton,  68  Ind.  410. 

13.  Ark.  —  Price  v.  Sanders,  39  Ark. 
306.  Ind.  — Overly  v.  Tipton,  68  Ind. 
410.  Ky. — Smith  v.  West's  Exr.,  5 
Litt.  48.  Miss.  —  Kimbrough  v.  Curtis, 
50  Miss.  117.  Mo.  —  Leeper  v.  Lyon^  68 
Mo.  216.  Tenn.  —  McCoy  v.  Broderick, 
3  Sneed  203.  Va.  —  Mott  v.  Carter's 
Admr.,  26  Gratt.  (67  Va.)  127.  W.  Va. 
Morris'  Admr.  v.  Peyton's  Admr.,  10 
W.  Va.  1,  8. 

See  12  Standard  Pkoc.  980. 

[a]  The  presence  of  the  heirs  can- 
not be  dispensed  with  hy  the  tender  of 
a  deed  from  them  either  in  the  plead- 
ings or  at  the  trial,  unless  the  vendee 
accept  the  deed.  Leeper  v.  Lyon,  68 
Mo.  216.  Contra,  Kimbrough  v.  Curtis, 
50  Miss.  117. 

14.  Liles  V.  Eatchford,  88  Ala.  397, 
6  So.  914.  See  Thompson  v.  Smith,  63 
N.  Y.  301,  he  is  a  proper  party. 

15.  See  supra^  I,  B,  7,  e,  (III). 

16.  Hubbard's  Admr.  v.  Clark  (N.  J. 
Eq.),  7  Atl.  26. 

17.  Hubbard's  Admr.  v.  Clark  (N.  J. 
Eq.),  7  Atl.  26, 

18.  Batre  ■».  Auze's  Heirs,  5  Ala. 
173.   Bee  also  19  Standard  Proc.  915. 

See  generally  the  titles,  "Bevlvor," 
and  "Survival," 


19.  McCoy  V.  Broderick,  3  Sneed 
(Tenn.)  203.  •Compare  Batre  v.  Auze's 
Heirs,  5  Ala.  173,  holding  a  revivor  in 
the  names  of  the  personal  representa- 
tives and  heirs  jointly  to  be  improper. 

20.  McDonald  v.  McMahon's  Admr., 
66  Ala.  115;  McCully  v.  Chapman,  58 
Ala.  325. 

21.  See  infra^  this  note. 

[a]  An  administrator,  who  sells 
land  under  an  order  of  court,  retaining 
the  legal  title,  is  usually  the  proper 
party  to  enforce  the  vendor's  lien.  But 
when  the  sale  is  made  for  division 
among  the  heirs,  they  may  sue.  Knight 
V.  Blanton's  Heirs,  51  Ala.  333. 

22.  Ala.  —  Owen  v.  Bankhead,  76 
Ala.  143.  Ark.  —  Price  v.  Sanders,  39 
Ark.  306;  Allen  v.  Smith,  25  Ark.  495, 
498.  Mo.  —  Boss  v.  Julian,  70  Mo.  209. 
Tex.  —  Jackson  v.  Hill,  39  Tex.  493. 

See  12  Standard  Proc.  989. 

[a]  Except  when  the  action  is 
against  the  personal  representative  and 
a  subpurchaser  of  the  representative 
with  notice  of  the  lien.  Thornton's 
Admr.  v.  Neal,  49  Ala.  590. 

23.  Edwards  v.  Edwards,  5  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)  123. 

,  24.    Hayhurst  v.  Hayhurst,  71  W.  Va. 
735,  77  S.  E.  361. 

25.  Lord  v.  Wilcox,  99  Ind,  491; 
Eeed  ■».  Gregory,  46  Miss.  740,  because 
the  personal  estate  of  the  vendee  is 
primarily  liable. 

26.  See  Aiken  v.  Suttle,  4  Lea 
(Tenn.)  103,  127;  Edwards  v.  Edwards, 
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On  death  of  the  purchaser  pending  suit  the  aetion  should  be  revived 
against  his  heirs."' 

d.  New  Parties,  —  A  person  possessing  the  requisite  interest  may 
intervene  in  the  action.^'  But  the  purchaser  has  no  right  to  bring  in  his 
subvendees  as  parties  defendant.''^ 

8,  Bill  or  Complaint.  —  a.  Generally.  —  The  pleading  filed  to  en- 
force a  vendor's  lien  is  an  original  bill,  except  under  certain  circum- 
stances.^" The  bill  must,  of  course,  in  accordance  with  the  rules  else- 
where discussed  alleged  the  facts  entitling  the  plaintiff  to  the  relief 
sought.'^  If  a  personal  judgment  is  sought,  facts  must  be  alleged 
showing  a  personal  liability,^"  and  if  such  facts  are  alleged  the  bill  will 
prevail  as  against  a  demurrer,  although  it  may  not  be  sufScient  to 
sustain  a  judgment  in  rem.^^ 


5  Heisk.  (Tenn.),  123;  High  v.  Batte, 
10  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  186;  and  12  Standard 
Peoc.  989. 

[a]  Where  the  vendee  has  resold 
the  land  and  it  is  shown  that  there  is 
a  balance  due  from  the  subpurchaser 
to  the  vendee  or  his  personal  repre- 
sentatives, the  personal  representative 
is  a  necessary  party  but  not  other- 
wise. High  V.  Batte,  10  Yerg.  (Tenn.) 
186. 

[b]  If  the  vendee  left  no  personal 
estate,  (1)  his  administrator  ,is  not  a 
necessary  party.  Overly  v.  Tipton,  68 
Ind.  410;  Eeed  v.  Gregory,  46  Miss.  740, 
where  the  purchaser  was  a  nonresident 
and  had  no  assets  in  the  state.  But  (2) 
ft  has  been  suggested  that  he  would  be 
a  necessary  party  if  the  vendee  left 
personal  estate,  as  the  personal  estate 
of  the  ancestor  must  be  first  applied. 
Overly  v.  Tipton,  68  Ind.  410  (obiter, 
quoted  in  Lord  v.  Wilcox,  99  Ind.  491, 
495) ;  Sommerville  v.  Sommerville,  26 
W.  Va.  484.  See  Moore  v.  Alexander, 
81  Ala.  609,  8  So.  199.  And  compare 
supra,  1,  B,  4,  a. 

[e]  If  the  debt  is  barred  so  that  no 
deficiency  judgment  can  be  rendered, 
the  personal  representative  is  not  a 
necessary  party.  Coot  v.  Atkins,  173 
Ala.  363,  56  So.  224. 

27.  Batre  v.  Auze's  Heirs,  5  Ala. 
173.  See  generally  the  title  "Reviv- 
or." 

28.  See  generally  the  title,  "Inter- 
vention." 

[a]  In  an  action  to  foreclose  a  ven- 
dor's lien  on  a  house  and  lot,  one  claim- 
ing the  house  as  personalty  may  inter- 
vene and  litigate  his  title.  McDonald 
V.  Shepard,  25  Kan.  112. 

29.  Wood  V.  Loughmiller,  48  Ter. 
203. 
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30.  Glenn  v.  Blackford,  23  W.  Va. 
182,  186. 

[a]  Original  or  Supplemental  Bill. 
When  on  confirmation  of  a  judicial  sale, 
the  court  orders  a  conveyance  of  the 
legal  title  with  a  reservation  of  a  lien 
for  the  unpaid  purchase  money,  the 
lien  may  be  enforced  by  a  supplemental 
bill  in  the  cause  if  the  original  suit  is 
pending  for  any  purpose,  otherwise  it 
must  be  enforced  by  original  bill.  A 
rule  is  not  proper.  Glenn  v.  Blackford, 
23  W.  Va.  182,  186. 

31.  S  e  the  titles,  "Bills  and  An- 
swers;" "Declaration  and  Com- 
plaint;" and  infra,  I,  B,  8,  b. 

[a]  Complaints  and  bills  held  suffi- 
cient, see  the  following  cases:  Ala. 
McKenzie  v.  Baldridge,  49  Ala.  564. 
Ark.  —  Pemberton  v.  Barker,  134  Ark. 
571,  203  S.  W.  9.  Cal.  — Burgess  v. 
Fairbanks,  83  Cal.  215,  23  Pac.  292,  17 
Am.  St.  Eep.  230.  Ind.  —  Mackey  v. 
Craig,  144  Ind.  203,  43  N.  B.  6.  Mich. 
Proctor  V.  Plumer,  112  Mich.  393,  70  N. 
W.  1028.  Miss.  — Miles  v.  Miles,  78 
Miss.  904,  30  So.  2.  Tex.  —  Fontaine  v. 
Bohn  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  40  S.  W.  637. 
Wis.  — Uecke  v.  Held,  144  Wis.  416,  129 
N.  W.  599. 

[b]  A  bill  showing  a  sale  of  lands, 
without  full  payment  of  the  purchase 
money,  or  a  release  of  tEe  vendor's 
equity,  and  a  willingness  and  readiness 
in  the  vendor  to  make  title  on  payment 
of  the  purchase  money  which  is  due,  is 
sufficient.  McKenzie  v.  Baldridge,  49 
Ala.  564. 

32.  Spenee  v.  Morris  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  28  S.  W.  405.  See  19  Standard 
Prog.  1062,  note  22. 

33.  Coleman  v.  Floyd,  131  Ind.  330, 
31  N.  E.  75;  Bullock  c.  Graham,  87  Ky. 
120,  7  6.  W.  889. 
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b.  Particular  Allegations.  —  (I-)  Plaintiff's  Ownership  of  Claim.  —  The 
bill  must  show  that  the  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  the  claim  and  is  entitled 
to  maintain  the  bill  to  foreclose  the  lien."  If  he  was  not  the  vendor,  he 
must  allege  a  transfer  to  him  of  the  note  or  obligation.^' 

(II.)  The  Contract  of  Sale.  —  The  bill  must  allege  the  contract  of  sale 
between  the  vendor  and  purchaser,'^  setting  forth  its  terms,^^  substan- 
tially,'* and  the  consideration.^*  If  a  conveyance  has  not  been  executed, 
the  bill  must  show  the  character  of  the  title  to  be  made.*"  And  if  title 
bonds  were  executed,  their  terms  must  be  set  out.*^  In  case  of  loss  of 
the  bond  representing  the  lien,  the  loss  and  inability  to  find  the  bond 
may  be  alleged.*^  The  reasonableness  of  the  attorney's  fees  provided  for 
in  the  note,  need  not  be  alleged.*' 

(III.)  Existence  of  Lien.  —  The  bill  must  state  facts  showing  the  exist- 
ence of  the  lien  sought  to  be  enforced,**  but  the  legal  conclusion  there- 


34.  Knight  v.  Knight,  113  Ala.  597, 
21  So.  407;  Hopkins  v.  Miller,  92  Ala. 
513,  8  So.  750;  Owen  v.  Moore,  14  Ala. 
640. 

[HJ  The  hUl  need  not  allege  that 
notes  payable  to  the  complainant  still 
belong  to  him,  for  it  is  presumed  they 
continue  to  be  his.  Paige  v.  Broadfoot, 
100  Ala.  610,  13  So.  426. 

35.  Sharman  v.  Staten  (Miss.),  8  So. 
851. 

[aj  Date  of  assignment  need  not  be 
alleged.  Kirk  v.  Sheets,  90  Ala.  504,  7 
So.  736. 

38.  Ala.  —  Moore  v.  Altom,  192  Ala. 
261,  68  So.  326  (that  the  vendor  is  a 
party  to  the  contract  must  be  shown); 
McKenzie  v.  Baldridge,  49  Ala.  564; 
May  V.  Lewis,  22  Ala.  646.  Ark, 
Wakefield  v.  Johnson,  26  Ark.  506,  suit 
by  assignee.  Colo.  —  Tostoria  Gold 
Min.  Co.  V.  Hazard,  44  Colo.  495,  99 
Pac.  758.  Ky.  — Mitchell  v.  Clark,  9 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  568,  6  S.  W.  908.  Mich. 
Dunton  v.  Outhouse,  64  Mich.  419,  31 
N.  W.  411;  Mowrey  v.  Vandling,  9 
Mich.  39. 

Manner  of  alleging  contracts  gener- 
ally, see  11  Standard  Peoc.  981,  .et  seq. 

[a]  With  reasonable  certainty,  the 
contract  must  be  alleged.  Dunton  v. 
Outhouse,  64  Mich.  419,  31  N.  W.  411, 
See  also  Betts  v.  Sykes,  82  Ala,  378,  2 
So.  648. 

37,  Colo,  —  Fostoria  Gold  Min,  Co, 
V.  Hazard,  44  Colo,  495,  99  Pac,  758, 
Ky,  — Baird  v.  Prewitt,  158  Ky,  793, 
166  S.  W.  771;  Bullock  v.  Graham  & 
Co.,  87  Ky.  120,  7  S.  W.  889;  Williams 
V.  Abrahams,  3  Bush  186;  Moore  v. 
Moxey's  Admr.,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  160,  39 
^,  W.  420  J  Saunders  v.  Saunders,  4  Ky. 


L,  Eep.  626.   Mich.  —  Mowrey  v.  Vand- 
ling, 9  Mich.  39. 

[a]  Terms  of  payment  must  be  al- 
leged, Dunton  v.  Outhouse,  64  Mich. 
419,  31  N.  W.  411. 

38.  Bybee  v.  Smith,  88  Ky.  648,  11 
S,  W.  722;  Calvin  V.  Duncan,  12  Bush 
(Ky.)  101;  Moore  v.  Moxey's  Admr., 
19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  160,  39  S,  W,  420.  See 
11  Standard  Peoc.  989,  992. 

39.  Ark,  —  Wakefield  v.  Johnson,  26 
Ark.  506,  in  suit  by  assignee.-  Colo. 
Fostoria  Gold  Min.  Co.  v.  Hazard,  44 
Colo,  495,  99  Pac.  758.  IVIich.  — Dun- 
ton V.  Outhouse,  64  Mich.  419,  426,  31 
N.  W.  411;  Mowrey  v.  Vandling,  9 
Mich,  39, 

See  11  Standard  Peoc.  986. 

40.  Bybee  v.  Smith,  88  Ky.  648,  11 
S.  W,  722;  Bullock  v.  Graham  &  Co.,  87 
Ky,  120,  7  S.  W.  889;  Barnes  v.  Jack- 
son, 85  Ky.  407,  3  S.  W.  601;  Moore  v. 
Moxey's  Admr.,  19  Ky,  L.  Eep.  160,  39 
S,  W,  420;  Saundersi  v.  Saunders,  4  Ky. 
L,  Eep,  626. 

41.  Hillard  v.  Eountree,  15  Ky,  L, 
Eep,  556,  24  S,  W.  607, 

42.  Moore  v.  Smith,  26  W.  Va,  379; 
Eobinson  v.  Dix,  18  W,  Va,  528.  See 
19  Standard  Peoc.  36. 

[a]  But  a  failure  to  do  so  is  not 
ground  for  demurrer.  Moore  v.  Smith, 
26  W,  Va,  379;  Eobinson  v.  Dix,  18  W. 
Va,  528. 

43.  First  Nat,  Bank  v.  Eobinson, 
104  Tex.  166,  135  S.  W.  372;  Brasfield 
V.  Young  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  153  S.  W. 
ISO. 

44.  Ala.  —  Mutual  Building  &  L. 
Assn.  V.  Wyeth,  105  Ala.  639,  17  So. 
45.  Ky.  — Mitchell  v.  Clark,  9  Ky.  L. 
Hep.    568,    6    S.    W.    908.    Ohio.  — Ed- 

Ypi,  x:^v 


732 


VENDOR  AND  PUBCHA8EB 


from  need  not  be  alleged/^  and  would  be  insufficient  standing  alone.*' 
By  statute,  the  vendor  is  required  to  set  forth  all  the  liens,  if  any,  exist- 
ing on  the  .property.*^ 

When  several  parcels  of  land  owned  by  different  persons  in  severalty 
are  sold  for  a  gross  sum,  the  bill  or  complaint  must  allege  the  relative 
value  of  each  parcel  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  and  what  part  of  the  gross 
purchase  price  was  to  be  paid  for  each  parcel,*^  as  well  as  show  whether 
there  were  separate  contracts  or  there  was  an  entire  contract.*^  Waiver 
of  the  lien  need  not  be  negatived^"  unless  the  bill  contains  facts  which 
would  otherwise  show  a  waiver.^^ 

(IV.)  Description  of  Premises.  —  The  premises  to  be  charged  with  the 
lien  must  be  described  with  reasonable  certainty  and  definiteness.^^ 
Although  advisable,  an  allegation  that  the  land  is  divisible  or  indivisible 
is  not  required,  even  when  the  statute  requires  the  court,  before  order- 


wards  V.  Edwards,  24  Ohio  St.  402,  412. 
Tex. —  Dishman  v.  I'rost  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  140  S.  W,  358. 

Alleging  the  contract,  see  supra,  I,  B, 
8.  b,  (II). 

[a]  It  is  sufficient  to  state  (1)  the 
amount  of  the  deferred  payments  and 
aver  that  this  amount  was  set  forth  in 
the  deed.  (Kentucky  Electric  Institute 
V.  Gaines,  8  Ky.  L.  Eep.  257,  1  S.  W. 
444),  (2)  or  to  allege  that  the  note  was 
given  for  the  purchase  money  of  said 
real  estate,  and  that  it  was  declared  to 
be  a  lien  thereon  in  the  deed  executed 
therefor  (Beard  v.  Payne  (Ind.  App.), 
115  N.  E.  782),  or  (3)  to  allege  that 
the  note  was  given  in  part  payment 
for  the  purchase  money  for  the  land 
described.  Garrett  v.  Interstate  Bank, 
79  Tex.  133,  15  S.  W.  224. 

45.  Edwards  v.  Edwards,  24  Ohio 
St.  402,  412  J  Garrett  v.  Interstate 
Bank,  79  Tex.  133,  15  S.  W.  224. 

[a]  An  express  allegation  la  the 
language  of  the  statute  defining  the 
lien,  that  the  vendor  has  a  lien  "for  so 
much  of  the  purchase  price  as  remains 
unpaid  and  unsecured  otherwise  than 
by  the  personal  obligation  of  the  buy- 
er," is  not  necessary  to  the  cause  of 
action.  Brown  v.  Kahn,  176  Cal.  159, 
167  Pac.  869. 

46.  Mitchell  v.  Clark,  9  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
568,  6  S.  "W.  908.  See  the  title  "Con- 
clusions of  Law." 

47.  Baird  v.  Prewitt,  158  Ky.  793, 
166  S.  W.  771;  Taught  v.  Henry,  13 
Bush  (Ky.)  471. 

48.  Postoria  Gold  Min.  Co.  v.  Haz- 
ard, 44  Colo.  495,  99  Pac.  758;  (distin- 
gmsMng  Brisco  v.  Minah  Consol.  Min. 
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Co.,  82  Fed.  952;  Waterfield  v.  Wilber, 
64  Mich.  642,  31  N.  W.  553. 

49.  Fostoria  Gold  Min.  Co.  v.  Haz- 
ard, 44  Colo.  495,  99  Pac.  758. 

50.  Ind.  —  Lord  v.  Wilcox,  99  Ind. 
491;  Mulky  v.  Karsell,  31  Ind.  App.  595, 
68  N.  E.  689.  Miss.  —  Dodge  v.  Evans, 
43  Miss.  570.  IT.  Y.  —  Seymour  v.  Mc- 
Kinstry,  106  N.  T.  230,  239,  12  N.  E. 
348,  14  N".  E.  94. 

51.  Scott  V.  Edgar  (Ind.  App.),  60 
N.  E.  468;  Paver  v.  Eobinson,  46  Tex. 
204. 

52.  Ala.  —  Paige  v.  Broadfoot,  100 
Ala.  610,  13  So.  426;  Liles  v.  Eatchford, 
88  Ala.  397,  6  So.  914;  Thompson  v. 
Sheppard,  85  Ala.  611,  5  So.  334;  Wil- 
liams V.  Eoe,  59  Ala.  629.  Ky. 
Faught  v.  Henry,  13  Bush  471.  Tex. 
Daniel  v.  Watson,  72  Tex.  642,  10  S. 
W.  737;  Alford  v.  Wilson,  62  Tex.  484; 
Murray  v.  Land,  27  Tex.  89;  Blair  v. 
Armstrong  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  204  S.  W. 
465.  Wis.  —  See  Ellis  v.  Southwestern 
Land  Co.,  102  Wis.  409,  412,  78  N.  W. 
583. 

[a]  With  sufficient  particularity  (1) 
to  inform  the  defendant  what  he  has 
to  defend,  and  court  what  particular 
land  it  is  called  on  to  decree  a  sale  of. 
Thompson  v.  Sheppard,  85  Ala.  611,  5 
So.  334;  Long  v.  Pace,  42  Ala.  495.  (2) 
To  enable  the  court  to  render  judg- 
ment without  reference  to  any  paper 
not  made  a  part  of  the  record.  Baird 
V.  Prewitt,  158  Ky.  793,  166  S.  W.  771. 

[b]  Sufficient  Descriptions.  —  (1) 
See  the  following  cases:  Ala.  —  Neely 
V.  Goodwin,  91  Ala.  604,  8  So.  344;  Be- 
gan V.  Hamilton,  90  Ala.  454,  8  So.  186; 
Liles  V.  Eatchford,  88  Ala.  397,  6  So. 
914.  Ky.  —  Tichenor  v.  Wood,  24  Ky. 
L.    Eep.    1109,    70    S,    W.    837.     Tex, 
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ing  a  sale,  to  ascertain  whether  the  property  can  be  divided,  as  the  court 
may  be  satisfied  of  this  fact  by  other  means.^^ 

(V.)  Title  to  Premises.  —  The  bill  should  clearly  show  in  whom  the 
legal  and  equitable  title  to  the  lands  is  vested."  The  vendor,  when 
suing,  should  allege  title  in  himself ,°^  unless  he  has  executed  a  convey- 
ance, in  which  case  he  must  allege  that  fact.°° 

(VI.)  As  to  Subpurchasers.  —  (A.)  Generally.  —  When  subpurchasers  of 
portions  of  the  land  sought  to  be  subjected  to  the  lien  are  made  parties, 
their  interests,  and  the  dates  of  their  respective  purchases  must  be  set 
forth." 

(B.)  Notice  or  Lien.—  That  a  purchaser  of  the  premises  from  the 


Haokworth  v.  English,  53  Tex.  488.  (2) 
A  description  as  "all  that  part  of  the 
Jack  Smith  lands  lying  north  of  High 
Pine  Creek"  is  sufficient  when  supple- 
mented by  parol  evidence  in  aid  of 
identification.  Liles  v.  Eatchford,  88 
Ala.  397,  6  So.  914. 

[c]  Description  by  metes  and 
bounds  sufficient.  Alford  v.  Wilson,  62 
Tex.  484. 

[d]  Aider  by  Judgment.  —  An  im- 
perfect description  not  excepted  to 
may  be  cured  by  the  judgment  supply- 
ing the  omission.  Brown  v.  McKee,  80 
Tex.  594,  16  S.  W.  435. 

[e]  A  description  of  the  property 
as  a  house  and  lot  on  M.  street  in  the 
city  of  L.  is  insufficient.  Faught  V. 
Henry,  13  Bush  (Ky.)   471. 

53.  Baird  v.  Prewitt,  158  Ky.  793, 
166  S.  "W.  771;  Sears  v.  Henry,  13  Bush 
(Ky.)  413. 

54.  Clements  «.  Motley,  120  Ala. 
575,  24  So.  947.  See  Moore  v.  Moxey's 
Admr.,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  160,  39  S.  W. 
420. 

55.  Barnes  v.  Jackson's  Admr.,  85 
Ky.  407,  3  S.  W.  601;  Calvin  v.  Dun- 
can, 12  Bush  (Ky.)  101;  Mitchell  v. 
Ciaxk,  9  Ky.  L.  Eep.  568,  6  S.  W.  908. 
Compare  Chapman  v.  Chunn,  5  Ala.  397, 
400,  holding  the  purchaser  cannot  in- 
terpose the  objection,  and  at  all  events, 
an  allegation  of  readiness  and  willing- 
ness to  convey  is  sufficient  without  an 
allegation  of  ability. 

[a]  That  he  has  "good"  title  to 
the  land  need  (1)  not  be  alleged  as  a 
general  rule.  Teague  v.  Wade,  59  Ala. 
369;  Hubbard  v.  Bigham,  2  Pos.  TJnrep. 
Cas.  (Tex.)  420.  (2)  But  where  'By  the 
contract  the  purchaser  agrees  to  pay 
the  balance  of  the  purchase  money  if 
the  title  to  the  land  should  be  perfect- 


ed to  his  satisfaction,  there  is  evident- 
ly some  defect  in  the  title  which  the 
vendor  is  required  to  remedy,  and  he 
must  allege  the  perfection  of  the  title. 
Kirkland  v.  Little,  41  Tex.  456. 

[b]  An  allegation  that  the  com- 
plainant was  "seized  and  possessed" 
in  connection  with  an  allegation  of 
willingness  to  make  title  to  the  land 
sufficiently  shows  ownership.  McKen- 
zie  V.  Baldridge,  49  Ala.  564. 

[c]  Omission  May  Be  Supplied  by 
Admission  in  Answer.  —  Barnes  v. 
Jackson's  Admr.,  85  Ky.  407,  3  S.  W. 
601. 

Character  of  title  to  be  conveyed, 
see  supra,  I,  B,  8,  b. 

56.  Baird  v.  Prewitt,  158  Ky.  793, 
166  S.  W.  771;  Bullock  v.  Graham  & 
Co.,  87  Ky.  120,  7  S.  W.  889. 

[a]  An  allegation  that  the  plaintiff 
"sold  and  conveyed"  the  lands  de- 
scribed imports  a  conveyance  by  deed. 
Grimes  v.  Grimes,  141  Ind.  480,  40  N.  E. 
912. 

57.  McGIaughlin  v.  McGraw,  44  W. 
Va.  715,  724,  30  S.  E.  64. 

[a]  As  To  Priority.  —  A  vendor 
seeking  to  enforce  his  lien  against  one 
of  the  parcels  in  the  hands  of  a  sub- 
purchaser need  not  show  that  this  par- 
cel is  primarily  liable  for  the  satisfac- 
tion of  the  lien.  When  the  vendee  sells 
different  parcels  to  different  purchasers, 
the  property  last  sold  must  be  exhaust- 
ed in  payment  of  the  debt  before  re- ' 
sorting  to  the  other  parcels.  But  the 
lien  holder  cannot  be  held  to  determine 
for  himself  the  equities  of  the  pur- 
chasers. This  question  must  be  deter- 
mined between  the  purchasers.  Dia- 
mond Flint  Glass  Co.  v.  Boyd,  30  Ind. 
App.  485,  66  N.  E.  479. 
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original  vendee  had  notice  of  the  lien  sought  to.be  enforced  need  not 
be  alleged.^* 

(VII.)  Conditions  Precedent.  —  (A.)  PEEroBMANCE,  Tender  and  Willingness. 
The  plaintiff  must  plead  a  performance  of  conditions  precedent  or  an 
excuse  therefor.^^  As  a  general  rule,  when  the  contract  contains  de- 
pendent covenants,  a  tender  of  a  deed  need  not  be  alleged,""  unless  re- 
quired in  the  jurisdiction  in  which  suit  is  brought  ;''^  it  is  sufficient  to 
allege  a  willingness  to  make  such  a  deed  as  the  contract  requires.*^  It 
has  been  stated  broadly  that  if  the  vendor  has  not  made  a  conveyance 
of  the  premises,  he  must  allege  that  he  is  able  and  willing  to  do  so  ac- 
cording to  the  terms  of  his  contract.**  But  some  courts  hold  that  an 
averment  of  complainant's  ability  and  readiness  to  convey  is  necessary 
only  when  the  payment  of  the  purchase  prise  is  to  be  contemporaneous 
with  or  subsequent  to  the  execution  of  the  conveyance.** 

(B.)  Demand  fob  Payment.  —  A  demand  for  payment,  when  a  condition 
precedent,  must  be  alleged.*^ 

(Vin.)  As  to  Payment  or  Non-Payment.— The    bill    must    allege    the 


58.  Ala.  — Knight  v.  Knight,  113 
Ala.  697,  21  So.  407.  Ind.  — Mulky  v. 
Karsell,  31  Ind.  App.  595,  68  N.  E.  689. 
N.  Y.  —  Seymour  v.  McKinstry,  106  N. 
Y.  230,  12  N.  B.  348,  14  N.  E.  94.  Tex. 
Hunker  v.  Estes  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  159 
S.  W.  470.  See  Powers  v.  Smith  (Tex, 
Civ.  App.),  29  S.   W.  416. 

Iiack  of  notice  of  lien  an  affirmative 
defense,  see  infra,  IV. 

59.  See  4  Standard  Pboc.  115;  11 
Standabd  Pkoc.  998,  et  seq. 

[a]  A  waiver  of  performance  is  not 
available  under  an  allegation  of  per- 
formance. It  must  be  pleaded.  Dolin- 
ski  V.  Pir^t  Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
122  S.  W.  276.  See  11  Standard  Pboo. 
1005. 

60.  la.  —  Boynton  v.  Sa,linger,  147 
Iowa  537,  126  N.  W.  369.,  Mo.  — Mis- 
souri Land  Co.  v.  Baylor,  71  Mo.  App. 
94.  Neb.  ^- Harrington  v.  Birdsall,  38 
Neb.  176,  56  N.  W.  961.  N.  Y.  — Eree- 
son  V.  Bissell,  63  N.  Y.  168. 

See  generally  the  title  "Tender." 

61.  See  supra,  I,  B,  4,  c. 

[a]  Where  a  tender  is  excused,  it  is 
necessary  for  the  vendor  to  show  that 
he  was  able  and  ready,  at  the  appoint- 
ed time  to  do  that  which  he  had  agreed 
to  do;  or  at  least,  that  he  was  disposed, 
and,  if  the  contract  had  not  been  re- 
nounced by  the  vendee,  would  have 
been  able,  on  the  day  designated  to 
make  full  performance  on  his  part.  Mc- 
Lendon  v.  Hamblin,  34  Ala.  86. 

62.  la.  —  Goodwine  v.  Morey,  111 
Ind.  68,  12  N.  E.  82.  Mo.  —  Missouri 
Land   Co.  v.  Baylor,   71   Mo.   App.   94. 
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Tenn.— Mullens  v.  Big  Creek  Gap  Coal 
etc.  Co.,  35  S.  W.  439. 

[a]  He  must  tender  a  deed  with  bis 
bill,  or  if  the  tender  is  impossible  or 
impracticable,  he  must  offer  to  make  it 
when  ascertained  by  the  court  to  whom 
the  same  should  be  made;  or  if  the 
disability  exists  upon  the  part  of  the 
vendor  to  make  the  deed,  when  such 
disability  is  removed  by  the  court. 
Turner  v.  Lassiter,  27  Ark.  662. 

[b]  But  the  omission  of  such  alle- 
gation is  not  fatal  in  the  absence  of 
objection.  And  on  objection  the  de- 
fect may  be  corrected  by  amendment. 
Preeson  v.  Bissell,  63  N.  T.  168. 

[c]  In  an  action  by  the  personal 
representative  of  the  vendor,  he  must 
allege  that, he  has  title  to  the  land,  or 
that  he  has  tendered  a  deed,  or  is  will- 
ing, ready  and  able  to  do  so.  Thomson 
V.  Smith,  63  N.  Y.  301. 

63.  Ky. —  Baird  v.  Prewitt,  158  Ky. 
793,  166  8.  W.  771;  Bullock  v.  Graham 

6  Co.,  87  Ky.  120,  7  S.  W.  889;  Moore 
V.  Moxey 's  Admr.,  19  Ky.  L.  Rep.  160,  39 
S.  W.  420.  Mo.  —  Powell  v.  Hunter,  204 
Mo.  393,  102  S.  W.  1020.  Tex.  — Hub- 
bard V.  Bigham,  2  Pos.  Unrep.  Oas.  420. 

64.  Bogan  v.  Hamilton,  90  Ala.  454, 
8  So.  186;  Davis  v.  Smith,  88  Ala.  596, 

7  So.  159;  Munford  v.  Fearce,  70  Ala. 
452;  McKleroy  v.  Tulane,  34  Ala.  78. 

65.  Cordova  Coal  Co.  v.  Long,  91 
Ala.  538,  8  So.  765.  See  also  Dubois  v. 
Hull,  43  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  26.  See  supra, 
I,  B,  4,  d. 
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amount  due  and  unpaid,'*  and  if  other  notes  than  those  sued  on  were 
given  for  the  purchase  money,  it  has  been  held  the  bill  must  allege 
■whether  they  have  been  paid.'^ 

(IX.)  InadepLuacy  of  Remedy  at  Law.  -  As  a  general  rule  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  allege  that  the  vendee  has  no  other  property  subject  to  execution, 
except  the  property  against  which  the  lien  is  asserted.*' 

c.  Prayer  for  Relief.  —  The  bill  must  contain  an  appropriate  prayer 
for  relief.'^  A  prayer  for  general  relief  is  sufficient  without  a  specific 
prayer  for  the  enforcement  of  the  lien.'" 

d.  Exhibits.  —  A  statute  requiring  the  original  or  a  copy  of  an  in- 
strument on  which  a  pleading  is  based  to  be  filed  with  the  pleading'* 
does  not  apply  to  and  require  copies  of  the  purchase  money  notes  to  be 
filed  in  a  vendor 's  lien  suit.'^ 

e.  Joinder  of  Ccnises  of  Action  and  Multifariousness.  —  A  bill  or 
complaint  to  foreclose  a  vendor's  lien  should  not  be  multifarious,'^  or 
improperly  join  other  causes  of  action.'*    It  is  not  subject  to  this  objec- 


66.  Ala.  —  Mutual  Building  &  L. 
Assn.  V.  Wyeth,  105  Ala.  639,  643,  17 
So.  45.  Cal.  —  Tozer  v.  George,  123  Cal. 
650,  56  Pac.  465.  Ky.  —  Calvin  v.  Dun- 
can, 12  Bush  101;  Moore  v.  Moxey's 
Admr.,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  160,  39  S.  W. 
420. 

[a]  An  allegatiou  that  the  note  was 
due  and  unpaid  at  the  time  of  the  filing 
of  the  bill  is  essential.  Cronan  v. 
Frizell,  42  111.  319;  Hough  v.  Canby,  8 
Blackf.  (Ind.)  301.  See  also  4  Stand- 
ard Proc.  253. 

67.  Moore  v.  Moxey's  Admr.,  19  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  160,  39  S.  W.  420. 

68.  Lord  v.  Wilcox,  99  Ind.  491. 
Citizens'  State  Bank  v.  Adams,  91  Ind. 
280,  288;  Huffman  v.  Cauble,  86  Ind. 
591;  Evans  v.  Feeny,  81  Ind.  532.  Con- 
tra, Overly  v.  Tipton,  68  Ind.  410;  Me- 
Cauley  v.  Holtz,  62  Ind.  205.  But  see 
Mills  V.  Metcalf,  3  Litt.  (Ky.)  421 
holding  a  bill  ■which  does  not  allege 
the  insolvency  of  the  defendant,  or 
that  he  has  not  other  property  sufS- 
cient  to  satisfy  the  lien  is  insufficient. 

69.  Mutual  Building  &  Loan  Assn. 
V.  Wyeth,  105  Ala.  639,  17  So.  45;  Mills 
f.  Metcalf,  3  Litt.  (Ky.)  421.  See  gen-, 
erally  the  title,  "Prayer." 

70.  Ala.  —  Mutual  Building  &  Loan 
Assn.  V.  Wyeth,  105  Ala.  639,  17  So.  45. 
Cal.  —  Eogers  Dev.  Co  v.  Southern  Cali- 
fornia Eeal  Estate  Inv.  Co.,  159  Cal. 
735,  115  Pac.  934,  35  L.  E.  A.  N.  S.  543. 
Ohio.  —  Edwards  v-  Edwards,  24  Ohio 
St.  402,  412.  Tex.  —  Port  Worth  v.  Eey- 
nolds  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  190  S.  W.  501; 
Morris  v.  Holland,  10  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
474,  31  S.  W.  690. 


71.  See  8  Standard  Proc.  795,  et 
seq. 

72.  Citizens'  State  Bank  v.  Adams, 
91  Ind.  280;  Himes  v.  Langley,  85  Ind. 
77. 

73.  Chapman  v.  Chunn,  5  Ala.  397. 
See  the  title,  "Multifariousness." 

[a]  Joinder  of  Bemands  Held  in 
Different  Capacities.  —  A  tenant  in 
common,  who  is  appointed  guardian 
over  his  cotenant,  and  who  sells  the 
premises,  taking  separate  notes  to  him- 
self and  cotenant,  cannot,  in  the  dual 
capacity  of  individual  and  guardian, 
enforce  the  liens  on  both  notes  in  one 
suit.    East  V.  East,  80  Ala.  199. 

[b]  A  complaint  does  not  state  two 
causes  of  action,  one  at  law  on  the  note, 
and  one  in  equity  to  enforce  the  lien, 
because  of  a  demand  for  judgment  for 
the  amount  of  the  note.  Uecke  v.  Held, 
144  Wis.  416,  129  N.  W.  599.  As  to 
general  rule  see  14  Standard  Proc.  635, 
note  35. 

[c]  Specific  Performance  and  Fore- 
closure.—  A  complaint,  containing  a 
prayer  that  the  defendant  be  required 
to  perform  his  contract  or  that  his  in- 
terest in  the  property  be  foreclosed,  is 
not  open  to  the  objection  of  demanding 
different  and  independent  remedies, 
specific  performance  and  foreclosure. 
Performance  by  the  defendant  is  pay- 
ment and  foreclosure  is  the  remedy  to 
enforce  it.  Boynton  v.  Salinger,  147 
Iowa  537,  126  N.  W.  369. 

74.  See  the  title  "Joinder  of  Ac- 
■tions,"  and  Buseh  v.  Broun  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  152  S.  W.  683. 

[a]    Removal  of  Building. —  A  plain- 
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tion  because  it  seeks  also  to  redeem  land,  set  aside  a  tax  sale,  and  cancel 
a  certificate  of  purchase  as  a  cloud  on  complainant's  title/'  or  because 
,it  seeks  to  release  incumbrances  fraudulently  and  coUusively  placed  on 
the  premises.''^  Causes  of  action  on  separate  notes  held  by  the  same 
party  and  secured  by  the  same  lien  may  be  joined/'  or  the  plaintiff  may 
foreclose  on  one  and  still  have  an  action  on  the  other  for  the  amount 
due.'^ 

f.  Amendment.  —  The  bill  may  be  amended  in  accordance  with  the 
general  rules/^  if  a  new  cause  of  action  is  not  thereby  set  up.*"  Thus  it 
maybe  amended  as  to  the  description  of  the  land/^  and  as  to  the  assign- 
ment of  the  note.*^  The  plaintiff  may  add  an  allegation  of  willingness 
and  ability  to  convey. ^^  And  it  has  been  held  that  the  vendor  may 
amend  his  petition  so  as  to  pray  for  his  other  remedy,  a  recovery  of  the 
land,^*  or  for  rescission,'^  or  for  enforcement  of  the  lien  as  an  equitable 
mortgage.*' 

9.  Process.  —  The  process  and  manner  of  service  in  vendor's  lien 
suits  conform  to  the  general  rules."  Being  in  rem,  service  upon  non- 
residents by  publication,^'  or  personal  service  without  the  state  may 


tiff  suing  for  the  debt  and  foreclosure 
of  the  lien  may  join  a  cause  of  action 
in  tort  against  one  under  no  contract- 
ual obligation  to  pay  the  debt  but  who 
has  wrongfully  removed  a  building 
from  the  land  or  otherwise  caused  a 
depreciation  in  the  value  of  the  secur- 
ity. Bowdeu  V.  Bridgman  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  141  S.  W.  1043,  citing  Cassidy  v. 
Willis,  33  Tex.  Civ.  App.  289,  78  S.  W. 
40;  Cobb  v.  Barber,  92  Tex.  309,  47  S. 
W.  963. 

75.  Eandle  «.  Boyd,  73  Ala.  282,  286; 
Johnston  v.  Smith 's  Admr.,  70  Ala.  108. 

76.  Eamash  v.  Scheuer,  81  Wis.  269, 
51  N.  W.  33'0. 

77.  Vieno  v.  Gibson  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  20  S.  W.  717. 

78.  Vieno  v.  Gibson  (Tex.  Civ. 
App),  20  S.  W.  717. 

Effect.  —  But  a  sale  of  the  entire 
tract  for  the  debt  already  due  oper- 
ates as  a  release  of  the  security  for 
the  amount  not  due.  See  infra,  I,  B, 
17,  c. 

79.  Ala.  —  Johnson  v.  Burner,  88 
Ala.  580,  7  So.  245;  Pitts  v.  Powledge, 
56  Ala.  147;  Moore's  Admr.  v.  Alvis, 
54  Ala.  356.  N.  Y.  —  Dubois  v.  Hull,  43 
Barb.  26,  as  to  demand.  Tex.  —  Spen- 
cer V.  McCarty,  46  Tex.  213. 

See  the  titles,  "Amendments  and 
Jeofails;"  "Bills  and  Answers;" 
"New  Cause  of  Action  or  Defense;" 
"Parties." 

fa]  To  Set  Forth  the  Interests  of 
Subpurchasers  Brought  in  by  Amended 
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BIU.  —  McGlaughlin  v.  McGraw,  44  W. 
Va.  715,  30  S.  E.  64. 

80.  McCrory  v.  Guyton,  164  Ala.  365, 
51  So.  312;  Moore's  Admr.  v.  Alvis,  54 
Ala.  356.  See  the  title  "New  Cause  of 
Action  or  Defense." 

81.  Lewis  V.  Dennis,  54  Tex.  487; 
Spencer  v.  McCarty,  46  Tex.  213. 

82.  Prickett  v.  Sibert,  75  Ala.  315, 
charging  the  transfer  was  by  indorse- 
ment rather  than  by  delivery  as  origin- 
ally alleged. 

83.  Freeson  v.  Bissell,  63  N.  Y.  168. 

84.  Stone  Land  &  Cattle  Co.  v. 
Boon,  73  Tex.. 548,  11  S.  W.  544;.,  At- 
teberry  v.  Burnett,  52  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
617,  114  S.  W.  159. 

85.  Moon  V.  Sherwood  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  180  S.  W.  296. 

86.  Smith  v.  Hiles-Carber  Co.,  107 
Ala.  272,  18  So.  37. 

87.  See  the  titles,  "Process;" 
"Service  of  Process  and  Papers;"  and 
Blake  v.  Vesey  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  143 
S.   W.  221. 

[a]  On  an  amendment  setting  up 
notes  falling   due  pendente   lite,   new 

process  is  not  required.  Eittenhouse 
V.  Swango's  Admr.  (Ky.),  128  S.  W. 
299. 

88.  Boiler  v.  Holly,  176  U.  S.  398, 
405,  20  Sup.  Ct.  410,  44  L.  ed.  520; 
Oswald  V.  Kampmann,  28  Fed.  36;  Gib- 
son V.  Oppenheimer  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
154  S.  W.  694;  Spence  v.  Morris  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  28  S.  W.  405. 
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be  had,*^  unless  a  personal  or  deficiency  judgment  is  sought.*" 

10.  Plea  and  Answer. —  a.  Generally.  —  Pleas"^  and  answer'^  must 
conform  to  the  general  rules  elsewhere  treated. 

b.  Particular  Defenses.  —  (I.)  Waiver  of  Lien.  —A  waiver  of  lien  is 
defensive  matter  which  must  generally  be  pleaded  in  the  answer  unless 
it  otherwise  appears.®^ 

(n.)  Defect  of  Title.  —  In  the  ease  of  an  executory  contract,  the  ven- 
dee relying  on  the  defense  of  defect  of  title  need  not  specify  the  def ects.°* 
But  if  he  is  or  had  been  in  possession  under  a  warranty  deed,  he  must 


89.  Brophy  v.  Kelly,  211  Fed.  22, 
128  C.  C.  A.  382. 

90.  Brophy  v.  Kelly,  211  Fed.  22,  128 
C.  C.  A.  382;  Spence  v.  Morris  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  28  S.  W.  405.  See  infra,  1, 
B,  15,  a,  (IV). 

91.  See  the  title  "Pleas  in  Equity," 
and  titles  dealing  with  particular  kinds 
of  pleas  and  defenses. 

[a]  In  a  suit  to  enforce  the  lien 
against  a  suhgrantee  of  a  parcel  of  the 
land,  a  plea  showing  that  the  parcels 
sold  after  the  defendant's  purchase  and 
those  still  owned  by  the  vendee  are 
more  than  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  lien 
must  also  allege  that  the  vendor's 
claim  is  a  subsisting  lien  against  those 
parcels,  and  that  the  lien  has  not  been 
released  as  to  a  part  or  all  of  them. 
Diamond  Flint  Glass  Co.  v.  Boyd,  30 
Ind.  App.  485,  66  N.  B.  479.  See  21 
Standaed  Pboc.  4^. 

[b]  Prematurity  of  Suit.  —  When 
the  only  defendant  sought  to  be  held 
liable  on  the  note  files  no  plea  in  abate- 
ment, a  plea  filed  by  a  cbdefendant  on 
the  ground  that  the  action  was  brought 
before  the  expiration  of  the  three  days 
of  grace  will  be  overruled.  Guderian 
V.  Clark,  59  Tex.  Civ.  App.  248,  127 
S.  W.  564. 

92.  See  the  titles,  "Bills  and  An- 
swers." See  also  the  titles,  "Answers;" 
"Confession  and  Avoidance;"  "Deni- 
als." 

[a]  Responsiveness.  —  An  answer 
setting  up  a  consideration  for  the  note 
in  addition  to  that  alleged  in  the  bill 
and  a  failure  of  such  consideration  is 
not  responsive.  Green  v.  Casey;  70 
Ala.  417. 

[b]  A  purchaser  alleging  the  non- 
existence of  the  vendor's  equitable 
lien  must  show  circumstances  repelling 
the  presumption  of  its  existence  or  re- 
butting the  equity;  Dunton  v.  Out- 
house, 64  Mich.  419,  31  N.  W.  411. 

47 


[c]  The  defense  of  payment  must  be 
alleged,  when  relied  on.  Tom's  Creek 
Coal, Co.  V.  Skeene,  28  Ky.  L.  Eep.  962, 
90  S.  W.  993.  See  Tinsley  v.  Houston 
L.  &  T.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  36  S.  W. 
815,  and  the  title,  "Payment." 

[d]  Fraud  in  the  sale,  when  relied 
upon,  must  be  alleged.  Watkins  v. 
Clifton  Hill  Land  Co.,  91  Tenn.  683,  20 
S.  W.  246;  Carson  v.  Kelley,  57  Tex. 
379;  Lovelady  v.  Bennett  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  26  S.  W.  313.  See  the  title 
' 'Fraud  and  Deceit." 

[ej  Usury.  — See  Woodall  v.  Kelly, 
85  Ala.  368,  5  So.  164,  7  Am.  St.  Eep. 
57,  and  the  title  "Usury." 

[d]  Release.  —  See  Swan  v.  Benson, 
31  Ark.  728,  and  the  title  "Release." 

93.  Ala.  —  Hobson  v.  Wilson,  197 
Ala.  649,  73  So.  332.  Fla.  — Lucas  v. 
Wade,  43  Fla.  419,  424,  31  So.  231. 
Ind.  —  Borror  v.  Carrier,  34  Ind.  App. 
353,  73  N.  E.  123,  as  to  sufficiency  of 
answer.  Mich.  —  Zeigler  v.  Valley  Coal 
Co.,  150  Mich.  82,  113  N.  W.  775. 

[a]  But  an  exception  to  the  rule  in 
favor  of  infants  will  be  made.  Lucas 
V.  Wade,  43  Fla.  419,  31  So.  231. 

Negativing  waiver  in  bill,  see  supra, 
I,  B,  8,  b,  (in). 

94.  Simmons   v.   Bailey,    105    Tenn. 

152,  58  S.  W.  277. 

[a]  In  the  case  of  executory  con- 
tracts, a  cross  bill  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  setting  up  defects  in  the 
vendor's  title  becomes  essentially  a 
bill  to  enforce  specific  performance  of 
an  agreement  to  make  a  perfect  title 
or  to  rescind  the  contract  if  the  vendor 
is  unable  or  fails  to  make  such  title. 
In  such  case  the  vendee  need  not  point 
out  the  defects  of  title,  but  it  is  in- 
cumbent on  the  vendor  to  tender  a  per- 
fect title.  Simmons  v.  Bailey,  106  Tenn 
152,  58  S.  W.  277. 
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not  only  allege  and  specify  the  defects  of  the  title  of  the  vendor ,«=  but 
he  must  also  allege  an  eviction,'"  or  in  some  states,  a  danger  of  eviction,^^ 
or  fraud,"^  insolvency,"*  or  nonresidence^  of  the  vendor;  and  he  must 
allege  circumstances  repelling  the  presumption  that  'at  the  time  of  the 
purchase  he  knew  or  intended  to  run  the  risk  of  the  defect  of  title.^ 
Furthermore  as  a  prerequisite  to  resisting  payment,  he  must,  if  in  pos- 
session of  the  property,  restore  the  possession  and  return  the  deed  for 
cancellation.^ 

(in.)  Innocent  Purchaser.  —  The  defense  that  the  defendant,  a  subpur- 
chaser, is  an  innocent  purchaser,  must  be  made  either  hy  plea  or 
answer.* 

11.  Set-Off,  Counterclaim  and  Cross-Bill,  etc.  —  The  purchaser  may 
plead  a  cross-bill,^  cross-complaint,®  a  set-off  or  counterclaim,'^  in  ac- 


95.  Ark.  —  Benjamin  v.  Hobbs,  31 
Ark.  151;  Bolton  v.  Branch,  22  Ark. 
435.  Tenn.  —  Simmons  v.  Bailey,  105 
Tenn.  152,  58  S.  W.  277;  Clark  v.  Carl- 
ton, 4  Lea  452.  Tex.  —  Haralson  v. 
Langford,  66  Tex.  Ill,  18  S.  W.  339; 
Knight  V.  Coleman  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
51  S.  W.  258. 

[a]  He  must  show  what  the  out- 
standing title  is,  and  (1)  that  it  is 
paramount  to  that  of  the  vendor.  Ben- 
jamin i:  Hobbs,  31  Ark.  151.  (2)  He 
must  allege  the  existence  and  validity 
of  the  outstanding  title.  Hubbard  v. 
Bigham,  2  Pos.  Unrep.  Cas.  (Tex.)  420. 

96.  English  v.  Thomasson,  82  Ky. 
280;     Pryse  v.  McGuire,  81  Ky.  608. 

97.  Cooper  v.  Singleton,  19  Tex.  260, 
70  Am.  Dec.  333;  Knight  v.  Coleman 
Co.   (Tex.   Civ.  App.),  51   S.   W.  258. 

98.  English  v.  Thomasson,  82  Ky. 
280;  Pryse  v.  McGuire,  81  Ky.  608; 
Leird  v.  Abernathy,  10  Heisk.  (Tenn.) 
626. 

99.  English  v.  Thomasson,  82  Ky. 
280;  Pryse  v.  McGuire,  81  Ky.  608; 
roster  V.  Lyons,  19  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1906, 
44  S.  W.  625;  Leird  v.  Abernathy,  10 
Heisk.   (Tenn.)    626. 

1.  English  V.  Thomasson,  82  Ky. 
280;  Foster  v.  Lyons,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
1906,  44  S.-W.  625. 

2.  Haralson  v.  Langford,  66  Tex. 
Ill,  18  8.  W.  339;  Cooper  v.  Single- 
ton, 19  Tex.  260,  70  Am.  Dec.  333; 
Moore  v.  Vogel,  22  Tex.  Civ.  App.  235, 
54  S.  W.  1061. 

[a]  But  an  allegation  that  the  pur- 
chaser was  told  by  an  attorney  that 
the  title  was  good  and  that  he  relied 
upon  such  representations  is  insuffici- 
ent. Moore  v.  Vogel,  22  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
235,  54  S.  W.  1061. 
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3.  Benjamin  v.  Hobbs,  31  Ark.  151; 
Cooper  V.  Singleton,  19  Tex.  260,  70  Am. 
Dee.  333;  Knight  v.  Coleman  Co.  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  51  S.  W.  258;  Moore  v. 
Vogel,  22  Tex.  Civ.  App.  235,  54  S.  W. 
1061. 

4.  As  to  manner  of  making  this 
defense,  see  infra,  IV. 

5.  See  the  title,  "Cross-Bill"  and 
Woodall  V.  Kelly,  85  Ala.  368,  5  So. 
164,  7  Am.  St.  Eep.  57;  Tedder  v. 
Steele,  70  Ala.  347;  Simmons  v.  Bailey, 
105  Tenn.  152,  58  S.   W.  277. 

6.  See  the  title,  "Cross-Complaint" 
and  infra,  this  section. 

7.  Ala.  —  Hooper  v.  Armstrong,  69 
Ala.  343.  Miss.  —  See  Doyle  v.  Orr,  51 
Miss.  229.  Tex.  —  Greathouse  v.  Great- 
house,  60  Tex.  597  (under  a  statute 
authorizing  the  defendant  to  plead  any 
counterclaim  he  may  have  against  the 
plaintifE  subject  to  such  limitations  as 
may  be  prescribed  by  law) ;  Fry  v. 
Houston,  6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  710,  26  S. 
W.  284. 

See  the  title,  "Set-off,  Counterclaim, 
and  Recoupment." 

[a]  By  Way  of  Cross-Bill.  —  Brisco 
V.  Minah  Consol.  Min.  Co.,  82  Fed.  952; 
Gordon  v.  Johnson  186  111.  18,  32,  57 
N.  E.  790. 

[b]  The  "subject  of  action,"  as 
used  in  the  statutes  relating  to  counter- 
claims, is  the  right  to  payment  of  pur- 
chase money,  or  the  purchase  money, 
but  not  the  land.  Humbert  ■».  Brisbane, 
25  S.  C.  506. 

[c]  A  counterclaim  for  damages  for 
eviction  from  a  part  of  the  premises  is 
not  a  good  counterclaim  under  the  code. 
It  does  not  arise  out  of  the  contract 
set   up   in   the    complaint.     Nor   is   it 


VENDOR  AND  PURCHASEB 


739 


cordance  with  the  general  rules  governing  such  pleadings.  The  de- 
fendant may  present  a  cross-action  for  a  recovery  of  the  purchase 
money  paid.*  He  may,  in  a  proper  case,  claim  an  abatement  of  the  pur- 
chase money  for  a  deficiency  in  quantity  or  failure  of  title  to  a  portion 
of  the  premises,"  in  his  answer,^"  or  by  way  of  cross-bill."  A  cross-bill 
is  a  proper  remedy  to  require  the  vendor  to  perform  his  covenant  to 


connected  with  the  "subject  of 
action."  If  the  subject  of  action  is 
the  primary  right  which  has  been  brok- 
en, it  is  the  plaintiff's  right  to  have 
payment  of  the  purchase  money;  if  it 
is  the-  thing  sought  to  be  obtained,  then 
it  is  the  purchase  money.  In  neither 
case  is  it  the  land,  and  therefore  the 
trespass  is  not  connected  with  the  sub- 
ject of  action.  Humbert  v,  Brisbane, 
25  S.  C.  506. 

[d]  A  recoupment  for  damages  for 
breach  of  warranty  against  incum- 
brances arises  out  of  the  same  trans- 
action and  may  be  interposed.  Craw- 
ford V.  McDonald,  84  Ark.  415,  106  S. 
W.  206. 

[e]  A  claim  for  malicious  injury  to 
the  premises  after  the  sale  cannot  be 
pleaded  in  reconvention.  Fondren  v. 
Leake,  1  Posey  Unrep.   (Tex.)   151. 

[f]  A  claim  for  unliq.uidated  dam- 
ages, for  breach  of  trust  or  contract  in 
selling  for  less  than  its  value  another 
tract  of  land  conveyed  by  the  defend- 
ant to  the  plaintiff  aa  security  for  a 
debt,  cannot  be  set  off  against  a  suit 
for  foreclosure  of  a  vendor's  lien.  Eid- 
dle  V.  McKinney,  67  Tex.  29,  2  S.  W. 
748. 

[g]  When  the  personal  liability  of 
the  purchaser  is  sought  to  be  enforced, 
the  suit  is  strictly  a  proceeding  in  per- 
sonam for  the  enforcement  of  a  debt 
or  demand  to  which  the  lien  is  an  in- 
cident. Consequently,  in  reduction  or 
extinguishment  of  the  debt,  the  pur- 
chaser may  set  off  any  debt  or  demand 
which  would  be  the  proper  subject  of 
set-off,  if  he  were  sued  for  the  debt  or 
demand  in  an  action  at  law.  And  if  the 
bill  is  filed  by  an  assignee,  or  by  any 
person  other  than  the  real  owner  of  the 
debt,  he  may  have  the  benefit  of  any 
set-off  acquired  against  the  assignor 
before  notice  of  the  assignment,  he 
could  have  had  against  the  real  owner. 
Hooper  v.  Armstrong,  69  Ala.  343. 

8.  Cammack  v.  Prather  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  74  S.  W.  354. 


[a]  The  purchaser  may  surrender 
the  land  to  the  vendor  and  file  a  cross- 
complaint  for  the  recovery  of  the  in- 
stallments already  paid  and  damages 
suffered  by  the  plaintiff 's  breach.  Eob- 
ben  V.  Benson  (Cal.  App.),  173  Pac. 
766. 

9.  Ky.  — Landrum  v.  Wells,  122  S. 
W.  213;  Simpson  v.  Hawkins,  1  Dana 
303.  Tenn.—  Gaines  v.  Pagala,  42  S.  W. 
462.  W.  Va.  — Bee  v.  Burdett,  23  W. 
Va.   744. 

But  see  Bottoms  v.  Dykes,  102  Ala. 
582,  14  So.  874. 

[a]  If  the  vendee  is  not  put  in  pos- 
session of  a  part  of  the  premises,  the 
covenant  of  quiet  possession  is  broken 
and  the  vendee  need  not  wait  for  a 
judicial  eviction,  nor  allege  insolvency 
or  other  equitable  grounds.  Pryse  v. 
McGuire,  81  Ky.  608, 

[b]  The  insolvency  of  the  vendor 
must  be  alleged,  when  the  purchaser  is 
in  possession  under  a  warranty  deed, 
as  he  is  deemed  to  rely  on  the  war- 
ranty, unless  the  vendor  is  insolvent. 
Woodall  V.  Kelly,  85  Ala.  368,  374,  5 
So.  164,  7  Am.  St.  Eep.  57;  Tedder  v. 
Steele,  70  Ala.  347;  Pitts  v.  Pgwledge, 
56  Ala.  147. 

[e]  But  the  amount  of  the  costs  and 
attorney's  fees  taxed  against  the  pur- 
chaser in  a  quiet  title  suit  brought  by 
him  cannot  be  set  off  against  the  plain- 
tiff's demand.  Hollandsworth  v.  Squires 
(Tenn.),  56  S.  W.  1044. 

10.  Woodall  V.  Kelly,  85  Ala.  368,  5 
So.  164,  7  Am.  St.  Eep.  57;  Pitts  v. 
Powledge,  56  Ala.  147;  Light  v.  Grant 
&  Co.,  73  W.  Va.  56,  79  S.  E.  1011,  51 
L.  E.  A.  N.  S.  792. 

[a]  A  cross-bill  is  not  necessary,  as 
the  abatement  is  founded  on  the  ground 
that  there  is  a  partial  failure  of  con- 
sideration, and  is  matter  in  discharge 
or  reduction  of  the  plaintiff's  demand. 
Pitts  V.  Powledge,  56'  Ala.  147. 

11.  Woodall  V.  Kelly,  85  Ala.  368,  5 
So.  164,  7  Am.  St.  Eep.  57;  Tedder  v. 
Steele,  70  Ala.  347. 
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convey  title,^^  or  to  obtain  a  reformation  of  the  deed,^'  or  a  rescission  of 
the  contract,^*  although  in  the  latter  ease  the  answer  may  sometitnes  be 
treated  as  a  cross-bill.^* 

12.  Reply.  —  A  reply  is  sometimes  required  in  accordance  with 
rules  elsewhere  discussed.*^ 

13.  Interlocutory  and  Ancillary  Proceedings.  —  a.  Reference. —  A 
reference  may  be  ordered  in  a  proper  case.*'  Thus  a  reference  may  be 
ordered  to  ascertain  the  liens  on  the  land  and  their  respective  priori- 
ties.*^ But  questions  as  to  whether  there  is  usury  in  the  transaction,*' 
or  whether  there  is  a  breach  of  warranty^"  should  not  be  referred. 

b.  Receiver.  —  A  receiver  to  collect  the  rents  and  profits  may  be  ap- 
pointed^* in  accordance  with  general  rules  elsewhere  diseussed,^^  when 
it  is  made  manifest  that  the  property  is  insufficient  to  pay  the  debt,^^ 
that  the  person  in  possession  is  insolvent,^*  and  is  committing  or  threat- 
ening to  commit  waste  or  is  otherwise  impairing  the  value  of  plaintiff's 
security.^* 

c.  Survey.  —  A  survey  of  the  land  may  be  ordered  if  necessary.^" 

14.  Hearing  or  Trial.  —  a.  Generally.  —  The  hearing  or  trial  pro- 


12.  Broughton  v.  Mitchell,  64  Ala. 
210,  224. 

13.  See    the    title,    "Eefonnation." 
[a]    The  mistake  must  be  plainly  al- 
leged.    Green  v.  Casey,  70  Ala.  417. 

14.  Cunningham  v.  Hedrick,  23  W. 
Va.'579,  599. 

[a]  By  strict  rules  of  pleading,  a 
defendant  wishing  to  rescind  the  con- 
tract because  of  fraud  or  of  his  in- 
competency to  contract  should  file  a 
cross-bill  for  that  purpose.  Cunning- 
ham V.  Hedrick,  23  W.  Va.  579,  590. 

15.  Cunningham  v.  Hedrick,  23  W. 
Va.  579,  592.  See  also  M^ttert's  Admr. 
V.  Hagan,  18  Gratt.  (59  Va.)  231  and 
6  Standard  Peoc.  267. 

16.  See  the  title,  "Replication  and 
Reply,"  and  Cunningham  v.  Hedrick, 
23  W.  Va.  579,  592,  when  answer  takes 
the  place  of  a  cross-bill. 

[a]  When  the  answer  is  a  mere 
denial  of  the  lien,  a  reply  is  unneces- 
sary. Tom's  Creek  Coal  Co.  v.  Skeene, 
28  Ky.  L.  Eep.  962,  90  S.  W.  993. 

17.  Ala.  —  Waller  v.  Janney,  102 
Ala.  442,  14  So.  876.  Miss.  — Brooks 
V.  Robinson,  54  Miss.  272;  Kilerease  v. 
Lum,  36  Miss.  569.  Tenn.  —  Clark  v. 
Carlton,  4  Lea  452.  Va.  —  Fayette 
Land  (Jo.  v.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  93 
Va.  274,  24  S.  E.  1016. 

See  the  title.  References." 

[a]  To  ascertain  the  unpaid  balance 
of  the  purchase  money  with  interest. 
Waller  v.  Janney,  102  Ala.  442,  14  So. 
876. 
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18.  Fayette  Land  Co.  v.  Louisville 
&  N.  R.  Co.,  93  Va.  274,  24  S.  E.  1016; 
McClaugherty  v.  Croft,  43  W.  Va.  270, 
27  S.  B.  246. 

[a.]  But  this  is  not  necessary  when 
there  is  no  evidence  of  the  existence 
of  such  liens.  Shickell  v.  Berryville  L. 
&  Imp.  Co.,  99  Va.  88,  37  S.  B.  813. 

19.  Dykes  v.  Bottoms,  101  Ala.  390, 
13  So.  582. 

20.  Dykes  v.  Bottoms,  101  Ala.  390, 
13  So.  582. 

21.  Ky.  —  Murray  v.  Murray,  124 
Ky.  426,  99  S.  W.  301;  Columbia  Fin- 
ance &  Trust  Co.  V.  Morgan,  19  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  1761,  44  S.  W.  389,  628,  45  S.  W. 
65.  Mich. —  Belding  v.  Meloche,  113 
Mich.  223,  71  N.  W.  592.  Tex.  —  Cotul- 
la  V.  American  Freehold  L.  M.  Co.  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  86  S.  W.  339. 

22.  See  the  title,  "Receivers." 

23.  Columbia  Finance  &  Trust  Co. 
V.  Morgan,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1761,  44  S. 
W.  389,  45  S.  W.  65;  Moore  v.  Knight, 
6  Lea  (Tenn.)  427. 

24.  McCaslin  v.  State  ex  rel.  Evans, 
44  Ind.  151,  174;  Columbia  Finance  & 
Trust  Co.  V.  Morgan,  19  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
1761,  44  S.  W.  389,  45  S.  W.  65. 

25.  McCaslin  v.  State  ex  rel.  Evans, 
44  Ind.  151,  174;  Columbia  Finance  & 
Trust  Co.  V.  Morgan,  19  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
1761,  44  S.  W.  389,  45  S.  W.  65;  Collins 
V.  Richart,  14  Bush  (Ky.)  621. 

26.  Sebree  v.  Coleman,  15  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  242,  22  S.  W.  852. 
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ceeds  in  accordance  with  the  general  rules  elsewhere  treated.^'  This  is 
true  as  to  the  questions  of  law  and  fact  involved.^* 

Jury  Trial. —  An  action  to  foreclose  a  vendor's  lien  is  of  equitable 
cognizance  and  hence  no  right  to  trial  by  jury  obtains  as  a  general  rule.^^ 
But  it  has  been  held  that  if  issue  is  joined  upon  the  demand  for  money,^" 
or  upon  the  issue  of  payment,'^  a  jury  trial  of  such  issue  is  a  matter  of 
right,  and  the  cause  will  be  transferred  to  the  law  docket  for  the  trial 
of  sucTi  issue.^^ 

Issues,  Proof  and  Variance.  —  The  allegations  and  proof  must  corre- 
spond,'^ but  immaterial  variances  are  not  fatal.'*  A  general  denial 
puts  in  issue  every  material  allegation  in  the  complaint.'^ 

b.  Verdict.  —  The  findings'*  or  verdict"'  must  conform  to  the  general 


27.  See  generally  the  titles  "Hear- 
ing;" "Trial." 

28.  See  the  title,  "Province  of 
Judge  and  Jury." 

[aj  Whether  or  not  an  assignee  pur- 
chased the  notes  vrithout  notice  before 
maturity,  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the 
]ury.  Durst  v.  Bludworth  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  209  S.  W.  217. 

[bj  The  existence  of  the  lien  is  not 
a  question  for  the  jury  when  it  arises 
by  operation  of  law  from  the  facts  in 
the  case.  Hales  v.  Peters  (Tex,  Civ. 
App.),  162  S.  W.  386. 

[cj  Whether  there  is  a  waiver  of  a 
lien  by  (1)  taking  renewal  notes  which 
contain  no  express  reservation  of  lien 
as  in  the  case  of  the  original  notes,  is 
a  question  of  fact.  Wilcox  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  52  S.  W.  560. 
(2)  Whether  or  not  a  vendor  intends 
to  waive  his  lien  by  taking  personal 
security  is  a  question  of  fact  on  which 
evidence  may  be  heard.  Burson  v.  Dos- 
ser, 1  Heisk.  (Tenn.)   754,  759. 

29.  Hassler  v.  Hefele,  151  Ind.  391, 
50  N.  E.  361;  Coleman  v.  Ployd,  131 
Ind.  330,  31  N.  E.  75;  Bronson  v.  Wan- 
zer,  86  Mo.  408;  Yancey  v.  People's 
Bank,  101  Mo.  App.  605,  74  S.  W.  117. 
See  16  Standard  Psoc.  897. 

[a]  On  default  of  the  defendant,  a 
jury  to  assess  the  damages  is  not  nec- 
essary when  the  amount  is  liquidated. 
Bridges  v.  Keynolds,  40  Tex.  204;  Nib- 
lett  V.  Shelton,  28  Tex.  548. 

30.  Sherman  v,  Randolph,  13  Okla. 
224,  74  Pac.  102. 

31.  Tapp's  Admr.  V.  Poindexter 
(Ky.),  128  S.  W.  594. 

32.  Landrum  v.  Wells  (Ky.),  122  S. 
W.  213.  See  generally  the  title, 
"Transfer  of  Causes." 

33.  Ala.  —  Nance  v.  Gray,  143  Ala. 
234;  38  So.  916;  Kyle  v.  Bellenger,  79 


Ala.  516  (variance  as  to  character  of 
lien);  Hooper  v.  Strahan,  71  Ala.  75. 
Ind.  —  Martin  v.  Cauble,  72  Ind.  67,  as 
to  signature  to  notes.  Tex.  —  Wagley 
V.  Western  Union  Land  Co.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  73  S.  W.  1065,  as  to  descriptioii 
of  party. 

See  the  title,  "Variance  and  Fail- 
ure of  Proof." 

[a]  Fraud.  —  A  complainant  will 
not  be  denied  relief  when  he  sets  forth 
the  substance  of  the  transaction  and 
the  result,  although  the  evidence  may 
show  that  the  fraud  was  successfully 
accomplished  but  in  some  respects  in 
a  manner  different  from  that  charged. 
Merrill  v.  Allen,  38  Mich.  487. 

[b]  Title.  — Wlien  a  failure  of  title 
is  alleged  in  the  answer  and  a  rescission 
of  the  contract  is  asked,  the  plaintiff 
may  rely  on  a  title  by  adverse  posses- 
sion although  not  alleged.  Bradbury 
V.  Dumond,  80  Ark.  82,  96  S.  W.  390,  11 
L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.)  772. 

34.  Nance  v.  Gray,  143  Ala.  234,  38 
So.  916,  variance  arising  from  clerical 
error  in  description  of  land  in  the  note. 

[a]  The  description  of  the  lien  as 
a  vendor's  lien  when  in  fact  it  is  a 
mortgage  lien  does  not  preclude  relief. 
Adams  v.  Bartell,  46  Tex.  Civ.  App.  349, 
102  S.  W.  779. 

35.  See  7  Standard  Pkoc.  88. 

[a]  And  the  plaintiff  must  prove  an 
indebtedness  in  some  amount  for  the 
purchase  price.  Fuller  v.  Puller,  52 
Ind.  App.  488,  100  N.  E.  869. 

36.  See  the  title  "Findings*  and 
Conclusions." 

37.  Higgins  v.  Kendall,  73  Ind.  522; 
Patterson  v.  Allen,  50  Tex.  23.  See  the 
title;  "Special  Interrogatories  to  Jur- 
ies;" "Verdict." 

[a]    Must    Find    Amownt    of    Debt. 
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rules  elsewhere  treated,  and  must  be  such  as  to  establish  the  lien,  if  one 
is  to  be  enforced.^* 

15.  Judgment  or  Decree.'^  —  a.  Relief  Granted. —  (I.)  GeneraUy. 
On  the  filing  of  a  bill  to  enforce  a  vendor's  lien,  a  court  of  equity 
acquires  jurisdiction  over  the  whole  contract  of  purchase,  and  can  adjust 
the  recovery  of  the  purchase  money  to  meet  the  rights  of  each  party.*" 
Having  assumed  jurisdiction  the  court  will  retain  the  cause  so  as  to  make 
it  effectual  for  the  purposes  of  complete  relief*^  and  will,  consequently, 
remove  every  impediment  to  the  enforcemen,t  of  the  lien,*^  especially 
when  it  constitutes  a  cloud  on  the  title.*'  But  it  is  error  to  decree  a 
foreclosure  of  a  part  only  of  the  lien  note  when  the  remainder  is  con- 
tested.**   The  court  should  not  decree  specific  performanee.*^ 

(II.)  Strict  Foreclosure. —  In  proceedings  to  enforce  vendor's  liens,  the 
court  may  decree  a  strict  foreclosure.**    'A  decree  therefor  is  in  the 


Texas  L.  &  L.  Co.  v.  Watkins,  12  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  603,  34  S.  W.  996. 

[b]  Must  Be  Certain  as  to  Amount. 
Heisch  v.  Adams,  81  Tex.  94,  16  S.  W. 
790. 

38.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  rinding  of  Lien.  —  (1)  In  an  ac- 
tion on  a  note  a  verdict  merely  finding 
the  amount  due  is  insufficient,  because 
not  showing  that  the  note  was  for  the 
purchase  price  (Preston  v.  Breedlove 
45  Tex.  47;  MeConkey  v.  Henderson,  24 
Tex.  212),  unless  (2)  the  note  itself 
recites  this  fact.  Slade  v.  Young,  32 
Tex.  668. 

39.  See  the  titles  "Decrees;" 
"Judgments." 

40.  Ala.  —  Pitts  V.  Powledge,  56 
Ala.  147.  m.  — Boss  v.  Clark,  126  111. 
App.  460.  NelJ.  —  Gardels  v.  Kloke,  36 
Neb.  493,  54  N.  W.  834.  Tex.  — Bras- 
field  V.  Toung  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  163  S. 
W.  180. 

See  generally  6  Standard  Pkoc.  773. 

[a]  After  an  assignment  of  a  part 
of  the  purchase  money  debt  and  a  strict 
foreclosure  by  the  original  vendor,  the 
assignee  is  entitled  to  a  decree  requir- 
ing him  to  execute  his  trust  by  convey- 
ing to  the  assignee  an  undivided  part 
of  the  land,  or  make  compensation 
therefor.    Church  v.  Smith,  39  Wis.  492. 

41.  Johnston  v.  Smith's  Admr.,  70 
Ala.  W8,  117. 

42.  Johnston  v.  Smith's  Admr.,  70 
Ala.  108,  117. 

43.  Jojinston  v.  Smith's  Admr.,  70 
Ala.  108,  117. 

44.  Sears  v.  Henry,  13  Bush  (Ky.) 
413.  , 

45.  Hawkins  v.  Thurman,  1  Idaho 
598.    See  supra,  I,  B,  1  and  see  gener- 
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ally  the  title  "Specific  Performance." 
4e.  Cal.  — Odd  Fellows'  Sav.  Bank 
V.  Brander,  124  Cal.  255,  66  Pac.  1109. 
Neb.  —  Harrington  v,  Bird«»ll,  38  Neb. 
176,  56  N.  W.  961;  Foster  v.  Ley,  32 
Neb.  404,  49  N.  "W.  450, 15  L.  E.  A.  737. 
Ore.  —  Vance  v.  Blakeley,  62  Ore.  326, 
123  Pac.  390;  Flanagan  Est.  v.  Great 
Cent.  Land  Co.,  45  Ore.  335,  342,  77 
Pac.  485;  Security  Sav.  &  Trust  Co.  v. 
Mackenzie,  33  Ore.  209,  52  Pac.  1046. 
Vt.  —  Waite  v.  Stanley,  88  Vt.  407,  92 
Atl.  633,  L.  E.  A.  19160,  886.  Wis. 
Church  V.  Smith,  39  Wis.  492;  Landon 
V.  Burke,  36  Wis.  378.  Wyo.  — Bald- 
win V.  McDonald,  24  Wyo.  108,  156  S. 
W.  2T,  35.  Eng.  — Lysagl*  v.  Edwards, 
L.  E.  2  Ch.  Div.  499,  45  L.  J.  Ch.  554. 
34  L.  T.  N.  S.  787,  24  W.  E.  778. 

Contra,  Fitzhugh  v.  Maxwell,  34 
Mich.  138.  Compare  19  Standard  Pboc. 
910,  985. 

[a]  Application  of  Statute  as  To 
Mortgages.  —  As  a  land  contract  is  not 
a  mortgage,  an  action  for  foreclosure 
isi  not  controlled  by  a  statute  requiring 
that  when  a  mortgage  is  foreclosed,  a 
sale  of  the  premises  shall  be  ordered. 
MUes  V.  Hemenway,  59  Ore.  318,  111 
Pae.  696,  117  Pac.  273;  Baldwin  v.  Mc- 
Donald, 24  Wyo.  108,  156  Pac.  27. 

[b]  When  the  vendor  has  retained 
the  title,  a  strict  foreclosure  may  be 
decreed.  Warner  Bros.  Co.  v.  Freud, 
138  Cal.  651,  72  Pae.  345;  Wollenberg 
V.  Eose,  41  Ore.  314,  68  Pae.  804. 

[e]  Although  the  vendee  has  paid 
a  part  of  the  purchase  price,  a  strict 
foreclosure  may  be  decreed.  Wyatt  v. 
Meade  County  Bank  (S.  D.),  166  N.  W, 
423, 
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nature  of  a  conditional  cancellation  of  the  contract  to  convey."  Being 
a  harsh  remedy,  this  relief  cannot  be  resorted  to  except  under  peculiar 
and  special  circumstances.*'  The  application  therefor  is  addressed  to 
the  discretion  of  the  court,*'  and  will  be  granted  in  cases  where  it  would 
be  inequitable  to  refuse  it.^" 

(III.)  Sale.  —  Usually  a  vendor's  lien  is  enforced  by  a  sale  of  the  prop- 
erty.''^   In  some  states  a  sale  may  be  decreed,  although  the  title  has  not 


47.  Miles  v.  Hemenway,  59  Ore.  318, 
111  Pac.  696,  117  Pac.  273. 

48.  Neb.  —  Patterson  v.  Mikkelson, 
86  Neb.  512,  125  N.  W.  1104;  Harring- 
ton V.  Birdsall,  38  Neb.  176,  186,  56  N. 
W.  961.  Ore.  —  Vance  v.  Blakeley,  62 
Ore.  326,  123  Pac.  390.  Wyo.  — Bald- 
win V.  McDonald,  24  Wyo.  108,  156  Pae. 
27. 

[a]  Strict  foreclosures  are  the  ex- 
ception rather  than  the  rule.  Flanagan 
V.  Great  Cent.  Land  Co.,  45  Ore.  335, 
345,  77  Pac.  485. 

[b]  When  the  render  has  received 
a  large  portion  of  the  purchase  money, 
strict  foreclosure  will  not  be  granted. 
Harrington  v.  Birdsall,  38  Neb.  176, 
186,  56  N.  W.  961;  Flanagan  v.  Great 
Cent.  Land  Co.,  45  Ore.  335,  344,  77 
Pac.  485. 

[c]  When  there  are  subsequent  pur- 
chasers or  incumbrancers,  strict  fore- 
closure will  not  be  ordered.  Murphy 
V.  Stith,  5  111.  App.  662. 

49.  Patterson  v.  Mikkelson,  86  Neb. 
512,    125    N.    W.    1104;    Harrington   v. 

'Birdsall,  38  Neb.  176,  186,  56  N.  W. 
961;  Baldwin  v.  McDonald,  24  Wyo. 
108,  156  Pac.  27. 

50.  Patterson  v.  Mikkelson,  86  Neb. 
512,  125  N.  W.  1104;  Harrington  v. 
Birdsall,  38  Neb.  176,  186,  56  N.  W. 
961;  Grove  v.  Dineen,  4  Neb.  (TJnof.) 
722,  96  N.  W.  253;  Flanagan  v.  Great 
Cent.  Land.  Co.,  45  Ore.  335,  345,  77 
Pac.  485. 

[aj  "If  the  vendee  or  purchaser 
has  not  been  guilty  of  gross  laches,  nor 
tinreasonably  negligent  in  performing 
the  contract,  a  strict  foreclosure  should 
be  refused  on  the  ground  that  it  would 
be  unjust,  even  though  the  vendee  may 
have  been  slightly  in  default  in  mak- 
ing of  a  payment.  So,  for  the  same 
reason,  a  strict  foreclosure  will  be  de- 
nied where  the  premises  have  greatly 
increased  in  value  since  the  sale,  or 
where  the  amount  of  unpaid  purchase 
money  is  much  less  than  the  value  of 
the  property.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the 


vendee,  without  suflcient  excuse,  fails 
to  make  his  payments  according  to  the 
stipulations  of  his  contract,  and  for 
an  unreasonable  time  remains  in  de- 
fault, the  vendor  may  have  a  strict 
foreclosure  of  the  contract  for  the  sale 
and  purchase  of  the  land,  unless,  some 
principle  of  equity  would  be  thereby 
violated."  Harrington  v.  Birdsall,  38 
Neb.  176,  186,  56  N.  W.  961. 

51.  Ala.  —  Stringfellow  v.  Ivie,  73 
Ala.  209;  Chapman  v.  Chunn,  5  Ala.  397. 
D.  C.  —  Pleasants  v.  Fay,  13  App.  Cas. 
237.  Ga.  —  Mims  v.  Macon  &  W.  K.  Co., 
3  Ga.  333.  Ind.  —  McCaslin  v.  State  ex 
rel.  Evans,  44  Ind.  151,  181.  la.  —  Mul 
lin  V.  Bloomer,  11  Iowa  360.  Md, 
Bratt  V.  Bratt,  21  Md.  578.  Mich, 
Fitzhugh  V.  Maxwell,  34  Mich.  138, 
Minn.  —  Wilder  v.  Haughey,  21  Minn, 
101.  Neb.  —  Gardels  v.  Kloke,  36  Neb, 
493,  54  N.  W.  834.  Ohio.  —  Neil  v.  Kin 
ney,  11  Ohio  St.  58.  Ore.  —  Flanagan 
V.  Great  Cent.  Land  Co.,  45  Ore.  335, 
343,  77  Pac.  485.  Tenn.  — Fain  v.  In- 
man,  6  Heisk.  5,  19  Am.  Eep.  577.  Tex. 
Bridge  v.  Young,  9  Tex.  401.  W.  Va. 
Glenn  v.  Blackford,  23  W.  Va.  182. 

[a]  When  a  Lien  Is  Keserved  in 
the  Deed.  —  Murphy  v.  Stith,  5  111.  App. 
562. 

[b]  Where  a  conveyance  has  been 
executed  the  court  after  determining 
the  amount  of  the  lien,  can  by  its  de- 
cree either  direct  a  sale  of  the  prop- 
erty in  the  first  instance  for  its  satis- 
faction, and  execution  for  any  defi- 
ciency, or  award  an  execution  in  the 
first  place,  and  a  sale  only  in  the  event 
of  its  return  unsatisfied.  Sparks  v. 
Hess,  15  Cal.  186,  193. 

[e]  In  Indiana,  when  the  complaint 
does  not  aver  that  the  defendant  has 
no  property  subject  to  execution  from 
which  the  debt  can  be  made  other  than 
the  land  involved,  the  decree  will  be 
for  a  sale  of  the  land  to  satisfy  his 
debt,  in  the  event  only  that  no  other 
property  can  be  found  subject  to  exe- 
cution.  Lord  V.  Wilcox,  99  Ind.  491. 
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passed  from  the  vendor ,^^  but  in  others  the  rule  is  otherwise.^^ 

As  Affected  by  Divisibility  of  Property.  —  When  several  notes  are  exe- 
cuted, the  court  may  order  a  sale  of  enough  of  the  property  to  pay  the 
debt  due  unless  the  property  is  not  susceptible  of  advantageous  divi- 
sion.^* If  the  property  cannot  be  so  divided,  he  must  wait  until  all  his 
notes  matiu-e.^' 

(IV.)  Personal  or  Deficiency  Decree.  —  In  some  jurisdictions,'"  particu- 
larly under  the  code  where  the  equity  and  law  jurisdiction  are  com- 
bined,''  the  vendor  is  entitled  to  a  personal  decree  for  the  amount  of 
the  debt  as  well  as  a  decree  for  the  sale  of  the  property.  Apart  from 
special  statutory  provisions,  however,  it  is  generally  held  that  suits  for 
the  enforcement  of  vendor's  liens  are  not  intended  to  act  in  personam, 
so  as  to  authorize  the  rendition  of  a  personal  decree  against  the  de- 
fendant, for  any  deficiency  found  due  after  the  sale.^^  The  plaintiff  is 
remitted  to  an  action  at  law  for  the  recovery  of  such  balance.'^  And  to 
obviate  delay  and  a  multiplicity  of  suits,  statutes  and  rules  of  court 
oftentimes  authorize  a  decree  for  the  balance  due  after  sale""  on  which 
an  execution  may  be  issued  after  the  deficiency  has  been  properly  ascer- 


52.  Gaston  v.  White,  46  Mo.  486; 
Flanagan  v.  Great  Cent.  Land  Co.,  45 
Ore.  335,  343,  77  Pac.  485. 

53.  Todd  V.  Simonton,  1  Colo.  54; 
Baker  v.  Beach,  15  Wis.  99;  Button  v. 
Schroyer,  5  Wis.  598.  See  also  Miles 
V.  Hemenway,  59  Ore.  318,  111  Pac.  696, 
117  Pac.  273. 

[aj  The  reason  is  that  the  title  re- 
mains in  the  vendor,  there  is  nothing 
to  sell,  and  the  purchaser  at  the  sale 
would  obtain  nothing.  Todd  v.  Simon- 
ton,  1  Colo.  54. 

54.  Koemer  v.  Mottley,  164  Ky.  313, 
175  S.  W.  645;  Faught  v.  Henry,  13 
Bush   (Ky.)   471,  statute. 

55.  Faught  v.  Henry,  13  Bush  (Ky.) 
471. 

56.  Bellinger  v.  Poltz,  93  Va.  729, 
25  S.  E.  998;  Fayette  Land  Co.  v. 
Louisville  &  N.  B.  Co.,  93  Va.  274,  283, 
24  S.  E.  1016;  Ayres  v.  Robins,  30 
Gratt.   (71  Va.)   105. 

When  execution  issues,  see  infra,  I, 
B,  16. 

57.  Ocean  Shore  Dev.  Co.  v.  Ham- 
mond (Cal.  App.'),  175  Pac.  706;  Schaf- 
er  V.  Olson  (N.  D.),  132  N.  W.  645.  See 
Baldwin  v.  McDonald,  24  Wyo.  108.  156 
Pac.  27. 

[a]  The  court  has  Inherent  power 
to  render  a  deficiency  judgment.  Ocean 
Shore  Dev.  Co.  v.  Hammond  (Cal. 
App.),  175  Pac.  706. 

[b]  Both  legal  and  equitable  relief 
may  be  had  in  the  same  action,  hence 
in  foreclosure  cases  a  formal  decree  in 
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personam  may  be  rendered  against  the 
defendant  for  the  amount  due,  with  a 
provision  for  its  enforcement  against 
property '  to  be  charged.  Englund  v. 
Lewis,  25  Cal.  337,  348. 

58.  Ala.  — See  Tedder  v.  Steele,  70 
Ala.  347.  As  to  statute  in  Alabama,  see 
infra,  this  section.  Fla.  —  Johnson  v. 
McKinnon,  54  Fla.  221,  230,  45  So.  23, 
127  Am.  St.  Rep.  135,  13  L.  R.  A.  (N. 
S.)  874;  Johnson  v.  McKinnon,  45  Fla. 
388,  402,  34  So.  272.  Miss.  — Cobb  v. 
Duke,  36  Miss.  60,  72  Am.  Dec.  157. 

[aJ  A  deficiency  decree  is  void  and 
subject  to  collateral  attack  when  not 
authorized  by  statute.  Johnson  v.  Mc- 
Kinnon, 54  Fla.  221,  230,  45  So.  23, 
127  Am.  St.  Rep.  135,  13  L.  R.  A.  (N. 
S.)  874. 

59.  See  Teal  v.  Lewis,  85  Ala.  218, 
4  So.  695;  Tedder  v.  Steele,  70  Ala.  347.  , 
See  19  Standard  Pboc.  1067,  in  mort- 
gage cases. 

60.  See  the  statutes  and  rules  of 
court  and  also  TJ.  S.  —  Ferguson  v. 
Blood,  152  Fed.  98,  82  C.  C.  A.  482.  Ala. 
Merrell  v.  Witherby,  120  Ala.  418,  23 
So.  994,  26  So.  974,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  39; 
Tedder  v.  Steele,  70  Ala.  347.  Mich. 
Kelly  V.  Gaukler,  164  Mich.  519,  129  N. 
W.  703.  Tex.  —  Alf ord  v.  Wilson  62 
Tex.  484;  Slaughter  v.  Owens,  60  Tex. 
668. 

[a]  A  judgment  against  the  debt- 
or's sureties  who  have  been  made  de- 
fendants may  be  rendered  under  some 
statutes.   Tedder  v.  Steele,  70  Ala.  347. 
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tained  and  entered."  It  has  been  held  that  a  statute  or  rule  authorizing 
such  a  decree  in  mortgage  foreclosure  suits  has  no  application  to  ven- 
dor's lien  suits,*^  although  some  courts  hold  otherwise,  especially  if  the 
lien  is  express.^^ 

Such  a  decree  is  authorized  only  where  a  judgment  in  personam 
could  be  recovered  in  an  action  at  law  for  the  purchase  money,°*  and  as 
in  the  case  of  other  actions  in  which  a  personal  judgment  is  sought, 
jurisdiction  over  the  person  of  the  defendant  is  essental.*^ 

(V.)  Where  Part  of  Debt  Is  Not  Due.  —  In  the  absence  of  stipulation 
authorizing  it,  it  is  the  rule  in  some  states  that  a  sale  cannot  be  decreed 
until  the  maturity  of  all  the  notes  given  for  the  purchase  money.*'  But 
in  other  states  the  rule  is  otherwise,^'  and  provision  is  made  in  the  decree 
for  the  payment  of  the  notes  not  due,^^  except  when  the  holders'" 


fb]  But  when  title  is  defective,  the 
decree  will  be  confined  to  the  sale  of 
the  land.  Hurley  v.  Coleman,  3  Head 
(Tenn.)  265. 

61.  See  infra,  I,  B,  16. 

62.  Johnson  v.  MeKinnon,  54  Fla. 
221,  230,  45  So.  23,  127  Am.  St.  Rep. 
135,  13  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  874;  Johnson 
V.  MeKinnon,  45  Fla.  388,  402,  34  So. 
272.  See  also  Ocean  Shore  Dev.  Co.  v. 
Hammond  (Cal.  App.),  175  Pac.  706. 

63.  Ferguson  v.  Blood,  152  Fed.  98, 
82  C.  C.  A.  482.  See  also  Eyan  v.  Ea- 
ley,  48  Tex.  Civ.  App.  187,  106  S.  W. 
750,  where  the  character  of  the  lien 
does  not  appear. 

fa]  A  reservation  of  lien  is  equiv- 
alent to  a  mortgage  and  a  rule  of  court 
authorizing  a  personal  decree  for  a  de- 
ficiency governs.  White  -v.  Ewing,  69 
Fed.  451,  16  C.  C.  A.  296. 

64.  Teal  v.  Lewis,  85  Ala.  218,  4  So. 
695. 

[a]  A  deficiency  against  a  sub- 
purchaser who  bought  the  land  with 
notice  of  the  vendor's  lien  but  who 
did  not  assume  to  pay  the  purchase 
money  due  by  his  vendor,  the  original 
purchaser,  is  unauthorized.  Ala.  —  Teal 
V.  Lewis,  85  Ala.  218,  4  So.  695.  111. 
Wilson  V.  Lyon,  51  111.  530.  Tex. 
Slaughter  v.  Owens,  60  Tex.  668;  Ky- 
nard  v.  Tucker  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  171 
S.  W.  1086.  See  also  Spence  v.  Morris 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  28  S.  W.  405. 

fb]  The  Judgment  Must  Be  War- 
ranted by  the  Pleadings.  —  Tompkins 
V.  Cooper,  97  Ga.  631,  25  S.  E.  247. 

65.  Spence  v.  Morris  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  28  S.  W.  405.  See  19  Standard 
Proc.  1062,  17  Standard  Proc.  677. 

66.  Brame  v.  Swain,  111  N.  C.  540, 
15  S.  E.  938. 

67.  Ark,  —  Pamplin    v.    Rowe,    100 


Ark.   144,  139   S.  W.   1105.    Ga.  — Lit- 
tleton V.  Spell,  77  Ga.  227,  2  S.  E.  935. 
la. —  Boynton  v.  Salinger,  147  Iowa  537, 
126  N.  W.  369. 
See  the  title,  "Successiye  Suits." 

68.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  When  the  Plaintiff  Owns  All 
the  Notes.— (1)  Littleton  v.  Spell,  77 
Ga.  227,  2  S.  B.  935;  Tidwell  v.  Starr 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  42  S.  W.  778.  (2) 
The  decree  may  provide  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  note  due  and  reserve  to 
the  plaintiff  the  right  to  ask  provision 
in  the  future  for  installments  not  yet 
due.  Long  v.  Perine,  41  W.  Va.  314, 
23  S.  E.  611.  (3)  But  a  decree  that  the 
sale  be  made  subject  to  the  liens  exist- 
ing in  favor  of  the  other  notes  is  er- 
roneous. Tidwell  V.  Starr  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  42  S.  W.  778. 

[b]  When  some  of  the  notes  are 
owned  by  others  who  are  made  parties 
to  the  action.  Schoenpflug  v.  Ketcham 
(Tenn.),  52  S.  W.  666. 

[c]  But  a  failure  to  provide  for 
payment  has  been  held  nonprejudicial 
to  the  defendant.  Long  v.  Perine,  41 
W.  Va.  314,  23  S.  E.  611.  But  see  Tid-  - 
well  V.  Starr  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  42  S.  W. 
778. 

Holders  of  notes  as  parties,  see 
supra,  I,  B,  7,  d,  (III). 

Extinguishing  of  lien  by  failure  to 
provide  for  payment  of  notes  not  due, 
see  infra,  I,  B,  17,  c. 

69.  Soule  V.  Ratcliff,  33  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  260,  76  S.   W.  583. 

[a]  A  judgment  setting  aside  a 
certain  sum  to  be  held  by  the  sheriff 
and  paid  to  an  unknown  holder  of  a 
note  not  made  a  party,  is  erroneous. 
Soule  V.  Eateliff,  33  Tex.  Civ.  App.  260, 
76  S.  W.  583. 
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thereof  are  not  made  parties  to  the  action.    Special  statutes  sometimes 
regulate  the  subject/" 

A  personal  judgment  on  those  notes  which  are  due  may  be  had/^    But 

personal  judgment  cannot  be  entered  and  execution  awarded  for  a  part 

of  the  debt  or  for  a  note  not  due  at  the  time  of  its  rendition.'''' 

b.  Form,  and  Bequisites  of  Decree.  —  (I.)  Generally.73  —  The  decree 

should  conform  to  the  general  rules  regulating  decrees.'*    Unless  a  de- 


70.    See  the  statutes. 

[a]  In  Kentucky,  (1)  the  statute 
provides  that  if  the  debts  be  owned  by 
different  persons  and  be  not  all  due, 
the  court  shall  not  order  a  sale  until 
they  all  mature.  If  all  such  liens  be 
held  by  the  same  party,  the  court  may 
order  a  sale  of  enough  of  the  property 
to  pay  the  debt  then  due,  unless  it  ap- 
pear it  is  not  susceptible  of  advantage- 
ous division.  Faught  v.  Henry,  13  Bush 
(Ky.)  471 ;  Wheeler  v.  Bleakley,  18  Ky. 
L.  Kep.  254,  35  S.  W.  1031.  (2)  If  the 
property  is  not  susceptible  of  advan- 
tageous division,  no  part  of  the  prop- 
erty can  be  sold  until  all  the  notes  fall 
due,  although  they  are  all  held  by  the 
same  person.  Gray  v.  Grimm,  157  Ky. 
603,  163  S.  W.  762;  Gentry  v.  Walker, 
93  Ky.  405,  20  S.  W.  291. 

[bj  In  Tennessee,  (1)  the  statute 
authorizes  a  sale  by  direction  of  the 
court  on  such  terms  that  deferred  pay- 
ments may  fall  due  at  such  times  as 
the  purchase-money  notes  to  the  orig- 
inal vendor  may  mature.  Watkins  v. 
Clifton  Hill  Land  Co.,  91  Tenn.  683, 
20  S.  W.  246.  (2)This  statute  does  not 
justify  a  personal  recovery  and  award 
of  execution  on  a  note  not  yet  due. 
Watkins  v.  Clifton  Hill  Land  Co.,  91 
Tenn.  683,  20  S.  "W.  246.  (3)  And  it 
does  not  apply  when  the  vendor  has 
transferred  the  notes  to  unknown  per- 
sons. Green  v.  Jarvis  (Tenn.),  42  S. 
W.  165.  See  also  Codwise  ^'.  Taylor,  4 
Sneed  (Tenn.)  346,  holding  it  to  be 
error  to  decree  a  sale  as  to  entire  pur- 
chase money  when  a  part  is  not  due. 

71.  Brame  v.  Swain,  111  N.  C.  540, 
15  S.  E.  938. 

72.  Pamplin  v.  Rowe,  100  Ark.  144, 
139  S.  "W.  1105;  Watkins  v.  Clifton  Hill 
Land  Co.,  91  Tenn.  683,  20  S.  W.  246. 

[a]  But  a  decree  that  the  defendant 
is  indebted  in  a  certain  sum  which  is 
due  and  further  sum  which  will  be  due 
on  a  specified  date  is  proper.  Moore 
V.  Green,  90  Va.  181,  17  S.  E.  872. 

73.  Form  of  Decree  of  Sale.  —  The 
court  doth  order,  adjudge  and  decree. 
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that  the  said  complainant,  ,  have 

and    recover    of    the    said    defepdant, 

,  the  sum  of  dollars,  his  said 

debt  for  the  purchase  money  unpaid 
for  said  lands,  together  with  the  fur- 
ther  sum   of  dollars,   interest   on 

said  debt  up  to  the  date  of  this  de- 
cree,  to   wit,   the    day   of   , 

191 — ,  besides  costs,  and  that  he  have 
execution  for  the  same.  It  is  further 
ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  that 
said  above  named  debt  and  interest 
thereon  is  entitled  to  operate  as  a  lien 
and  charge  on  the  lands  described  in 
said  bill  of  complaint,  to  wit,  [descrip- 
tion of  land] ;  and  unless  the  said , 

said  defendant,  shall,  within days 

from  the  day  of  the  date  of  this  de- 
cree, pay  to  the  said  complainant, , 

his  said  debt  above  named,  and  all  in- 
terest due  thereon,  then  the  register 
of  the   chancery  court  for  the  county 

of ,  in  said  state  of ,  shall  sell 

said  lands  above  described  and  named 
in  said  bill  of  complaint,  or  so  much 
thereof  as  may  be  necessary  for  the 
payment  of  said  debt,  and  interest  and 
costs,  for  cash,   at   public   auction,   at 

the  court-house  in  said  county  of , 

after  having  first  given  notice  of  the 
time  and  place  and  terms  of  said  sale, 
and  a  description  of  said  lands,  in  the 
manner  required  to  be  given  by  sher- 
iffs at  sheriff's  sales  in  this  state;  and 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  such  sale,  said 
register  shall  first  pay  the  costs  of  this 
suit,  and  then  apply  the  balance  of  the 
proceeds  of  such  sale  to  the  payment 
of  the  complainant's  said  debt  and  in- 
terest above  named,  until  the  same  is 
fully  satisfied;  which  may  be  paid  to 
the  said  complainant,  or  his  solicitor 
for  him;   and   the  residue,  if  any,  he 

will  pay  to   the   defendant  .    Mc- 

Kenzie  v.  Baldridge,  49  Ala.  564. 

74.  See  the  titles,  "Decrees;" 
"Judgments." 

[a]  Decree  Should  Conform  to  the 
Pleadings  and  Proof. —  (1)  Ky. 
Bradford  v.  Jones,  150  Ky.  355,  150  S. 
W.  387.    Mo.  — Baldwin  v.  Whaley,  78 
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cree  in  personam  is  authorized,  it  should  be  in  rem.''^  It  should  find  the 
exact  amount  due,'"  direct  the  payment  thereof,"  together  with  tho 
costs,'^  and  attorney's  fees,  if  the  defendant  is  liable  therefor,'^  and, 
upon  such  payment,  that  the  vendor  convey  the  premises  if  he  has  not 


Mo.  186.  Tex.  —  Dolinski  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  122  S.  W.  276. 
(2)  But  the  fact  that  the  pleadings  are 
broader  than  the  relief  granted  is  im- 
material under  the  code.  Ocean  Shore 
Dev.  Co.  v.  Hammond  (Cal.  App.),  175 
Pac.  706. 

[bj  A  decree  pro  coufesso  is  an  ad- 
mission of  the  recital  in  the  assign- 
ment and  of  the  averment  of  the  bill 
that  the  assignment  is  founded  on  a 
valuable  consideration.  Green  v.  Ca- 
sey, 70  Ala.  417. 

75.  See  supra,  I,  B,  15,  a,  (IV). 

76.  Warner  Bros.  Co.  v.  Freud,  138 
Cal.  651,  72  Pac.  345;  Longmaid  v. 
Coulter,  123  Cal.  208,  218,  55  Pac.  791; 
Watkins  v.  Clifton  Hill  Land  Co.,  91 
Tenn.  683,  690,  20  S.  W.  246;  Codwise 
V.  Taylor,  4  Sneed   (Tenn.)   346. 

77.  Longmaid  v.  Coulter,  123  Cal. 
208,  218,  55  Pac.  791;  Uecke  v.  Held, 
144   Wis.  416,  129  N.  W.  599. 

[a]  To  Whom  Payment  Shall  Be 
Directed.  —  In  a  suit  against  the  orig- 
inal purchaser,  a  subpurchaser  assum- 
ing the  debt  and  the  ultimate  purchas- 
er in  possession  under  a  covenant  for 
payment  of  all  incumbrances,  it  is 
proper  to  decree  that  the  second 
grantee  pay  the  amount  of  the  debt  to 
the  original  vendor.  But  a  personal  de- 
cree therefor  in  favor  of  the  first  or 
third  purchaser  is  not  proper.  Burlew 
V.  Smith,  68  W.  Va.  458,  69  S.  E.  908. 

[bJ  In  a  suit  by  an  assignee  the  de- 
cree should  not  adjust  the  equities  be- 
tween the  assignor  and  assignee  but 
should  be  that  the  assignee  recover  the 
full  amount  under  the  contract.  Shel- 
ton  V.  Jones,  4  Wash.  692,  696,  30  Pac. 
1061. 

78.  Keller  v.  Lewis,  53  Cal.  113.  See 
19  Standard  Proc.  1000,  and  the  title, 
"Costs." 

[a]  If  the  defendant  relies  upon  a 
want  of  an  offer  or  tender  of  deed  by 
the  plaintiff,  the  court  may  require  the 
plain  tifiE  to  pay  all  costs  of  the  pro- 
ceeding although  he  prevails  in  the 
suit.  Neb.  —  Harrington  v.  Birdsall,  38 
Neb.  176,  56  N.  W.  961.  N.  Y.— Free- 
son  V.  Bisaell,  63  K,  Y,  168.   Ore.  — Se- 


curity Sav.  Co.  V.  Mackenzie,  33  Ore. 
209,  52  Pac.  1046. 

[b]  Offer  of  Judgment.  —  The  pur- 
chaser may  tender  the  amount  due  but 
to  relieve  himself  from  further  inter- 
est and  costs,  he  must  not  only  plead 
the  tender  but  bring  the  amount  into 
court.  Portsmouth  Sav.  Bank  v.  Tei- 
ser,  81  Neb.  343,  116  N.  W.  38.  As  co 
offer  of  judgment  generally,  see  5 
Standard  Proc.  850. 

[c]  The  plaintiff,  although  success- 
ful in  his  suit,  will  be  taxed  with  costs 
when  the  claims  of  junior  lien  holders 
for  improvements  on  the  property  will 
be  lost  as  a  result  of  deterioration  in 
the  value  of  the  property.  Quinn  v. 
Dickinson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  146  S.  W. 
993. 

[d]  Fees  of  an  abstractor  are  not 
taxable  in  the  absence  of  a  provision 
in  the  contract  or  the  statute  author- 
izing. Boynton  v.  Salinger,  147  Iowa 
537,  126  N.  W.  369. 

79.  U.  S.  — Harris  v.  Equitable  Se- 
curities Co.,  166  Fed.  1008,  under  Geor- 
gia practice.  Ga.  —  See  Guarantee  T. 
&  B.  Co.  V.  American  Nat.  Bank,  15 
Ga.  App.  778,  84  S.  E.  222.  Tex.  — Al- 
len V.  Traylor  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  174 
S.  W.  923;  Bozman  v.  Masterson  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  45  S.  W.  758;  Smith  v.  El- 
lis, 39  Tex.  Civ.  App.  211,  87  S.  W. 
856. 

See  the  following  cases;  Eussell  v. 
Allen,  no  Miss.  722,  70  So.  890;  Shan- 
non V.  Buttery  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  140 
S.  W.  858. 

[a]  Unless  statute  allows  attorney's 
fees,  or  the  contract  provides  for  their 
payment,  such  fees  should  not  be  al- 
lowed. Smith  V.  Schultz,  23  Idaho  144, 
129  Pac.  640,  per  Stewart  C.  J.  con- 
curring  specially. 

[bJ  When  the  deed  does  not  recite 
that  the  notes  are  executed  for  attor- 
ney's fees,  the  lien  cannot  be  fore- 
closed for  attorney's  fees  against  a 
purchaser  for  value  from  the  vendee 
without  actual  notice  thereof.  But  it 
is  otherwise  as  to  a  grantee  of  the  ven- 
dee who  is  not  a  purchaser  for  value. 
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already  done  so.*"  It  should  further  direct  that  in  the  event  such 
amount  is  not  paid  within  a  limited  time  after  entry  of  judgment,*^  the 
property  be  sold/^  and  the  proceeds  be  applied  first  to  the  payment  of 
the  costs  of  the  sale,*'  and  second  to  the  payment  of  the  amount  due  ;** 
and  if  the  property  sells  for  more  than  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  judg- 
ment against  the  defendant,  that  the  excess  be  paid  to  the  persons  en- 
titled thereto.*^    The  decree  should  direct  the  manner,  mode,  and  place*® 


Shannon  v.  Buttery   (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
140  S.  W.  858. 

80.  la.  —  Boynton  v.  Salinger,  147 
Iowa  537,  126  N.  W.  369;  Wall  v.  Amb- 
ler, 11  Iowa  274.  Nel).  —  Portsmouth 
Sav.  Bank  v.  Yeiser,  81  Neb.  343,  116 
N.  W.  38.  Tenn.  —  Collier  v.  Primm 
(Tenn.  Ch.),  61  S.  W.  1088.  W.  Va. 
See  Hempfield  E.  Co.  v.  Thornburg,  1 
W,  Va.  261,  holding  the  vendor  should 
be  required  to  execute  a  deed  before 
the  sale  takes  place  under  the  decree. 

[aj  The  onussion  is  merely  techni- 
cal. Collier  v.  Primm  (Tenn.  Ch.),  61 
S.  W.  1088. 

81.  Ala.  — Winter  v.  Eose,  32  Ala. 
447,  such  direction  although  frequent 
is  not  required.  Cal.  —  Longmaid  v. 
Coulter,  123  Cal.  208,  55  Pae.  791.  111. 
Carpenter  v.  Mitchell,  54  111.  126,  ex- 
press lien.  Ky.  —  Christopher  v.  Black- 
ford, 1  B.  Mon.  197;  Field  v.  Craddock, 
4  J.  J.  Marsh.  604.  IHiss.  —  See  Eob- 
ertson  v.  Johnson,  40  Miss.  500.  Neb. 
Hendrix  v.  Barker,  49  Neb.  369,  68  N. 
W.  531;  Gardela  v.  Kloke,  36  Neb.  493, 
54  N.  W.  834.  Tenn.  —  Codwise  v.  Tay- 
lor, 4  Sneed  346.  Va.  —  Ashworth  v. 
Trammell,  102  Va.  852,  47  S.  E.  1011 
(sixty  days) ;  Gross  v.  Pearcy,  2  Pat.  & 
H.  483. 

See  16  Standard  Pboc.  727. 

[a]  Fiovlsion  as  to  time  held  un- 
necessary and  its  omission  not  error. 
Winter  v.  Eose,  32  Ala.  447;  Gates  v. 
Green,  151  Cal.  65,  69,  90  Pae.  189. 
Contra,  Christopher  v.  Blackford,  1  B. 
Mon.  (Kv.)  197;  Field  v.  Craddock,  4 
J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  604. 

[b]  Thirty  days  is  sufficient  time 
■when  the  lien  is  express  and  the  stat- 
ute allows  one  year  for  redemption. 
Otherwise  the  time  would  be  insuffi- 
cient. Carpenter  v.  Mitchell,  51  111. 
ice,  133. 

In  case  of  strict  foreclosure,  see  in- 
fra, I,  B,  15,  b,  (III). 

82.  Longmaid  v.  Coulter,  123  Cal. 
208,  218,  55  Pae.  791. 

fa]  In  the  absence  of  proof  that 
the  vendee  has  no  other  property  Ev.b- 
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ject  to  execution,  the'  judgment,  in 
some  states  will  be  for  the  amount 
due,  and  that  the  land  is  subject  to 
satisfy  it  in  the  event  other  property 
of  the  defendant  subject  to  execution 
cannot  be  found.  Citizens'  State  Bank 
V.  Adams,  91  Ind.  280,  288;  Nutter  v. 
Fouch,  86  Ind.  451;  Martin  v.  Cauble, 
72  Ind.  67.  See  supra,  I,  B,  4,  a. 

[bj  When  the  vendor's  lien  at- 
taches separately  to  different  tracts  of 
land,  the  decree  should  uirect  the  sale 
of  each  for  the  amount  due  upon  it 
specifically.  Edwards  v.  Edwards,  5 
Heisk.  (Tenn.)  123;  McPhaul  v.  Byrd 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  174  S.  W.  644. 

83.  Longmaid  v.  Coulter,  123  Cal. 
208,  218,  55  Pae.  791.  See  16  Standard 
Proc.  729. 

84.  Longmaid  v.  Coulter,  123  Cal. 
208,  219,  55  Pae.  791;  Gardels  v.  Kloke, 
36  Neb.  493,  54  N.  W.  834. 

85.  McKenzie  v.  Baldridge,  49  Ala. 
564  (to  defendant  purchaser) ;  Shannon 
V.  Buttery  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  140  S.  W. 
858;  Walcott  v.  Carpenter,  63  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  108,  132  S.  W.  981;  Llano  Imp.  & 
F.  Co.  V.  Cross,  5  Tex.  Civ.  App.  175, 
24  S.  W.  77,  to  the  subvendee. 

[a]  To  correct  uncertainty  in  direc- 
tion as  to  excess  arising  upon  sale,  the 
defendant  should  file  a  motion  in  the 
trial  court.  Shannon  i;..  Buttery  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  140  S.  W.  858. 

86.  See  19  Standard  Proc.  992. 

[a]  The  commissioner  should  be  di- 
rected to  advertise  the  prjperty  for  the 
same  length  of  time  and  in  the  same 
manner,  as  in  a  foreclosure  of  mort- 
gage. Jones  V.  Bowling,  117  Mich.  288, 
75  N.  W.  611. 

[b]  Wlien  title  is  retained  by  the 
vendor,  the  decree  should  order  a  sale 
of  the  property  as  in  case  of  mort- 
gages, though  an  order  of  sale  in  anal- 
ogy to  a  common  execution  is  valid. 
Gaston  v.  White,  46  Mo.  486.  See  Shel- 
ton  V.  Jones,  4  Wash.  692,  697,  30  Pae. 
1061. 

[c]  In  Texas  the  statute  requires 
that  the  judgment  direct  a  sale  of  the 


VENDOR  AND  PVBCEA8EB 


749 


of  the  sale,  except  when  regulated  by  statute."  If  the  vendee  has 
subsequently  sold  portions  of  the  land,  the  decree  should  order  a  sale  in 
the  inverse  order  of  alienation,*^  unless  it  is  impracticable  to  do  so  with- 
out detriment  to  the  interests  of  all.*«  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  state 
that  only  so  much  of  the  land  as  is  necessary  to  pay  the  debt  be  sold,  as 
this  is  implied.^"  Nor  is  it  necessary  to  provide  for  the  redemption  ot 
the  property ,"1  or  for  the  issuance  of  execution  for  any  deficiency  upon 

.  (II.)  Description  of  Land.  —  The  decree  should  describe  the  land^^  so 
that  it  can  be  identified."  ~ 

(m.)  Decree  of  Strict  Foreclosure.  —  When  time  is  not  of  the  essence  oi 
the  contract,  a  decree  of  strict  foreclosure^^  must  give  the  purchaser  a 
reasonable  time  in  which  to  pay  the  purchase  money.^"      The  decreo 

682.  Tex.  — Slater  v.  Wilkins,  37  Tex. 
667;  Fort  Worth  v.  Keynolds  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  190  S.  W.  501;  Gilles  v.  Miners' 
Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  184  8.  W.  284. 

See  16  Standard  Peoc.  725. 

Reference  to  the  pleadings  for  de- 
scription, see  15  Standard  Proc.  79;  19 
Standard  Peoc.  992,  note  5;  and  Ford 
V.  Azbill,  120  Ky.  9,  85  S.  W.  217;  Hil- 
lard  V.  Eountree,  15  Ky.  L.  Rep.  556, 
24  S.  W.  607;  Lawless  v.  Barger,  9 
Bush   (Ky.)   665. 

94.  Faught  v.  Henry,  1,3  Bush  (Ky.) 
471;  Murray  v.  Land,  27  Tex.  89. 

95.  Propriety  of  strict  foreclosure, 
I,  B,  15,  a,  (III). 

96.  Cal.  —  Keller  v.  Lewis,  53  Cal. 
113;  Potter  V.  Pigg,  35  Cal.  App.  707, 
170  Pac.  1066.  See  Gates  v.  Green,  151 
Cal.  65,  90  Pae.  189.  Bl.  —  Webber  1>. 
Maekey,  4  III.  App.  458,  thirty  days  too 
short.  Neb.  —  Patterson  v.  Mikkelson, 
86  Neb.  512,  125  N.  "W.  1104.  Ore. 
Flanagan  v.  Great  Cent.  Land  Co.,  45 
Ore.  335,  345,  77  Pac.  485.  S.  D. 
Sweet  V.  Purinton,  166  N.  W.  161.  Wis. 
Dickson  v.  Loehr,  126  Wis.  641,  106  N. 
W.  793,  4  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  986,  six 
monfEs.  Wyo. ■ — -Baldwin  v.  McDonald, 
24  Wyo.  108,  156  Pac.  27.  Eng.  — Ly- 
saght  V.  Edwards,  L.  E.  2  Ch.  Div.  499, 
45  L.  J.  Ch.  554,  34  L.  T.  N.  S.  787,  24 
W.  E.  778. 

[aj  As  to  what  time  Is  reasonable, 
there  appears  to  be  no  positive  rule,  it 
resting  mainly  with  the  sound  discre- 
tion of  the  court.  Flanagan  v.  Great 
Cent.  Land  Co.,  45  Ore.  335,  345,  77 
Pac.  485.  See  Baldwin  v.  McDonald, 
24  Wyo.  108,  156  Pac.  27,  36. 

[b]  Ten  days  is  not  too  short  a 
time  under  the  facts.  Cross  v.  Mayo, 
167  Cal.  594,  140  Pac.  283. 
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property  as  under  execution.  Slaugh- 
ter V.  Owens,  60  Tex.  668. 

[d)  It  should  direct  that  the  sale 
be  had  in  the  county  in  which  the  land 
lies.  Dalton  v.  Eainey,  75  Tex.  516,  13 
S.  W.  34. 

[ej  When  the  land  is  in  several 
counties,  the  judgment  should  not  ad- 
judge that  the  order  of  sale  be  directed 
to  the  sheriffs  of  the  other  counties 
as  such.  The  decree  should  appoint  the 
sheriff  or  some  other  person  to  sell  the 
entire  interest  in  the  land.  Lewis  v. 
Dennis,  54  Tex.  487. 

87.  Brown  v.  Kahn,  176  Cal.  159, 
167  Pae.  869. 

fa]  The  judgment  need  not  pre- 
scribe the  place  of  the  sale  when  reg- 
ulated by  statute.  Barnes  v.  Jackson's 
Admr.,  85  Ky.  407,  3  S.  W.  601. 

88.  Tenn.  —  Boyce  v.  Stanton,  15 
Lea  346.  Va.  —  Litchfield  v.  Preston, 
98  Va.  530,  37  S.  E.  6;  Whitten  v.  Saun- 
ders, 75  Va.  563.  W.  Va.  —  Clark  v.  Har- 
pers Ferry  Timber  Co.,  70  W.  Va.  312, 
73  S.  E.  919. 

See  19  Standard  Proc.  935. 

89.  Morris  v.  Baird,  72  W.  Va.  1,  78 
S.  E.  371,  Ann.  Cas.  1915A,  1273. 

90.  Brooks  v.  Eobinson,  54  Miss. 
272. 

91.  Winter  v.  Eose,  32  Ala.  447; 
Brown  v-  Kahn,  176  Cal.  159,  167  Pac. 
869. 

92.  Hyder  v.  Butler,  103  Tenn.  289, 
52  S.  W.  876;  Eyan  v.  Ealey,  48  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  187,  106  S.  W.  750.  And  see 
supra,  I,  B,  17,  a,  (IV). 

93.  Ala.— Wilks  v.  Appling,  119 
Ala.  287,  24  So.  750.  Ky.  — Hillard  v. 
Eountree,  15  Ky.  L.  Eep.  656,  24  S.  W. 
607;  Eunyon  v.  Darnall,  10  Bush  67; 
Lawless  v.  Barger,  9  Bush  665.  Mo. 
Talbot  V.  Koe,  171  Mo.  421,  71  S.  W. 
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should  consist  of  an  alternative  order''  requiring  the  plaintiff  to  mike 
payment  of  the  amount  found  due  within  a  specified  time  or  be  fore 
closed  of  all  rights  in  the  contract  and  of  all  equity  of  redemption  in 
the  premises.'*  It  has  been  held  that  the  decree  may  award  a  writ  cf 
possession  or  of  assistance.''  And  when  the  vendor  has  not  conveyed, 
the  decree  should  require  him  to  make  conveyance  contemporaneously 
with  payment.^ 

c.  Effect  of  Judgment  or  Decree.  —  The  judgment  or  decree  relates 
back  to  the  date  when  the  conveyance  was  made,  or  when  the  court  of 
equity  decrees  the  equity  of  the  vendor  attached.^  The  decree  does  not 
operate  as  a  lien  except  to  the  extent  provided  by  its  own  terms. ^ 

Conclusiveness.  —  The  decree  is  binding  upon  parties  and  their  privies,* 
but  is  not  binding  upon  other  persons  not  made  parties  to.  the  action,^ 
as  the  vendee,^  purchasers'  or  incumbrancers®  subsequent  to  the  sale  but 
prior  to  the  attaching  of  the  lis  pendens,'  or  holders  of  other  notes  given 
for  part  of  the  purchase  money.^" 

As  Bar  to  Foreclosure  on  Other  Notes.  —  A  vendor  who  takes  several 
notes  and  forecloses  the  lien  in  favor  of  one  note  against  the  land,  with 
no  provision  in  the  decree  with  reference  to  the  notes  not  yet  due, 
cannot  afterwards  bring  a  foreclosure  suit  on  the  other  notes."  But  a 
sale  of  part  of  the  premises  may  be  effected  without  an  extinguishment 


97.  Miles  v.  Hemenway,  59  Ore.  318, 
111  Pac.  696,  117  Pac.  273. 

98.  Cal.  —  Warner  Bros.  Co.  v. 
Treud,  138  Cal.  651,  72  Pae.  345;  South- 
ern Pac.  B.  Co.  V.  Allen,  112  Cal.  455, 
44  Pac.  796.  Colo.  —  Todd  v.  Simonton, 
1  Colo.  54.  Ore.  —  Miles  v.  Hemenway, 
59  Ore.  318,  111  Pae.  696,  117  Pac.  273. 
S.  D. — Sweet  v.  Purinton,  166  N.  W. 
161.  Wis.  —  Baker  v.  Beach,  15  Wis. 
99;  Button  V  Schroyer,  5  Wis.  598. 

99.  Diggle  V.  Baulden,  48  Wis.  477, 
485,  4  N.  W.  678.  Contra,  Baldwin  v. 
McDonald,  24  Wyo.  108,  156  Pac.  27. 

1.  Wollenberg  v.  Eose,  41  Ore.  314, 
68  Pac.  804. 

2.  Ktzell  V.  Leaky,  72  Cal.  477,  485, 
14  Pac.  198. 

.  3.    Hockaday    v.    Lawther,    17    Mo. 
App.  636,  644. 

4.  Henry  v.  Thomas  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  74  S.  W.  599.  See  the  titles 
"Judgments;"  "Kes  Judicata;"  and 
19  Standard  Pboc.  1007,  et  seq. 

5.  Gamble  v.  Martin  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  151  S.  W.  327;  Gamble  v.  Mar- 
tin, 60  Tex.  Civ.  App.  517,  129  S.  W. 
386.  See  19  Standard  Pboc.  1007,  et 
seq. 

6.  Eector  u.  Brown  (Tex.  Civ.  App.). 
208  S.  W.  702. 

Vendee  as  a  necessary  party  after  a 
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sale  to  a  subpurchaser,  see  supra,  I,  B, 
7,  c,  (XIU). 

7.  See  supra,  I,  B,  7,  c,  (XIII)  and 
19  Standard  Pboc.  1009;  Talbot  v.  Eoe, 
171  Mo.  421,  71  S.  W.  682;  Poster  v. 
Powers,  64  Tex.  247;  Eoss  V.  Bailey 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  143  S.  W.  961. 

8.  Spencer  v.  Jones,  92  Tex.  516,  50 
S.  W.  118,  71  Am.  St.  Eep.  870;  Gamble 
V.  Martin  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  151  S.  W. 
327.  See  slipra,  I,  B,  7,  c,  (VIII),  (B), 
and  19  Standard  Pboc.  1008. 

[a]  Trustee  in  Deed  of  Trust. 
Gebhart  n.  Shrader,  75  W.  Va.  159,  83 
S.  E.  925. 

9.  See  supra,  I,  B,  7,  e,  (XIII),  (B) 
and  the  title  "Lis  Pendens." 

10.  Glaze  v.  Watson,  55  Tex.  563; 
Durst  V.  Bludworth  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
209  S.  W.  217. 

11.  Ind.  —  Amory  v.  EeDly,  9  Ind. 
490.  Tenn.  —  Codwiae  v.  Taylor,  4 
Sneed  346.  Tex.  —  Vieno  v.  Gibson,  85 
Tex.  432,  21  S.  W.  1028. 

[aj  The  principle  ia  that  since  the 
decree  orders  a  sale  of  the  whole  land, 
without  any  express  reservation  in  fa- 
vor of  any  encumbrance,  the  sale  will 
pa'ss  all  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  and 
to  the  property  to  the  purchaser;  that 
is  to  say,  the  latter  will  take  the  title 
of  the  defendant  discharged  of  the  lien 
of  the  plaintiff  for  his  future  install- 
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of  the  lien  and  without  exhausting  the  vendor's  remedy  against  the 
remainder  of  the  land.^^ 

16.  Execution.  —  Generally  a  personal  judgment  is  not  authorized 
in  proceedings  to  enforce  the  lien.^'  Where,  however,  such  a  decree  is 
proper,  it  is  enforceable  in  ordinary  way  by  execution.^*  This  is  true 
in  ease  of  deficiency  judgment^'  after  the  return  of  sale  has  been  made, 
the  extent  of  the  deficiency  ascertained,  and  a  judgment  therefor  made 
and  entered.^*  In  some  jurisdictions  a  decree  must  be  enforced  by  exe- 
cution against  the  vendee's  other  property  before  a  sale  of  the  land;^' 
in  others  an  opposite  rule  prevails.^^ 

A  statute  requiring  execution  to  issue  within  twelve  months  has  no 
application  to  decrees  establishing  or  foreclosing  vendor's  lien.^® 

17.  The  Sale. —  a.  Generally. — A  sale  under  a  decree  foreclosing 
a  vendor 's  lien  must  be  advertised,  and  notice  thereof  given,^°  and  the 


ment.   Vieno  v.  Gibson,  85  Tex.  432,  21 
S.  W.  1028. 

As  to  provision  for  payment  of  notes 
not  yet  due,  see  supra,  I,  B,  15,  a,  (V). 

12.  See  infra,  I,  B,  17,  d. 

13.  See  supra,  I,  B,  15,  a,  (IV). 

14.  See  infra,  this  section,  and  the 
title  "Judgments  and  Decrees,  En- 
forcement of." 

In  case  of  mortgage  foreclosure  see 
19  Standard  Peoc.  1066. 

15.  Teal  «.  Lewis,  85  Ala.  218,  4 
So.  695;  Tedder  v.  Steele,  70  Ala.  347. 
See  generally  the  title  "Judgments 
and  Decrees,  Enforcement  of." 

[a]  As  Affected  By  Directions  In 
The  Judgment.  —  Although  the  judg- 
ment merely  directs  the  forecloaure  of 
the  lien  and  sale  of  the  premises  with- 
out providing  for  a  ■deficiency,  an  exe- 
cution to  satisfy  the  deficiency  may  be 
issued,  since  the  rule  applying  to  the 
issuance  of  executions  on  judgments 
generally  applies  to  decrees  of  fore- 
closure. Hyder  v.  Butler,  103  Tenn.  289, 
52  S.  W.  876;  Eyan  v.  Ealey,  48  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  187,  106  S.  W.  750. 

16.  Ala.  —  Baker  v.  Young,  90  Ala. 
426,  8  So.  59;  Teal  v.  Lewis,  85  Ala. 
218,  4  So.  695.  Mich.  —  Kelly  v.  Gauk- 
ler,  164  Mich.  519,  129  N.  W.  703.  Tex. 
McPhaul  V.  Byrd  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  174 
S.  W.  644. 

See  19  Standard  Pkoc.  1066,  1067. 

[a]  An  award  of  execution  in  the 
decree  directing  the  sale  is  premature. 
Baker  v.  Young,  90  Ala.  426,  8  So.  59. 

[b]  The  statute  provides  for  a  sec- 
ond decree — a  money  decree — ^based  (1) 
on  the  entire  indebtedness  as  ascer- 
tained by  the  decree  of  sale  and  the 
amount   to   be   deducted   therefrom   as 


ascertained  by  the  sale.  Teal  v.  Lewis, 
85  Ala.  218.  (2)  The  deficiency  decree 
follows  as  a  matter  of  course  on  the 
confirmation  of  the  sale  showing  a  de- 
ficiency. Notice  to  the  defendant  is 
not  required.  Tompkins  v.  Cooper,  97 
Ga.  631,  25  S.  B.  247,  referring  to  the 
Alabama  practice. 

[c]  An  execution  for  the  balance 
may  be  issued  by  the  clerk  without  the 
court's  special  direction  to  do  so.  A 
provision  in  the  original  decree  that 
the  court  reserves  the  right  to  enter 
a  decree  enforcing  any  balance  remain- 
ing as  a  lien  is  of  no  effect.  Hyder  v. 
Butler,  103  Tenn.  289,  52  S.  W.  876. 

Rendition  of  generally,  see  19  Stand- 
ard Proc.  1060. 

17.  Citizens'  State  Bank  v.  Adams, 
91  Ind.  2g0;  Nutter  v.  I'oueh,  86  Ind. 
451. 

18.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  An  execution  should  not  be  per- 
mitted to  issue,  in  ordinary  cases  until 
the  property  has  been  sold,  and  the 
proceeds  applied,  after  which  execu- 
tion might  be  issued  for  the  portion  of 
the  debt  remaining  unsatisfied.  But  in 
the  meantime,  the  plaintiff  has  the 
right  to  issue  the  execution  should  cir- 
cumstances arise  to  justify  it.  Fay- 
ette Land  Co.  v.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co., 
93  Va.  274,  283,  24  S.  E.  1016. 

19.  Willis  V.  iSmith,  66  Tex.  31,  17 
S.   W.   247. 

20.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Notice  of  Sale.  —  Woodward  -p. 
Dashiell,  15  La.  184,  187;  Saillard  v. 
White,  14  La,  84. 

[b]  A  statute  is  mandatory  which 
requires  the  sale  to  be  advertised  in  a 
newspaper    published    in    the     county 
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property  to  be  sold  must  be  appraised*^  wben  required  by  law.  The  sale 
itself  is  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  rules  regulating  sheriff's/^ 
]iiortgage,^^  or  judiciaP*  sales  generally,  depending  largely  on  the  local 
statutes.^^  After  the  sale,  the  officer  who  conducted  it  must  make  a 
report  or  return  of  the  proceedings.^^  And  it  is  the  duty  of  the  clerk 
or  register  to  execute  and  deliver  a  deed  to  the  premises  on  compliance 
by  the  purchaser  with  the  terms  of  the  sale  and  the  payment  of  the  fees 
therefor.^^  The  court  in  its  discretion  may  direct  the  application  of 
money,  deposited  by  the  purchaser  as  security  for  the  payment  of  sale 
bonds,  to  their  pasmient  though  the  bonds  are  not  yet  due.^'  If,  for  some 
reason,  the  sale  is  not  had,  the  plaintiff's  remedy  is  by  motion,  in  the 
cause. ^^ 

b.  Staying  and  Enjoining  Sale.  —  A  stay  of,^'  or  injunction  against'* 
the  sale  may  be  had  in  a  proper  case. 


where  the  land  is  situated.  If  the  land 
is  situated  in  two  or  more  counties,  it 
must  be  advertised  in  each  county. 
Gaulev  Coal  Land  Assn.  v.  Spies,  61 
"W.  Va.  19,  55  S.  E.  903. 
See  16  Standard  Proc.  738. 

21.  New  Orleans  Land  Co.  v.  South- 
ern States  Pair-Pan-American  Expo. 
Co.,  143  La.  884,  79  So.  525.  See  16 
Standard  Proc.  733. 

[a]  An  appraisal  is  (1)  not  neces- 
sary (Haggin's  Heirs  v.  Peek,  10  B. 
Men.  (Ky.)  210;  Blakey  v.  Abert,  1 
Dana  (Ky.)  185),  unless  (2)  statute  re- 
quires it.  See  the  statutes  and  Tiche- 
nor  V.  Wood,  24  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1109,  70 
S.  W.  837. 

22.  See  McKenzie  d.  Baldridge,  49 
Ala.  564;  Slaughter  v.  Owens,  60  Tex. 
668. 

As  to  sheriff's  sales  on  execution, 
see  16  Standard  Proc.  160,  et  seq. 

23.  Gaston  v.  "White,  46  Mo.  486; 
Baldwin  ■;;.  McDonald,  24  Wyo.  108,  156 
Pac.  27,  36. 

24.  See  the  title,  "Judicial  Sales." 

25.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  The  original  vendor  may  hid 
on  the  land  and  purchase  it  at  the 
sale.  Rector  v.  Brown  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),   208  S.   "W.   702. 

[b]  Attorney  of  Plaintiff  May  Pur- 
chase.—  Douglass  V.  Blount,  95  Tex. 
369,  67  S.  W.  484,  68  L.  E.  A.  699. 

[e]  If  the  purchaser  is  Insolvent  or 
refuses  to  execute  a  sale  bond,  the 
commissioner  may  in  his  discretion  re- 
sell the  land  without  reporting  the 
bid  to  the  court.  But  he  cannot,  un- 
less authorized  by  the  court,  institute 
a  proceeding   to    enforce    the   liability 
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of  the  purchaser  for  the  difference  be- 
tween his  bid  and  the  amount  of  actu- 
al sale.  The  party  in  interest,  how- 
ever, may  proceed  either  by  amended 
petition  or  rule.  Brand  v.  Pryor,  131 
Ky.   271,  115  S.  W.  180. 

[d]  Sale  on  Credit.  —  See  the  fol- 
lowing: Ky.  —  Pine  Mountain  Iron  & 
Coal  Co.  V.  Eice  &  Co.,  17  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
1012,  32  S.  W.  473.  Tenn.  —  Merrill 
V.  Elam,  4  Baxt.  235.  Va.  —  Kyles  v. 
Tait's  Admr.,  6  Gratt.   (47  Va.)   44. 

26.  Files  v.  Harbison,  29  Ark.  307; 
Portier  v.  Zimpel,  6  La.  Ann.  53.  See 
16  Standard  Proc.  781. 

27.  Johnston  v.  Smith's  Admr.,  70 
Ala.  108,  119. 

28.  Eittenhouse  v.  Swango's  Admr. 
(Ky.),  128  S.    W.  299. 

29.  Williams  v.  McFadyen's  Admr., 
145  N.  C.  156,  58  S.  E.  1005. 

The  cause  is  still  pending  as  to  such 
matters.     See  infra,  I,  B,  18. 

30.  Harrington  v.  Birdsall,  38  Neb. 
176,  187,  56  N.  W.  961.  See  16  Stand- 
ard Proc.  750,  and  the  title  "Super- 
sedeas and  Stay  of  Proceedings." 

[a]  But  the  statute  providing  for 
the  stay  of  executions  and  orders  does 
not  apply  to  decrees  of  strict  '  fore- 
closure. Harrington  v.  Birdsall,  38 
Neb.  176,  187,  56  N.  "W.  961. 

31.  See  15  Standard  Proc.  256;  16 
Standard  Proc.  417,  450. 

[a]  Who  May  Enjoin.  —  (1)  An 
owner  of  land  has  a  right  to  enjoin 
its  sale  upon  a  judgment  against  an- 
other to  which  he  is  not  a  party, 
(Petry  v.  Ambrosher,  100  Ind.  510), 
but  (2)  a  volunteer  has  not.  Petry  v. 
Ambrosher,  100  Ind.  510. 
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c.  Vacating  and  Setting  Aside  the  Sale.  —  The  sale  may  be  set  aside 
and  a  resale  may  be  had^^  in  accordance  with  the  general  rules.'* 

d.  Effect  of  Sale.  —  The  effect  of  a  sale  under  a  decree  foreclosing  a 
vendor's  lien  is  the  same  as  a  sale  on  the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage.'* 
It  passes  to  the  purchaser  both  the  estate  of  the  vendee  and  the  title 
of  the  vendor'^  discharged  of  the  lien  for  the  unpaid  purchase  money.^" 

18.  Recovery  of  Possession.  —  The  possession  of  the  premises  sold 
under  a  decree  of  foreclosure  may  be  obtained  by  a  writ  of  assistance, 
or  of  possession,''  by  an  action  in  ejectment,"  or,  under  proper  cir- 


32.  Munson  v.  Payne,  9  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)   672. 

[a]  AJl  the  parties  in  interest  should 
be  before  the  court.  Pitman  v.  Henry, 
50  Tex.  357. 

[b]  Terms  may  be  imposed.  Yost 
V.  Porter,  8'0  Va.  855. 

[c]  On  a  showing  that  the  decree 
had  been  fully  paid  before  sale,  the 
sale  may  be  set  aside.  Ives  v.  Eice, 
84  Ala.  282,  4  So.  912. 

[d]  Fraud.  — Brophy  v.  Kelly,  211 
Ped.  22,  128  C.  C.  A.  382;  Moore  v. 
Jenkins  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  168  S.  W. 
398. 

[e]  Inadequacy  of  price  and  im- 
proper conduct  of  the  sherifE  and  pur- 
chaser in  selling  the  property  before 
the  usual  time  for  such  sales.  Lee  v. 
Texas  &  N.  0.  K.  Co.,  22  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
501,  55  S.  W.  976. 

[f]  On  default  in  the  payment  of 
the  notes  given  by  the  original  vendee 
who  purchases  at  the  foreclosure  sale, 
judgment  may  be  rendered  on  the 
notes  without  notice,  and  a  resale 
ordered.  But  the  decree  should  give 
him  time  within  which  to  pay  the 
notes  before  the  resale  is  advertised. 
Munson  v.  Payne,  9  Heisk.  (Tenn.) 
672. 

33.  See  16  Standakd  Peoc.  801,  823. 

34.  Poweshiek  v.  Dennisoh,  36 
Iowa  244,   14  Am.   Bep.   521. 

35.  Ind.  —  Amory  v.  Beilly,  9  Ind. 
490.  la.  —  Poweshiek  v.  Dennison,  36 
Iowa  244,  14  Am.  Bep.  521.  Pa. — Hor- 
bach  V.  Biley,  7  Pa.  81.  Tenn.  —  Cod- 
wise  V.  Taylor,  4  Sneed.  346.  Tex. 
Vieno  v.  Gibson,  85  Tex.  432,  21  S.  W. 
1028;  Hatton  v.  Bodan  Lumb.  Co.,  57 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  478,  123  S.   W.  163. 

[a]  If  the  judgment  is  void,  the 
sale  passes  no  title  to  the  purchaser. 
Moon  v.  Sherwood  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
180  S.  W.  296. 

36.  Horbach  v.  Biley,  7  Pa.  81; 
Vieno  v.  Gibson,  85  Tex.  432,  21  S.  W. 
1028. 


[a]     Sale     for    Single    Instalment. 

(1)  This  is  true  even  where  the  whole 
of  the  premises  is  sold  for  an  install- 
ment due  (Poweshiek  v.  Dennison,  36 
Iowa  244,  14  Am.  Bep.   521),      unless 

(2)  the  decree  is  for  a  sale  of  the  pur- 
chaser's interest  only  subject  to  the 
lien  for  the  principal  and  interest  not 
yet  due.  Boynton  v.  Salinger,  147  Iowa 
537,  126  N.  W.  369;  Poweshiek  v.  Den- 
nison, 36  Iowa  244,  14  Am.  Bep.  521. 

37.  Wiley  v.  Carlisle,  93  Ala.  237, 
9  So.  288;  Johnston  v.  Smith's  Admr., 
70  Ala.  108;  Griswold  v.  Simmons,  50 
Miss.  123.  See  19  Standard  Proc. 
1046. 

Writs  of  assistance  generally,  see  3 
Standard  Proc.   140. 

[a]  Rule  Stated.  —  (l)When  the 
premises  are  withheld  from  the  pur- 
chaser at  the  foreclosure  sale  by  the 
defendant,  or  any  one  entering  pen- 
dente lite  by  his  permission  or  by  a 
mere  trespasser,  equity  will  issue  a 
writ  of  possession  or  assistance,  as  they 
are  bound  by  the  decree.  Wiley  v.  Car- 
lisle, 93  Ala.  237,  9  So.  288;  Johnston 
V.  Smith's  Admr.,  70  Ala.  108,  119. 
(2)  But  a  writ  of  possession  is  not  a 
proper  remedy  against  one  who  pur- 
chased prior  to  the  foreclosure  suit 
not  made  a  party  to  the  action.  Be- 
low V.  Belew,  4  Ky.  L.  Bep.   826. 

[b]  Proceedings.  —  The  writ  of  as- 
sistance is  issued  by  the  clerk  on  proof 
of  noncompliance  with  the  orders  or 
decrees  of  the  court  on  demand  of 
obedience  thereto.  And  it  is  executed 
by  the  sheriff  or  a  commissioner  named 
in  the  decree.  Griswold  v.  Simmons, 
50  Miss.  123. 

38.  See  19  Standard  Proc.  1048. 
[a]     Action  Against  Purchaser  Not 

Party  To  Foreclosure  Suit.  —  The  pur- 
chaser, under  a  judgment  foreclosing 
the  lien  of  a  vendor  retaining  the 
legal  title,  may  maintain  an  action 
against   the   purchaser   from    the    ven- 
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cumstances,  by  suit  in  equity." 

19.  Appeal.  —  An  appeal  will  lie  from  a  final  decree  of  sale.*' 
The  appeal  is  governed  by  the  general  rules  elsewhere  discussed.** 

The  suit  does  not  necessarily  involve  a  freeliold  or  franchise  within  the 
meaning  of  a  statute  conferring  jurisdiction  upon  appellate  courts.*^ 

20.  Redemption.*^  —  The  land  sold  may  be  redeemed  from  the  fore- 
closure** by  the  original*^  a  subsequent  vendee,*'  or  a  subsequent  incum- 


dee,  for  the  posaession  of  the  land,  al- 
though not  a  party  to  the  foreclosure 
suit.  Foster  v.  Powers,  64  Tex.  247; 
Hatton  V.  Bodan  Lumb.  Co.,  57  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  478,  123  S.  W.  163.  See  Tal- 
bot V.  Eoe,  171  Mo.  421,  71  S.  W.  682, 
where  the  conveyance  by  the  vendor 
expressly  reserved  a  lien.  But  see 
supra,  I,  B,  15,  c;  I,  B,  7,  c,  (XIII), 
(A),  as  to  effect  of  vendor's  knowl- 
edge of  subsequent  purchaser's  inter- 
est, on  the  necessity  for  making  him 
a  party.  Compare,  19  Standard  Proc. 
945,  1009. 

39.  See  19  Standard  Proc.  1046. 

40.  Eobertson  v.  Johnson,  40  Miss. 
500.    Compare,  19  Standard  Proc.  1013. 

[a]  A  decree  directing  the  sale  of 
the  land  (1)  for  the  satisfaction  of  the 
debt  is  a  final  decree,  although  a  de- 
cree confirming  the  sale  may  be  after- 
wards made.  Eobertson  v.  Johnson,  40 
Miss.  500.  (2)  Where  a  definite  in- 
debtedness is  declared  and  a  judgment 
therefor  entered  and  foreclosure  by 
sale  decreed,  the  judgment  is  final  as 
to  the  amount  of  the  indebtedness  and 
for  purposes  of  appeal  as  to  all  debat- 
ed and  litigated  questions  between  the 
parties  preceding  such  a  decree;  but  as 
to  all  subsequent  questions  arising  as 
incident  to  the  sale,  the  occupation  and 
possession  of  the  property  by  the  par- 
ties of  record,  the  collection  and  dis- 
tribution of  the  proceeds,  and  the  like, 
the  decree  is  interlocutory  and  the 
cause  is  still  pending.  This  is  true  in 
all  jurisdictions  where  the  cause  in  ex- 
press terms  is  retained  for  further  or- 
ders and  in  some  states  in  the  absence 
of  an  express  statement.  Williams  v. 
McFadyen's  Admr.,  145  N.  C.  156,  58 
S.  E.  1005. 

Appeal  from  order  of  confirmation  of 
judicial  sale,  see  16  Standard  Proc. 
797;  19  Standard  Proc  1014. 

41.  See  19  Standard  Proc.  1013. 
See  also  the  title,  "Appeals"  and  other 
titles  dealing  with  particular  aspects 
of  appellate  practice. 

[aj    Bond.  —  (1)    Kelly  v.   Gaukler, 
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164  Mich.  519,  129  N.  W.  703.  (2)  A 
bond  for  costs  only  is  all  that  need  be 
given.  Watkins  v.  Clifton  Hill  Land 
Co.,  91  Tenn.  683,  20  S.  W.  246.  (3)  A 
judgment  in  form  a  personal  judgment 
with  the  usual  decree  of  foreclosure  by 
sale,  is  not  a  "judgment  directing  the 
payment  of  money"  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute  prescribing  bonds 
on  appeal.  But  the  judgment  falls 
within  a  statute  relating  to  judgments 
directing  the  sale  or  delivery  of  real 
property  except  in  actions  to  foreclose 
mortgages.  Schafer  i'.  Olson  (N.  D.), 
132  N.  W.  645. 

42.  Czelusnik  v.  Wantroba,  256  111. 
513,  100  N.  E.  185;  Stark  v.  Martin,  204 
Mo.  433,  102  S.  W.  1089. 

43.  As  to  redemption  from  judicial 
sales,  see  16  Standard  Proc.  831. 

Bedemption  from  mortgage  foreclos- 
ure, see  19  Standard  Proc  1075. 

44.  V.  S.  —  King  v.  Young  Men's 
Assn.,  1  Woods  386,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
7,811.  Ala.  —  Brannan  v.  Adams,  80  So. 
826.  HI.  —  Carpenter  v.  Mitchell,  54 
111.  126.  Tex.  —  Thompson  v.  Eobin- 
son,  93  Tex.  165,  54  S.  W.  243,  77  Am. 
St.  Eep.  843. 

Contra,  Priddy  v.  Smith,  106  Ark.  79, 
152  S.  W.  1028,  44  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  285. 

[a]  But  a  statute  authorizing  a  re- 
demption from  decrees  in  the  foreclos- 
ure of  mortgages  and  deeds  of  trust 
does  (1)  not  apply  to  vendor's  lien 
suits  (Priddy  v.  Smith,  106  Ark.  79, 
152  S.  W.  1028,  44  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
285,  note),  except,  in  some  states,  when 
(2)  the  lien  is  reserved  in  the  deed  and 
is  held  to  be  equivalent  to  a  mortgage. 
Brannan  v.  Adams  (Ala.),  80  So.  826. 
Contra,  Priddy  v.  Smith,  106  Ark.  79, 
152  S.  W.  1028,  44  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  285. 

45.  Brannan  v.  Adams  (Ala.),  80  So. 
826;  Wallace  v.  Markstein,  147  Ala. 
262,  40  So.  201;  Higgs  v.  Smith,  100 
Ark.  543,  140  S.  W.  990. 

46.  Ala.  —  Wallace  v.  Markstein,  147 
Ala.  262,  40  So.  201,  under  express  stat- 
ute, la.  —  Dukes  v.  Turner,  44  Iowa 
575.    Tex.  —  Thompson  v.  Eobinson,  93 
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braneel-,  not  made  a  party,"  or  by  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy,"  or  other 
proper  person.*® 

A  1)111  to  enforce  a  right  of  redemption  must  allege  facts  showing  the 
right  of  complainant  to  redeem.^" 

A  general  demurrer  is  sufficient  to  raise  the  objection  that  the  plaintiff 
in  the  bill  is  not  within  the  class  of  persons  authorized  to  redeem.''- 

21.  Second  Foreclosure  as  to  Omitted  Party.  —  Where,  as  to  a  per- 
son who  should  have  been  but  was  not  made  a  party  defendant,  the  de- 
cree and  sale  are  void,  there  may  be  a  second  foreclosure.*^ 

C.  Action  at  Law  for  Purchase  Monet.  —  1.  When  Action  Will 
Lie.  —  a.  Executory  Contracts.^^  —  According  to  some  authorities  a 
vendor,  under  an  executory  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  in  which  the 
payment  of  the  purchase  price  and  execution  of  the  deed  are  concurrent 
acts,  cannot  sue  at  law  for  the  purchase  price^*  even  upon  a  tender  of 


Tex.  165,  54  S.  W.  243;  Foster  v.  Pow- 
ers, 64  Tex.  247;  Collett  v.  Houston  & 
T.  C.  E.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  186  S.  W. 
232,  241  (where  vendor  retained  title) ; 
Standard  Paint  &  W.  P.  Co.  v.  Rowan 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  158  S.  W.  251. 

[a J  The  terms  "vendee  of  the  debt- 
or," as  used  in  the  statute,  evidently 
refers  to  a  person  to  whom  the  debtor 
may  have  sold  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion before  the  sale  under  the  decree, 
not  to  a' person  to  whom  he  may  have 
conveyed  after  the  foreclosure  sale. 
Wallace  v.  Markstein,  147  Ala.  262,  40 
So.  201. 

47.  Dickinson  v.  Duckworth,  74  Ark. 
138,  85  S.  W.  82;  Gamble  v.  Martin 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  151  S.  W.  327. 

48.  Stewart  v.  Comanche  Merc.  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  147  S.  W.  1166. 

49.  Who  may  redeem  from  mortgage 
foreclosnre  sales,  see  19  Standakd  Proo. 
1081. 

50.  See  infra,  this  note  and  16 
Standard  Proc.  833. 

In  mortgage  foreclosure  suits,  see  19 
Standard  Proc.  1085. 

[a]  Must  Show  that  Plaintiff  Be- 
longs to  a  Class  of  Persons  Entitled 
To  Bedeem.  —  Henderson  v.  Hambriek, 
129  Ala.  596,  29  So.  923. 

[b]  Must  show  a  compliance  with 
statutory  conditions  of  giving  posses- 
sion to  the  purchaser  or  a  valid  reason 
for  the  failure  to  do  so.  Henderson  v. 
Hambriek,  129  Ala.  596,  29  So.  923. 

[c]  A  failure  to  make  an  offer  in 
the  bill  to  pay  the  purchase  money  and 
all  lawful  charges  is  a  defect  of  form 
not  available  on  general  demurrer. 
Brannan  v.  Adams  (Ala.),  80  So.  826. 

[d]  Bill  by  Assignee  of  Note  Given 


by  Subpurchaser.  —  The  purchaser  at 
the  foreclosure  sale  is  not  required  to 
search  beyond  the  record  for  trans- 
fers of  a  note  securing  a  junior 
lien  reserved  in  the  deed  from  the 
original  vendee  to  his  subpurchaser. 
Consequently  the  assignee  of  such  note 
whose  transfer  is  not  recorded  and  who 
was  not  made  a  party  to  the  suit  must, 
in  his  bill  to  redeem,  show  that  the 
purchaser  at  the  sale  had  notice  of  his 
lien  and  of  his  ownership  of  the  note, 
or  that  he  knew  such  facts  as  would 
put  him  on  inquiry.  Sogers  v.  Hous- 
ton, 94  Tex.  403,  60  S.  W.  869. 

51.  Wallace  v.  Markstein,  147  Ala. 
262,  40  So.  201. 

52.  Gebhart  v.  Shrader,  75  W.  Va. 
159,  83  S.  B.  926.  Compare  19  Standard 
Proc.  913. 

53.  Action  for  purchase  price  of 
school  lands,  see  21  Standard  Proo. 
890. 

54.  HI.  —  Dickson  v.  Turner,  149  111. 
App.  394.  But  compare  Gray  v.  Meek, 
199  111.  136,  64  N.  B.  1020.  Ind. 
Goodwine  v.  Kelley,  33  Ind.  App.  57, 
70  N.  E.  832.  See  Porter  v.  Travis,  40 
Ind.  556.  la.  —  Prichard  v.  Mulhall, 
127  Iowa  545,  103  N.  W.  774,  distin- 
guishing Hershey  v.  Hershey,  18  Iowa 
24.  Compare  dictum  in  Poweshiek  v. 
Dennison,  36  Iowa  244,  14  Am.  Eep. 
521.  Minn.  —  Preeman  v.  Paulson,  107 
Minn.  64,  119  N.  W.  651,  131  Am.  St. 
Rep.  438,  whether  the  vendee  was  in 
possession  does  not  appear.  N.  J. 
Smith  V.  Smith,  84  N.  J.  Eq.  299,  93 
Atl.  890.  N.  Y.  — Kuntz  v.  Schnugg, 
99  App.  Div.  191,  90  N.  Y.  Supp.  933; 
Bensinger  v.  Erhardt,  74  App.  Div.  169, 
77  N.  T.  Supp.  577;  Schmaltz  v.  Weed, 
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performance  on  his  part,^^  especially  when  he  has  not  parted  with  pos- 
session.^" He  must  resort  to  his  remedy  in  equity  for  specific  perform- 
ance,°'  or  to  an  action  for  damages  resulting  from  the  purchaser's 
breach  of  the  contract.^*  The  reason  for  this  rule  is  the  vendor  will  not 
be  allowed  to  retain  the  possession  and  title  to  the  land  and  recover  the 
contract  price  also  ;^^  the  tender  of  the  deed  does  not  transfer  the  title 
to  the  vendee,^"  and  the  court  at  law  cannot  compel  a  conveyance  of  the 
title  on  payment  of  the  judgment  but  can  only  give  a  judgment  for  the 
payment  of  money  unconditionally."^  This  rule  does  not  preclude  the 
vendor  from  suing  if  the  covenants  are  independent,  or  if  the  payment 
of  the  price  is  a  condition  precedent  to  a  deed,"^  but  it  has  been  held 
to  be  the  duty  of  the  trial  court  in  such  case  to  stay  execution  on  the 
judgment  until  the  deed  is  deposited  with  the  clerk  to  be  delivered  to 
the  vendee  on  its  payment."^  Neither  does  this  rule  prevent  the  vendor 
from  suing  for  each  installment  of  an  installment  contract,  as  it  falls 
due,  when  all  the  installments  are  not  due,  and  when  the  conveyance 
is  not  to  be  made  until  payment  of  the  last  installment,"*   But  it  would 


27  App.  Div.  309,  50  N.  Y.  Supp.  168; 
Congregation  Beth  Elohim  v.  Cent. 
Presb.  Church,  I'O  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  484, 
497.  Vt.  —  See  Seaver  v.  Lang,  104  Atl. 
877.  Eng.  —  Laird  v.  Pim,  7  Mees  & 
W.  474,  8  D.  P.  C.  860,  10  L.  J.  Ex.  259. 
[a]  'A  vendor,  suing  at  law,  recov- 
ers not  the  purchase  price,  but  the 
■amount  of  his  damages.  Smith  v. 
Smith,  84  N.  J.  Eq.  299,  93  Atl.  890. 

55.  Schmaltz  v.  Weed,  27  App.  Div. 
309,  50  N.  Y.  Supp.  168. 

56.  Scudder  v.  Waddingham,  7  Mo. 
App.  26;  Seaver  v.  Lang  (Vt.),  104  Atl. 
877;  Arbuekle  V.  Hawks,  20  Vt.  538. 

[a]  There  are  cases  holding  that  a 
vendor's  remedy  for  breach  of  an  exec- 
utory contract  is  by  an  action  for  dam- 
ages, and  not  for  the  purchase  price, 
but  "so  far  as  those  are  at  hand"  they 
are  cases  where  the  vendor  retains  pos-, 
session.  If  the  vendee  takes  and  re- 
tains possession  and  the  promise  is 
positive  and  absolute,  a  recovery  of 
the  purchase  price  should  be  allowed. 
Seaver  v.  Lang  (Vt.),  104  Atl.  877. 

57.  Freeman  v.  Paulson,  107  Minn. 
64,  119  N.  W.  651,  131  Am.  St.  Eep. 
438;  Shelly  v.  Mikkelson,  5  N.  D.  22, 
63  N.  W.  210.  See  eases  in  preceding 
note. 

As  to  the  action  for  specific  per- 
formance, see  the  title  "Specific  Per- 
formance. ' ' 

58.  Freeman  v.  Paulson,  107  Minn. 
64,  119  N.  W.  651,  131  Am.  St.  Eep.  438. 
See  infra,  I,  D. 
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59.  111.  —  Dickson  «.  Turner,  149  111. 
App.  394.  la.  —  Prichard  v.  Mulhall, 
127  Iowa  546,  103  N.  W.  774.  N.  Y. 
See  Eiehards  v.  Edick,  17  .Barb.  260. 
Eng.  —  Laird  v.  Pim,  7  Mees  &  W.  474, 
8  D.  P.  C.  860,  10  L.  J.  Ex.  259. 

[a]  Reason  of  Rule.  —  In  the  case 
of  an  agreement  for  land,  the  title  does 
not  pass  by  the  tender  of  the  deed;  nor 
does  it  pass  by  operation  of  law  on  the 
recovery  of  a  judgment  for  the  pur- 
chase price  as  is  sometimes  true  of  per- 
sonal property.  It  is  a  case,  therefore, 
where  the  plaintiff  holds  the  title  to 
the  land,  and  recovers  its  full  value  ex- 
pressed in  the  contract;  and  after  judg- 
ment,  when  the  defendant  seeks  to  ob- 
tain the  land,  a  court  of  law  is  without 
the  power  of  affording  him  any  relief. 
Richards  v.  Edick,  17  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
260,  264. 

60.  Prichard  v.  Mulhall,  127  Iowa 
545,  103  N.  W.  774. 

61.  See  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Agnew, 
45  Wis.  131. 

62.  Noyes  v.  Brown  (Minn.),  171  N. 
W.  803;  Shelly  v.  Mikkelson,  5  N.  D. 
22,  63  N.  W.  210. 

6S.  Noyes  v.  Brown  (Minn.),  171  N. 
W.  803. 

64.  Hershey  v.  Hershey,  18  Iowa  24, 
distinguished  in  Prichard  v.  Mulhall,  127 
Iowa  545,  549,  103  N.  W.  774;  First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Agnew,  45  Wis.  131.  See 
infra,  I,  C,  4. 
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preclude  suit  on  the  last  installment  or  for  the  whole  obligation  when 
all  the  installments  are  due."' 

In  some,  but  not  all,  jurisdictions,  in  which  legal  and  equitable  relief 
is  administered  by  the  same  tribunal,  it  has  been  held  that  when  the  real 
character  of  the  action  is  revealed,  it  will  be  deemed  and  sustained  as  a 
suit  for  specific  performance  if  the  complaint  states  facts  sufficient  to 
warrant  such  relief. ^^ 

In  those  states  which  have  no  court  of  chancery,  such  as  Pennsyl- 
vania, an  action  for  the  purchase  price  is  deemed  to  be  equitable  and  is 
governed  by  equitable  principles."^ 

According  to  other  authorities  a  vendor,  who  has  done  all  in  his 
power  to  complete  the  contract  on  his  part  by  making  and  tendering  a 
deed,  may  sue  at  law  for  the  purchase  money,  even  though  the  contract 
is  executory,"^  unless,  it  has  been  held,  he  has  accepted  a  mortgage  in 


65.  See  Priehard  i>.  Mulhall,  127 
Iowa  545,  549,  103  N.  W.  774,  and 
infra,  I,  C,  4. 

66.  Colo.  —  Gilpin  County  M.  Co.  v. 
Drake,  8  Colo.  586,  9  Pac.  787.  Minn. 
Freeman  v.  Paulson,  107  Minn.  64,  119 
N.  W.  651,  131  Am.  St.  Eep.  438.  N.  Y. 
Eindge  v.  Baker,  57  N.  Y.  209,  219,  15 
Am.  Eep.  475.  N.  D.  — Shelly  v.  Mik- 
kelson,  5  N.  D.  22,  63  N.  W.  210. 

[a]  A  complaint  purporting  to 
state  a  cause  of  action  at  law  wiU  be 
sustained  as  a  complaint  for  specific 
performance  if  it  contains  the  allega- 
tions necessary  to  such  action.  Free- 
man V.  Paulson,  107  Minn.  64,  119  N. 
W.  651,  131  Am.  St.  Eep.  438;  Kuntz 
V.  Schnugg,  99  App.  Div.  191,  90  N.  Y. 
Supp.  933.  See  also  Goodwine  v.  Kel- 
ley,  33  Ind.  App.  57,  70  N.  E.  832. 

[b]  A  complaint  for  purchase 
money  which  does  not  indicate  the 
character  of  the  action,  will  be  deemed 
a  complaint  for  specific  performance 
as  soon  as  it  appears  that  the  claim  is 
for  purchase  money  of  land.  Shelly  v. 
Mikkelson,  5  N.  D.  22,  63  N.  W.  210. 

[c]  Consequences  of  Invoking  Prin- 
ciple. — ■  When  it  appears  that  the  notes 
sued  on  are  purchase  money  notes,  the 
action  will  be  deemed  a  suit  in  equity 
for  specific  performance.  And  conse- 
quently a  failure  of  the  plaintifE  to  al- 
lege a  tender  of  performance,  which 
would  have  been  fatal  to  the  action  if 
at  law,  will  at  most  affect  only  the 
question  of  costs.  Shelly  v.  Mikkelson, 
5  N.  D.  "22,  63  N.  W.  210. 

[d]  Keeping  Tender  Good. —  (1) 
Although  the  petition  alleges  a  tender 
of  a  deed,  it  cannot  be  sustained  as  a 
petition  at  law  to  recover  the  purchase 


price  when  it  does  not  allege  that  the 
tender  has  been  kept  good,  or  a  present 
willingness  and  ability  to  convey  good 
title.  Keeping  the  tender  good  is  not 
essential  to  a  recovery  of  damages,  but 
it  is  otherwise  as  to  a  suit  for  purchase 
money.  Priehard  v.  Mulhall,  127  Iowa 
545,  103  N.  W.  774.  (2)  When  the  com- 
plaint alleges  not  only  a  tender,  but  a 
continuing  readiness  to  deliver  the 
deed,  the  complaint  will  be  sustained 
as  a  complaint  for  equitable  relief. 
Freeman  v.  Paulson,  107  Minn.  64,  119 
N.  W.  651,  131  Am.  St.  Eep.  438; 
Eindge  v.  Baker,  57  N.  Y.  209,  219,  15 
Am.  Eep.  475. 

As  to  pleadings  and  proceedings  in 
actions  for  specific  performance,  see 
the  title,  "Specific  Performance." 

67.  Tripp  V.  Bishop,  56  Pa.  424; 
Nicol  V.  Carr,  85  Pa.  381;  Huber  v. 
Burke,  11  Serg.  &  E.  (Pa.)  238.  See 
also  Perry  v.  Eice,  10  Tex.  367. 

[a]  In  Pennsylvania,  the  action 
was  such,  because  there  was  no  court 
of  equity,  and  specific  performance 
was  had  by  suits  at  law.  Huber  v. 
Burke,  11  Serg.  &  E.  (Pa.)  238;  Fore 
V.  Gipe,  2  Pa.  Dist.  822.  See  the  title, 
' '  Specific  Performance. ' ' 

68.  TJ.  S.  —  Hansbrough  v.  Peek,  5 
Wall.  497,  18  L.  ed.  520.  Ala.  — See 
"Vandiver  v.  Eeynolds,  174  Ala.  582,  57 
So.  462;  Micou  v.  Ashurst,  55  Ala.  607, 
615;  Tucker  v.  Adams,  52  Ala.  254. 
Ark.  —  Higgs  v.  Smith,  lOO  Ark.  543, 
140  S.  W.  990;  Smith  v.  Eobinson,  13 
Ark.  533.  See  Anderson  v.  Mills,  28 
Ark.  175.  Cal.  —  North  Stockton  Town 
Lot  Co.  V.  Fischer,  138  Cal.  100,  70  Pac. 
1082,  71  Pac.  438;  Longmaid  v.  Coul- 
ter, 123  Cal.  208,  55  Pac.  791;  Wileox- 
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satisfaction  of  the  contract.^'  The  action  is  regarded  as  an  action  at 
law  for  money  due  upon  a  written  contract/"  and  not  as  a  suit  in 
equity.'^ 

b.  Executed  Contracts.  —  If  the  contract  of  sale  is  executed  by  a 
conveyance  of  the  title,  the  vendor,  after  the  default  of  the  purchaser  in 
payment  of  the  purchase  price,  may  sue  the  purchaser  at  law  for  the 
balance  of  the  purchase  money.''^ 

2.  Nature  and  Form  of  Action.'^  —  An  action  for  the  purchase 
money  is  in  personam.'*    The  form  of  action  may  be  either  assumpsit,'^ 


son  V.  Stitt,  65  Cal.  596,  4  Pac.  629,  52 
Am.  Eep.  310.  Ga.  —  Morris  v.  McKee, 
96  Ga.  611,  24  S.  E.  142,  distingmshing 
Eeed  v.  Doug'hertJ*;  94  Ga.  661,  20  S.  E. 
965,  on  the  ground  the  contract  there 
was  not  to  pay  money  but  to  execute 
and  deliver  secured  notes.  Ky.  —  Gold- 
en V.  Lewis,  176  Ky.  28,  195  S.  W.  144. 
Md.  — Green  v.  J'owler,  11  Gill  &  J. 
103,  106.  Miss.  —  Payne  i;.  Harrell,  40 
Miss.  498.  Mo.  —  Norris  v.  Letchworth, 
167  Mo.  App.  553,  152  S.  W.  421.  Nev, 
Southern  Pac.  Co.  v.  Miller,  39  Nev. 
169,  154  Pac.  929.  N.  C.  —  Garrard  v. 
Dollar,  49  N.  C.  175,  67  Am.  Dec.  271. 
Okla.  —  Scott  V.  Norris,  162  Pac.  1085. 
E.  I.  —  McKiernan  v.  Valleau,  23  R.  I. 
501,  51  Atl.  102.  Tex.  —  Efron  v.  Bur- 
gower  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  57  S.  W.  306. 
Vt.— See  Seaver  v.  Lang,  104  Atl.  877. 
Va.  —  Ayres  v.  Robins,  30  Gratt.  (71 
Va.)  105.  Wash.- — Roy  v.  Vaughan, 
100  Wash.  345,  170  Pac.  1019;  Rose  v. 
Eundell,  86  Wash.  422,  150  Pac.  614; 
Shelton  v.  Jones,  4  Wash.  692,  30  Pac. 
1061.  See  Hogan  v.  Kyle,  7  Wash.  595, 
35  Pac.  399,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  910.  Wis. 
See  Curtis  Land  &  Loan  Co.  v.  Inter- 
ior Land  Co.,  137  Wis.  341,  118  N.  W. 
853. 

See  infra,  this  section. 

[a J  Even  though  the  purchaser  has 
not  entered  into  possession  and  has  not 
actually  received  a  deed  to  -the  land, 
the  action  may  be  maintained.  Morris 
V.  McKee,  96  Ga.  611,  24  S.  E.  142. 
But  see  Seaver  v.  Lang  (Vt.),  104  Atl. 
877,  it  seems  action  could  be  main- 
tained if  possession  were  delivered  but 
not  otherwise. 

[b]  A  statute  recognizing  the  right 
of  the  vendor  to  treat  the  vendee  as  a 
mortgagor  and  to  foreclose  his  lien  does 
not  deprive  him  of  his  right  to  proceed 
at  law  for  the  purchase  money.  Hershey 
V.  Hershey,  18  Iowa  24. 

As  to  necessity  for  tender,  see  infra, 
I,  C,  5,  b. 
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69.  Ware  v.  Westfall,  21  Barb.  (N. 
Y.)   177. 

70.  North  Stockton  Town  Lot  Co.  v. 
Fischer,  138  Cal.  100,  70  Pac.  1082,  71 
Pac.  438.    See  infra,  I,  C,  2. 

[a]  "If  a  court  .  .  .  cannot  take 
into  consideration  the  fact  that  upon 
the  payment  of  the  purchase  money 
the  court  of  equity  will  compel  the  ex- 
ecution of  a  deed  by  the  vendor,  it  can 
enforce  its  own  salutary  principles, 
that  no  person  shall  take  advantage 
of  his  own  wrong;  and  will  thus  pre- 
vent an  unscrupulous  vendee  from 
mocking  his  innocent  vendor  by  refus- 
ing to  perform  his  solemn  engagement, 
and  submitting  to  a  judgment  for  a 
penny  damages."  Garrard  c.  Dollar, 
49  N.  C.  175,  67  Am.  Dec.  271,  274. 

[b]  "The  action  Is  for  money  due, 
as  much  so  as  though  suit  were  upon  a 
promissory  note."  Samuel  v.  Allen,  98 
Cal.  406,  408,  33  Pac.  273. 

[c]  The  vendor  is  not  limited  to  an 
action  in  form  to  enforce  specific  per- 
formance or  to  foreclose  his  lien.  Sam- 
uel V.  Allen,  98  Cal.  406,  33  Pac.  273. 

71.  Ark.  —  Walker  v.  Towns,  23 
Ark.  147,  151.  Cal.  — North  Stockton 
Town  Lot  Co.  v.  Fischer,  138  Cal.  100, 
70  Pac.  1082,  71  Pac.  438;  Samuel  v. 
Allen,  98  Cal.  406,  33  Pac.  273.  Wis. 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Agnew,  45  Wis.  131. 

72.  111.  — McCord  v.  Crooker,  83  111. 
556.  Ind.  —  Ayers  v.  Slif er,  89  Ind.  433. 
Mass. —  Root  v.  Burt,  118  Mass.  521. 

Form  of  action,  see  infra,  I,  C,  2. 

73.  Actions  on  contracts  generally, 
see  11  Standard  Pkoc.  931. 

74.  Green  v.  Fowler,  11  Gill  &  J. 
(Md.)  103;  Banco  Minero  v.  Ross  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  138  S.  W.  224. 

75.  Conn.  —  Belden  v.  Seymour,  8 
Conn.  304,  313,  21  Am.  Dec.  661.  la. 
Boynton  v.  Salinger,  147  Iowa  537,  126 
N.  W.  369.  Md.  — Wolfe  v.  Hauver,  1 
Gill  84;  Warfield  v.  Fowler,  11  Gill  &  J. 
103,  107.   IVBss.  —  Washington  v.  Sojia, 
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debt,"  or  covenant,"  or,  in  some  jurisdictions,  case,"  depending  upon 
the  character  of  the  contract  and  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  A  ven- 
dor who  has  executed  a  contract  of  sale  by  the  delivery  of  a  deed  may 
maintain  an  action  of  indebitatus  assumpsit,  if  there  has  been  no  eon- 
tract  under  seal  for  the  payment  of  the  priee/^  And  if  there  is  a  con- 
tract under  seal,  he  may,  in  some  states,  recover  under  a  general 
count.'"  If  the  consideration  is  in  vrhole  or  in  part,  personalty,  the 
ordinary  remedies  of  the  purchaser  in  case  of  sales  of  such  property  are 
available.*^ 

3.  Successive  Suits.  —  When  a  contract  of  sale  provides  for  the 
payment  of  the  purchase  money  in  installments,  the  vendor  may  sue  for 
each  installment  as  it  comes  due,'^  except  at  common  law  when  he  brings 


73  Miss.  664,  19  So.  485,  55  Am.  St. 
Rep.  555,  assumpsit  or  case.  N.  Y. 
Bowen  v.  Bell,  20  Johns.  338,  11  Am. 
Dec.  286;  Velie  v-  Myers,  14  Johns. 
162.  Gale  v.  Nixon,  6  Cow.  445.  Pa. 
Shelly  V.  Shelly,  8  Watts  &  S.  153; 
Siltzell  V.  Michael,  3  Watts  &  S.  329. 
S.  C  — Wood  V.  Gee,  3  McGord  421. 
Va.  — Bailey  v.  Clay,  4  Band.  (25  Va.) 
346. 

See  generally  the  title  "Assump- 
sit." 

[a]  Covenant  or  assumpsit  ■will  lie 
on  each  installment  of  the  purchase 
money  as  it  falls  due.  Boynton  v.  Sal- 
inger, 147  Iowa  537,  126  N.  W.  369. 

76.  Warfield  v.  Fowler,  11  Gill  &  J. 
(Md.)  103,  107;  Huber  v.  Burke,  11 
Serg  &  E.  (Pa.)  238.  See  the  title 
"Debt." 

77.  la.  —  Boynton  v.  Salinger,  147 
Iowa  537,  126  N.  W.  369.  Md.— War- 
field  V.  Fowler,  11  Gill  &  J.  103.  Pa. 
Garrard  v.  Lantz,  12  Pa.  186,  195. 

See  the  title  "Covenant,  Action  of." 
[a]  An  action  of  covenant  Is  essen- 
tially ,  an  action  to  recover  damages 
for  having  disaffirmed  the  contract. 
Huber  v.  Burke,  11  Serg.  &  E.  (Pa.) 
238. 

78.  Washington  v.  Soria,  73  Miss. 
664,  676,  19  So.  485,  55  Am.  St.  Eep. 
555  on  the  implied  obligation.  See  4 
Standard  Proo.  623,  625. 

79.  111.  — McCord  v.  Crocker,  83  111. 
556;  Elder  v.  Hood,  38  111.  533.  Ind. 
Avers  v.  Slifer,  89  Ind.  433;  Curran  v. 
Curran,  40  Ind.  473.  Me.  —  Huff  v. 
Nickerson,  27  Me.  106.  Md.  —  Wolfe  v. 
Hauver,  1  Gill  84,  93.  Mass.  — Eoof  v. 
Burt,  118  Mass.  521.  N.  Y.  —  Shephard 
V.  Little,  14  Johns.  210.  Pa.  — Siltzel 
V.  Michael,  3  Watts  &  S.  329;  See 
Weigley's  Admr.  v.  Weir,  7  Serg.  &  E. 
309,  Bng.  —  Hallen  v.  Bunder,  1  C,  M. 


&  E.  266,  3  Tyr.  959,  3  L.  J.  Ex.  260. 

But  see  Hoskins  v.  Wright,  1  Hen.  & 
M.  (11  Va.)  378. 

As  to  general  rule,  see  11  Standard 
PBGC.  938,  and  3  Standard  Pboc.  196. 

[aj  Quantum  meruit  lies,  Siltzell  v. 
Michael,  3  Watts  &  S.  (Pa.)  329. 

[b]  In  Indiana,  a  count,  which 
would  have  been  called  at  common  law 
indebitatus  assumpsit  for  the  price  of 
land  sold  and  conveyed,  is  called  an 
action  upon  an  account.  Curran  v. 
Curran,  40  Ind.  473. 

80.  Seaver  v.  Lang  (Vt.),  104  Atl. 
877. 

81.  See  the  title  "Sales"  and  Cham- 
berlain V.  Wolf,  112  Iowa  176,  83  N. 
W.  893  on  vendee's  refusal  to  deliver 
replevin  or  an  action  for  the  value  of 
the  personalty. 

[aJ  Fraud.  —  If  the  vendor  agrees 
in  part  payment  to  accept  shares  of 
stock  at  the  price  paid  for  them  by 
the  purchaser,  he  may  maintain  as- 
sumpsit for  the  difference  between  the 
false  valuation  made  by  the  purchaser 
and  the  price  actually  paid  by  him. 
Hidey  v.  Swan,  111  Mich.  161,  6i9  N. 
W.  225. 

82.  Ala.  — White  v.  Beard,  5  Port. 
94,  30  Am.  Dec.  552.  Cal.  —  McCroskey 
V.  Ladd,  96  Cal.  455,  31  Pac.  558.  la. 
Boynton  v.  Salinger,  147  Iowa  537,  126 
N.  W.  369;  Prichard  v.  Mulhall,  127 
Iowa  545,  103  N.  W.  774;  Hershey  v. 
Hershey,  18  Iowa  24.  La.  —  Hampton's 
Heirs  v.  Barrett,  9  La.  336,  12  La.  159. 
N.  C.  —  Brame  v.  Swain,  111  N.  C.  540, 
15  S.  E.  938.  Wash.  —  Underwood  v. 
Tew,  7  Wash.  297,  34  Pac.  1100;  Ho- 
gan  V.  Kyle,  7  Wash.  595,  35  Pac.  399, 
38  Am.  St.  Eep.  910.  Wis.  — First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Agnew,  45  Wis.  131. 

See  the  title,  "Successive  Suits." 
[a]    The  pendency  of  an  action  for 
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an  action  of  debt.*'  But  if  the  vendor  defers  the  eqllection  of  the  several 
installments  until  all  are  due,  he  has  no  right  of  action  upon  a  part 
thereof  distinct  from  that  upon  the  whole,^*  though  there  is  authority 
to  the  contrary.'' 

4.  Conditions  Precedent  to  Action.'  —  a.  Generally,  —  Before  suing 
to  recover  the  purchase  price  of  land  sold,  the  vendor  must,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  excuse  therefrom,  perform  all  conditions  precedent  on  his  part 
to  be  performed.'" 

b.  Conveyance  or  Tender  of  Deed  and  Demand  for  Purchase  Money. 
(I.)  In  General. —  If  the  conveyance  of  the  title  is  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  right  to  demand  payment,'^  or  if  the  covenants  to  convey  title  and 
pay  the  purchase  price  are  mutual  and  dependent,  the  vendor  cannot, 
in  the  absence  of  an  excuse  therefor,  maintain  an  action  at  law  for  the 
purchase  money,  unless  he  has  performed,''  or  offered  to  perform  his 
part  of  the  contract,'^  as  by  a  tender  of  a  deed  and  a  demand  for  the 
purchase  money.^"    He  must  put  the  vendee  in  default  before  he  sub- 


the  first  installment  in  a  federal  court 
is  not  a  bar  to  an  action  in  the  state 
lourt  on  a  subsequent  installment,  es- 
pecially where  the  defendant  has  not 
pleaded  to  the  second  action  and  the 
issues  are  not  determined.  Hampton's 
heirs  v.  Barrett,  9  La'.  336. 

83.  See  Boynton  v.  Salinger,  147 
Iowa  537,  126  N.  W.  369. 

84.  Cal.  —  McCroskey  v.  Ladd,  96 
Cal.  455,  31  Pac.  558.  Ind.  — Abdill  v. 
Hamilton,  19  Ind.  5.  N.  Y.  —  Beeeher 
V.  Conradt,  13  N.  Y.  108,  64  Am.  Dee. 
535.  Wash.  —  Underwood  v.  Tew,  7 
Wash.  297,  34  Pac.  1100;  Hogan  V. 
Kyle,  7  Wash.  595,  35  Pac.  399,  38  Am. 
St.  Eep.  910. 

85.  Sheeren  v.  Moses,  84  HI.  448; 
Biddle  v.  Coryell,  18  N.  J.  L.  377,  38 
Am.  Dec.  521. 

86.  Ga.  —  Epps  V.  Waring,  93  Ga. 
765,  20  S.  E.  645.  Kan.  —  Hudson  v. 
Gibbony,  28  Kan.  612.  La.  —  Fortier 
V.  Burthe,  19  La.  Ann.  510;  Sewell  v. 
Willcox,  5  Rob.  83.  N.  C.  —  Branch  v. 
Daniel,  61  N.  C.  76.  Pa.  —  Youngman 
tJ.  Linn,  52  Pa.  413. 

See  generally  the  title  "Suits  and 
Actions." 

87.  Winstandley  v.  Bariden,  110 
Ind.  140,  11  N.  E.  15. 

88.  U.  S.  —  Loud  V.  Pomona  Land 
&  Water  Co.,  153  U.  S.  564,  576,  14 
Sup.  Ct.  928,  38  L.  ed.  822;  Columbia 
Bank  v.  Hagner,  1  Pet.  455,  7  L.  ed. 
219.  Ala.  —  Broughton  v.  Mitchell,  64 
Ala.  210;  Ledyard  v.  Manning,  1  Ala. 
153.  Ark.  — Eudd  v.  Savelli,  44  Ark. 
145,  150;  Sorrells  v.  McHenry,  38  Ark. 
127;  Lewis  v.  Davis,  21  Ark,  §§§. 
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89.  Ala.  —  Ledyard  v.  Manning,  1 
Ala.  153.  Alk.  —  Eudd  v.  Savelli,  44 
Ark.  145,  160;  Lewis  v.  Davis,  21  Ark. 
235.  Iiliss.  —  Lee  v.  Dozier,  40  Miss. 
477. 

90.  U.  S.  —  Loud  V.  Pomona  Land 
&  Water  Co.,  153  U.  S.  564,  576,  14 
Sup.  Ct.  928,  38  L.  ed.  822;  Columbia 
Bank  v.  Hagner,  1  Pet.  455,  7  L.  ed. 
219;  Michigan  Home  Colony  Co.  v.  Ta- 
bor, 141  Fed.  332,  72  C.  C.  A.  480.  Ala. 
Moss  V.  King,  186  Ala.  475,  65  So.  180; 
Smith  V.  Sherman,  174  Ala.  582,  57  So. 
462;  Ledyard  v.  Manning,  1  Ala.  153. 
Ark.  —  Eudd  v.  Savelli,  44  Ark.  145, 
150;  Sorrells  V.  McHenry,  38  Ark.  127; 
Price  V.  Sanders,  39  Ark.  306;  Ander- 
son V.  Mills,  28  Ark.  175,  180;  Smith 
V.  Henry,  7  Ark.  207,  44  Am.  Dec.  540. 
Cal.  — Howard  v.  Higgins,  137  Cal.  227, 
69  Pae.  1060;  Newton  v.  Hull,  90  Cal. 
487,  27  Pac.  429;  Kelly  v.  Mack,  45  Cal. 
303.  111.  — Headley  v.  Shaw,  39  111.  354. 
Ind.  — Overly  v.  Tipton,  68  Ind.  410; 
McCaslin  v.  State,  44  Ind.  151;  Carver 
V.  Fennimore,  8  Ind.  135.  la.  —  Prioh- 
ard  V.  Mulhall,  127  Iowa  545,  103  N.  W. 
774;  Winton  v.  Sherman,  20  Iowa  295; 
Berryhill  v.  Byington,  10  Iowa  223., 
Kan.  —  Evans  v.  Jacobitz,  67  Kan.  249, 
72  Pac.  848;  Close  v.  Dunn,  24  Kan. 
372;  lies  v.  EUedge,  18  Kan.  296;  Berry 
V.  Fairmount  Town  Co.,  4  Kan.  App. 
432,  46  Pae.  28.  Ky.  — Handley  v. 
Chambers,  4  Bibb  7.  Me. —  Eobinson  •;;. 
Heard,  15  Me.  296.  Mass.  —  Sanborn 
V.  Chamberlin,  101  Mass.  409.  Minn. 
Snow  V.  Johnson,  1  Minn.  48.  Miss. 
Lee  r.  Dozier,  40  Miss.  477.  Mo. 
Pershing  v.  Canfield,  70  Mo.  140;  Well- 
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jects  him  to  the  costs  of  litigation.'^  But  when  the  covenants  to  pay 
and  to  convey  are  independent,  a  conveyance  or  tender  of  a  deed  is  not 
a  prerequisite  to  the  action,'^ 

(II.)  Construction  of  Covenants  and  Application  of  Kule.  —  It  is  often  a 
question  of  difficulty  to  determine  whether  the  covenants  are  dependent 
or  independent.  The  question  must  generally  be  determined  in  each 
particular  ease  by  inferring  the  meaning  and  purpose  of  the  parties 
from  a  full  survey  of  the  whole  contract.®^  If  the  language  is  clear  and 
unambiguous,  it  must  be  taken  according  to  its  plain  meaning.'*  If  the 
agreement  is  silent  on  the  point,  the  obligations  will  be  regarded  as 
mutual  and  dependent,  so  that  a  previous  performance  or  tender  is  re- 
quired.'^ 

When  the  covenant  is  to  pay  on  or  before  an  appointed  time  which  is 
or  may  be  before  the  time  for  conveyance,'^  or  when  the  payment  of  the 
purchase  price  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  vendor's  covenant  to 


man  v.  Dismukes,  42  Mo.  101.  See  Mis- 
souri Land  Co.  v.  Baylor,'  71  Mo.  App. 
94.  N.  J.  —  Shinn  v.  Roberts,  20  N.  J. 
L.  435,  43  Am.  Dec.  636;  Johnson  v. 
Applegate,  1  N.  J.  L.  233.  N.  Y.  —  Ew- 
ing  V.  Wightman,  167  N.  T.  107,  60  N. 
B.  322;  Pranchot  v.  Leach,  5  Cow.  506; 
Parker  v.  Parmele,  20  Johns.  130,  11 
Am.  Dec.  253;  Green  v.  Eeynolds,  2 
Johns.  207.  N.  D.  —  Shelly  v.  Mikkel- 
son,  5  N.  D.  22,  63  N.  W.  210.  Ohio. 
Campbell  v.  Gittings,  19  Ohio  347.  Ore. 
Sayre  v.  Mohney,  35  Ore.  141,  56  Pac. 
.  526.  Pa.  — Tripp  v.  Bishop,  56  Pa.  424; 
Southerland  v.  Purry,  2  Pen.  &  W.  145. 
S.  0.  —  Dubignon  v.  Loud,  5  Rich.  L. 
251.  Wis.  —  Northwestern  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Ramsey,  96  Wis.  544,  71  N.  W.  939. 
Eng.  —  Goodisson  v.  Munn,  4  T.  E.  762, 
100  Eng.  Reprint  1288;  Glazebrook  v. 
Woodrow,-8  T.  E.  366,  101  Eng.  Reprint 
1436. 

Otherwise  in  equity,  see  the  title, 
"Specific  Performance,"  and  supra,  I, 
B,  4,  e. 

91.  Anderson  v.  Mills,  28  Ark.  175, 
180. 

92.  Ala.  —  Batson  v.  Johnson,  162 
Ala.  411,  50  So.  348,  136  Am.  St.  Eepi 
50.  Ark.  —  Mayers  v.  Rogers,  5  Ark. 
417.  Cal.  —  Donovan  v.  Judson,  81  Cal. 
334,  22  Pac.  682,  6  L.  R.  A.  591.  Ky. 
Hutehings  v.  Moore,  4  Mete.  110;  Mc- 
Campbell  v.  Miller,  1  Bibb  453.  Me. 
Babcock  v.  Wilson,  17  Me.  372,  35  Am. 
Dee.  263;  Manning  v.  Brown,  10  Me. 
49.  Miss.  —  Sadler  v.  Bowles,  42  Miss. 
414;  Hazlip  v.  Noland,  6  Smed.  &  M. 
294.  N.  y.  — Morris  r.  Sliter,  1  Denio 
59;  Wilcox  r.  Ten  Eyek,  5  Johns.  78. 
N.  D.  — Shelly  v.  Mikkelson,  5   N.  D. 


22,  63  N.  W.  210.  Pa.  — Lowry  v.  Me- 
haffy,  10  Watts  387.  Tenn.  —  Johnson 
V.  Kurtz,  97  Tenli.  503,  37  S.  W.  222. 
Wis.  —  Collins  v.  Schmidt,  126  Wis.  227, 
105  N.  W.  671;  Shenners  v.  Pritchard, 
104  Wis.  287,  80  N.  W.  458.  Eng. 
Mattock  V.  Kinglake,  10  Ad.  v.  El.  50, 
37  E.  C.  L.  51,  113  Eng.  Reprint  19. 
See  Pordage  v.  Cole,  1  Wm.  Saunders, 
319,  320-  note,  86  Eng.  Reprint  449, 
450  note.  Can.  —  Sword  v.  Tedder,  13 
Manitoba  572. 

93.  U.  S.  —  Loud  V.  Pomona  Land 
&  Water  Co.,  153  U.  S.  564,  576,  14  Sup. 
Ct.  928,  38  L.  ed.  822.  Mo.  —  Wellman 
V.  Dismukes,  42  Mo.  101.  N.  J.  —  Ack- 
ley  V.  Eiohman,  10  N.  J.  L.  304.  Tex. 
Perry  v.  Rice,  10  Tex.  367. 

[a]  The  construction  depends  upon 
the  meaning  and  intention  of  the  par- 
ties, rather  than  upon  particular 
phrases  or  forms  of  words.  Ackley  v. 
Eichman,  10  N.  J.  L.  304. 

94.  Loud  V.  Pomona  Land  &  Water 
Co.,  153  U.  S.  564,  576,  14  Siip.  Ct. 
928,  38  L.  ed.  822. 

95.  XT.  S.  —  Bank  of  Columbia  v. 
Hagner,  1  Pet.  455,  464,  7  L.  ed.  219. 
Ala.  —  Smith  v.  Sherman,  174  Ala.  531, 
56  So.  956.  Ark.  —  Sayre  v.  Craig,  4 
Ark.  10,  37  Am.  Dee.  757.  Cal. — Mc- 
Croskey  v.  Ladd,  96  Cal.  455,  31,  Pac. 
558. 

96.  Ala.  —  Broughtoii  v.  Mitchell, 
64  Ala.  210;  Ledyard  v.  Manning,  1 
Ala.  153.  Ark.  —  Mayers  v.  Rogers,  5 
Ark.  417.  Cal.  —  Southern  Pac.  R.  Co. 
r.  Allen,  112  Cal.  455,  44  Pac.  796; 
Donovan  v.  Judson,  81  Cal.  334,  22 
Pac.  682,  6  L.  R.  A.  591.     lU.  — Shee- 

ren  v.  Moses,  84  111.  448.    Ind.  —  Pruitt 
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convey ,^^  or  where  the  purchaser  gives  notes  which  are  unconditional 
on  their  face,"*  a  prior  tender  of  a  deed  is  not  required. 

Installment  Contracts.^' —  When  a  contract  of  sale  provides  for  install- 
ment payments,  and  a  delivery  of  a  deed  on  payment  of  a  particular 
installment,  the  covenants  with  respect  to  all  installments  due  before  the 
time  fixed  for  the  delivery  of  the  deed  are  independent  and  no  prior 
tender  is  required  when  suing  for  them.^  But  before  suit  for  an  install- 
ment payable  on  delivery  of  the  deed  or  for  the  entire  purchase  money, 
the  vendor  must  tender  a  deed.^  If  the  installment  contract  requires 
the  payment  of  all  the  installments  as  a  condition  precedent  to  a  con- 
veyance, no  prior  tender  of  deed  is  required.^ 

(in.)  Eepiuisites  of  Tender.  —  In  actions  at  law  for  the  purchase  money, 
some  authorities  hold  that  there  must  be  an  actual  tender  of  a  deed. 


V.  Pruitt,  91  Ind.  595.  Ky.  —  Saunders 
V.  Seal's  Admr.,  4  Bibb  342.  N.  Y. 
Paine  v.  Brown,  37  N.  T.  228.  Pa. 
Lowry  v.  MehafEy,  10  Watts  387.  Tex. 
Perry  v.  Eiee,  10  Tex.  367. 

97.  TJ.  S.  —  Loud  V.  Pomona  Land 
&  "Water  Co.,  153  V.  S.  564,  14  Sup.  Ct. 
928,  38  L.  ed.  822.  Ark.  — Mayers  v. 
Kogers,  5  Ark.  417.  Miss.  —  Bright  v. 
Rowland,  3  How.  398.  N.  Y.  — Paine 
V.  Brown,  37  N.  Y.  228;  Adams  v. 
Wadhams,  40  Barb.  225.  S.  O.  —  Davis 
V.  Woodward,  2  MUl  56. 

98.  Ind.  —  Carver  v.  Fennimorej  8 
Ind.  135.  Mo.  —  Snyder  v.  Murdock,  51 
1^0.  175.  N.  0.  — Armfield  v.  Tate,  29 
N.  C.  258.  Wis.  — Collins  v.  Schmidt, 
126  Wis.  227,  105  N.  W.  671. 

[a]  Tender  in  Eeplication.  —  In 
such  case,  it  is  sufficient  to  tender  a 
deed  by  replicatioij,  when  the  defend- 
ant, in  his  answer,  sets  up  the  failure 
to  convey.  Snyder  v.  Murdock,  51  Mo. 
175. 

99.  Action  for  installment,  see 
s«pro,  I,  .C,  3. 

1.  Ala. —  White  v.  Beard,  5  Port.  94, 
30  Am.  Dee.  552.  Cal.  —  MeCroakey  v. 
Ladd,  96  Cal.  455,  31  Pac.  558;  Eourke 
V.  McLaughlin,  38  Cal.  196;  Almond 
City  L.  &  D.  Co.  v.  Patterson,  35  Cal. 
App.  99,  169  Pac.  258.  Conn.  —  Bean 
V.  Atwater,  4  Conn.  3,  10  Am.  Dec.  91. 
HI.  —  Sheeren  v.  Moses,  84  111.  448; 
Duncan  v.  Charles,  5  111.  561.  Ind. 
Leonard  v.  Bates,  1  Blackf.  172;  Wile 
V.  Eoehester  Improvement  Co.,  24  Ind. 
App.  422,  56  N.  B.  928.  Kan.  —  Battey 
V.  Beebe,  22  Kan.  81.  Miss.  —  Terry 
V.  George,  37  Miss.  539.  N.  J.  —  Biddle 
V.  Coryell,  18  N.  J.  L.  377,  38  Am.  Dee. 
521.  N.  Y.  — Beecher  v.  Conradt,  13 
N.  T.  108,  64  Am.  Dec.  535.    Pa.— Dev- 
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ling  V.  Little,  26  Pa.  502.  Tenn. — John- 
son V.  Kurtz,  97  Tenn.  503,  37  S.  W. 
222.  Wis.  —  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Agnew, 
45  Wis.  131. 

See  Huber  v.  Burke,  11  Serg.  &  E. 
(Pa.)  238. 

[a]  When  a  suit  for  a  prior  install- 
ment is  permitted  after  the  last  has 
become  due,  no  tender  is  required  as  a 
prerequisite  to  such  suit.  Gray  v. 
Meek,  199  111.  136,  64  N.  E.  1020; 
Sheeren  v.  Moses,  84  111.  448;  Biddle 
V.  Coryell,  18  N.  J.  L.  377,  38  Am.  Dec. 
621.     See  supra,  I,  C,  3. 

2.  Cal.  —  McCroskey  v.  Ladd,  96 
Cal.  455,  31  Pac.  558.  111.  — Gray  v. 
Meek,  199  111.  136,  64  N.  E.  1020; 
Sheeren  v.  Moses,  84  111.  448;  Headlfey 
V.  Shaw,  39  111.  354.  Ind.  —  Cunning- 
ham V.  Gwinn,  4  Blackf.  341.  Mass. 
Kane  v.  Hood,  13  Pick.  281.  Miss. 
Powell  V.  Stowers,  47  Miss.  577.  N.  J. 
Biddle  v.  Coryell,  18  N.  J.  L.  377,  38 
Am.  Dec.  521.  N.  Y.  —  Beecher  v. 
Conradt,  13  N.  Y.  108,  64  Am.  Dee. 
535;  Smith  v.  Smith,  83  Hun  381,  31 
N.  Y.  Supp.  924,  64  N.  Y.  St.  756; 
Johnson  v.  Wygant,  11  Wend.  48. 
Wash.  —  Underwood  v.  Tew,  7  Wash. 
297,  34  Pac.  1100;  Hogan  v.  Kyle,  7 
Wash.  595,  35  Pac.  399,  38  Am.  St.  Eep. 
910. 

[a]  As  to  the  last  installment,  the 
covenant  Is  dependent  when  the  con- 
tract provides  for  a,  eouVeyanee  "at 
the  time  of"  or  "upon"  its  payment 
or  "as  soon  as"  it  is  paid.  Cal. 
McCroskey  v.  Ladd,  96,  Cal.  455,  31 
Pac.  558.  N.  J.  — Biddle  v.  Coryell,  18 
N.  J.  Eq.  377,  38  Am.  Dec.  521.  Tenn. 
Johnson  v.  Kurtz,  97  Tenn.  503,  511, 
37  S.  W.  222. 

3.  Loud  V.  Pomona  Land  &  Water 
Co.,   153    U.   S.   564,   580,   14  Sup.    C?t. 


VENDOR  AND  PVBCHA8EB 


763 


not  merely  an  offer  of  a  tender,*  but  others  hold  that  a  tender  on  con- 
dition that  the  defendant  pay  the  purchase  price  is  sufficient.^  Gen- 
erally the  vendor  must,  at  the  time  fixed  by  the  contract  for  per- 
formance,^ tender  a  good  and  sufficient  deed,'  which  is  sufficient  to 
'convey  title,^  to  the  entire  premises  sold,^  and  which  is  such  as  was 
contracted  for.^"  Unless  the  contract  contemplates  a  sale  subject  to 
any  defects  in  or  incumbrances  on  the  title,^^  the  vendor  must  tender 
a  title  free  from  incumbrances  and  unclouded.^^ 

(IV.)  Tender  Excused.  — If  a  tender  is  waived,^^  or  if  the  vendee  re- 
pudiates the  contract  by  notifying  the  vendor  he  will  not  perform,^* 
or  if  there  is  other  excuse"  a  tender  of  a  deed  to  the  land, sold  is  not 
required  or  is  excused.  If  the  suit  is  deemed  to  be  in  equity  for  specific 
performance,  the  necessity  of  a  tender  will  be  governed  by  equitable 
rules  governing  such  actions.^^ 

c.  Delivery  of  Possession.  —  The  vendor  must  deliver  or  tender  pos- 
session to  the  vendee  before  suing  for  the  purchase  money  when  such 
delivery  is  a  condition  precedent  to  Ms  right  to  payment,^'  or  if  the 


928,  38  L.  ed.  822;  Paine  «.  Brown,  37 
N.  Y.  228. 

4.  McGehee  v.  Blackwell,  28  Ark. 
27,  32. 

[a]  The  Tender  Must  Be  Kept 
Good.  —  Hogan  v.  Kyle,  7  Wash.  595, 
35  Pac.  399,  38  Am.  St.  Eep.  910. 

[b]  The  deeds  must  be  deposited 
with  court  for  the  benefit  of  the  pur- 
chaser in  order  that  he  may  not  be 
left  without  a  conveyance  in  case  he 
satisfies  the  judgment.  Dunn  v.  Mills, 
70  Kan.  656,  663,  79  Pac.  146,  502. 

5.  Gorham  v.  Beeves,  Smith  (Ind.) 
239,  1  Ind.  421, 

6.  Tyler  v.  Young,  3  111.  444,  35 
Am.  Dec.  116;  Carver  v.  Fennimore, 
8  Ind.  135;  Morrison  v.  Gliddon,  7  Ind. 
561;  Cunningham  v-  Gwinn  4  Blackf. 
(Ind.)-  341. 

[a]  On  the  day  the  note  falls  due, 
the  vendor  must  tender  a  deed.  Carver 
i>.  Fennimore,  8  Ind.  135. 

[b]  A  failure  to  offer  to  comply  with 
the  contract  on  the  day  fixed  precludes 
the  party  from  enforcing  the  contract 
except  in  equity.  Carver  v.  Fennimore, 
8  Ind.  135. 

7.  Overly  v.  Tipton,  68  Ind.  410. 
[a]     The  deed  must  be  a  clear  and 

unconditional  one,  and  it  should  ex- 
press that  there  is  nothing  due  on  it 
and  that  it  is  absolute  if  such  be  the 
kind  of  deed  contracted  to  be  made. 
Eudd  V.  Savelli,  44  Ark.  145,  150. 

8.  Bright  •;;.  Rowland,  3  How. 
(Miss.)    398. 

9.  Jnd.  —  Owen  v.  Norris,  5  Blackf. 


479.  la.  —  Cooper  v.  King,  73  Iowa 
136,  34  N.  W.  781.  Mo.  —  McLeod  v. 
Snyder,  110  Mo.  298,  19  S.  W.  494. 

10.  Eudd  V.  Savelli,  44  Ark.  145, 
150;  Rursley  v.  Good,  94  Mo.  App.  382, 
68  S.  W.  218. 

11.  Glassman  v.  Condon,  27  Utah 
463,  76  Pac.  343. 

12.  Pursley  v.  Good,  94  Mo.  App. 
382,  68  S.  W.  218;  Glassman  i).  Con- 
don, 27  Utah  463,  76  Pac.  343. 

13.  Babb  v.  Kennedy,  19  Me.  267; 
Dubignon  v.  Loud,  5  Rich.  L.  (S.  C.) 
251. 

14.  U.  S.  —  Columbia  Bank  -v.  Hag- 
ner,  1  Pet.  (U.  S.)  455,  7  L.  ed.  219. 
Ala. — iMcKleroy  v.  Tulane,  34  Ala. 
78.  Mo.  —  Armstrong  v.  Dunn,  163 
Mo.  App.  701,  147  S.  W.  509.  N.  Y. 
Pranchot  v.  Leach,  5  Cow.  606.  Ore. 
"Wells  V.  Page,  48  Ore.  74,  82  Pac.  856, 
3  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  103. 

15.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  When  the  vendor's  administra- 
tor alleges  that  some  of  the  heirs  are 
infants  unable  to  tender  or  make  a 
deed,  but  willing  to  have  a  deed  made 
by  the  court  commissioner  on  payment 
of  the  purchase  money,  a  tender  is  not 
a  prerequisite  to  the  suit.  Ashcraft 
V.  Sale,  21  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1198,  54  8.  W. 
730. 

16.  See  Shelly  v.  Mikkelson,  5  N.  D. 
22,  63  N.  W.  210,  and  the  title,  "Spe- 
cific Performance." 

17.  Ala.  —  Bailey  v.  Whiter  3  Ala. 
330.  Ark.  —  Sayre  v.  Craig,  4  Ark. 
lO,  37  Am.  Dec.  757.    Ind.  —  Winstand- 
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covenants  to  deliver  possession  and  to  pay  are  dependent,^'  but  he  need 
not  do  so  if  the  covenants  are  independent." 

5.  Conditions  Precedent  to  Defenses.  —  In  the  absence  of  fraud,^" 
insolvency  of  the  vendor,^^  or  other  special  circumstance,^^  a  purchaser 
in  possession  of  land  by  virtue  of  a  contract  of  purchase  cannot  resist 
the  payment  of  the  purchase  money  without  offering  to  restore  posses- 
sion,^' and  returning  the  deed  for  cancellation,^*  or  showing  an  evic- 
tion or  its  equivalent.^^  Neither  can  he  avoid  liability  on  the  ground 
of  fraud  or  misrepresentation  of  the  vendor,  unless  he  first  surrender 
possession  of  the  land,^*  or  unless  he  alleges  some  sufficient  reason  for 
not  doing-  so.^'  But  a  purchaser  in  possession  who  does  not  seek  a 
rescission  but  a  performance  of  the  contract,^'  or  who  sets  up  the 
damages  resulting  from  fraud  by  way  of  recoupment  or  counterclaim,^^ 
need  not  surrender  possession. 

6,  Jurisdiction  and  Venue.  —  An  action  for  purchase  money  of  land 
is  not  a  local  action,'"  and  need  not  be  brought  in  the  county  where  the 
land  is  situated,'^  but  may  be  brought  in  the  county  prescribed  for 
personal  actions  generally.'^ 

A  justice  of  the  peace  has  jurisdiction  of  an  action  to  recover  the  pur- 


ley  V.  Eariden,  110  Ind.  140,  11  N.  E. 
15.  La.  —  Wilson  v.  Phillips,  4  La. 
Ann.  158. 

18.  Taul   V.  Bradford,   20   Tex.   261. 

19.  Freeland  v.  Mitchell,  8  Mo.  487. 

20.  Dunn  v.  Mills,  70  Kan.  656,  79 
Pac.  146,  502. 

21.  Dunn  v.  Mills,  70  Kan.  656,  79 
Pac.  146,  502. 

22.  Dunn  v.  Mills,  70  Kan.  656,  79 
Pac.  146,  502. 

[a]  If  the  land  belongs  to  the  pur- 
chaser and  he  is  ignorant  of  the  fact, 
he  will  not  he  required  to  restore  it  to 
the  possession  of  the  vendor  before 
resisting  payment.  O'Neal  v.  Phillips, 
83   Ga.  556,  10   S.  E.   352. 

23.  Ala.  —  Eads  v.  Murphy,  52  Ala. 
520;  Giles  v.  Williams,  3  Ala.  316,  37 
Am.  Dee.  692.  Ark.  —  Johnson  v. 
Douglass,  60  Ark.  39,  28  iS.  W.  515 
(bond  for  title) ;  Lewis  v.  Boskins,  27 
Ark.  61.  Cal.  — Ehorer  v.  Bila,  83 
Cal.  51,  23  Pac.  274.  HI.  — Yazel  v. 
Palmer,  81  111.  82.  Kan.  —  Dunn  v. 
Mills,  70  Kan.  656,  79  Pac.  146,  502; 
Reeve  v.  Downs,  22  Kan.  330.  Mo. 
Harvey  v.  Morris,  63  Mo.  475.  Okla. 
Pugh  V.  Stigler,  21  Okla.  854,  97  Pac. 
566,  bond  for  title.  Tex.  —  Demaret  v. 
Bennett,  29  Tex.  262. 

24.  Demaret  v.  Bennett,  29  Tex.  262. 

25.  Ehorer  v.  Bila,  83  Oal.  51,  23 
Pac.  274. 

26.  Ansley   v.    Bank    of   Piedmont, 


113  Ala.  467,  21  So.  59,  59  Am.  St.  Eep. 
122;  Howie  V.  North  Birmingham 
Land  Co.,  95  Ala.  389,  11  So.  15. 

27.  See  infra,  1,  C,  9,  b. 

[a]  But  when  the  plaintiff  is  a 
naked  holder  of  the  purchase  money 
note  without-  beneficial  interest  in 
either  land  or  note,  the  purchaser  need 
not  offer  to  reconvey  the  land  before 
setting  up  the  defense  of  false  rep- 
resentations as  to  title.  Morris  v. 
Brown,  38  Tex.  Civ.  App.  266,  85  S.  W. 
1015. 

28.  Gober  v.  Hart,  36  Tex.  139. 

29.  Ansley  v.  Bank  of  Piedmont,  113 
Ala.  467,  21  So.  59,  59  Am.  St.  Eep. 
122;    Myers  v.   Estell,   47   Miss.   4. 

[a]  Another  Statement  of  Rule. 
No  offer  to  rescind  is  necesary  to  en- 
title the  defrauded  purchaser  to  de- 
fend to  the  extent  that  he  has  suffered 
by  the  fraud,  that  is,  to  the  extent  he 
would  be  entitled  to  recover  in  an 
action  for  damages  founded  on  the 
fraud.     Myers  v.  Estell,  47  Miss.  4. 

30.  Samuel  v.  Allen,  98  Cal.  406,  33 
Pac.  273. 

31.  Samuel  v.  Allen,  98  Cal.  406,  33 
Pac.  273. 

32.  See  the  title,  "Venue." 

[a]  If  the  defendant  is  a  nonresi- 
dent, the  action  may  be  brought  where 
he  has  property.  Bohart  v.  Eepublic 
Inv.  Co.,  49  Kan.  94,  30  Pac.  180, 
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chase  money  unless  the  title  to  land  is  involved,^'  or  Unless  the  amount 
involved  exceeds  his  jurisdictional  limits.^* 

7.  Parties.  —  The  rules  as  to  parties  to  an  action  for  purchase  money 
of  land  are  governed  by  the  general  rules  respecting  parties.^^ 

8.  Declaration  and  Complaint.  —  a.  Generally.  —  In  an  action  at 
law  to  recover  the  purchase  price,  the  vendor  must  plead  a  cause  of 
action  in  accordance  with  the  general  rules  elsewhere  discussed.^*    Ac- 


33.  See  17  Standard  Peoc.  949. 

34.  See  17  Standard  Pace.  831,  et 
seq. 

35.  See  the  title,  "Parties." 

[a]  Person  to  whom  note  is  pay- 
able but  for  the  benefit  of  another  may- 
sue  in  his  own  name.  Scantlin  v.  Alli- 
son, 12  Kan.  85. 

[b]  To  Use.  —  An  section  on  a  cove- 
nant to  pay  may  be  brought  by  the 
vendor  to  the  use  of  him  to  whom  it 
is  due.     Taylor  v.  Preston,  79  Pa.  436. 

[e]  An  assignee  of  a  bond  for  the 
purchase  money  of  land  may  sue  there- 
on in  his  own  name.  Minor  v.  Ed- 
wards, 10  Mo.  671. 

[d]  An  assignment  of  a  portion  of 
the  purchase  money  debt  does  not  make 
the  assignee  a  joint  owner  of  the 
whole  de.bt  so  as  to  necessitate  joining 
him.  Leese  v.  Sherwood,  21  Oal.  151, 
164. 

[e]  The  heir  of  one  of  the  obligors 
in  a  bond  for  title  is  a  proper  party. 
McLeod  V.  Snyder,  110  Mo.  298,  19 
S.  W.  494. 

Creditor  may  sue  purchaser  who 
agrees  to  pay  an  incumbrance  thereon, 
or  a  debt  of  the  grantor.  See  20 
Standard  Proc.  921. 

[f]  Each  of  several  grantors  hav- 
ing a  several  interest  in  the  land  may 
bring  a  separate  action  for  his  share 
of  the  purchase  money,  although  all 
join  in  the  deed.  Leake  v.  Brown,  43 
111.  372. 

While  the  husband  and  wife  may  join 
in  an  action  to  recover  the  purchase 
price  of  the  wife's  separate  lands,  the 
wife  is  not  a  necessary  party.  See  11 
Standard  Proc.  725. 

[g]  Third  personsi  claiming  the 
land  (1)  should  not  be  joined  (Mc- 
Donald V.  Morris,  89  N.  C.  99.  See  also 
Fisher  v.  Abney,  69  Tex.  416,  9  S.  W. 
321),  except  (2)  when  authorized  by 
statute.  See  Cincinnati  v.  Braehman, 
35  Ohio  289. 

[h]  The  mortgagee  whose  debt  is  as- 
sumed by  the  purchaser  is  not  a  neces- 
sary party  to  an  action  by  the  ven- 


dor.    Leese  v.  Sherwood,  21   Cal.  161, 
164. 

36.  See  the  titles,  "Declaration  and 
Complaint;"  "Implied  and  Express 
Agreements."  See  also  titles  dealing 
with  particular  forms  of  action  and 
aspects  of  pleading. 

For  formsi  see  9  Stiandard  Proc. 
1241. 

[a]  Complaints  held  su^fficient,  (1) 
see  the  following  cases:  Cal.  —  Al- 
mond City  Land  &  D.  Co.  v.  Patterson, 
35  Cal.  App.  99,  169  Pac.  258.  Ind. 
Campbell  v.  Patterson,  58  Ind.  66;  Hor- 
ton  V.  Thom,  32  Ind.  151;  Baltes  Land, 
Stone  &  Oil  Co.  v.  Sutton,  25  Ind.  App. 
695,  57  N.  E.  974.  Ky.  — Nelson  v. 
Crawford,  29  Ky.  L.  Eep.  516,  93  S.  W. 
644.  Md.  — Wolfe  v.  Hauver,  1  Gill. 
84.  N.  D.  —  Jensen  v.  Northwestern 
Underwriters'  Assn.,  35  N.  D.  223,  159 
N.  W.  611.  W.  Va.  —  Tracewell  v. 
Boggs,  14  W.  Va.  254.  Wis.  — First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Agnew,  45  Wis.  131.  (2) 
A  complaint  for  recovery  of  the  pur- 
chase price  is  sufScient,  which  sets 
out  the  contract  and  avers,  in  effect, 
that  the  real  estate  sold  thereby  had 
been  conveyed  to  the  defendant,  that 
possession  had  been  delivered  under 
the  conveyance,  that  the  defendant  ac- 
cepted possession  thereunder  and, 
when  suit  was  filed,  was  occupying 
and  enjoying  the  use  and  benefits  of 
the  real  estate  so  purchased  by  him. 
Harrell  v.  Neill,  56  Ind.  App.  547,  105 
N.  E.  926.  (3)  A  bill  is  sufacient  which 
is  clear  and  specific  as  to  the  terms  of 
sale,  the  land  sold,  the  price  per  Acre, 
and  which  alleges  that  the  vendee  took 
immediate  possession  under  said  sale, 
and  has  been  in  continuous  and 
peaceable  possession  thereof  ever  since 
the  sale,  but  refuses  to  pay  the  balance 
of  the  purchase  money.  Tracewell  v. 
Boggs,  14  W.  Va.  254. 

[bj  In  an  action  of  debt  on  the 
covenant  to  pay,  the  vendor  should  set 
out  the  covenant,  performance  on  his 
own  part,  and  failure   on  the  part   of 
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eordingly  unless  the  vendor  pleads  the  common  counts,^^  or  sues  on 
the  purchase  money  note,'*  he  must  allege  the  contract,'*  its  considera- 
tion*" and  breach,*'  and  allege  a  performance  of  conditions  precedent.*^ 
The  complaint  need  not  aflflrmatively  show  the  execution  or  tender  of 
a  deed*'  unless  required  by  the  contract  as  a  condition  precedent  to 
payment.**  But  if  the  contract  is  executory,  it  has  been  held  that  the 
vendor  must  allege  a  good  and  sufficient  title  in  himself.*^ 

b.  Conditions  Precedent.  —  When  declaring  specially  on  the  con- 
tract, the  plaintiff  must  allege  a  performance  of  all  conditions  prece- 
dent,*^   If  a  performance  or  tender  thereof  is  a  condition  precedent  the 


the  vendee,  and  conclude,  in  the  usual 
form,  that  by  reason  of  the  premises, 
action  hath  accrued  to  the  plfiintiff,  to 
have  and  demand  of  the  defendant,  etc. 
Huber  v.  Burke,  11  Serg.  &  B.  (Pa.) 
238. 

[c]  Where  law  and  equity  are  ad- 
ministered by  the  same  tribunal,  the 
vendor  should  allege  the  facts  in  his 
complaint  and  ask  for  such  relief  as 
by  the  rules  of  law  and  equity  he  may 
be  entitled  to  receive.  Walker  v. 
Sedgwick,  8  Cal.  398.  And  see  supra, 
I,  B,  4,  a,  and  I,  B,  8. 

37.  See  supra,  I,  C,  and  the  title, 
"Money  Counts." 

[a]  A  form  in  Indebitatus  as- 
sumpsit for  the  value  of  personal  prop- 
erty sold  and  delivered  is  sufficient 
when  suing  for  the  price  of  land  sold 
/and  conveyed.  Curran  v.  Curran,  40 
Ind.  473,  479. 

[b]  An  allegation  that  the  defend- 
ant i^  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the 
sum  of  $3000  for  the  described  real 
estate  sold  and  conveyed,  see  9  Stand- 
as  against  an  objection  that  the  price 
of  the  land  is  not  alleged  to  be  $3000. 
Curran  v.    Curran,   40   Ind.   473. 

Form  of  common  count  for  freehold 
estate  sold  and  conveyed,  see  9  Stand- 
ard Pboc.  1242. 

38.  See  infra,  this  section. 

39.  \Ala.  —  Mo~ss  v.  King,  186  Ala. 
475,  65  So.  180.  Ind.  —  Winstandley 
V.  Eariden,  110  Ind.  140,  11  N.  E.  15. 
N.  J.  — Biddle  v.  Coryell,  18  N.  J.  L. 
377,   38   Am.  Dec.   521. 

Maimer  of  alleging  contracts  gen- 
erally, see  the  title  "Implied  and  Els- 
press  Agreements." 

[a]  May  Plead  the  Covenant  Accord- 
ing to  its  Legal  Import.  —  Biddle  v. 
Coryell,  18  N.  J.  L.  377,  38  Am.  Dec. 
521. 

[b]  That  contract  is  in  writing  need 
not  be  alleged.     Ind.  —  Curran  v.  Cur- 
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ran,  40  Ind.  473.  Neb.  —  Sowards  v. 
Moss,  58  Neb.  119,  78  N.  "W.  373,  re- 
versing 59  Neb.  71,  80  N.  W.  268.  N.  O. 
Smith  V.  Arthur,  110  N.  C.  400,  15 
S.  E.  197. 

iSee  11  Standard  Pboc.  984;  10  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  68. 

[a]  In  describing  the  premises  sold, 
the  plaintiff  need  not  describe  the 
land  with  such  certainty,  that  the 
court  could  make  a  decree  of  convey- 
ance. Richards  v.  Edick,  17  Barb.  (N. 
Y.)   260.' 

40.  Wade  v.  Witt,  5  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
698.     See  11     Standard  Pboc.  986. 

Unless  otherwise  provided  by  stat- 
ute, see  11  Standard  Peoo.  987,  note 
26. 

[a]  The  plaintiff  must  allege  a  suf- 
ficient consideration  for  the  defend- 
ant's promise,  as  that  the  contract  was 
in  writing  or  that  possession  was  de- 
livered to  the  vendee.  Wade  v.  Witt, 
5  Ky.  L.  Eep.  698. 

41.  See  11  Standard  Pboc.  1006. 

42.  See  11  Standard  Pboc.  998. 

43.  Vandiver  v.  Reynolds,  174  Ala. 
582,  67  So.  462. 

44.  See  supra,  I,  C,  4;  infra,  1,  C, 
8,  b. 

45.  XT.  S.  —  Washington  v.  Ogden,. 
1  Black  450,  17  L.  ed.  203.  IVId.— Cole 
V.  Hynes,  46  Md.  181.  Mo.  —  Davis  v. 
Watson,  89  Mo.  App.  15. 

[a]  But  see  Brotherton  v.  Brother- 
ton,  19  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  327,  holding  the 
failure  of  title  is  a  matter  of  defense 
to  be  pleaded  by  the  defendant. 

As  to  allegation  of  readiness  and 
willingness  to  convey,  see  infra,  I,  C, 
8,  b. 

46.  Washington  v.  Ogden,  1  Black 
(U.  S.)  450,  17  L.  ed.  203.  See  6 
Standaed  Peoc.  677:  11  Standaed  Pboc. 
998. 

Otherwise  when  suing  on  the  pur- 
chase money  note,  see  infra,  I,  C,  9,  c. 
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plaintiff  must  allege  performance^'  or  offer  or  tender  of  performance," 
or  an  excuse  therefor.*'  A  general  allegation  of  performance  is  suffi- 
cient when  authorized  by  statute.^"  But  if  the  vendor  does  not  avail 
himself  of  the  statute,  he  must  allege  the  performance  with  all  the 
particularity  required  by  the  rules  of  the  common  law.^^ 

When  excused  the  plaintiff  must  allege  his  readiness  and  ability  to 
perform,''^  but  such  an  allegation  is  not  alone  sufficient  when  tender 
is  necessary  and  is  not  excused.^^ 


47.  TJ.  S.  —  Loud  V.  Pomona  Land  & 
Water  Co.,  153  U.  S.  564,  576,  14  Sup. 
Ct.  928,  38  L.  ed.  822.  Ark.  — McGe- 
hee  V.  Blackwell,  28  Ark.  27;  Lewis  v. 
Davis,  21  Ark.  235.  Ky.  —  Brown  v. 
Eeady,  14  Ky.  L.  Eep.  583,  20  S.  W. 
1036.  Tex.  —  Perry  v.  Eice,  10  Tex. 
367.  Eng.  —  Goodisson  v.  Nunn,  4  T. 
E.  762,  100  Eng.  Eeprint  1288. 

[a]  Aider  by  Verdict.  —  A  failure 
to  make  an  allegation  of  performance 
or  tender  when  required  is  cured  by 
the  verdict.  Davis  v.  Watson,  89  Mo. 
App.  15,  27;  Bailey  v.  Clay,  4  Hand. 
(25  Va.)  346.  See  generally  the  title, 
"Pleading." 

48.  IT.  S.  —  Loud  V.  Pomona  Land 
&  Water  Co.,  153  U.  8.  564,  576,  14 
Sup.  Ct.  928,  38  L.  led.  822;  Bank  of 
Columbia  v.  Wagner,  1  Pet.  455,  7  L. 
ed.  219.  Ala.  —  Moss  v.  King,  186  Ala. 
475,  65  So.  180.  Ark.  —  Lewis  v.  Davis, 
21  Ark.  235;  Smith  v.  Henry,  7  Ark. 
207,  44  Am.  Dec.  540.  Cal.  — McCros- 
key  V.  Ladd,  96  Cal.  455,  31  Pac.  558. 
Ind.  —  Zenor  v.  Pryor,  57  Ind.  App. 
222,  106  N.  E.  746.  Kam.  — Soper  v. 
Gabe,  55  Kan.  646,  41  Pac.  969;  Berry 
■».  Fairmount  Town  Co.,  4  Kan.  App. 
432,  46  Pac.  28.  Mo.  —  Davis  v.  Wat- 
son, 89  Mo.  App.  15.  Va. — Bailey  v. 
Clay,  4  Band.  (25  Va.)  346.  Wash. 
Hogan  V.  Kyle,  7  Wash.  595,  35  Pac. 
399,  38  Am.  St.  Eep.  910.  Eng.— Goo- 
disson V.  Nunn,  4  T.  E.  762,  100  Eng. 
Eeprint  1288. 

See  s-upra,  I,  C,  4,  b,  and  the  title 
"Tender." 

49.  Ala.  —  Moss  v.  King,  186  Ala. 
475,  65  So.  180.  N.  J.  — Shinn  v.  Eob- 
erts,  20  N.  J.  L.  435,  43  Am.  Dec.  636; 
Biddle  v.  Coryell,  18  N.  J.  L.  377,  38 
Am.  Dec.  521.  Wash.  —  Underwood 
V.  Tew,  7  Wash.  297,  34  Pac.  1100. 

See  11  Standard  Proc.  1000. 

Form  of  allegation  of  defendant's 
rescission  ^s  an  excuse  for  nonperform- 
ance, see  9  Standard  Proc.  1245. 

Form  of  allegation  of  false  represen- 
tations by  defendant  which  iffeveuted 


plaintiff  from  fulfilling,  see  9  Stand- 
ard Proc.  1246. 

50.  Smith  v.  Mohn,  87  Cal.  489,  25 
Pac.  696;  Collins  v.  Amiss,  159  Ind. 
693,  65  N.  E.  906.  See  6  Standard 
Proc.  692,  note  44;  11  Standard  Proc. 
1002. 

51.  Collins  ».  Amiss,  159  Ind.  593, 
65  N.  E.  906.  See  Harrell  v.  Neill,  56 
Ind.  App.  547,  105  N.  E.  926  (sufS- 
cient  allegation);  Ayars  «.  O'Connor, 
45   Wash.   132,   88  Pac.   119. 

[a]  It  is  not  always  sufBlcieut  to 
aver  performance  in  the  words  of  the 
contract.  The  intent  of  the  contract 
must  be  shown  to  have  been  per- 
formed; and  where  the  words  do  not 
clearly  and  unequivocally  express  in 
terms  that  which  in  judgment  of  law 
they  import,  their  legal  import  con- 
stitutes the  contract,  and  that,  must 
be  averred  to  have  been  done;  and 
where  it  is  necessary,  on  the  part  of 
the'  plaintiff,  to  aver  performance,  it 
must  be  set  forth  with  such  certainty 
as  to  enable  the  court  to  judge  whether 
the  intent  of  the  covenant  has  been 
fulfilled.  Thomas  v.  Van  Ness,  4  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)   549. 

[b]  He  should  aver,  not  that  he 
sold,  but  that  he  conveyed,  and  should 
set  forth  in  general  terms  the  nature 
of  the  conveyance.  Thomas  v.  Van 
Ness,  4  Wend.   (N.  T.)   549. 

52.  Moss  V.  King,  186  Ala.  475,  65 
So.  180;  Booth  v.  Milliken,  127  App. 
Div.  522,  111  N.  Y.  Supp.  791. 

53.  XT.  S.  —  Bank  of  Columbia  v. 
Hagner,  1  Pet.  455,  464,  7  L.  ed.  219. 
N.  J.  — Biddle  v.  Cory/ell,  18  N.  J.  L. 
377,  38  Am.  Dec.  521.  N.  Y.  — Parker 
V.  Parmele,  20  Johns.  130,  11  Am.  Dec. 
253.  Va.  —  Roach  v.  Dickinson,  9 
Gratt.  (50  Va.)  154. 

But  compare,  Ala.  —  Ledyard  v. 
Manning,  1  Ala.  153.  Ky.  —  Brown  v. 
Heady,  14  Ky.  L.  Eep.  583,  20  S.  W. 
1036.  N.  0.— Hardy  v.  McKesson,  51 
N.  C.  554.  Tex.  —  Perry  v.  Hice,  10 
Tex.  367,  to  effect  tlat  if  no  note  or 
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Wien  the  covenants  to  convey  and  to  pay  the  purchase  price  are 
independent,  the  complaint  need  not  allege  a  performance  or  con- 
veyance,^* or  a  tender  of  performance ;°®  an  allegation  of  readiness 
and  willingness  to  convey  upon  payment  of  the  purchase  money  is 
sufficient,^"  and  some  courts  have  held  that  even  such  an  allegation  is 
unnecessary.^^ 

c.  In  Action  on  Purchase  Money  Note.  —  When  the  purchase  money 
note  is  sued  on,  the  vendor  must  declare  on  the  note  as  in  actions  on 
notes  generally  f^  he  need  not  set  forth  the  consideration  of  the  note,^^ 
or  aver  performance  of  his  agreement  to  convey.*" 

9.  Answer  or  Plea.  —  a.  Generally.  —  The  defendant  must  plead  or 
answer  in  accordance  with  the  general  rules  elsewhere  treated,°^  avoid- 


other  security  is  given  and  the  coven- 
ants are  dependent,  the  plaintiff  must 
aver  a  conveyance  or  at  least  a  readi- 
ness to  convey. 

54.  U.  S.  —  Loud  V.  Pomona  Land 
&  Water  Co.,  153  U.  S.  564,  576,  14  Sup. 
Ct.  928,  38  L.  ed.  822.  Ind.  — Wile  v. 
Rochester  Improvement  Co.,  24  Ind. 
App.  422,  56  N.  E.  928.  Miim. — Noyes 
V.  Brown,  171  N.  W.  803.  Tex.— Perry 
V.  Rice,  10  Tex.  367. 

See  supra,  I,  C,  4,  b,  (II). 

55.  U.  S.  —  Loud  V.  Pomona  Land  & 
Water  Co.,  153  U.  S.  564,  576,  14  Sup. 
Ct.  928,  38  L.  ed.  822.  Ind.  — Wile  v. 
Rochester  Improvement  Co.,  24  Ind. 
App.  422,  56  N.  E.  928.  N.  Y.  —  Grant 
V.  Johnson,  5  Barb.  161.  Can.  —  Sword 
V.    Tedder,    13    Manitoba   572. 

56.  U.  S.  —  Loud  V.  Pomona  Land 
&  Water  Co.,  153  U.  S.  564,  576,  14 
Sup.  Ct.  928,  38  L.  ed.  822.  Miss. 
Bright  V.  Rowland,  3  How.  398.  Tex. 
Gober  v.  Hart,   36  Tex.   139. 

As  to  allegation  of  title  iu  plaintiff, 
see  supra,  I,  C,  8,  a. 

57.  Ind.  —  Wile  v.  Rochester  Im- 
provement Co.,  24  Ind.  App.  422,  56 
N.  E.  928.  Ore.  —  Sayre  v.  Mohney, 
35  Ore.  141,  56  Pac.  526.  Can.-  Sword 
V.   Tedder,   13   Manitoba  572. 

58.  See  generally  the  title  "Bills 
and  Notes." 

59.  Perry  v.  Rice,  10  Tex.  367.  See 
also   4   Standard   Pboc.   260. 

60.  Perry  v.  Rice,  10  Tex.  367. 

61.  See  11  Standard  Peoc.  1010, 
and  the  titles,  "Answers;"  "Confes- 
sion and  Avoidance;"  "Denials; 'a 
"Pleas;"  and  titles  dealing  with  par- 
ticular kinds  of  pleas  and  defenses. 

See  also  Chambers  v.  Talladega  Real 
Estate   &  L.   Assn.,   126  Ala.   296,   28 
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So.  636  (payment);  Korman  v.  Trainer, 
258  Pa.  362,  101  Atl.  1051,  insufficient 
affidavit   of   defense. 

[a]  The  contention  that  tbe  plain- 
tiff's action  is  premature  and  that  the 
cause  of  action  would  not  accrue  until 
an  abstract  is  furnished  is  matter  in 
abatement  and  must  be  pleaded  as 
such.  Barnum  v.  Lockhart,  75  Ore. 
528,  146  Pac.  975.  As  to  prematurity 
of   action,   see    the    title    "Suits   and 

•Actions." 

[b]  A  plea  of  payment  should  state 
the  time  the  payments  ware  made. 
O'Neal  V.  Phillips,  83  Ga.  656,  10  S.  E. 
352.    See  the  title  "Payment." 

[e]  Prof ert.  —  When  an  answer  to 
a  suit  on  a  purchase  money  note  al- 
leges that  the  note  was  given  for  pur- 
chase money  of  real  estate,  it  must  at 
common  law  and  under  some  statutes, 
make  profert  of  the  contract.  McDer- 
mott  V.  Cable,  23  Ark.  200.  See  the 
title  "Oyer  and  Profert." 

Flea  excusing  nonperformance  on 
the  ground  of  nonpayment  of  the  pur- 
chase price,  see  9  Standard  Peoc.  959. 

[d]  A  denial  of  the  Indebtedness 
without  a  denial  of  the  execution  of 
the  purchase  money  note  is  no  denial 
at  all.    Kinney  v.  Osborne,  14  Cal.  112. 

[e]  Answers  held  suflcient,  see  the 
following:  Ga.  —  Johnson  v.  Dorough, 
99  Ga.  644,  27  S.  E.  187  (answer  plead- 
ing false  representations  as  to  ven- 
dor's title);  Hamilton  v.  Conyers,  28 
Ga.  276,  answer  pleading  fraud  or  mis- 
take as  to  quantity  of  land.  Ind. 
Buck  V.  Hughes,  127  Ind.  46,  26  N.  E. 
558,  answer  pleading  that  contract  was 
not  due.  Kan.  —  De  Cordova  v.  Hoss, 
56  Kan.  679,  44  Pac.  618,  answer  set- 
ting up  incumbrance. 
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ing  indefiniteness,  uncertainty,  or  ambiguity,'^  duplicity/^  and  repug- 
nancy." 

b.  Particular  Defenses.  —  (I.)  Generally.  -  The  necessity  and  man- 
ner of  pleading  particular  matters  of  defense  are  governed  by  the 
rules  applicable  to  contract  actions  generally.*^ 

(n.)  Fraud  or  Misrepresentation.  —  A  defendant  relying  on  fraud  as  a 
complete  defense  because  justifying  a  rescission,  must  allege  facts  con- 
stituting the  fraud  relied  oti,°^  and,  where  the  vendee  has  the  title  and 
possession,  a  reconveyance"^  and  surrender  of  possession,"*  or  a  tender 
or  offer  of  these  things,"^  or  some  sufficient  reason  for  not  doing  so.'^" 

(III.)  Failure  To  Deliver  Possession.  —  A  plea  setting  up  a  failure  to 
deliver  possession  of  the  land  must  show  that  by  the  terms  of  the  sale 
possession  was  to  pass  before  payment,"  or  contemporaneously  there- 


62.  Ala.  —  Hardy  v.  Branch  Bani, 
15  Ala.  722.  Cal.  —  Kinney  v.  Osborne, 
14  Cal.  112.     Ind.  —  Burrows  v.  Yount, 

6  Blaekf.  458,  39  Am.  Dec.  439.  N.  C. 
McGee  v.  Craven,  106  N.  0.  351,  11 
S.  B.  375. 

See  the  title,  "Certainty  In  Plead- 
ing." 

63.  See  the   title,   "Duplicity." 

64.  Ansley  •».  Bank  of  Piedmont, 
113  Ala.  467,  21  So.  59,  59  Am.  St. 
Eep.  122.  See  the  title,  "Repugnancy" 
and  2  Standard  Proc.  26. 

[a]  Facts  which,  show  fraud  and 
which  are  averred  in  a  plea  in  bar  of 
the  action  cannot  be  made  the  basis 
in  the  same  plea  to  support  a  claim 
of  set-off  or  recoupment.  Ansley  v. 
Bank  of  Piedmont,  113  Ala.  467,  21  So. 
59,  59  Am.  St.  Eep.  122. 

65.  See  11  Standard  PRoa  1010, 
and  titles  dealing  with  particular  de- 
fenses. 

66.  Ala.  —  Giles  v.  Williams,  3  Ala. 
316,  37  Am.  Dec.  692.  Ark.  —  Seaborn 
V.  Sutherland,  17  Ark.  603.  111.  —  Slack 
V.  McLagan,  15  111.  242.  Ky.  — Eyan 
V.  Middlesborough  Town-Lands  Co.,  106 
Ky.  181,  52  S.  W.  33;  Tinsley  v.  Ogg, 

7  Dana  385.  Minn.  —  Knappen  v.  Free- 
man, 47  Minn.  491,  50  N.  W.  533.  Miss. 
Hageman  v.  Sharkey,  1  How.  277,  29 
Am.  Dec.  627.  Mont. —First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  How,  1  Mont.  604.  Ore. 
Specht  V.  Allen,  12  Ore.  117,  6  Pac.  494. 
Tex.  —  Woodward  v.  Rodgers,  20  Tex. 
176;  Morris  v.  Brown,  38  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  266,  85  S.  W.  1015,  answer  held 
sufficient. 

But  compare,  Eyan  v.  Middlesborough 
Town-Lands  Co.,  106  Ky.  181,  52  S. 
W.   33,  as  to  allegation  of  conclusion. 

See  22  Standard  Proc.  997,  and  gen- 


erally the  title,  "Fraud  and  Deceit." 
Fraud  as  basis  of  counterclaim  for 
damages,  see  infra,  I,  C,  9,  c,  (III). 

[a]  Intent  To  Defraud  Must  Be 
Stated.  Cal.  —  Kinney  v.  Osborne,  14 
Cal.  112.  Fla.  — Mickler  v.  Reddick, 
38  Fla.  341,  352,  21  So.  286.  Ind. 
Langsdale  v.  Girton,  51  Ind.  99.  Miss. 
Hageman  v.  Sharkey,  1  How.  277,  29 
Am.  Dec.  627.  N.  C.  —  Galloway  v. 
Goolsby,  176  N.  C.  635,  97  S.  E.  617. 

[b]  Knowledge  of  falsity  of  rep- 
resentations or  the  assertion  of  the 
truth  of  statements  without  knowledge 
of  their  truth  must  be  alleged.  Eyan 
V.  Middlesborough  Town-Lands  Co.,  21 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  193,  52  S.  W.  33. 

[c]  Reliance  on  representations 
must  be  alleged.  Ala.  —  Kannady  v. 
Lambert,  37  Ala.  57.  Ind.  —  Black  v. 
Thompson,  136  Ind.  611,  36  N.  E.  643; 
Mcintosh  V.  Eobison,  68  Ind.  120.  Ky. 
Eyan  v.  Middlesborough  Town-Lands 
Co.,  21  Ky.  L.  Eep.  193,  52  S.  W.  33. 
Tex.  —  Luekie  v.  McGlasson,  22  Tex. 
282. 

67.  Post  V.  Shirley,  5  Blaekf.  (Ind.) 
430. 

68.  Ala.  —  Ansley  v.  Bank  of  Pied- 
mont, 113  Ala.  467,  21  So.  59,  59  Am. 
St.  Eep.  122.  Ark.  —  Seaborn  v.  Suth- 
erland, 17  Ark.  603.  Ky.  — Tinsley  v. 
Ogg,  7  Dana  385. 

69.  See  cases  in  preceding  notes 
and  the  title  "Tender."  See  also  22 
Standard  Proc.  1008,  1010. 

70.  Ansley  v.  Bank  of  Piedmont,  113 
Ala.  467,  21  So.  59,  59  Am.  St.  Eep. 
122. 

71.  Jones  v.  State,  10,0  Ala.  209,  14 
So.  115.  See  Miller  v.  Wood,  23  Ark. 
546. 
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with,  in  which  latter  case  a  tender  of  payment  when  possession  was 

demanded  must  be  alleged."  .        .,  j-  ^v. 

(IV.)  FaUure  or  Refusal  To  Convey  or  Tender  a  Deed.  —  A  failure  Oi  the 
vendor  to  perform  or  tender  a  conveyance  when  required  is  pleadable 
in  bar  of  the  action,"  and  must  be  brought  forward  by  special  pleas.'* 
An  answer  charging  a  failure  to  convey  must  allege  a  promise  to 
2onvey'=  and  show  that  it  is  a  dependent  agreement,  the  performance 
of  which  is  a  condition  precedent  to  suit,'^  as  well  as  such  other  facts 
as  may  be  necessary  to  the  defense."  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver 
that  a  deed  was  tendered  by  the  purchaser  and  the  vendor  refused  to 
execute  it.'* 

(V.)  Want  or  Failure  of  Consideration.'s —  The  authorities  are  not  har- 
monious as  to  the  right  of  a  purchaser  to  plead  total  failure  of  title 
on  a  conveyance  with  warranty,  as  a  defense  to  a  suit  for  the  purchase 
money.*"  When  allowed,  an  answer  specially  pleading  a  defect  in  the 
title  of  the  vendor  as  a  defense  to  the  action  must  show  a  total  failure 


72.  Lee  v.  Dozier,  40  Miss.  477. 

73.  Cunningham  v.  Gwinn,  4  Blackf. 
(Ind.)   341. 

74.  Vandiver  v.  Eeynolds,  174  Ala. 
582,  57  So.  462. 

75.  Jonea  v.  State,  100  Ala.  209,  14 
So.  115;  Hardy  v.  Branch  Bank,  15 
Ala.  722;  Prewett  v-  Vaughn,  21  Ark. 
417. 

76.  Prewett  v.  Vaughn,  21  Ark.  417. 

77.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  A  plea,  that  the  deed  had  not 
been  offered  on  the  appointed  day  ac- 
cording to  the  tenor  and  effect  o^  the 
contract,  is  sufficient  as  against  a  gen- 
eral demurrer.  McCuUough  v.  Daw- 
son, Smith  (Ind.)  245;  Gorham  v. 
Reeves,  1  Ind.  421,  Smith  (Ind.)  239. 
See  also  Tyler  v.  Young,  3  111.  444,  35 
Am.  Dec.  116. 

[b]  Conclusion.  —  An  averment, 
"that,  by  the  terms  of  said  purchase 
the  defendant  Eariden  was  entitled  to 
■a  deed  for  said  land  and  to  the  possses- 
sion  thereof,"  is  a  mere  conclusion  of 
law.  Winstandley  v.  Eariden,  110  Ind. 
140,  11  N.  E.  15. 

[c]  A  plea  alleging  the  considera- 
tion for  the  note  sued  on  was  the  pur- 
chase of  land  must  state  from  whom 
the  land  was  purchased.  Winstandley 
V.  Eariden,  110  Ind.  140,  11  N.  E.  15. 

[d]  When  the  contract  provides  a 
conveyance  shall  be  made  on  payment 
of  the  purchase  money  or  on  obtaining 
a  patent  to  the  land,  an  answer  charg- 
ing failure  to  convey  must  state  such 
facts  as  will  enable  the  court  to  de- 
termine what  exertion  is  proper  for 
the  plaintiff  to  make,  and  whether  a 
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reasonable  time  had  been  afforded  him, 
under  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
to  obtain  the  patent.  Perry  v.  Eiee, 
10  Tex.   367,  374. 

78.  Smith  v.  Henry,  7  Ark.  207,  44  . 
Am,    Dec.    540,     overriding,     Byers    v. 
Aiken,    5    Ark.    419,    and    Drennen   v. 
Boyer,   5  Ark.   497. 

79.  See  9  Standard  Peoc.  238. 
Pleading     failure    of    consideration 

generally,  see  11  Standard  Peoc.  1021. 

80.  See  the  following  cases:  Fla. 
Mickler  v.  Eeddick,  38  Fla.  341,  21  So. 
286.  N.  Y.  — Tallmadge  v.  Wells,  25 
Wend.  107.  Okla.  —  Lafferty  v.  Evans, 
17  Okla.  247,  87  Pae.  304,  21  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  363. 

[a]  A  reason  for  holding  the  de- 
fense inadmissible  is  (1)  that  though 
the  court  of  law  is  the  proper  tribunal 
to  try  title  to  land,  it  will  not  try .  it 
collaterally.  But  where  there  has  been 
an  eviction  the  defense  of  failure  of 
consideration  may  be  let  in,  because 
the  superiority  of  the  outstanding  title 
is  then  established  by  a  judicial  de- 
termination. Hoy  V.  Taliaferro,  8  Smed. 
&  M.  (Miss.)  727.  (2)  Another  rea- 
son is  that  the  vendor's  liability  on 
his  covenant  is  not  destroyed  by  the 
vendee's  plea.  Young  v.  Triplett,  5 
Litt.  (Ky.)  247.  (3)  Furthermore,  the 
defendant  in  possession  may  continue 
in  possession  and  would  be  given  the 
land  without  payment  of  the  considera- 
tion if  allowed  to  plead  the  defense. 
Lafferty  v.  Evans,  17  Okla.  247,  87  Pac. 
304,   21   L.   E.   A.    (N.   S.)    363. 

[b]  In  Actions  on  a  Specialty. 
At   common  law  the   defendant   could 
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of  consideration,*^  and  the  particular  defects  relied  on.'^  If  there  are 
outstanding  titles,  he  must  allege  the  existence,*'  nature  and  character,** 
and  validity*^  of  the  outstanding  title,  and  the  names  of  the  adverse 
claimants.**  The  answer  should  show  whether  or  not  the  purchaser 
is  in  possession,*^  whether  or  not  a  deed  to  the  land  was  executed  by 
the  vendor,**  and  what  was  its  nature.*^  If  the  purchaser  had  been  in 
undisturbed  possession  under  a  deed,  he  must  allege  facts  showing  a 


not  plead  a  mere  want  or  failure  of 
consideration  in  an  action  on  a  spec- 
ialty, but  it  is  otherwise  under  modern 
statutes.  Ala.  —  Giles  v.  Williams,  3 
Ala.  316,  37  Am.  Dec.  692.  Ind.— Leo- 
nard V.  Bates,  1  Blackf.  172.  N.  Y. 
Tallmadge  v.  Wallis,  25  Wend.  107. 

81.  Tallmadge  v.  Wallis,  25  Wend. 
i(N.  Y.)  107. 

[a]  Only  when  the  consideration  has 
utterly  failed  isi  the-  plea  allowed. 
Young  V.  Triplett,  5  Litt.  (Ky.)  247. 

[b]  A  plea  showing  (1)  that,  at  the 
time  of  the  conveyance,  the  vendor 
had  no  estate  or  interest  whatever  in 
the  premises  or  in  any  part  thereof  is 
a  good  plea  in  bar.  Tallmadge  v.  Wal- 
lis, 25  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  107.  (2)  A  plea 
is  sufficient  which  sets  up  that  the  note 
sued  on  was  given  for  a  tract  of  land, 
for  which  the  plaintiff  executed  his  bond 
for  title  in  the  usual  form  to  the  de- 
fendant and  that  the  plaintiff  had  no 
title  to  the  land  and  is  insolvent;  and 
which  offers  to  deliver  up  the  bond  to 
be  canceled  and  which  prays  a  rescis- 
sion of  the  contract.  Sizemore  v, 
Pinkston,  51  Ga.  398. 

Pleading  partial  failure  as  a  defense 
pro  tauto,  see  infra,  I,  C,  9,  e,  (II). 

Defense  admissible  under  general  is- 
sue, see  7  Standard  Proc.  74. 

82.  Ark.—  Walker  v.  Towns,  23  Ark. 
147;  Bolton  v.  Branch,  22  Ark.  435; 
Worthington  v.  Curd  &  Co.,  22  Ark. 
277.  Mo.  —  Staley  v.  Ivory,  65  Mo.  74; 
Copeland  v.  Loan,  10  Mo.  266.  Pa. 
Greenwalt  v.  Born,  3  Yeates  6.  Tenn. 
Bond  V.  Montague,  54  S.  W.   65. 

83.  Cook  V.  Jackson,  20  Tex.  209; 
Perry  v.  Bice,  10   Tex.  367. 

[a]  The  existence  of  a  superior  out- 
standing title  should  be  averred  as  a 
fact  with  such  certainty  of  description 
that  the  issue  is  susceptible  of  proof 
and  disproof.  Perry  v.  Eice,  10  Tex. 
367. 

84.  Hosteller  v.  Astin,  61  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  455,  129  S.  W.  1136. 

[a]  The  nature  of  the  superior  title 
or  the   character  and  length   of  time 


of  the  adverse  holding  must  be  shown. 
Hosteller  v.  Astin,  61  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
455,  ,129  S.   W.  1136. 

85.  Ark.  —  Walker  v.  Towns,  23 
Ark.  147;  Bolton  v.  Branch,  22  Art. 
435.  Pa.  —  Ludwick  v.  Huutzinger,  5 
Watts  &  S.  51;  Brick  v.  Coster,  4 
Watts  &  S.  494.  Tex.  —  Cook  v.  Jack- 
son, 20   Tex.   209. 

86.  Ark.  —  Walker  v.  Towns,  23 
Ark.  147.  Fla.  —  Mickler  v.  Eeddick, 
38  Fla.  341,  353,  21  So.  286.  Tex. 
Hosteller  v.  Astin,  61  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
455,   129   S.  W.  1136. 

87.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Presumption. —  (1)  But  a  fail- 
ure to  allege  that  the  defendant,  who 
has  made  a  substantial  payment,  is 
out  of  possession,  authorizes  the  con- 
clusion that  he  is  in  possession  (Mal- 
lard V.  Allred,  106  Ga.  603,  32  S.  E. 
588.  See  also  La  Forge  v.  Mathews, 
68  lU.  328),  except  (2)  when  it  is  al- 
leged that  the  vendor  had  no  estate  or 
interest  in  the  premises.  Tallmadge  v. 
Wallis,  25  Wend.    (N.  Y.)    107. 

[b]  When  the  vendee  is  put  in  pos- 
session of  a  part  only  of  the  land  sold, 
the  rest  being  held  by  an  adverse  pos- 
sessor, the  vendee  may  ask  for  a  rescis- 
sion of  the  contract  and  for  compensa- 
tion for  improvements, ,  without  alleg- 
ing nonresidency,  insolvency,  or  fraud 
of  the  vendor,  or  an  eviction.  Laevison 
v.  Baird,  12  Ky.  L.  Eep.  786,  15  S.  W. 
252. 

88.  Ala.  —  Jones  v.  State,  100  Ala. 
209,  14  So.  115.  Ark.  — HcDermott  v. 
Cable,  23  Ark.  200.  Ind.  —  HcClerkin 
V.  Sutton,  29  Ind.  407.  Mo.  — Staley 
».  Ivory,  65  Mo.  74.  Ohio.  —  Picket's 
Admr.  v.  Picket's  Admr.,  6  Ohio  St. 
525. 

[a]  That  there  were  no  liabilities 
imposed  by  the  deed  either  on  the 
vendor  or  previous  warrantors  must  be 
shown,  according'  to  Young  v.  Triplett, 
5  Litt.  (Ky.)  247. 

89.  La  Forge  v.  Mathews,  68  111. 
328;  Stookey  v.  Hughes,  18  111.  55; 
Conwell  V.  Clifford,  45  Ind.  392. 
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breach  of  covenant^"  br  fraud.^^  If  the  deed  contains  covenants  of 
warranty,  he  must  allege  an  eviction,^^  or  something  equivalent  thereto,^* 
an  abandonment  or  surrender  of  possession  to  the  owner  of  the  para- 
mount title,"*  or,  in  some  states,  a  liability  to  eviction  by  a  superior 
outstanding  title  of  which  he  had  no  notice  at  the  time  of  his  purchase,^® 
or  that  a  suit  endangering  his  possession  is  actually  pending  or 
threatened  ;°^  or  he  must  aver  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  vendor,"'  or 
nonresidence,'*  or  insolvency""  of  the  vendor,  or  some  ground  which 


[a]  For  the  reason,  that  in  the  ab- 
sence of  fraud  or  warranty,  the  pur- 
chaser takes  the  title  at  his  own  risk, 
Stookey  v.  Hughes,  18  111.  55. 

90.  Mahoney  v.  Bobbins,  49  Ind. 
146;  Conwell  v.  Clifeord,  45  Ind.  392; 
Starkey  v.  Neese,  30  Ind.  222;  Laug- 
hery  v,  McLean,  14  Ind.  106. 

[a]  In  a  suit  on  a  piomissory  note, 
for  purchase  money  of  land,  an  answer 
setting  up  a  failure  of  title  without 
showing  breach  of  covenant  or  fraud 
is  bad  on  demurrer.  Mahoney  v.  Bob- 
bins, 49  Ind.  146. 

[b]  The  answer  should  distinctly 
point,  out  the  covenants  in  the  deed 
and  in  proper  form  allege  a  breach. 
WUkins  V.  Jessup,  8  Ind.  262. 

[cj  A  copy  of  the  deed  must  be 
filed,  if  the  deed  contains  any  coven- 
ants that  were  broken.  Laughery  v. 
McLean,  14  Ind.  106.  See  the  title 
"Exhibits." 

91.  Mahoney  v.  Bobbins,  49  Ind. 
146;     Conwell  v.  Clifford,  45  Ind.  392. 

[a]  If  the  conveyance  contains  no 
warranty  whatever,  a  want  or  failure 
of  title  cannot  be  set  up  in  bar  of  the 
action  unless  fraud  is  shown.  Mc- 
Daniel  v.  Grace,  15  Ark.  465,  487; 
Laughery  v.  McLean,  14  Ind.  106. 

92.  Ala.  —  Jones  v.  State,  100  Ala. 
209,  14  So.  115;  Eads  v.  Murphy,  52 
Ala.  520;  Giles  v.  Williams,  3  Al^. 
316,  37  Am.  Dec.  692.  Fla.  — Miekler 
V.  Eeddiek,  38  Tla.  341,  21  So.  286. 
Ga.  — Mallard  v.  Allred,  106  Ga.  503, 
32  S.  E.  588.  Ind.  — Wimberg  V. 
Schwegeman,  97  Ind.  528;  MeClerkin 
V.  Sutton,  29  Ind.  407;  Estep  v.  Estep, 
23  Ind.  114;  Wilkins  v.  Jessup,  8  Ind. 
262.  Ky.  — English  v.  Thomasson,  82 
Ky.  820;  Laevison  v.  Baird,  12  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  786,  15  S.  W.  252.  La.  — Morton 
V.  Copeland,  25  La.,  Ann.  592.  Miss. 
Guice  V.  Sellers,  43  Miss.  52,  5  Am. 
Rep.  476;  Feemster  v.  May,  13  Smed. 
&  M.  275,  53  Am.  Dec.  131;  Hoy  v. 
Taliaferro,  8  Smed.  &  M,  727.  Mo. 
See  Wellman  v.  Dismukes,  42  Mo.  101, 
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Tex.  — Price   v.   Blount,  41   Tex,   472, 
475. 

[a]  The  reason  is  that  a  covenant 
of  warranty  is  not  broken  until  there 
has  been  an  eviction  or  something 
equivalent  thereto.  Tallmadge  v.  Wal- 
lis,  25  Wend.  fN.  Y.)  107. 

93.  Tallmadge  v.  Wallis,  25  Wend. 
(N.  T.)  107.  See  also  La  Forge  v. 
Mathews,  68  111.  328;  Frisbee  v.  HofE- 
nagle,  11  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  50,  where  a 
judgment  on  a  mortgage  had  been  re- 
covered and  the  land  sold,  though  the 
plaintiff  had  not  been  ejected,  he  may 
set  up  such  total  failure  of  considera- 
tion. 

94.  Eads  v.  Murphy,  52  Ala.  520; 
Wimberg  v.  Schwegeman,  97  Ind.  528. 

95.  Price  v.  Blount,  41  Tex.  472; 
Morris  v.  Brown,  38  Tex.  Civ.  App, 
266,  85  S.  W.  1015. 

96.  Jackson  •».  Welsh  Land  Assn., 
51  W.  Va.  482,  492,  41  S.  E.  920. 

[a]  The  grounds  of  the  suit  must 
be  stated.  Jackson  v.  Welsh  Land 
Assn.,  51  W.  Va.  482,  492,  41  S.  E. 
920. 

97.  Ala,  —  Heflin  v.  Phillips,  96  Ala. 
561,  11  So.  729.  Fla.  —  Miekler  v.  Red- 
dick,  38  Fla.  341,  21  So.  286.  Ga. 
Sanderlin  v.  Willis,  94  Ga.  171,  21  S.  E. 
291.  Ind.  —  Black  v.  Thompson,  136 
Ind.  611,  36  N.  E.  643;  Mahoney  v. 
Bobbins,  49  Ind.  146,  Ky.  —  Abner  v. 
York,  19  Ky,  L.  Rep.  643,  41  S.  W. 
309;  Laevison  v.  Baird,  12  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
786,  15  S.  W.  252.  Miss.  — Gilpin  v. 
Smith,  11  Smed.  &  M.  109. 

[a]  Facts,  not  conclusions,  must  be 
alleged.  Miekler  v.  Reddick,  38  Fla. 
341,  352,  21  So.  286. 

ITecessary  allegations  when  alleging 
fraud,  see  supra,  I,  C,  9,  c,  (I). 

98.  Mallard  v.  Allred,  106  Ga.  503, 
32  S.  E.  588;  Abner  v.  York,  19  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  643,  41  S.  W.  309;  Laevison 
V.  Baird,  12  Ky.  L.  Rep.  786,  15  S.  W. 
252. 

99.  Ala.  —  Heflin  v.  Phillips,  96  Ala. 
561,  11  So.  729;     Wyatt  v.  Garlington, 
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would  in  equity  entitle  the  purchaser  to  relief  .^  If  in  possession  under 
a  covenant  of  seisin,  a  plea  showing  that  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance, 
the  vendor  had  no  estate  or  interest  whatever  in  the  premises  or  in  any 
part  thereof  is  a  valid  bar  to  the  suit,^  without  an  averment  of  ouster 
or  eviction,^  since  a  covenant  of  seisin,  is  broken  as  soon  as  it  is  made 
if  there  is  outstanding  title  and  adverse  possession.  In  addition  thereto, 
the  purchaser  must  establish  such  circumstances  as  prima  facia  repel 
the  presumption  that  at  the  time  of  the  purchase,  he  knew  and  in- 
tended to  run  the  risk  of  the  defect,*  and  unless  he  has  been  evicted  or 
has  surrendered  possession,  he  must  allege  a  return  of  possession  or 
offer  to  rescind  the  contract,*  or  if  he  seeks  to  enforce  the  contract, 
he  may  in  some  states  allege  a  readiness  to  pay  the  balance  of  the 
purchase  money  upon  the  plaintiff 's  manifesting  his  capacity  to  convey 
good  title.® 

Executory  Contract.  —  When  there  has  been  no  conveyance,  an  eviction 
is  not  essential  to  a  defense  of  failure  of  consideration  from  a  defect 
in  title,'  unless  the  purchaser  is  in  possession  under  a  bond  for  title,* 
and  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  the  insolvency  of  the  vendor.^ 

e.  Set-Off,  Counterclaim,  Recoupment  and  Gross-Complaint.  —  (I.)  In 
General.  -  The  purchaser  when  sued  for  the  purchase  money  may  inter- 


56  Ala.  576.  Ga.  — Mallard  v.  Allred, 
106  Ga.  503,  32  S.  E.  588;  Sanderlin 
V.  Willis,  94  Ga.  171,  21  S.  E.  291. 
Ky.  — Abner  v.  York,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
643,  41  S.  "W.  309;  Laevison  v.  Baird, 
12  Ky.  L.  Kep.  786,  15  S.  W.  252.  W. 
Va.  —  Jackson  v.  Welsh  Land  Assn., 
51  W.  Va.  482,  492,  41  S.  E.  920. 

1.  Mallard  v.  Allred,  106  Ga.  503,  32 
S.  E.  588. 

2.  Ind.  —  Wilkins  v.  Jessup,  8  Ind. 
262.  la.  —  Camp  v.  Douglas,  10  Iowa 
586.  N.  Y.  —  Tallmadge  v.  Wallis,  25 
Wend.  107. 

[a]  The  plea  must  show  an.  absolute 
failure  of  title,  as  the  bond  sued  on  is 
presumptive  evidence  of  a  good  con- 
sideration for  the  whole  amount  of 
the,  purchase  money.  Tallmadge  v. 
Wallis,  25  Wend.   (N.  Y.)   107. 

[b]  It  is  sufficient  to  negative  the 
words  of  the  covenant,  and  to  allege 
that  the  grantor  had  no  title  or  seisin. 
It  is  not  necessary  to  aver  ouster  or 
eviction.  Camp  v.  Douglas,  10  Iowa 
586. 

3.  Camp  1).  Douglas,  10  Iowa  586. 

4.  Staley  v.  Ivory,  65  Mo.  74;  Her- 
ron  V.  De  Bard,  24_Tex.  181;  Blanks  v. 
Eipley,  8  Tex.  Civ.  App.  156,  27  S.  W. 
732. 

5.  Ark.  —  Seaborn  v.  Sutherland,  17 
Ark.  203.  Mo.— Staley  v.  Ivory,  65 
Mo.  74.  Wash.  —  Eenworthy  v.  Mer- 
ritt,  2   Wash,  Ter.  155,  7  Pac.  62. 


See  supra,  I,  Cj  5. 

6.     Sharp's   Bxr.  v.   Baker,   22 


Tex. 


306. 

7.  Timms  v.  Shannon,  19  Md.  296, 
81  Am.  Dec.  632;  Gober  v.  Hart,  36 
Tex.  139;  Blanks  v.  Eipley,  8  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  156,  27  S.  W.  732. 

8.  Coleman  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  115 
Ala.  307,  22  So.  84;  Strong  v.  Wad- 
dell,  56  Ala.  471.  But  see  Wiggins  v. 
McGimpsey,  13  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.) 
532;  Teemster  «.  May,  13  Smed.  &  M. 
(Miss.)   275,  53  Am.  Dec.  83. 

[a]  A  vendee  In  possession  "under 
a  .  .  .  bond  stipulating  for  the  convey- 
ance of  title  with  covenants  of  war- 
ranty .  .  .  cannot,  unless  there  was 
fraud  in  the  sale  to  him,  or  the  vendor 
is  insolvent,  and  therefore  without 
ability  to  respond  to  his  covenants,  so 
long  as  he  remains  in  possession,  either 
at  law  or  in  equity  defend  against  the 
payment  of  the  purchase  money." 
Coleman  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  115  Ala. 
307,  311,  22  So.  84,  quoting  Strong  v. 
Waddell,  56   Ala.   471. 

[b]  The  reason  the  purchaser  is  not 
permitted  to  plead  a  failure  of  con- 
sideration is  that  the  purchaser  can 
hold  the  vendor  liable  on  his  bond 
after  the  plea  is  allowed  as  well  as  be- 
fore. Young  V.  Triplett,  5  Litt.  (Ky.) 
247. 

9.  Gober  v.  Hart,  36  Tex.  139. 
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pose  a  set-off,  counterclaim,  recoupment  or  cross-complaint  in  accord- 
ance with  the  general  rules  regulating  such  cross-demands.^" ,  In  some 
states  the  purchaser  may  by  way  of  reconvention  ask  a  rescission  of 
the  contract  of  sale.^^ 

(II.)  Breach  of  CoTenants.  —  (A.)  In  General.  —  Damage  resulting  from 
a  breach  of  the  vendor's  covenant  of  warranty, ^^  or  covenant  of  quiet 
possession,"  or  covenant  to  convey,^*  may  be  the  subject  of  counter- 
claim, set-off  or  recoupment.  But  in  the  absence  of  statute  permitting 
it,"  a  partial  failure  of  title"  cannot  be  set  up  by  way  of  recoupment  by 


10.  See  the  titles,  "S6t-oflF,  Counter- 
claitQ  and  Recoupment;"  "Cross-Com- 
plaint;" and  Eads  v.  Murphy,  52  Ala. 
520;  Martin  v.  Wharton,  38  Ala.  637; 
Adkins  v.  Ferrell,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1082, 
42   S.  W.  1145. 

[a]  The  rule  is  that  whenever  the 
vendee  can  maintaia  a  cross-action  at 
law,  because  of  matters  arising  out  of 
the  contract  of  purchase,  or  because 
of  'the  vendor's  breach  ox  the  obliga- 
tions of  the  contract  and  the  damages 
recoverable  are  fixed  by  a  legal  stand- 
ard, such  damages  may  be  insisted  on 
as  a  set-off  to  an  action  for  the  pur- 
chase money.  Bads  v.  Murphy,  52  Ala. 
520. 

[b]  Mutuality  of  Claims  required. 
Harrell  v.  Neill,  56  Ind.  App.  547,  105 
N.  E.  926;  Greathouse  v.  Greathouse, 
60   Tex.  597. 

[c]  Unliquidated  claims  or  demands 
cannot  be  plea!ded  by  way  of  set-off  in 
some  states.  Loring  v.  Otis,  7  Gray 
(Mass.)  563;  Myers  v.  Estell,  47  Miss. 
4. 

[d]  A  balance  due  on  partnership 
transactions  may  be  set  off.  Greathouse 
V.    Greathouse,   60   Tex.   597. 

[e]  Damages  resulting  from  a  con- 
demnation of  a  part  of  the  land  cannot 
be  set  off  against  the  purchase  money 
note.  Stevenson  v.  Loehr,  57  111.  609, 
11   Am.  Eep.   36. 

[f]  Damages  for  failure  to  procure 
a  relinquishment  of  the  right  of 
dower  existing  in  the  vendor's  wife 
cannot  be  set  off.  Martin  v.  Wharton, 
38   Ala.    637. 

[g]  Damages  occasioned  by  the  ven- 
dor's failure  to  join  in  the  construction 
of  an  adjoining  street,  pursuant  to  his 
agreement,  cannot  be  set  off,  although 
perhaps  a  claim  for  the  expense  in- 
curred might  be.  Loring  v.  Otis,  7 
Gray  (Mass.)  563. 

11.  See  Houts  v.  Scharbauer,  46 
Tex.    Civ.    App.    605,    103    S.   W.    679, 

Vol.  XXV 


holding  the  reconvention  not  improper- 
ly allowed  despite  absence  of  certain 
parties. 

12.  Ala.— Martin  v.  Wharton,  38 
Ala.  637;  Nelms  v.  Prewitt,  37  Ala, 
389;  Holley  v.  Younge,  27  Ala.  203.' 
la.  —  Brandt  v.  Poster,  5  Iowa  287,  299. 
N.  H.  — Drew  v.  Towle,  27  N.  H.  412, 
59  Am.  Dec.  380.  N.  J.  —  Coster  v. 
Monroe  Mfg.  Co.,  2  N.  J.  Eq.  467; 
Union  Nat.  Bank  v.  Finner,  25  N.  J. 
Eq.  495.  IT.  Y.  —  Grantier  v.  Austin, 
66  Hun  157,  20  N.  Y.  Supp.  968,  49  N. 
Y.  St.  136.  Ohio.  —  Sheldon  v.  Sim- 
onds,  Wright  724.  S.  C.  —  Evans  v. 
McLucas,  12  S.  0.  56.  Wis.  — Akerly 
V.  Vilas,  21  Wis.  88,  109,  110. 

[a]  In  Suit  by  Assignee.  —  Armen- 
trout's  Exrs.  «.  Gibbons,  30  Gratt.  (71 
Va.)    632. 

[b]  Money  paid  to  purchase  an  out- 
standing title  may  be  set  off  or  re- 
couped. Redding  v.  Lamb,  81  Mich 
318,  331,  45  N.  W.  997. 

13.  Grantier  v.  Austin,  66  Hun  157, 
20  N.  Y.  Supp.  968,  49  N.  Y.  St.  136; 
Henning's  Exrs.  v.  Withers,  3  Brev, 
(S.  C.)  458,  2  Tread.  Const.  584,  6  Am. 
Dec.  689. 

[a]  Defendant  must  show  that  he 
has  been  actually  evicted  from  part 
of  the  land  in  question.  Ark.  —  Key 
V.  Henson,  17  Ark.  254,  261.  Md. 
Timms  v.  Shannon,  19  Md.  296,  315,  81 
Am.  Deo.  632;  ITeb.  —  Latham  v.  Mc- 
Cann,  2  Neb.  276.  N.  Y.  —  McConihe  v 
Fales,  107  N.  Y.  404,  14  N.  E.  285. 
Ohio.— Hill  V.  Butler,  6  Ohio  St.  207. 
Wis.  —  Mecklem  v.  Blake,  22  Wis.  495, 
99  Am.  Dee.  68;  Ludlow  v.  Oilman,  18 
Wis.  552;  Horton  v.  Arnold,  18  Wis. 
212. 

14.  Eads  V.  Murphy,  52  Ala.  520. 

15.  See  the  statutes  and  Martin  v. 
Wharton,  38  Ala.   637. 

16.  Ala.  —  Frank  v.  Riggs,  93  Ala. 
252,  9  So.  359.  Ark.  — Barnes  v.  An- 
derson,  21   Ark.   125;      Wheat  v.  Dot- 
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a  purchaser  in  possession,  unless  the  vendor  was  guilty  of  fraud.^' 
But  if  the  purchaser  has  been  evicted  from,^*  or  has  never  received 
possession  of^°  a  part  of  the  land  sold,  he  may  plead  a  recoupment  to 
the  extent  of  his  damage. 

(B.)  Incumbrances. —  Damages  for  breach  of  a  covenant  against  in- 
cumbrances may  be  the  basis  of  a  cross-demand.^"  But  a  purchaser 
cannot  set  up  a  breach  of  covenant  against  incumbrances  unless  or 
until  he  has  sustained  damage,^^  or  in  other  words  until  he  has  ex- 


son,  12  Ark.  699.  Me.  —  Wentworth 
V.  Goodwin,  21  Me.  150.  Mass.  —  Bow- 
ley  V.  Holway,  124  Mass.  395.  Miss. 
Myers  v.  Estell,  47  Miss.  4.  S.  C. 
Carter's  Admx.  v.  Carter,  1  Bailey  217. 
Tex.  —  De  Steaguer  v.  Pittman,  54  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  316,  117  S.  W.  481. 

•Compare,  Batterman  v.  Pierce,  3  Hill 
(N.  T.)  171.  But  see  White  v.  Lowry, 
27  Pa.  254. 

[a]  Eeason.  —  "The  denial  of  the 
defense  in  cases  where  there  is  but  a 
partial  defect  of  title,  is  predicated 
upon  the  exclusive  and  peculiar  juris- 
diction of  equity  over  the  title  to  real 
estate  in  causing  it  to  be  perfected, 
and  upon  the  further  consideration  that 
the  vendee  in  general  sustains  no  in- 
jury by  a  partial  defect  of  title  so 
long  as  he  retains  possession,  as  also 
because  it  would  be  without  the  prin- 
ciple upon  which  reeoupmenti  is  al- 
lowed at  all  in  the  common  law  courts; 
inasmuch  as  for  want  of  that  peculiar 
jurisdiction  of  the  equity  courts,  to 
cause  defective  titles  to  be  perfected, 
they  could  not  do  final  and  complete 
justice  in  the  premises  and  terminate 
all  possible  further  litigation  touching 
the  contract."  Wheat  v.  Dotson,  12 
Ark.  699,  709.  To  the  same  effect,  see 
Myers  v.  Estell,  47  Miss.  4. 

Total  failure  as  a  defense,  see  supra, 
I,  C,  9,  b,  (IV). 

17.  Bowley  v.  Holway,  124  Mass. 
395. 

18.  Ark.  —  Walker  v.  Johnson,  13 
Ark.  522;  Ind.  —  Scheible  v.  Slagle,  89 
Ind.  323.  S.  C.  —  Kibler  v.  Cureton, 
Eich.  Eq.  Cas.  143.  Wis.  —  Bardeen 
V.  Markstrum,  64  Wis.  613,  25  N.  W. 
565. 

19.  Wilkerson  v.  Chadd,  14  Ind.  448; 
Blanks  v.  Eipley,  8  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
156,  27  S.  W.  732. 

20.  Ark.  —  Brodie  v.  Watkins,  31 
Ark.  319.  Cal.  —  Thurgood  v.  Spring, 
139  Cal.  596,  73  Pac.  456.  111.  — Wil- 
lets  V.  Burgess,  34  111.  494;  Christy  v. 
Ogle's  Exrs.,  33  111.  295.    Ky.  — How- 


land   Coal   &  Iron  Wks.  v.  Brown,   13 
Bush  681. 

In  action  on  purchase  money  mortr 
gage,  see  19  Standard  Peoc.  966,  note 
26. 

[a]  Reason.  —  The  giving  of  the 
covenant  and  the  notes  form  but  one 
transaction,  and  damages  arising  from 
a  breach  of  the  covenant  grow  out  of 
the  contract  and  may  be  set  off  against 
the  notes.  Willets  v.  Burgess,  34  111. 
494. 

[b]  If  the  deed  excepted  certain 
specified  incumbrances  from  its  war- 
ranty, the  amount  paid  to  extinguish 
an  incumbrance  not  specified  in  such 
exception  may  be  recouped.  Stilwell 
V.  Chappell,  30  Ind.  72. 

[c]  An  inchoate  right  of  dower  is 
not  an  incumbrance  which  can  be 
available  as  a  set-off.  Ala.  —  John- 
ston V.  Smith's  Admr.,  70  Ala.  108, 
119;  Martin  v.  Whorton,  38  Ala.  637. 
Ind.  —  Baker  v.  Eailsback,  4  Ind.  533. 
Pa.  —  Hart  v.  Porter's  Exrs.,  5  Serg. 
&  E.  201. 

[d]  The  vendor  May  Show  that  In- 
cumbrance Has  Been  Bemoved  Pen- 
dente Lite.  —  Thurgood  v.  Spring,  139 
Cal.  596,  73  Pac.  456;  Hart  v.  Por- 
ter's Exrs.,  5  Serg.  &  E.  (Pa.)  201; 
Withers  v.  Atkinson,  1  Watts  (Pa.), 
236,  248. 

21.  Buell  V.  Tate,  7  Blaekf.  (Ind.) 
55;  Streeter  v.  Henley,  Smith  (Ind.) 
187;  Evans  v.  McLucas,  12  S.  0.  56. 
But  see.  Union  Nat.  Bank  v.  Pinner,  25 
N.  J.  Eq.  495;  Poke  v.  Kelley,  13  Serg. 
&  E.  (Pa.)  165;  Christy  v.  Eeynolds, 
16  Serg.  &  E.  (Pa.)  258;  Eoland  v. 
Miller,  3  Watts  &  S.  (Pa.)  390;  With- 
ers V.  Atkinson,  1  Watts  (Pa.)  236, 
248. 

[a]  But  when  a  judgment  has  been 
recovered  on  the  mortgage  and  is  in  part 
unpaid,  the  purchaser  is  entitled  to  an 
abatement  to  the  amount  of  the  in- 
cumbrance remaining.  Howland  Coal 
&  Iron  Wks  v.  Brown,  13  Bush  (Ky.) 
681. 
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tinguished  it  by  payment,^^  or  unless  he  is  prevented  from  taking  pos- 
session,^^ or  unless  he  has  lost  the  land  in  whole  or  in  part  in  conse- 
quence thereof,^*  or  at  least  he  can  only  recover  nominal  damages  in 
the  absence  of  special  damage.^^  But  after  having  made  the  payment, 
a  purchaser  in  possession  of  land  under  a  deed  with  covenants  of  war- 
ranty, or  covenants  against  incumbrances,  may  recoup  the  amounts 
expended  to  perfect  his  title  and  pay  off  such  incumbrances^'  in  the 


22.  Ind.  — Buell  v.  Tate,  7  Blackf. 
55.  Neb.  —  Mills  v.  Saunders,  4  Neb. 
190;  Findley  v.  Horner,  9  Neb.  537,  4 
N.  W.  86.  N.  Y.  —  Grant  v.  Tallman, 
20  N.  Y.  191,  75  Am.  Dec.  384. 

[a]  An  incumbrance  by  way  of  un- 
paid taxes  cannot  be  pleaded  as  a  set- 
off until  paid  by  the  purchaser.  Mills 
V.  Saunders,  4  Neb.  190. 

23.  Christy  v.  Ogle's  Exrs.,  33  111. 
295,  when  there  was  outstanding  an  in- 
alienable life  estate. 

24.  Evans  v.  McLucas,  12  S.  C.  56. 

25.  111.  —  Willets  V.  Burgess,  34  111. 
494.  Ind.  —  Smith  v.  Aclqerman,  5 
Blackf.  541;  Whisler  v.  Hicks,  5  Blaekf. 
100,  33  Am.  Dee.  454.  N.  Y.  — Eead'- 
ing  V.  Gray,  5  Jones  &  S.  79,  91. 

26.  Ala.  —  Holley  v.  Younge,  27  Ala. 
203.  Ark.  —  Brodie  v.  Watkins,  31  Ark. 
319.  Ga.  —  English  v.  English,  69  Ga. 
636;  Hull  V.  Harris,  64  Ga.  309;  Cor- 
bally  V.  Hughes,  59  Ga.  493.  111.  —  Mc- 
Cord  V.  Massey,  155  111.  123,  39  N.  E. 
592;  Cheney  v.  City  Nat.  Bank,  77 
III.  562;  Willets  v.  Burgess,  34  111. 
494;  Schuchmann  v.  Knoebel,  27  HI. 
175.  Ind.  —  Stilwell  v.  Chappell,  30 
Ind.  72;  Baker  v.  Eailsbaek,  4  Ind. 
533;  Doremus  v.  Bond,  8  Blackf.  368. 
Ky.  —  Braekett's  Admr.  v.  Boreiug, 
28  Ky.  L.  Eep.  386,  89  S.  W.  496. 
Mass.  —  Davis  v.  Bean,  114  Mass.  358. 
Miss.  —  Weatherbee  v.  Lillybeek,  86 
Miss.  156,  38  So.  284.  Neb.  — Mills  v. 
Saunders,  4  Neb.  190.  N.  J.  —  White 
«.  Stretch,  22  N.  J.  Eq.  76.  N.  Y. 
Grant  v.  Tallman,  20  N.  Y.  191,  75  Am. 
Dec.  384.  Ohio.  —  Sheldon  v.  Simonds, 
Wright  724.  Pa.  —  Stephens  v.  Wel- 
don,  151  Pa.  520,  25  Atl.  28;  Wolbert 
11.  Lucas,  10  Pa.  73,  49  Am.  Dec.  578; 
Tod  V.  Gallagher,  16  Serg.  &  E.  261, 
16  Am.  Dec.  571;  Poke  v.  Kelley,  13 
Serg.  &  E.  165;  In  re  Gansz's  Appeal, 
2  Monag.  251,  15  Atl.  883;  Kinley  v. 
Crane,  34  Pa.  146.  Tex.  — Estell  v. 
Cole,  62  Tex.  695.  Vt.  — Alden  v. 
Parkhill,  18  Vt.  205.  W.  Va.  — Digman 
v.  West,  71   W.  Va.  296,  76  S.  E.  561. 
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But  compare,  Orr  v.  Moore,  105  Iowa 
420,  75  N.  W.  345,  where  the  amount 
paid  was  not  presented  as  a  claim 
against  the  grantor's  estate. 

[a]  Against  Suit  by  Assignee  of 
Note.  —  Baker  v.  Eailsbaek,  4  Ind.  533. 

[b]  Limited  To  Amount  Actually 
Paid.  —  Vendee  can  recoup  only  the 
amount  actually  paid  to  remove  or 
buy  in  an  encumbrance,  irrespective 
of  the  amount  actually  due  according  to 
its  terms.  111.  —  McDowell  ■;;.  Milroy, 
69  111.  498;  Ind.  — Burk  v.  Clements, 
16  Ind.  132;  Neb.  —  Mills  v.  Saunders, 
4  Neb.  190.  S.  C  — Ward  v.  Eevil,  3 
Eich.  L.  427,  appendix.  Tenn. — Searcy 
V,  Kirkpatrick,  1  Cooke  211. 

[e]  The  taking  of  countersecurity 
against  an  incumbrance  precludes  ven- 
dee 's  relying  upon  such  an  incumbrance 
as  a  recoupment  against  purchase  price. 
Fellows  V.  Jeter,  3  Phila.   (Pa.)   130. 

[d]  Although  he  takes  an  assign- 
ment of  the  demands,  the  purchaser 
may  plead  a  payment  thereof  by  way 
of  set-off.  Alden  v.  Parkhill,  18  Vt. 
205. 

[e]  The  amount  of  taxes  or  assess- 
ments paid  which  the  vendor  promised 
to  pay,  or  should  have  paid,  may  be 
set  off  or  recouped.  111.  —  Christy  v. 
Ogle's  Exrs.  33  111.  295.  Ind.  — Swin- 
dell V.  Eichey,  41  Ind.  281.  Kan. 
Brown  v.  Evans,  15  Kan.  88.  N.  Y. 
Edwards  v.  Cogswell,  1  Thomp.  &  C. 
416.  Ohio.  —  Craig  iJ:  Heis,  30  Ohio  St. 
550.  Tex.  —  Bullitt  v.  Coryell,  38  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  42,  85  S.  W.  482;  Swope  v. 
Missouri  Trust  Co.,  26  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
133,  62  S.  W.  947.  Wis.  — Eaton  v. 
Tallmadge,  22  Wis.  526,  suit  to  fore- 
close  purchase    money    mortgage. 

[f]  The  amount  paid  a  p«rson  in 
possession  under  a  claim  of  lease  to 
surrender  possession,  may  be  set  off. 
Weatherbee  v.  Lillybeek,  86  Miss.  156, 
38  So.  284. 

fg]  But  amounts  paid  for  the  private 
property  of  the  tenant  not  belonging 
to  the  premises  to  induce  him  to  sur- 
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absence  of  any  special  agreement  with  respect  thereto,"  unless  the 
amount  exceeds  the  limits  of  the  eovenant,^^  or,  according  to  some 
authorities,  the  purchaser  knew  of  the  incumbrance  at  the  time  of  his 
purchase.^^  When  specially^"  pleading  such  a  recoupment,  the  pur- 
chaser must  show  that  the  conveyance  contained  a  covenant,^^  state  the 
damage  resulting  from  the  breach  of  eovenant,^^  and  aver  an  eviction,^' 
or  a  payment  of  the  incumbrance.'* 

(C.)  Failure  as  to  Quantity  and  Quality.  —  A  partial  failure  of  consid- 
eration or  breach  of  covenant  as  to  quantity  or  quality  of  the  property 
sold  may  be  set  up  by  way  of  recoupment,'^  unless  the  sale  is  in  gross,'' 
although  an  abatement  may  be  had  even  in  such  case  if  there  is  fraud." 

(III.)  Fraud  and  Misrepreaentation.38  —  Damages  sustained  by  reason  of 
the  fraud  or  misrepresentation  of  the  vendor  may  be  recouped  or  set 
off  against  an  action  for  the  purchase  money.'^    Accordingly  damages 


render  possession  cannot  be  set  ofi. 
Weatherbee  v.  LUlybeck,  86  Miss.  156, 
38  So.  284. 

27.  Baker  «.  Eailsbaek,  4  Ind.  533. 
[a]      When   the    grantee   agrees   to 

pay  the  incumbrances,  the  payment 
cannot  be  set  up.  Orr  v.  Moore,  105 
Iowa  420,  75  N.   W.  345. 

28.  Willets  V.  Burgess,   34  111.  494. 

29.  De  Steaguer  v.  Pittman,  54  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  316,  117  S.  W,  481.  Compare, 
Fuhrman  v.  Loudon,  13  Serg.  &  E. 
(Pa.)   386,  15  Am.  Dee.  608. 

30.  Recoupment  available  under  the 
general  issue,  see  7  Standard  Pboc.  71. 
See  also  Baker  v,  Bailsback,  4  Ind. 
533. 

31.  Jenkinson  v.  Ewing,  17  Ind. 
505. 

32.  Howland  Coal  &  Iron  Wks.  v. 
Brown,   13   Bush    (Ky.)    681. 

J^a]  Omission  may  be  cured  by  ad- 
mission in  subsequent  pleading.  How- 
land  Coal  &  Iron  Wks.  v.  Brown,  13 
Bush  (Ky.)  681. 

33.  Willets  V.  Burgess,   34  HI.  494. 

34.  Willets  V.  Burgess,   34  HI.  494. 

35.  Ala.  —  Manning  v.  Carter,  192 
Ala.  307,  68  So.  909;  Nelms  v.  Pre- 
witt,  37  Ala.  389.  Ark.  —  Barnes  v. 
Anderson,  21  Ark.  125;  Wheat  v.  Dot- 
son,  12  Ark.  699.  III.  —  See  Stookey 
V.  Hughes,  18  111.  55.  Kan.  —  Scantlin 
V.  Allison,  12  Kan.  85.  N.  J.  —  Couse 
V.  Boyles,  4  N.  J.  Eq.  212,  38  Am.  Dec. 
514.  S.  C  — Tunno  v.  Fludd,  1  Me- 
Cord  121;  Sumter  v.  Welsh,  2  Bay  558, 
1  Brev.  539;  Aberoombie  v.  Owings,  2 
Rich.  L.  127.  Wis.  — Walker  v.  Wil- 
son.  13   Wis.   522. 

When  there  is  fraud  or  misrepresen- 
tation, see  infra,  I,  C,  9,  c,  (III). 


[a]  But,  where  vendee  has  accepted 
a  deed  containing  no  warranty  as  to 
quantity,  and  has  given  an  obligation 
for  purchase  price,  and  there  has  been 
no  fraud  or  bad  faith  on  vendor's 
part,  vendee  cannot,  in  an  action  for 
purchase  price,  claim  any  deduction  on 
account  of  a  small  deficiency  in  quan- 
tity. Eodgers  v.  Olshofflsky,  110  Pa. 
147,  2  Atl.  44;  Cronister  v.  Cronister, 
1  Watts  &  S.  (Pa.)  442;  Bailey  v. 
Snyder,  13  Serg.  &  E.  (Pa.)  160;  Fred- 
erick V.  Campbell,  13  Serg.  &  E.  (Pa.) 
136. 

[b]  The  word  "quality"  embraces 
not  only  qualities  essentially  inherent 
in  the  land  itself,  such  as  fertility  of 
the  soil  and  the  like  but  also  adventi- 
tious qualities,  extrinsically  added 
such  as  preparation  for  cultivation  or 
any  other  material  improvement  on  the 
land.    Barnes  v.  Anderson,  21  Ark.  125. 

[e]  The  value  of  an  incorporeal  here- 
ditament from  which  the  purchaser  has 
been  evicted  may  be  recouped.  Scheible 
V.  Slagle,  89  Ind.  323. 

[d]  When  land  included  in  the 
boundary  is  not  the  vendor's,  the  pur- 
chaser may  claim  a  deduction  with- 
out alleging  an  eviction,  fraud  or  in- 
solvency. Young  V.  Lofton,  11  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  758,  12  S.  W.  1061. 

36.  Langsdale  v.  Girton,  51  Ind.  99. 
[a]      Whether  the  sale  is  in  gross 

must  be  shown  in  the  answer.     Langs- 
dale  V.  Girton,  51  Ind.  99. 

37.  Langsdale  v.  Girton,  51  Ind.  99; 
Cravens  v.  Kiser,  4  Ind.  512. 

38.  Fraud  as  complete  defense  to 
action  for  price,  see  supra,  I,  C,  9,  b, 
(H). 

39.  Ala.  —  Bridges  v.  McClendon,  56 
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for  a  deficiency  in  the  quantity^"  or  quality^'  or  condition  or  situation^^ 
of  the  land  or  other  matter  injuriously  affecting  the  subject-matter  of 
the  contract,*^  based  upon  misrepresentation  or  fraud'  of  the  vendor 
may  be  pleaded  by  way  of  cross-demand.     The  purchaser  need  not 


Ala.  327;  Kannady  v.  Lambert,  37 
Ala.  57;  Gibson  v.  Marquis,  29  Ala. 
668.  See  also  Harton  v.  Belcher,  195 
Ala.  186,  70  So.  141,  answer  held  suf- 
ficient. Ark.  —  Danielson  v.  Skidmore, 
125  Ark.  572,  189  S.  W.  67;  Goodwin  v. 
Eobinson,  30  Ark.  535.  G-a.  —  Couch 
V.  Crane,  142  Ga.  22,  82  S.  E.  459, 
citing,  Newman  v.  Claflin  Co.,  107  Ga. 
89,  32  S.  E.  943;  James  v.  Elliott,  44 
Ga.  237.  Md. '— Applegarth  v.  Eobert- 
son,  65  ^  Md.  493,  4  Atl.  896.  Mich. 
Baughman  v.  Gould,  45  Mich.  481,  8 
N.  W.  73.  Miss.  — Myers  v.  Estell,  47 
Miss.  4.  Mo.  —  McParland  f.  Carver, 
34  Mo.  195;  Hall  v.  Clark,  21  Mo.  415. 
N.  Y.  —  Van  Epps  v.  Harrison,  5  Hill 
63,  40  Am.  Dec.  314.  Ohio.  —  Mulvey 
V.  King,  39  Ohio  St.  491.  Okla.  — Pat- 
chell  V.  Garvin,  168  Pac.  423.  Ore. 
Mael  V.  Stutsman,  60  Ore.  66,  117  Pac. 
1093.  S.  C.  —  Beasley  v.  Swiifton,  46 
S.  C.  426,  24  S.  E.  313.  Tenn.  — Lewis 
V.  Woodfolk,  2  Baxt.  25.  Va.  —  Gray- 
son V.  Buchanan,  88  Va.  251,  13  S.  B. 
457.  Wis.  —  Baker  v.  Becker,  153 
Wis.  369,  141   N.   W.  304. 

40.  Ala.— Williams  v.  Neal,  152  Ala. 
435,  44  So.  551;  Bridges  v.  MeClendon, 
56  Ala.  327;  Gibson  v.  Marquis,  29 
Ala.  668.  Ark.  —  Goodwin  v.  Robin- 
son, 30  Ark.  535,  544;  Barnes  v.  Ander- 
son, 21  Ark.  125.  Ind.  —  Cox  v.  Reyn- 
olds, 7  Ind.  257.  Mich.  —  Baughman  v. 
Gould,  45  Mich.  481,  8  N.  W.  73.  Miss. 
Myers  v.  Estell,  47  Miss.  4.  N.  J. 
Van  Waggoner  v.  McEwen,  2  N.  J.  Eq. 
412.  Ohio.  —  Allen  v.  Shackelton,  15 
Ohio  St.  145.  S.  C  — Gray  v.  Handkin- 
son's  Exrs.,  1  Bay  278;  Means  v. 
Brickell,  2  Hill  657. 

[a]  Fraudulent  Intent  Not  Essential. 
It  is  immaterial  that  the  statements 
relied  upon  were  made  through  mis- 
take, and  not  with  fraudulent  intent. 
Baughman  v.  Gould,  45  Mich.  481,  8 
N.  W.  73;  Means  v.  Brickell,  2  Hill 
(S.  C.)  657;  Abercrombie  v.  Owings, 
2  Rich.  L.   (S.  C.)   127. 

[b]  That  the  note  in  suit  was  exe- 
cuted not  only  for  the  land  in  question 
tut  for  goods  as  to  the  sale  of  which 
jio  fraud  was  alleged,  does  not  prevent 
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the   recoupment.     Baughman  v.   Gould, 
45  Mich.  481,  8  N.  W.  73. 

41.  Ala.  —  Williams  v.  Neal,  152 
Ala.  435,  44  So.  551;  Gibson  v.  Mar- 
quis, 29  Ala.  668.  Ark. — Barnes  v. 
Anderson,  21  Ark.  125.  la.  —  Mober- 
ly  V.  Alexander,  19  Iowa  162.  Miss. 
Myers  v.  Estell,  47  Miss.  4.  Mo. 
House  V.  Marshall,  18  Mo.  368.  N.  J. 
Wakeman  v.  Illingaworth,  40  N.  J.  L. 
431.  S.  C  — Adams  v.  Wylie,  1  Nott 
&  McC.  78;  State  v.  Gaillard,  2  Bay 
n,  17,  1  Am.  Dec.  628.  Wis.  — Green 
r,.  Batson,  71  Wis.  54,  36  N.  W.  849,  5 
Am.  St.  Rep.  194. 

[a]  Value  of  improvements  falsely 
stated  to  be  situated  on  the  land  may 
be  recouped.  Barnes  v.  Anderson,  21 
Ark.   125. 

[b]  Misrepresentations  as  to  the 
size,  capacity  and  flow  of  a  stream  may 
be  recouped  when  it  appears  that  the 
stream  as  represented  was  the  princi- 
pal inducement  for  defendant's  pur- 
chase, as  he  proposed  to  construct  and 
operate  a  water-power  saw  mill  on  the 
land.  State  v.  Gaillard,  2  Bay  (S.  C.) 
11,  1  Am.  Dec.  628. 

[c]  Damages  for  a  false  representa- 
tion as  to  the  liability  of  the  lands  to 
overflow  are  a  proper  matter  of  set-off 
or  recoupment  in  an  action  on  a  pur- 
chase money  note.  Kannady  v.  Lam- 
bert, 37  Ala.  57;  Gibson  v.  Marquis, 
29  Ala.  668;  Myers  v.  Estell,  47  Miss. 
4. 

[d]  False  Representation  as  to 
Quantity  of  Timber  on  Land.  —  Trench- 
ard  V.  Kell,  127  Fed.  596;  Coburu  v. 
Ware,  30  Me.  202;  Hammatt  v.  Emer- 
son, 27  Me.  308,  324,  46  Am.  Dec.  598. 

[e]  When  vendor  does  not  have,  as 
represented,  the  right  to  raise  water 
to  a  certain  height  by  the  use  of  a 
dam,  a  recoupment  is  proper.  Walker 
V.   Wilson,  13  Wis.  522. 

42.  la.  —  Moberly  v.  Alexander,  19 
Towa  162.  Mo.  —  House  v.  Marshall, 
18  Mo.  368.  N.  Y.— Van  Epps  v.  Harri- 
son, 5  Hill  63,  40  Am.  Dec.  314.  Wis. 
Walker  v.  Wilson,  13   Wis.  522. 

43.  Myers  v,  Estell,  47  Miss.  4. 
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allege  a  restoration  of  the  premises  when  pleading  the  fraud  as   a 

recoupment.**  .  , , ,    •■ 

(IV.)  For  Use  of  Land.  If  the  vendor  wrongfully  withhlods  posses- 
sion of  the  land  sold,  the  value  of  its  use  is  a  proper  set-off  or  counter- 
claim in  an  action  for  the  purchase  money .*^ 

(V.)  Injuries  by  Vendor.  —  The  value  of  fixtures  and  the  like  wrong- 
fully removed  by  the  vendor  from  the  premises  after  the  contract  of 
sale  and  before  the  delivery  of  the  deed  is  a  proper  subject  of  recoup- 
ment,*" but  damages  for  injuries  to  the  premises  from  tortious  acts  of 
the  defendant  cannot  be  set  off,  which  such  acts  were  committed  after 
the  sale  and  have  no  connection  with  the  complete  performance  of  the 
contract.*^ 

(VI.)  Costs  of  Suits  Respecting  Land  Sold.  —  Costs  incurred  by  the  pur- 
chaser in  prosecuting*^  or  defending*'  suits  against  or  by  adverse 
claimants  to  the  land  cannot  be  set  off  or  recouped,  as  they  have  no 
connection  with  the  plaintiff's  suit. 

(vn.)  Injunctive  Relief. —  In  jurisdictions  in  which  law  and  equity 
relief  is  administered  in  the  same  tribunal,  the  defendant  may  by  way 
of  cross-eomplaint  or  counterclaim  ask  for  an  injunction  against  the 
prosecution  of  the  suit.^" 

d.  Exhibits.  —  The  general  rules  as  to  exhibits  to  pleadings  are  fol- 
lowed in  this  class  of  cases. "^ 

10.  Replication,  Reply  and  Subsequent  Pleadings.  —  The  necessity 
for  and  the  sufficiency  of  a  replication  or  reply  or  subsequent  pleadings 
is  governed  by  general  rules  elsewhere  discussed.^^ 


44.  Ansley  v.  Bank  of  Piedmont,  113 
Ala.  467,  21  So.  59,  59  Am.  St.  Eep. 
122;      Myers   v.   Estell,   47   Miss.   4. 

45.  Ark.  —  Wheat  v.  Dotson,  12 
Ark.  699.  Okla.  —  Craggs  v.  Earls,  8 
Okla.  462,  58  Pac.  637.  Pa.  — Cross  v. 
Noble,  67  Pa.  74. 

46.  Grand  Lodge  of  Masons  v.  Knox 
20  Mo.  433. 

47.  Siltzell  V.  Michael,  3  Watts  &  S. 
(Pa.)  329;  Fondreu  v.  Leake,  1  Posey 
Unrep.  Cas.  (Tex.)  151.  See  also  Kach- 
lin  V.  Mulhallon,  2  Ball.    (U.  S.)    237, 

I  L.  ed.  363. 

48.  111.  — Christy  «!.  Ogle's  Exrs.,  33 
111.  295.  Pa.  — Siltzell  «.  Michael,  3 
Watts  &  S.  329.  Tenn.  —  Hollands- 
worth  r.  Squires,  56  S.  W.  1044. 

[a]  Counsel  fees  paid  for  bringing 
and  conducting  ejectment  suits  against 
the  vendor  after  the  contract  of  sale 
ami  as  a  eonspquence  of  new  and  tor- 
tious acts  of  the  parties  cannot  be  al- 
lowed the  defendant  as  a  set-off  against 
the  purchase  price.  Siltzell  v.  Michael, 
3  Watts  &  S.  (Pa.)  329. 

49.  Smi1h  v.  Parsons,  33  W.  Va.  644, 

II  S.  E.  68. 


[a]  Amounts  paid  for  costs  in  an 
adverse  suit  to  enforce  a  prior  lien  can- 
not be  set  off  in  the  absence  of  a  show- 
ing of  inability  to  safely  pay  off  the 
lien  without  an  adjudication  thereon. 
Digman  v.  West,  71  W.  Va.  296,  76  S. 
E.  561. 

50.  Hinkle  v.  Margerum,  50  Ind. 
240;   Warren  v.  Carey,  5  Ind.  319. 

As  to  injunction  against  collection 
of  purchase  money,  see  infra,  II,  I. 

51.  See  the  title  "Exhibits." 

[a]  iWhen  the  defendant  relies  on 
a  breach  of  covenants  in  the  deed  as 
a  defense,  he  is  required  by  statute  to 
file  the  original  deed  or  a  copy  with 
his  answer.  Starkey  v.  Neeae,  3'0  Ind. 
222;  Laughery  v.  McLean,  14  Ind.  106. 

52.  See  the  titles  "Replication  and 
Reply;"  "Rejoinder  and  Subsequent 
Pleadings;"  li  Standard  Proc.  1033; 
and  Varnon  v.  Nabors,  189  Ala.  464, 
66  So.  593,  as  to  waiver  of  deficiency. 

[a]  A  replication,  that  the  consid- 
eration had  not  failed  in  the  manner 
and  form  as  alleged  in  the  answer,  is 
sufScient.  Davis  v.  Heady,  7  Blackf, 
(Ind.)   261. 
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11.  Amendments  to  Pleadings.  —  The  pleadings  in  an  action  for 
purchase  price  may  be  amended  in  accordance  with  the  general  rules.°' 

12.  Issues,  Proof  and  Variance.  —  As  in  actions  generally,  the 
plaintiff  in  an  action  for  the  purchase  money  of  land  must  recover 
secundum  allegata  et  probata,^*  and  there  should  be  no  material  variance 
between  the  pleadings  and  the  evidence.^'  As  a  rule  issues  as  to  title 
of  land  are  not  properly  triable  in  assumpsit.  But  such  issues  are 
sometimes  raised  on  a  plea  of  a  total  or  partial  failure  of  title  made  to 
show  a  failure  of  consideration.^^ 

13.  Trial.  —  The  trial"  must  conform  to  the  general  rules  and  so 


[b]  Reply  Denying  Refusal  To  Con- 
vey. —  Bourland  v.  Gibson,  124  111.  602, 
17  N.  E.  319. 

[cj  Replication  Asserting  Owner- 
ship in  the  Plaintiffs.  —  Gorham  f. 
Eeeves,  3  Ind.  83. 

[d]  Replication  to  Answer  Alleging 
a  Judgment  Constituting  a  Lien. 
Huston  V.  Stewart,  64  Ind.  388. 

[ej  Rejoinder  that  Plaintiff  Did 
Not  Tender  Good  Title.  —  Kelly  v. 
Dooling,  23  Ark.  582: 

[f]  An  avoidance  or  denial  of 
fraudulent  allegations  which  are  im- 
material is  mere  surplusage.  McDauiel 
V.  Grace    15  Ark.  465,  488. 

[gj  A  set  off  to  a  set  off  may  be 
pleaded  in  reply.  Curran  v.  Curran,  40 
Ind.  473,  479. 

53.  Ga.  — Hall  v.  McArthur,  82  Ga. 
572,  9  S.  E.  534,  to  set  up  failure  of 
consideration  in  answer.  N.  C.  —  Mc- 
Gee  v..  Craven,  106  F.  C.  351,  11  S.  E. 
375,  to  make  answer  more  definite  and 
certain.  Tex.  —  Adkins  v.  Harn  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  23  S.  W.  28,  to  ask  a  judg- 
ment   quieting    title. 

See  the  title,  "Amendments  and  Jeo- 
fails;" "N^w  Cause  of  Action  or  De- 
fense;" "Parties." 

[a]  To  Correct  Inconsistency  Be- 
tween the  Prayer  and  the  Facts  Al- 
leged. —  French  v.  McCarthy,  125  Cal. 
508,  58  Pac.  154. 

[b]  A  complaint  counting  upon 
promissory  notes  may  be  amended  by 
the  addition  of  counts  describing  the 
instrument  sued  on  as  a  bond 'or  writ- 
ing under  seal.  Chambers  v.  Talladega 
Eeal  Estate  &  L.  Assn.,  126  Ala.  296, 
28  So.  636. 

54.  lU.  — Eunkle  v.  Johnson,  30  111. 
328,  83  Am.  Deo.  191;  Tyler  v.  Young, 
3  111.  444,  35  Am.  Dec.  116.  Ky. 
Tinsley  v.  Ogg,  7  Dana  385.  Utah. 
Kelley  v.  Kershaw,  6  Utah  417,  16  Pac. 
488.     Wash.  —  Underwood    r.    Tew,    7 
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Wash.  297,  34  Pac.  1100.  Wis.  — Noon- 
an  V.  Ilsley,  22  Wis.  27,  evidence  as  to 
conveyance  to  a  third  party. 

See  the  title  "Variance  and  Failure 
of  Proof"  and  11  Standabd  Proc. 
1036. 

[a]  Under  a  declaration  containing 
general  counts  only,  a  special  contract 
for  a  sale  of  land  cannot  be  proved. 
Gray  v.  Moorehead,  2  Mill  Const.  (S. 
C.)  439. 

[b]  The  value  of  the  land  may  be 
proved  under  a  count  on  quantum 
valebat.   Stearns  v.  Dubois,  55  Ind.  257. 

[c]  If  the  plaintiff  alleges  a  per- 
formance he  cannot  rely  upon  an  ex- 
cuse for  nonperformance.  Underwood 
V.  Tew,  7  Wash.  297,  34  Pac.  1100. 

[d]  Under  the  general  issue,  (1)  a 
breach  of  covenant  against  incum- 
brances cannot  be  proved.  Alden  v. 
Parkhill,  18  Vt.  205.  (2)  A  claim  aris- 
ing from  a  breach  of  covenant  against 
incumbrances  cannot  be  availed  of  un- 
der the  general  issue.  Alden  v.  Park- 
hill,  18  Vt.  205.  (3)  But  an  a,greement 
to  cancel  the  purchase  money  note  in 
consideration  of  the  overflow  of  the 
laud  and  a  false  representation  as  to 
that  matter  may  be  given  in  evidence 
under  the  general  issue.  Kannady  v. 
Lambert,  37  Ala.  57. 

55.  Denn  v.  Peters,  36  Ore.  486,  59 
Pac.  1109;  Bank  of  Winchester  v. 
White,  114  Teun.  62,  84  S.  W.  697.  See 
generally  the  title,  "Variance  and 
Failure  of  Proof." 

56.  Bedding  r.  Lamb,  81  Mich.  318, 
331,  45  N.  W.  997.  Compare  supra,  I,  0, 
9-,  <=,  (II). 

57.  See  the  title  "Trial." 

[a]  Province  of  Judge  and  Jury. 
(1)  Possibility  of  eviction  is  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury.  Bartlett  v.  Tarbell, 
12  Allen  (Mass.)  123.  (2)  Whether  the 
plaintiff  received  the  note  with  its  in- 
dorsement  in   full   satisfaction   of   th§ 
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must  the  instructions  '^  and  verdict'''  or  findings  and  conclusions.*" 

14.  Judgment.^'—  In  an  action  at  law  for  the  purchase  money  of 
land,  the  judgment  rendered  is  in  form  a  money  judgment  in  per- 
sonam,"^ except  where  the  action  is  deemed  equitable."^  In  some  states 
the  judgment  may  award  equitable  relief  when  the  pleadings  warrant 
it.°*  The  judgment  does  not  conclude  defenses  which  do  not  exist  at 
the  time  of  its  rendition,"^  and  it  operates  as  a  lien  only  from  the  date 
of  its  rendition.**  When  the  title  has  not  been  conveyed,  the  title  does 
not  pass  on  recovery  of  judgment.*' 

15.  Execution.*^ — On  a  judgment  for  purchase  money,  the  vendor 
may  take  out  execution  against  the  property  of  the  defendant,**  includ- 


priee  of  the  land  is  a  question  of  fact. 
Eoot  V.  Burt,  118  Mass.  521.  (3)  Own- 
ership is  for  the  jury  to  determine. 
Reed  «.  Klaus,  165  Pa.  443,  30  Atl. 
1005.  See  21  Standard  Proc.  842,  and 
generally  the  title,  "Province  of  Judge 
and  Jury,"  ^nd  11  Standakd  Proc. 
1054. 

58.  Ga.  —  Cook  V.  Banks,  95  Ga.  229, 
22  S.  E.  138.  Ind.  —  Eyan  «.  Begein, 
79  Ind.  356.  la.  —  Boyee  v.  Allen,  105 
Iowa  249,  74  N.  W.  948,  as  to  claims 
to  be  credited.  Miss.  —  Wiggins  v.  Me- 
Gimpsey,  13  Smed.  &  M.  532,  as  to 
defense  of  failure  of  title.  Mo.  —  West 
Missouri  Land  Co.  v.  Kansas  City  S. 
B.  E.  Co.,  161  Mo.  595,  61  S.  W.  §47, 
as  to  reduction  for  failure  of  title.  Pa. 
Stewa'rt  v.  New  York  &  C.  Gas  Coal 
Co.,  207  Pa.  220,  56  Atl.  435,  as  to  a 
parol  promise  extending  time. 

See  the  title  "Instructions"  and  11 
Standard  Pkoc.  1066. 

59.  Grayson  v.  Buchanan,  88  Va. 
251,  13  S.  E.  457,  certainty.  See  the 
title,  "Verdict." 

faj  Directed  verdict,  see  Cornett  v. 
Ault,  124  Ga.  944,  53  S.  E.  460;  Henry 
V.  Leet,  123  Ga.  97,  50  S.  E.  929;  Dorr 
V.  Cory,  108  Iowa  725,  78  N.  W.  682. 

60.  Smith  v.  Mohn,  87  Cal.  489,  497, 
25  Pae.  696;  Agnew  v.  Nelson,  27  Cal. 
App.  39,  148  Pae.  819;  Yarn  v.  Gon- 
zales (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  193  S.  W.  1132. 
See  the  title,  "Findings  and  Conclu- 
sions." 

{■a]  The  Court  Must  Find  the  Exe- 
cution of  the  Contract.  —  Smith  v. 
Mohn,  87  Cal.  489,  25  Pao.  696. 

61.  See  generally  the  title  "Judg- 
ments." 

62.  "Witt  V.  Boothe,  98  Kan.  554, 
158  Pae.  851;  Greeno  v.  Barnard,  18 
Kan.  51 8.  See  Fisher  v.  Foote,  25  Tex. 
Supp.  311 ;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Agnew, 
45  Wis.  131. 


63.  See  supra,  I,  C,  3. 

64.  Gainea  v.  Jones,  86  Ky.  527,  7 
S.  W.  25  (requiring  vendor  to  reform 
the  deed  or  execute  a  new  deed) ; 
Sharp's  Exr.  v.  Baker,  22  Tex.  306. 

EoLuitable  relief  In  actions  at  law, 
see  the  title   "Suits  and  Actions." 

[a]  When  the  defendant  does  not 
ask  for  a  decree  that  a  deed  be  made 
and  delivered  as  a  condition  for  the 
payment  of  the  balance  found  due,  a 
judgment  not  requiring  the  delivery  of 
a  deed  is  not  erroneous.  North  Stock- 
ton Town  Lot  Co.  v.  Fischer,  138  Cal. 
100,  70  Pae.  1082,  71  Pae.  438. 

65.  Ward  v.  Warren,  44  Ore.  102,  74 
Pae.  482. 

[a]  Thus,  the  failure  of  a  vendor's 
title  is  a  good  defense  to  an  action 
brought  to  enforce  payment  of  a  judg- 
ment on  the  purchase  money  notes, 
when  the  failure  occurred  after  the 
date  of  the  rendition  of  the  judgment. 
Ward  V.  Warren,  44  Ore.  102,  74  Pae. 
482. 

66.  Fisher  v.  Foote,  25  Tex.  Supp. 
311. 

67.  Richards  v.  Edick,  17  Barb.  (N. 
Y.)   260. 

68.  See  generally  the  title  "Judg- 
ments and  Decrees,  Enforcement  of." 

69.  Hansbrough  v.  Peck,  5  Wall.  (TJ. 
S.)  497,  18  L.  ed.  520;  Ayres  v.  Rob- 
ins, 30  Gratt.  (71  Va.)  105,  against  the 
personal  property  of  the  vendee. 

Execution  In  action  to  enforce  lien, 
see  supra.,  I,  B,  16. 

[a]  An  ordinary  execution  against 
the  property  in  general  of  the  judg- 
ment debtor  subject  to  execution^  is 
issued.   Greeno  v.  Barnard,  18  Kan.  518. 

[b]  Form  of  Process.  —  When  the 
vendees  and  indorsees  are  parties  to 
the  act  of  sale,  it  need  not  be  ex- 
pressed therein  that  they  endorsed  the 
notes  to  enable  the  vendor  to  proceed 
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ing  the  land  sold/"  if  he  has  not  transferred  it,"  though  according  to 
some  authorities,  the  land  sold  cannot  be  levied  on  if  the  title  has  not 
been  conveyed  to  the  purchaser." 

Stay  of  Execution.  -  The  court  may  stay  execution  in  a  proper  ease.' 
Redemption  is  ordinarily  a  statutory  matter  and  governed  by  general 
rules  elsewhere  discussed.'*  It  has  been  held  that  if  the  vendor  pur- 
chases the  land  sold  at  the  execution  sale,  he  will  stand  just  where  he 
stood  before  and  the  vendee  may  redeem  and  have  a  conveyance  on 
payment  of  the  purchase  money.'* 

D.  Action  foe  Damages  for  Breach  of  Contract.  —  1.  Generally. 
A  vendor  who  has  elected  to  sue  for  damages  for  a  breach  of  a  contract 
of  sale  must  declare  specially  on  the  contract.'*  Before  suing,  the. 
vendor,  in  the  absence  of  excuse  therefor,  must  perform  all  conditions 
precedent  to  the  action."  If  obligations  of  the  parties  under  the  con- 
tract are  concurrent,  a  tender  of  performance  and  refusal  before  suit 
is  necessary,'*  except  when  the  vendee  has  repudiated  the  contract,  or 


by  executory  process.  Barker  v.  Banks, 
15  La.  453. 

[c]  Personal  Property  Subject  to 
Execution  Should  Be  First  Exhausted. 
Greeno  v.  Barnard,  18  Kan.  518. 

70.  TJ.  S.  —  Hansbrough  v.  Peck,  5 
Wall.  497,  18  L.  ed.  520.  Kan.  —  Greeno 
V.  Barnard,  18  Kan.  518.  Ky.  —  Mori- 
arity  v.  Vessey,  6  Bush  115,  executed 
contract.  Mo.  —  Lumley  v.  Eobinson, 
26  Mo.  364.  N.  C  — Eollins  v.  Henry, 
86  N.  C.  714,  executed  contract. 

Whether  vendee's  interest  is  subject 
to  levy  generally,  see  15  Standard  Peoc. 
889. 

[a]  Title  of  Purchaser  at  Sale. 
If  the  title  to  the  land  has  not  been 
conveyed,  and  the  property  is  sold  on 
execution  for  nonpayment  of  an  install- 
ment of  the  purchase  money,  the  pur- 
chaser at  the  sale  acquires  only  the 
right  possessed  by  the  original  pur- 
chaser to  have  the  land  fully  conveyed 
to  him  on  the  payment  of  the  purchase 
money.  Phillips  v.  Edmonson,  17  Mo. 
579.  See  also  Lumley  v.  Kobinson,  26 
Mo.  364,  369. 

71.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Wlere  the  vendee  under  an  ab- 
solute deed  conveyed  the  premises  to 
another,  the  land  cannot  be  levied  on 
and  sold  as  the  property  of  the  pur- 
chaser, although  the  deed  recited  that 
the  ultimate  purchaser  agreed  to  pay 
the  note  for  the  purchase  money. 
Eounsaville  v.  Peck,  108  Ga.  584,  34 
e.  E.  141. 

72.  McPeters  v.  English,  141  N.  C. 
491,  54  S.  E.  417. 

[a]     The  equitable  interest  of  a  pur- 
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chaser  in  possession  without  a  convey- 
ance cannot  be  sold  on  a  judgment  for 
the  purchase  money.  "McPeterg  v.  Eng- 
lish, 141  N.  C.  491,  54  S.  E.  417. 

[b]  In  Georgia,  (1)  if  the  vendor 
retains  the  title,  he  should  make  a  title 
to  the  land  to  enable  him  to  levy  on 
the  land.  No  decree  is  necessary  to 
authorize  him  to  file  a  deed.  Littleton 
V.  Spell,  77  6a.  227,  2  S.  E.  935.  (2)  A 
sale  on  execution,  without  first  filing 
and  recording  a  deed  of  conveyance  to 
the  vendee,  is  void.  McCord  v.  Mc- 
Ginty,  99  Ga.  307,  25  S.  E.  667. 

73.  See  supra,  I,  C,  1,  a,  and  the 
title,  "Supersedeas  and  Stay  of  Pro- 
ceedings." 

74.  See  16  Standard  Proc.  223. 

75.  Pixlee  v.  Osborn,  48  Mo.  313; 
Lumley  v.  Eobinson,  26  Mo.  364. 

[a]  The  bill  to  redeem  must  con- 
tain an  offer  to  comply  -with  the  con- 
tract and  pay  up  the  purchase  money 
due.  Lumley  v.  Eobinson,  26  Mo.  364. 
See  16  Standard  Proc.  232. 

76.  Burnham  v.  Eoberts,   70  111.  19. 

77.  Burnham  v.  Eoberts,  70  111.  19; 
Dubignon  v.  Loud,  7  Eieh  L.  (S.  C.) 
193. 

78.  Ala.  —  Moss  v.  King,  186  Ala. 
475,  65  So.  180;  Vindiver  v.  Eeynolds, 
174  Ala.  582,  57  So.  462.  Fla.  — San- 
ford  V.  Cloud,  17  Fla.  632.  la.  —  Bark- 
er V.  Cochrane,  36  Iowa  390.  Minn. 
Blunt  V.  Egeland,  104  Minn.  351,  116 
N.  W.  653.  Mo.  —  Garred  t.  Macey,  10 
Mo.  161.  N.  T.  —  Johnson  v.  Wygant, 
11  Wend.  48.  S.  C.  —  Dubignon  v.  Loud, 
7  Eich.  L.  193. 

[aj    An  averment  of  readiness  is  in- 
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refused  to  perform  or  to  go  on  with  the  contract/^  or  a  tender  is  other- 
wise excused  or  waived.^"  If  the  covenants  are  independent,  no  tender 
of  a  deed  is  necessary  to  put  the  defendant  in  default.^^ 

2.  Parties.  —  The  general  rules  governing  parties  in  actions  on 
contract  apply  to  an  action  for  breach  of  a  contract  of  sale  of  land.'^ 

3.  Declaration  and  Complaint.  —  A  vendor  suing  for  damages  for 
breach  of  contract  must  allege  his  cause  of  action  in  accordance  with 
the  general  rules.*^  He  must  allege  the  contract,'*  a  breach  of  the 
contract  by  the  purchaser,'^  and  resulting  damage.'"     The  plaintiff 


sufficient  when  the  covenants  are  de- 
pendant, and  when  a  tender  is  required 
and  not  excused..  Sanford  v.  Cloud,  17 
ria.  532;  Parker  v.  Parmele,  20  Johns. 
(N.  Y.)  130,  11  Am.  Dec.  253. 

79.  111.  — Burnham  v.  Roberts,  70 
111.  19.  Ky.  —  Harmon  v.  Thompson, 
119  Ky.  528,  84  S.  W.  569.  Minn. 
Blunt  v.  Egeland,  104  Minn.  351,  116 
N.  W.  653.  Neb.  —  Wasson  v.  Palmer, 
17  Neb.  330,  22  N.  W.  773.  N.  Y. 
North's  Admrs.  v.  Pepper,  21  Wend. 
636;  Booth  V.  Milliken,  127  App.  Div. 
522,  111  N.  Y.  Supp.  791.  Ore.  — Wells 
Pargo  &  Co.  V.  Page,  48  Ore.  74,  82 
Pae.  856,  3  L.  E.  A.  N.  S.  103;  Sievers 
V.  Brown,  34  Ore.  454,  56  Pae.  171,  45 
L.  K.  A.  642.  Pa.  —  Hampton  v.  Speck- 
enagle,  9  Serg.  &  E.  212,  221,  11  Am. 
Dec.  704.  S.  C.  —  Dubignon  v.  Loud, 
7  Eich.  L.  193. 

[a]  The  reason  for  requiring  a  ten- 
der when  specific  performance  is 
brought  is  wholly  lacking,  in  a  suit  to 
recover  damages  because  of  the  ven- 
dee's abandonment  and  refusal  to  per- 
form the  contract.  Harmon  v.  Thomp- 
son, 119  Ky.  528,  539,  84  S.  W.  569. 

80.  D.  C.  —  Hazleton  v.  Le  Duo,  I'O 
App.  Cas.  379.  111. —  Nathan  v.  Reh- 
kopf,  57  111.  App.  212.  N.  Y.  — Booth 
V.  Milliken,  127  App.  Div.  522,  111  N. 
Y.  Supp.  791. 

See  the  title  "Tender." 

81.  Robinson  ■;;.  Heard,  15  Me.  296; 
Blunt  V.  Egeland,  104  Minn.  351,  116 
N.  W.  653. 

82.  See  the  title  "Parties"  and  11 
Standard  Peoc.  957,  et  seq. 

[a]  Strangers  to  the  contract  need 
not  be  joined.  Taliaferro  v.  Smiley,  112 
Ga.  62,  37  8.  E.  106. 

[b]  When  the  purchaser  assumes 
payment  of  certain  municipal  liens  and 
county  taxes,  the  city  and  county  can- 
not be  joined  as  plaintiffs  in  an  ac- 
tion for  breach  of  contract.  Eeis  v. 
McDevitt,  219  Pa.  414,  68  Atl.  1012. 


83.  See  11  Standakd  Peoc.  981,  et 
seq.  and  the  title  "Declaration  and 
Complaint."  See  also  titles  dealing 
with  particular  forms  of  action,  such 
as  "Assumpsit;"  "Covenant,  Action 
of;"  "Debt." 

Form  of  Complaint  for  damages  for 
failure  to  pay  purchase  money,  see  9 
Standard  Peoc.  1245;  against  executor 
of  purchaser,  see  9  Standard  Peoc. 
1247;  complaint  against  purchaser  for 
deficiency  on  resale,  see  9  Standaed 
Peoc.  1246. 

faj  Amendment  amplifying  descrip- 
tion of  land  in  the  contract.  King  v. 
Briee,  145  Ga.  65,  88  S.  E.  960. 

84.  Moss  V.  King,  186  Ala.  475,  65 
So.  180.  See  11  Standaed  Peoc.  981,  et 
seq. 

[a]  In  assumpsit,  a  positive  as- 
sumption by  the  defendant  should  be 
laid.  Hampton  v.  Speekenagle,  9  Serg. 
&  E.  (Pa.)  212,  222,  11  Am.  Dec.  704. 
See   generally   the   title    "Assumpsit." 

[b]  That  the  contract  is  in  writing 
need  not  be  alleged.  Taliaferro  v.  Smi- 
ley, 112  Ga.  62,  37  S.  E.  106;  Miller  v. 
Drake,  1  Caines  (N.  Y.)  45.  See  gen- 
erally 11  Standaed  Prog.  984  and  the 
title   "Frauds,   Statute 'of." 

[c]  Must  set  out  the  terms  either 
in  words  or  in  substance.  Moss  v. 
King,  186  Ala.  475,  65  So.  180.  See  11 
Standaed  Peoc  989. 

85.  Ga.  —  Taliaferro  v.  Smiley,  112 
Ga.  62,  37  S.  E.  106,  allegation  sufS- 
cient.  Minn.  —  Blunt  v.  Egeland,  104 
Minn.  351,  116  N.  W.  653,  allegation 
sufficient.  Tex.  —  Neiman  v.  Schuster  ' 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  43  S.  W.  1075. 

See  11  Standard  Peoc.  1006. 

86.  Bohall  v.  Diller,  41  Cal.  532; 
Neiman  v.  Schuster  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
43  S.  W.  1075.  See  Eagen  v.  Davison, 
2  Duer  (N.  Y.)  153,  and  13  Standaed 
Peoc.  360,  378;  11  Standard  Prog. 
1009. 

[a]-    When  the  contract  provides  for 
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must  allege  a  performance  of  his  part  of  the  contract  so  far  as  per- 
formance is  due,^^  and  of  any  conditions  precedent,**  or  he  must  allege 
an  excuse  for  performance,*'  in  which  case  he  must  also  allege  he  was 
able  and  willing  to  perform  the  obligations  incumbent  upon  him  at 
the  time  of  the  breach,®"  or  inability  to  perform  by  reason  of  some  act 
of  the  defendant." 

4.  Plea  or  Answer.  —  The  defendant's  plea  or  answer  must  eon- 
form  to  the  general  rules  governing  such  pleadings.'^ 


UcLUidated  damages,  neither  general  nor 
special  damage  need  be  alleged.  Blunt 
V.  Egeland,  104  Minn.  351,  116  N.  W. 
653. 

87.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  11 
Standard  I*boc.  998,  et  seq. 

[a]  When  the  contract  requires  the 
vendor  to  furnish  a  title  satisfactory 
to  the  purchaser,  the  petition  must  al- 
lege that  the  title  was  satisfactory  to 
the  vendee  or  show  that  the  vendee  did 
not  act  in  good  faith.  Hollingsworth 
V.  Colthurst,  78  Kan.  455,  96  Pae.  851, 
130  Am.  St.  Eep.  382,  18  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  741. 

88.  Moss  V.  King,  186  Ala.  475,  65 
So.  180;  Burnham  v.  Roberts,  70  111. 
19. 

[a]  Tender  of  Deed.  —  Fla.  —  San- 
ford  V.  Cloud,  17  Fla.  532.  Mo.  — Black 
V.  Crowther,  74  Mo.  App.  480.  N.  Y. 
Parker  v.  Parmele,  20  Johns.  130,  11 
Am.  Dee.  253. 

See  supra,  I,  D,  1;  11  Standard  Proc. 
998;  and  the  title  "Suits  and  Actions." 

[b]  An  averment,  that  the  vendor 
attended  at  the  time  and  place  appoint- 
ed ready  prepared  and  offering  to  exe- 
cute the  conveyance  according  to  the 
contract  and  that  the  defendant  did 
not  attend,  is  sufficient.  The  manner 
in  which  the  tender  or  offer  was  made 
is  a  matter  of  evidence.  Miller  v. 
Drake,  1  Caines  (N.  T.)  45. 

89.  111.  —  Burnham  v.  Eoberts,  70 
111.  19.  Minn.  —  Blunt  v.  Egeland,  104 
Minn.  351,  116  N.  W.  653.  Mo.  — Black 
V.  Crowther,  74  Mo.  App.  480.  N.  Y. 
Booth  V.  Milliken,  127  App.  Div.  522, 
111  N.  Y.  Supp.  791.    ' 

90.  TJ.  S.  — See  Gray  v.  Smith,  83 
Fed.  824,  28  C.  C.  A.  168,  48  U.  S.  App. 
581.  Ala.  —  Moss  v.  King,  186  Ala. 
475,  65  So.  180;  Offutt  v.  Wells,  42  Ala. 
199.  Ky.  —  Harmon  v.  Thompson,  119 
Ky.  528,  84  S.  W.  569.  Minn.  —  Blunt 
V.  Egeland,  104  Minn.  351,  116  N.  W. 
653.  Mo.  —  Birge  v.  Bock,  24  Mo.  App. 
330.    N.  Y.  —  Bigler  v.  Morgan,: 77  N. 
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T.  312;  Booth  V.  Milliken,  127  App. 
Div.  522,  111  N.  Y.  Supp.  791;  Stern 
V.  McKee,  70  App.  Div.  142,  75  N.  Y. 
Supp.  157;  North's  Admra.  v.  Pepper, 
21  Wend.  636.  Ore.  — Wella  v.  Page, 
48  Ore.  74,  82  Pae.  856,  3  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  103.  Pa.  —  Hampton  v.  Specke- 
nagle,  9  Serg.  &  E.  212,  22,  11  Am. 
Dec.  704. 

[a]  An  anticipatory  breach  by  com- 
plete repudiation  of  the  contract  does 
not  dispense  with  the  necessity  of 
showing  the  plaintiff's  ability  and  will- 
ingness to  perform,  although  it  dis- 
penses with  a  tender.  Moss  v.  King, 
186  Ala.  475,  65  So.  180;  Bigler  v.  Mor- 
gan, 77  N.  Y.  312.  But  see  North's 
Admrs.  v.  Pepper,  21  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
636. 

Allegation  of  readiness  to  perform, 
see  supra,  I,  D,  3. 

[b]  Omission    Cured    by    Verdict. 

Harmon  v.  Thompson,  119  Ky.  528,  84 
S.  W.  569. 

[cj  That  the  plaintiff  was  seized  of 
a  good  estate  in  fee-simple  should  be 
alleged.  Hampton  v.  Speckenagle,  9 
Serg.  &  E.  (Pa.)  212,  222,  11  Am.  Dec. 
704. 

91.  Moss  V.  King,  186  Ala.  475,  65 
So.  180;  Booth  V.  Milliken,  127  App. 
Div.  522,  111  N.  Y.  Supp.  791. 

92.  See  11  Standard  Proc.  1010,  et 
seq.,  and  Gilbert  v.  Cherry,  57  Ga.  128, 
fraud. 

[a]  The  general  Issue  is  non  est 
factum.  A  plea  of  not  guilty  is  not 
appropriate  in  an  action  on  covenant. 
Sanford  v.  Cloud,  17  Fla.  532,  543. 

[b]  A  plea  of  want  of  title  should 
point  out  the  defects.  Sanford  v.  Cloud, 
17  Fla.  532. 

[c]  A  plea  setting  up  a  dower  right 
as  an  incumbrance  must  name  the  hus- 
band out  of  whose  seisin  the  right 
arises,  and  state  the  time  of  his  seisin. 
Conover  v.  Tindall,  20  N.  J.  L.  513. 

fd]  Duplicity.  —  A  plea  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  ready  and  willing  to 
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5.  Replication  and  Reply.  —  The  necessity  for  and  sufficiency  of  a 

replication  or  reply  is  governed  by  general  rules  elsewhere  discussed."^ 

'  6.  Trial. —  The  trial  follows  the  usual  practice  in  similar  cases.^^ 

This  is  true  as  to  questions  of  variance,^^  questions  of  law  and  fact®* 

and  instructions.®' 

E.  Action  foe  Damages  foe  Feaud.  —  A  vendor  suing  ex  delicto 
for  damages  resulting  from  the  fraud  of  the  purchaser  must  proceed 
in  accordance  with  the  general  rules  regulating  actions  founded  on 
fraud  generally.®* 

P.  Action  To  Recover  oe  Quiet  Title  to  Land.  —  1.  Ejectment. 
"Where  the  vendee  in  an  executory  contract  of  sale  wrongfully  enters 
into  possession  of  the  land,®®  or,  having  become  rightfully  possessed, 


make  and  could  not  make  a  good  title 
is  bad  for  duplicity.  Conover  v.  Tia- 
dall,  20  N.  J.  L.  513. 

93.  Sanford  v.  Cloud,  17  Fla.  632, 
replication  that  title  in  plaintiff  was 
confirmed  by  a  decree.  See  the  title 
"Eeplication  and  Keply"  and  11 
Standard  Proc.  1033. 

94.  See  generally  the  title  "Trial" 
and  titles  dealing  with  particular 
phases  of  trial  practice. 

[a]  The  court  will  take  notice  of 
eauitable  objections  to  the  platatiff's 
title  and  deny  him  a  recovery.  Con- 
over  V.  Tindall,  20  N.  J.  L.  513. 

95.  la.  — Miller  v.  McConnell,  179 
Iowa  377,  157  N.  W.  943.  Mass. 
Brackett  v.  Evans,  1  Gush.  79.  N.  Y. 
Fagen  v.  Davison,  2  Duer  153. 

See  11  Standard  Proc.  1036,  and  the 
title  "Variance  and  Failure  of  Proof." 

96.  See  the  title  "Province  of  Judge 
and  Jury' '  and  11  Standard  Peoc.  1054. 

[a]  Construction  of  contract  is  for 
the  court.  Hazleton  v.  Le  Due,  10  App. 
Cas.  (D.  C.)  379. 

[b]  Wliat  is  a  reasonable  time  for 
performance  of  a  condition  precedent 
is  a  question  for  the  jury.  Tyler  v, 
Webster,  43  N.  H.  147. 

[e]  Whether  the  Conduct  of  the  De- 
fendant Rendered  a  Tender  Nugatory. 
Dubignon  v.  Loud,  7  Rich.  L.  (S.  C.) 
193. 

97.  Dikeman  v.  Arnold,  78  Mich. 
455,  44  N.  W.  407;  Jackson  v.  Martin 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  41  S.  W.  837.  See 
the  title,  "Instructions,"  and  11 
Standard  Peoc.  1066. 

98.  See  the  title,  "Fraud  and  De- 
ceit." 

As  to  action  by  purchaser,  see  infra, 
II,  E. 
As  to  rescission,  see  the  title  "Re- 


scission and  Cancellation,"  and  infra, 
I,  F  and  G. 

[a]  Determination  of  Character  of 
Action.  —  The  fact  that  the  plaintiff 
avers  that  before  the  action  was  com- 
menced he  offered  to,  restore  what  he 
had  received  on  condition  the  purchas- 
er reconvey  the  land  is  not  determina- 
tive of  the  question  whether  the  plain- 
tiff sues  to  recover  damages  or  to  re- 
scind. Yeomans  v.  Bell,  151  N.  Y.  230, 
45  N.  E.  552. 

[b]  Husband  '  and  Wife;  Parties. 
When  the  complaint  does  not  contain 
an  allegation  showing  that  the  title  to 
the  homestead  of  the  plaintiff  is  not 
wholly  in  his  name,  his  wife  is  not 
properly  joined,  since  without  such 
averment,  it  will  be  taken  that  the 
property  belongs  to  the  husband.  Read 
V.  Sang,  21  Wis.  678. 

[c]  Where  a  husband  and  wife  join 
in  a  conveyance  of  lands  of  the  for- 
mer, the  sale  being  induced  by  the 
fraud  of  the  grantee,  the  wife  has  a 
cause  of  action  against  him  for  dam- 
ages sustained  in  the  loss  of  her  in- 
choate rights  of  dower.  In  such  case, 
while  the  injury  to  the  husband  and 
the  wife  are  separate  and  distinct,  yet 
there  is  such  a  common  interest  as  to 
authorize  them  to  join  in  one  action. 
Simar  v.  Canaday,  53  N.  Y.  298,  13  Am. 
Rep.  523.  As  to  parties  in  actions  by 
husband  and  wife  generally,  see  the 
title  "Husband  and  Wife." 

[d]  The  vendor  suing  for  damages 
for  fraud  cannot  compel  the  purchaser 
to  take  any  part  of  the  property  which 
constituted  the  consideration  for  the 
conveyance.  Yeomans  v.  Bell,  151  N. 
Y.  230,  45  N.  E.  552. 

99.    Gaven  v.  Hagen,  15  Cal.  208. 
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he  loses  his  right  of  possession  by  default  or  refusal  to  perform  the 
contract,^  the  vendor  may  maintain  ejectment  on  his  legal  title  to 
recover  the  possession  of  the  lands  sold.^  But  when  the  vendee  right- 
fully in  possession  is  not  in  default,^  or  v^here  by  reason  of  the  con- 
tract or  otherwise  the  vendor  is  not  entitled  to  possession  upon  the 
default,*  ejectment  cannot  be  maintained. 

2.  Trespass  To  Try  Title.^ — In  some  states  trespass  to  try  title  is 
the  proper  remedy  by  which  a  vendor  retaining  the  legal  title,^  or 


1.  U.  S.  — Burnett  v.  Caldwell,  9 
"Wall.  290,  19  L.  ed.  712;  Hansbrough 
V.  Peck,  5  Wall.  497,  18  L.  ed.  520. 
Ala.  —  Micou  v.  Ashurst,  55  Ala.  607, 
615;  Tucker  v.  Adams,  52  Ala.  254; 
Seabury  v.  Doe  ex  dem.  Stewart,  22  Ala. 
207,  58  Am.  Dec.  254.  Ark.  —  Cleve- 
land V.  Aldridge,  94  Ark.  51,  125  S.  W. 
1016;  Smith  v.  Robinson,  13  Ark.  533. 
Cal.  — Empire  Inv.  Co.  v.  Mort,  169 
Cal.  732,  147  Pac.  960;  Hicks  v.  Lovell, 
64  Cal.  14,  27  Pac.  942,  49  Am.  Eep. 
679;  Whittier  v.  Stege,  61  Cal.  238; 
Central  Pac.  R.  Co.  v-  Mudd,  59  Cal. 
-  585;  Keller  v.  Lewis,  53  Cal.  113; 
Thome  v.  Hammond,  46  Cal.  530; 
Fresno  Irr.  Fafm.  Co.  v.  Canupis  (Cal. 
App.),  178  Pac.  300.  Fla.  —  Knox  v. 
Spratt,  19  Fla.  817.  Ga.  — Hill  v. 
Winn,  60  GTa.  337.  111.  — Home  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Gough,  2  111.  App.  477.  Kan. 
DroUinger  v.  Carson,  97  Kan.  502,  155 
Pac.  923.  Md.  —  Green  v.  Fowler,  11 
Giir&  J.  103.  Mich.  —  Lambton  Loan 
&  Inv.  Co.  V.  Adams,  132  Mich.  360, 
93  N.  W.  877.  Mo.  —  De  Bernardi  v. 
McElroy,  110  Mo.  650,  19  S.  W.  626; 
Gibbs  V.  Sullens,  48  Mo.  237.  N.  Y. 
Pierce  i;.  Tuttle,  53  Barb.  155,  167; 
Pratt  V.  Peekham,  44  Hun  247,  7  N.  Y. 
St.  621;  Edgerton  v.  Peekham,  11  Paige 
352.  N.  C  — Jones  v.  Boyd,  80  N.  C. 
258.  Okla.  —  Lonsdale  v.  Reinhard, 
176  Pac.  924;  Talley  v.  Kingfisher  Imp. 
Co.,  24  Okla.  472,  103  Pac.  591.  Pa. 
Moyer  v.  Garrett,  96  Pa.  376;  Marlin 
V.  Willink,  7  Serg.  &  E.  297;  Love  v. 
Jones,  4  Watts  465.  Utah.  —  Brixen  v. 
Jorgensen,  28  Utah  290,  78  Pac.  674, 
107  Am.  St.  Eep.  720.  Vt.  — Seaver  v. 
Lang,  104  Atl.  877;  Reynolds  v.  Bean, 
91  Vt.  247,  99  Atl.  1013.  Wash.— Shel- 
ton  V.  Jones,  4  Wash.  692,  30  Pac. 
1061.  W.  Va.  — Bloom  v.  Bennett,  70 
"W.  Va.  597,  74  S.  B.  906. 

[a]  When  the  vendor  is  unable  to 
transfer  title,  the  vendee  cannot  con- 
tinue in  possession  while  neglecting  to 
pay  the  price  when  due,  although  he 
tenders     performance     conditioned     on 

Vol.  XXV 


performance  by  the  vendor.  On  de- 
fault in  payment  of  any  installment 
the  vendor  may  bring  ejectment.  Bur- 
nett V.  Caldwell,  9  Wall.  (U.  S.)  _290,^ 
19  L.  ed.  712;  Gervaise  v.  Brookins, 
156  Cal.  r03,  103  Pae.  329. 

[b]  In  Arkansas,  if  the  vendor 
elects  to  recover  possession,  he  re- 
covers possession  as  mortgagee  only 
for  the  purpose  of  taking  the  rents  and 
profits  to  apply  on  the  purchase  price. 
The  vendee  may  redeem  at  any  time. 
This  rule,  however,  does  not  apply 
when  time  is  of  the  essence  of  the  con- 
tract, or  when  the  contract  operates  as 
an  option  merely.  Higgs  v.  Smith,  100 
Ark.  543,  1'40  S.  W.  990  (overruling 
Fears  v.  Merrill,  9  Ark.  559,  50  Am. 
Dec.  226);  Smith  v.  Robinson,  13  Ark. 
533. 

Ejectment  as  a  means  of  enforcing 
specific  performance  under  the  Pennsyl- 
vania practice,  see  the  title  "Specific 
Performance." 

2.  Demand  or  notice  as  condition 
precedent,  see  infra,  I,  P,  2,  c. 

S.  Haile  v.  Smith,  113  Cal.  656,  45 
Pac.  872;  Whittier  v.  Stege,  61  Cal. 
238;  Central  Pac.  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Mudd, 
59  Cal.  585;  Talley  v.  Kingfisher  Imp. 
Co.,  24  Okla.  472,  103  Pac.  591. 

4.  Central  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Mudd, 
59  Cal.  585;  Willis  v.  Wozeneraft,  22 
Cal.  607;  Brixen  v.  Jorgensen,  28 
Utah  290,  78  Pac.  674,  107  Am.  St. 
Eep.  720.     See  infra,  I,  F,  5,  c. 

5.  See  generally  the  title,  "Tres- 
pass To  Try  Title." 

6.  Eockhill  Country  Club  Co.  v.  ISTis 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  198  S.  W.  155;  Atte- 
berry  v.  Burnett,  52  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
617,  114  S.  W.  159;  Curran  v.  Texas 
Land  &  Mortgage  Co.,  24  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  499,  60  S.  W.  466;  Smith  v.  Cot- 
tingham,  20  Tex.  Civ.  App.  303,  49  S. 
W.   145. 

[a]  An  action  of  trespass  to  try 
title  is  a  rescission  of  the  contract  of 
sale.  Rockhill  Country  Club  Co.  v.  Nix 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  198  S.  W.  155. 
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reserving  a  lien  in  the  deed/  or  in  the  purchase  money  notes/  can 
recover  possession  after  default  of  the  purchaser. 

3.  Quieting  Title.  —  In  a  proper  case,  the  vendor  may  bring  a  suit 
to  quiet  title  and  to  establish  judicially  that  the  vendee  has  forfeited 
his  rights  to  the  contract.' 

4.  Summary  Remedies.^" — Summary  remedies  provided  for  the 
eviction  of  tenants  by  landlords  cannot  be  invoked  against  a  purchaser 
who  has  defaulted  in  his  payments,"  even  when  the  contract  provides 
that  until  full  performance  by  the  purchaser,  his  interest  shall  be  that 
of  a  tenant  only.^^  The  action  of  unlawful  detainer  is  not  a  proper 
remedy  to  oust  a  vendee  in  possession,  under  such  circumstances.^* 


[b]    Eren  though  the  deht  is  barred 

by  the  statute  of  limitations,  trespass 
to  try  title  ■will  lie.  McKae  v.  Poor 
(Tex.   Civ.  App.),  48  S.  W.  47. 

7.  Curran  v.  Texas  Land  &  Mort- 
gage Co.,  24  Tex.  Civ.  App.  499,  60 
S.  W.  466;  Ellis  v.  Hannay  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  64  S.  W.  684. 

8.  Ellis  V.  Hannay  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
64  S.   W.  684. 

[a]  An  acknowledgment  of  a  lien 
in  the  purchase  money  notes  has  the 
same  effect  as  if  the  lien  was  express- 
ly retained  in  the  deed.  The  superior 
title  remains  in  the  vendor  and  he  may 
bring  trespass  to  try  title.  Ellis  v. 
Hannay  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  64  S.  W. 
684. 

9.  Fresno  Irrigated  Farms  Co.  v. 
Canupis  (Cal.  App.),  178  Pae.  300; 
Beckman  v.  "Waters,  3  Cal.  App.  734,  86 
Pac.  997.  See  Reed  v.  Bostleman,  97 
Kan.  633,  156  Pac.  TIS,  also  21  Stand- 
ABD  Peoc.  1007,  note  67. 

[a]  When  the  defendant  in  posses- 
sion under  an  option  to  purchase  re- 
pudiates the  contract  and  refuses  to 
pay  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money, 
the  vendor  can  maintain  a  quiet  title 
suit  on  account  of  the  defendant's  as- 
serted claim  and  interest.  Beckman  v. 
Waters,  3   Cal.  App.  734,  86  Pac.  997. 

10.  See  generally  the  titles,  "Forci- 
ble Entry  and  Detainer;"  "Summary 
Proceedings." 

11.  Ga.  — Griffith  v.  Collins,  116  Ga. 
420,  42  S.  E.  743.  N.  J.  — Young  v. 
Columbia  Inv.  &  E.  Est.  Co.,  77  N.  J. 
L.  410,  72  Atl.  35.  N.  Y.  — Matter  of 
Stockwell  V.  Washburn,  59  Misc.  543, 
111  N.  Y.  Supp.  413;  Burkhart  V. 
Tucker,  27  Misc.  724,  59  N.  Y.  Supp. 
711;  People  ex  rel.  Williams  >v.  Bige- 
low,  11  How.  Pr.  83.  N.  C  — Hauser 
V.  Morrison,  146  N.  C.  248,  69  S.  E. 
693. 


12.  Young  V.  Columbia  Inv.  &  E. 
Est.  Co.,  77  N.  J.  L.  410,  72  Atl.  35; 
Burkhart  v.  Tucker,  27  Misc.  724,  59 
N.  Y.  Supp.  711. 

13.  Ala.  —  Brown  v.  Beatty,  76  Ala. 
250.  Ark.  —  Mason  v.  Delancy,  44  Ark 
444.  Colo.  — Keller  v.  Klopfer,  3  Colo. 
132.  Kan.  —  Linder  v.  Waruock,  91 
Kan.  272,  137  Pae.  962,  Ann.  Cas. 
1915C,  315.  Ky.  — Jack  v.  Carneal,  2 
A.  K.  Marsh.  518;  Hay's  Heirs  v.  Con- 
nelly 's  Heirs,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  393.  Neb. 
Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.  v.  Skupa,  16 
Neb.  341,  20  N.  W.  393.  Okla.  — Pow- 
ers V.  Myers,  25  Okla.  165,  105  Pac. 
674;  Smith  v.  Kirchner,  7  Okla.  166, 
54  Pac.  439.  S.  C  — Carlisle  v.  Prior, 
48  S.  C.  183,  26  S.  E.  244.  Tex. 
Francis  v.  Holmes,  54  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
608,  118  S.  W.  881;  Cunningham  v. 
Ammerman,  3  Wills.  Civ.  Cas.  §  352, 
Wis.  —  Nightingale  v.  Barnes,  47  Wis. 
389,  2  N.  W.  767. 

Contra,  Dobson  v.  Culpepper,  23 
Gratt.   (04  Va.)   352. 

[a]  The  reason  is  (1)  the  action  of 
unlawful  detainer  can  be  maintained 
only  when  the  relation  of  landlord  and 
tenant  subsists  between  the  parties  to 
the  action.  Mason  v.  Delancy,  44  Ark. 
444.  (2)  The  contract  cannot  be  con- 
strued into  a  lease,  and  it  cannot  be 
terminated  and  converted  into  a  lease 
without  the  consent  of  all  the  parties. 
Neither  is  the  lawful  possession  con- 
verted into  an  unlawful  possession  by 
a  default  in  payment.  Smith  v.  Kirch- 
ner, 7  Okla.  166,  54  Pae.  439. 

fb]  The  fact  that  the  contract  is  in 
parol  is  immaterial.  Mason  v.  Delancy, 
44  Ark.  444.     ■ 

[e]  The  fact  that  the  purchaser 
afterwards  cancels  the  contract  and  ac- 
cepts a  lease  does  not  render  him  liable 
to    a  forcible    entry   or    detainer    suit. 
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"Where,  however,  the  statute  so  provides,^*  or  the  possession  of  the 
vendee  is  regarded  as  "unlawful"  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute, 
by  reason  of  his  repudiation  of  the  contract,^*  the  summary  remedy 
may  be  resorted  to. 

5.  Conditions  Precedent.  —  a.  Generally.  —  Except  where  the  con- 
tract is  illegal,^^  or  unless  a  tender  of  a  deed  is  necessary  to  put  the 
vendee  in  default,  as  where  the  covenants  to  pay  and  to  convey  are 
mutual  and  dependent,^'  or  time  is  not  of  the  essence  of  the  contract,^^ 
a  vendor  need  not  tender  a  deed  before  suing  for  possession  of  land 
after  default  of  the  purchaser  in  his  payments, ^^  nor  need  he  make  a 
demand  for  payment."" 


Jack  V.  Carneal,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  (Ky.) 
518. 

[d]  But  where  after  unlawfully 
entering  into  possession,  the  vendee 
becomes  a  tenant  at  wiU  by  failure  of 
the  vendor  to  take  action  against  him 
•within  thirty  days,  after  the  statutory 
notice  terminating  the  tenancy,  the 
vendor  may  avail  himseli  of  the  sum- 
mary remedy.  Waterman  v.  Wood  (la.), 
171  N.  W.  171. 

14.  111.  —  Lesher  v.  Sherwin,  86  111. 
420;  Haskins  v.  Haskins,  67  111.  446; 
Wilburn  v.  Haines,  53  111.  207.  Mich. 
Murphy  v.  Melntyre,  152  Mich.  591, 
116  N.  W.  197;  Miner  v.  Dickey.  140 
Mich.  518,  103  N.  W.  855;  Lambton  L. 
&  Inv.  Co.  V.  Adams,  132  Mich.  350,  93 
N.  W.  877;  Hill  v.  Carter,  101  Mich. 
158,  59  N.  W.  413;  Moody  v.  Seaman, 
46  Mich.  74,  8  N.  W.  711.  Miss.  —  Clark 
V.  Bourgeois,  86  Miss.  1,  38  So.  187; 
Moak  D.  Bryant,  51  Miss;  560;  Mc- 
Kissack  v.  Bullington,  37  Miss.  535. 

[a]  The  theory  is  that  the  vendee 
in  a  land  contract  after  default  and 
notice  of  forfeiture  is  strictly  a  tenant 
at  will.  Murphy  v.  Melntyre,  152 
Mich.  591,  116  N.  W.   197. 

[b]  The  issuance  of  a  writ  of  res- 
titution on  the  judgment  may  be  pre- 
vented by  payment  of  the  debt  and 
costs  within  five  days  when  the  failure 
to  pay  is  the  sole  default  of  the  pur- 
chaser. Lambton  Loan  &  Inv.  Co.  v. 
Adams,  132  Mich.  350,  93  N.  W.  877. 

[c]  An  assignee  of  the  vendor  may 
sue.     Vos  V.  Dykema,  26  Mich.  399. 

'[d]  But  a  statute  providing  a  sum- 
mary remedy  to  recover  possession 
from  persons  who  have  Intruded  into 
or  squatted  upon  realty  without  the 
permission  of  the  person  entitled  to 
possession,  does  not  authorize  a  suit 
against  a  vendee  entering  into  posses- 
sion under  a  contract  of  sale.     Stock- 
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well  V.  Washburn,  111  N.  T.  Supp.  413. 

15.  Sullivan  v.  Ivey,  2  Sneed 
(Tenn.)  487;  Beard  i).  Bricker,  2 
Swan  (Tenn.)   50. 

16.  Collins  V.  Thayer,  74  111.  138. 

17.  Eeese  v.  Westfield,  56  Wash. 
415,  105  Pac.  837,  28  L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.) 
956;  Eeddish  v.  Smith,  10  Wash.  178, 
38  Pac.  1003,  45  Am.  St.  Eep.  781. 
See  also  Mix  v.  Beach,  46  111.  311. 

[a]  Installment  Contracts.  —  There 
is  a  distinction  when  a  purchaser  un- 
der an  installment  contract  defaults  in 
the  last  installment  or  in  the  earlier 
installments,  the  covenants  in  the 
former  case  being  dependent,  and  in 
the  latter  independent.  Haile  v.  Smith, 
113  Cal.  656,  45  Pac.  872;  Eeese  v. 
Westfleld,  56  Wash.  415,  105  Pac.  837, 
28  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  956;  Eeddish  v. 
Smith,  10  Wash.  178,  38  Pac.  1003,  45 
Am.  St.  "Hep.  781. 

18.  Gregg  v.  English,   38   Tex.   139. 

19.  Miss Bowling  v.  Bowling,  88 

Miss.  144,  40  So.  871.  N.  Y.  —  Hotaling 
V.  Hotaling,  47  Barb.  163;  Wright  v. 
Moore,  21  Wend.  230.  Pa.  —  Devling 
V.  Williamson,  9  Watts  311.  Wash. 
Eeese  v.  Westfield,  56  Wash.  415,  105 
Pac.  837,  28  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  956. 

[a]  Where  the  purchaser  In  posses- 
sion under  an  option  to  purchase 
breaches  the  contract,  the  vendor  may 
maintain  ejectment  without  a  previous 
tender  of  a  deed,  as  he  is  not  seeking 
to  rescind  the  contract  but  claims  the 
contract  is  at  an  end.  Bruschi  v. 
Quail  Min.  &  Mill.  Co.,  147  Cal.  120, 
81  Pac.  404. 

20.  Hotaling  v.  Hotaling,  47  Barb. 
(N.  T.)  163.  But  see  Keenan  v.  Good- 
man, 175  111.  App.  556,  where  demand 
for  a  specified  amount  was  necessary 
to  put  vendee  in  default. 

As  to  necessity  for  demand  general- 
ly, see  the  title  "Suits  and  Actions." 
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b.  Putting  Purchaser  in  Statu  Quo.  —  If  the  contract  is  not  rescinded 
and  the  right  of  recovery  of  possession  is  consistent  with  the  contract, 
the  vendor  need  not  rescind,  return  any  part  of  the  purchase  money, 
or  put  the  purchaser  in  statu  quo  before  suing  to  recover  possession 
of  the  premises,^^  especially  where  the  contract  provides  for  the  for- 
feiture of  the  money  paid  on  default  in  payment.^^  But  if  the  action 
is  based  upon  a  rescission  of  the  contract  of  sale,  the  vendor  must 
have  attempted  to  place  the  purchaser  in  statu  quo,^^  unless  the  vendee 
has  appropriated  to  himself  the  fruits  and  revenues  of  the  property  to 
an  amount  more  than  sufScient  to  reimburse  the  priee.^* 

c.  Demand  of  Possession  and  Notice.  —  Ordinarily  the  vendor  can- 
not bring  an  action  to  recover  the  possession  of  the  premises  from  the 
vendee  so  long  as  the  relation  created  by  the  contract  of  the  parties 
exists.^* 

According  to  some  authorities,  the  mere  failure  to  make  payments 
as  agreed  does  not  of  itself  terminate  the  relation  and  give  the  vendor 
the  right  to  immediate  possession,^*  unless  the  contract  so  provides.^^ 
And  therefore  .where  there  has  been  a  part  performance  by  the  vendee,^^ 
a  vendor,  retaining  the  legal  title,  must  terminate  the  relation  by 
notice  of  forfeiture  or  notice  to  quit,^^  or  by  a  demand  for  posses- 


21.  Oal.  —  Hannan  «.  McNickle,  82 
Cal.  122,  23  Pac.  271;  Hoffman  v.  Eem- 
nant,  72  Cal.  1,  12  Pae.  804J  See  Glock 
V.  Howard  &  W".  C.  Co.,  123  Cal.  1,  55 
Pac.  713,  69  Am.  St.  Kep.  17,  43  L.  E. 
A.  199.  But  compare  Willis  v.  "Wozen- 
craft,  22  Cal.  607.  Contra,  Bohall  v. 
DUler,  41  Cal.  532.  Fla.  — Knox  v. 
Spratt,  19  Fla.  817.  ni.  — Wilburn  v. 
Haines,  53  111.  207;  Staley  V.  Murphy, 
47  111.  241.  Mont.  — See  Suburban 
Homes  Co.  v.  North,  50  Mont.  108,  145 
Pae.  2,  Ann.  Cas.  19170,  81.  Pa, 
Moody's  Lessee  v.  Vandyke,  4  Binn.  31, 
44,  5  Am.  Dee.  385.  Tex.  —  Branch  v. 
Taylor,  40  Tex.  Civ.  App.  248,  89  S.  W. 
813;  Walsh  V.  Ford,  27  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
573,  66  S.  W.  854.  Wash.  —  Eeddish  v. 
Smith  10  Wash.  178,  38  Pac.  10O3,  45 
Am.  St.  Rep.  781. 

[a]  An  allowance  for  improvements 
may  be  made  before  verdict  as  well  as 
before  judgment.  Moody's  Lessee  •». 
Vandyke,  4  Binn.  (Pa.)  31,  44,  5  Am. 
Dec.  385. 

22.  Keenan  v.  Goodman,  175  111. 
App.  556. 

23.  Central  Pac.  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Mudd, 
59  Cal.  585;  Bohall  v.  Diller,  41  Cal. 
532;  Keenan  v.  Goodman,  175  111.  App. 
556.  See  Jolly  v.  Stallings,  78  Tex. 
605,  14  8.  W.  1002,  and  infra,  I,  G, 
1,  b. 

24.  Ala.  —  Walling  v.  Thomas,  133 
Ala.  426,  31  So.  982.     La,  — State  v. 


Hackley,  Hume  &  Joyce,  124  La.  854, 
50  So.  772.  Mont.  —  Arnold  v.  Eraser, 
43  Mont.  540,  117  Pae.  1064. 

25.  Bedford's  Heirs  v.  Thomas,  6 
B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  332;  Miner  v.  Dickey, 
140  Mich.  518,  103  N.  W.  855  (unlaw- 
ful detainer);  Michigan  Land  &  Iron 
Co.  V.  Thoney,  89  Mich.  226,  60  N.  W. 
845,  ejectment. 

26.  Fears  v.  Merrill,  9  Ark.  559,  50 
Am.  Dec.  226;  Corning  v.  Loomis,  111 
Mich.    23,    69    N.    W.    85. 

27.  Mich.  —  Miner  v.  Dickey,  140 
Mich.  518,  103  N.  W.  855.  N.  J.— Bray 
V.  McShane,  13  N.  J.  L.  35.  Pa.— Vito 
V.  Birkel,  209  Pa.  206,  58  Atl.  127. 

28.  Kennedy  v.  Embry,  72  Tex.  387, 
10  S.  W.  88. 

[a]  Where  there  has  been  no  at- 
tempt to  perform  any  part  of  the  con- 
tract and  the  time  for  performance 
has  expired,  no  equities  exist  in  favor 
of  the  vendee,  and  the  vendor  may 
rescind  without  notice  of  his  intention 
to  do  so.  Kennedy  v.  Embry,  72  Tex. 
387,  10  S.  W.  88. 

29.  U.  S.  —  Costigan  v.  Wood,  5 
Craneh  0.  0.  507,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3265. 
Ark.  —  Fears  v.  Merrill,  9  Ark.  559,  50 
Am.  Dec.  226,  distinguished  in  Smith 
V.  Eobinson,  13  Ark.  538.  Ky.  —  Bed- 
ford's Heirs  v.  Thomas,  6  B.  Mon.  332; 
Dennis  v.  Warder,  3  B.  Mon.  173;  Harle 
V.  McCoy,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  318,  23  Am. 
Dec,  407.  But  see  Venable  v.  McDonald, 

Vol.  XXV 


790 


VENDOB  AND  PUBCEASEB 


sion^"  or  otherwise,^^  before  action  can  be  brought,  unless  the  contract 
provides  that  a  breach  shall  determine  the  contract  relation  and  forfeit 
the  vendee's  rights  thereunder ,.^2  or  unless  the  purchaser  do  some  act 
which  itself  determines  the  relation,^^  or  unless  the  contract  is  deemed 
to  be  an  executed  agreement.^* 

According   to   other   authorities,   the   possession   of  the  purchaser 
becomes  tortious  on  his  failure  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  sale, 


4  Dana  336.  Mich.  —  Murphy  v.  Me- 
Intyre,  152  Mich.  591,  116  N.  W.  197; 
Miner  v.  Dickey,  140  Mich.  518,  103 
N.  W.  855  (unlawful  detainer);  Cor- 
ning V.  Loomis,  111  Mich.  23,  69  N.  W. 
85;  Hogsett  v.  Ellis,  17  Mich.  351. 
Va.  — Pettit  V.  Cowherd,  83  Va.  20,  1 
S.  E.  392  (unlawful  detainer);  Wil- 
liamson V,  Paxton,  18  Gratt.  (59  Va.) 
475. 

But  see  Doe  ex  dem.  Brumfleld  v. 
Brown,  7  Blackf.  (Ind.)  142,  41  Am. 
Dec.  217,  holding  the  statute  requir- 
ing notice  to  quit  applies  only  to  land- 
lords. 

[a]  When  time  is  not  of  the  essence 
of  the  contract,  the  vendor  cannot  res- 
cind without  the  consent  of  the  pur- 
chaser unless  he  first  give  an  explicit 
notice,  reasonable  in  its  terms,  that  un- 
less the  purchaser  periOrm  within  a 
certain  time,  he  would  rescind  the  con- 
tract. Courtney  v.  Woodworth,  9  Kan. 
443. 

[b]  If  a  demand  for  possession  he 
made,  notice  to  quit  is  not  required. 
Eoss  V.  Van  Aulen,  42  N.  J.  L.  49. 
See  also  Doe  ex  dem.  Brumfield  v. 
Brown,  7  Blackf.  (Ind.)  142,  41  Am. 
Dec.  217. 

[c]  In  England,  notice  to  quit  must 
he  given.  See  Burnett  v.  Caldwell,  9 
Wall.   (U.  S.)    290,  19  L.  ed.  712. 

[d]  The  action  of  unlawful  detainer 
stands  on  the  same  footing  in  this  re- 
spect as  the  action  of  ejectment.  Wil- 
liamson V.  Paxton,  18  Gratt.  (59  Va.) 
475. 

30.  XT.  S.  —  Costigan  v.  Wood,  5 
Cranch  C.  C.  507,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
3,265.  Cal.  — Willis  v.  Wozencraft,  22 
Cal.  607,  617.  lU.  — See  Swetitsch  v. 
Wasko,  37  111.  App.  153,  under  statute. 
Ind.  —  Doe  ex  dem.  Brumfield  v.  Brown, 
7  Blackf.  142.  Ky.  —  Bedford 's  Heirs 
r.  Thomas,  6  B.  Mon.  332.  Mich. 
Corning  v.  Loomis,  111  Mich.  23,  69 
N.  W,  85;  Michigan  Land  &  Iron  Co. 
V.  Thoney,  89  Mich.  226,  50  N.  W.  845. 
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Va.  — Jones  V.  Temple,  87  Va.  210,  12 
S.  E.  404,  24  Am.  St.  Eep.  649;  Pettit 
V.  Cowherd,  83  Va.  20,  1  S.  E.  392; 
Williamson  v.  Paxton,  18  Gratt.  (59 
Va.)  475.  Eng.  — Eight  v.  Beard,  13 
East  210,  104  Eng.  Eeprint  350. 

31.  Miner  v.  Dickey,  140  Mich.  518, 
103  N.  W.  855;  Right  v.  Beard,  13  East 
210,  104  Eng.  Eeprint  350. 

32.  Mich.  —  Miner  v.  Dickey,  140 
Mich.  518,  103  N.  W.  855.  N.  J. 
Bray  v.  McShane,  13  N.  J.  L.  35.  Pa. 
Vito  V.  Birkel,  209  Pa.  206,  58  Atl, 
127. 

33.  Ark.  —  Fears  v.  Merrill,  9  Ark. 
559,  50  Am.  Dec.  226.  111.  —  Prentice 
V.  Wilson,  14  111.  91.  Ky.  — Bedford's 
Heirs  v.  Thomas,  6  B.  Mon.  332;  Harle 
V.  McCoy,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  318,  23  Am. 
Dec.  407.  Mich.  —  Miner  v.  Dickey, 
140  Mich.  518,  103  N.  W.  855;  Michi- 
gan Land  &  Iron  Co.  v.  Thoney,  89 
Mich.  226,  50  N.  W.  845.  Tex.  — Ken- 
nedy V.  Embry,  72  Tex.  387,  10  S.  W. 
88. 

[a]  When  the  vendee  has  actually 
abandoned  the  contract.  Kennedy  v. 
Embry,   72   Tex.   387,  10   S.   W.   88. 

[b]  When  the  vendee  has  so  acted 
as  to  create  a  reasonable  belief  on  the 
part  of  the  vendor  that  he  has  aban- 
doned it.  Kennedy  v.  Embry,  72  Tex. 
387,  10  S.   W.  88. 

[c]  When  the  vendee  claims  to  hold 
independently  of  the  vendor,  no  notice 
to  quit  is  required.  Cal.  —  Coates  v. 
Cleaves,  92  Cal.  427,  28  Pac.  580.  Ky. 
Bedford's  Heirs  v.  Thomas,  6  B.  Mon. 
332.  Mich.  —  Michigan  Land  &  Iron 
Co.  V.  Thoney,  89  Mich.  226,  50  N".  W. 
845.  Tenn.  —  Beard  v.  Bricker,  2  Swan 
60. 

[d]  Notwithstanding  part  perform- 
ance by  the  purchaser,  the  vendor  may 
rescind  without  notice  of  intention  in 
such  ease.  Kennedy  v.  Embry,  72  Tex. 
387,  10  S.  W.  88. 

34.  Venable  v.  McDonald,  4  Dana 
(Ky.)  336. 


VENDOR  AND  PUBCHASEE 


791 


and  neither  notice  to  quit^°  nor  a  demand  of  possession^"  are  conditions 
precedent  to  the  action,  unless  the  contract  provides  otherwise.^^ 

Requisites  of  Notice.  —  The  notice,  when  required,  should  be  a  reason- 
able notice  depending  upon  the  circumstances  of  each  particular  case.'^ 
When  the  parties  have  contracted  for  a  particular  notice,  that  notice 
should  be  given.'' 

6.  Parties.  —  Pursuant  to  the  general  rules  elsewhere  treated,*"  an 
action  to  recover  the  possession  of  the  land  after  default  of  the  pur- 
chaser may  be  brought  by  the  vendor  who  has  retained  the  legal  title,*^ 
or  by  his  heirs,*^  or  grantee.*'  In  a  suit  by  the  latter,  the  vendor  is  a 
proper  party.**  The  wife  of  the  purchaser  who  is  in  possession  of  the 
premises  with  her  husband  is  a  proper  if  not  a  necessary  party  to 
the  action.*' 

7.  Declaration  or  Complaint.  —  The  declaration  or  complaint  must 
state  a  cause  of  action  for  the  recovery  of  the  land  in  accordance  with 
the  general  rules  regulating  such  actions.*^  The  complaint  must  describe 


35.  U.  S.  — Burnett  v.  Caldwell,  9 
Wall.  290,  19  L.  ed.  712;  Gregg  v.  Von 
Phul,  1  Wall.  274,  17  L.  ed.  536.  Ala, 
Seabury  v.  Doe  ex  dem.  Stewart,  22 
Ala.  207,  58  Am.  Dec.  254;  Chapman 
V.  Glassell,  13  Ala.  50,  48  Am.  Dee.  41. 
Fla.  —  Knox  v.  Spratt,  19  Pla.  817. 
Ga.  —  Day  v.  Solomon,  40  Ga.  32;  Mc- 
Han  V.  Stansell,  39  Ga.  197.  111. 
Dean  v.  Comstoek,  32  111.  173;  Prentice 
V.  Wilson,  14  111.  91.  Mo.  —  Glascock 
V.  Bobsrds,  14  Mo.  350,  55  Am.  Dee. 
108.  N.  J.  —  Eoss  v.  Van  Aulen,  42 
K.  J.  L.  49;  Van  Valkenbergh  v.  Den, 
23  N.  J.  L.  583;  Den  v.  Westbrook,  15 
N.  J.  L.  371,  29  Am.  Deo.  692.  N.  Y. 
Pierce  v.  Tuttle,  53  Barb.  155,  167; 
ITotaling  v.  Hotaling,  47  Barb.  163; 
Powers  V.  Ingraham,  3  Barb.  576; 
Jackson  ex  dem.  Shipley  v.  Moncrief, 
6  Wend.  26;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Phillips 
V.  Aldrich,  13  Johns.  106.  Contra., 
Jackson  ex  dem.  Ostrander  v.  Eowan,  9 
Johns.  330.  Ohio.  —  Baker  d.  Gittings' 
Lessee,  16  Ohio  485.  Teim.  —  Den  v. 
Webster,  10  Yerg.  513. 

[a]  The  reason  is  that  the  relation 
of  the  parties  is  not  that  of  landlord 
and  tenant,  and  notice  to  quit  is  not 
required  except  when  such  a  relation 
exists.  Jackson  ex  dem.  Church  v.  Mil- 
ler, 7  Cow.   (N.  Y.)   747,  751. 

[b]  But  if  rent  has  been  reserved 
and  paid,  notice  to  quit  is  required. 
Jackson  ex  dem.  Livingston  v.  Niven, 
10  Johns.   (N.  Y.)   335. 

36.  Ala.  —  Chapman  v.  Glassell,  13 
Ala.  50,  48  Am.  Dec.  41.  6a.  —  Day  v. 
SolOBlon,  40  Ga.   32;     McHan  v.  Stan- 


sell,  39  Ga.  197.     N.  Y.  — Hotaling  v. 
Hotaling,  47  Barb.  163. 

37.  Eoss  V.  Van  Aulen,  47  N.  J.  L. 
49. 

38.  Fears  v.  Merrill,  9  Ark.  559,  50 
Am.  Dee.  226;  Butner  v.  Chaffiu,  61 
N.  C.  497,  twenty-five  days. 

[a J  Six  months'  notice  to  quit  is 
not  required,  as  the  defendant  is  only  a 
quasi  tenant  at  will.  Fears  v.  Merrill, 
9  Ark.  559;  Venable  v.  McDonald,  4 
Dana  (Ky.)   336. 

[b]  The  notice  may  be  served  on  the 
tenant  in  possession  under  the  pur- 
chaser.    Hogsett  V.  iHlis,  17  Mich.  351. 

39.  Kerns  v.  McKean,  65  Cal.  411, 
4  Pac.  404. 

40.  See  the  title  "Parties"  and  the 
titles,  "Ejectment;"  "Quieting 
Title;"   "Trespass  To  Try  Title." 

41.  Smith  V.  Pate  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
43   S.  W.  312. 

42.  Smith  v.  Pate  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
43  S.  W.  312.  See  generally  12 
Standard  Pboc.  961,  964,  and  mpra, 
I,  B,  7,  c,  (XIV). 

43.  Dobson  v.  Culpepper,  23  Gratt. 
(64  Va.)   352. 

44.  Waggoner  v.  Tinney,  102  Tex. 
254,  115  S.  W.  1155. 

45.  Reddish  v.  Smith,  10  Wash.  178, 
38  Pac.  1O03,  45  Am.  St.  Eep.  781. 
See  generally  the  title  "Husband  and 
Wife." 

46.  iSee  the  titles,  "Ejectment; '^ 
"Forcible  Entry  and  Detainer;" 
"Trespass  To  Try  Title,"  and  "Quiet- 
ing Title." 

[a]     A  petition  in  trespass  to  try 
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the  premises,*'  and  allege  a  delivery  of  possession  to  the  purchaser,** 
but  need  not,  it  has  been  held,  allege  his  title  and  right  of  possession.*^ 
A  demand  and  notice  to  quit,  when  required,  must  be  alleged.^"  When 
a  tender  of  deed  is  required,  it  is  sufiScient  to  allege  a  tender  of  a  good 
and  sufficient  deed  without  setting  out  the  deed  tendered."^ 

Joinder.  —  A  cause  of  action  for  rents,  issues  and  profits  of  the  land 
during  the  period  of  the  vendee's  possession  may,  under  modern  statutes 
be  joined  with  the  action  for  possession.''^ 

Petition  in  Alternative.  -  It  has  been  held  that  the  plaintiff  suing  for 
the  land  may  frame  his  petition  with  an  alternative  prayer  for  the 
recovery  of  the  money  in  ease  a  recovery  of  the  land  should  be  denied 
him.^^ 

8.  Defendant's  Pleadings.  —  The  defendant's  pleadings  must  con- 
form to  the  general  rules  elsewhere  discussed.^*  If  the  defendant  elect 
to  defend  upon  the  ground  of  title  in  himself,  outstanding  title,  statute 


title  is  sufficient  which  alleges  that  the 
note  sued  on  and  described  was  given 
for  a  part  of  the  purchase  money  of 
the  land  described;  that  a  vendor's 
lien  was  retained  in  the  note  and  in 
the  deed  conveying  the  land  to  secure 
payment  of  the  same;  that  the  defend- 
ant had  failed  and  refused  to  pay  said 
note,  though  past  due,  and  which  asks 
for  a  writ  of  possession  and  that  the 
plaintiff  be  quieted  in  his  title  to  said 
land.  Sanders  v.  Eawlings  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  77  S.  W.  41. 

[i]  Wlien  not  alleged  to  he  in  writ- 
ing, the  contract  will  be  presumed,  as 
against  a  general  demurrer,  to  be  in 
writing.  Ruth  v.  Smith,  29  Colo.  154, 
68  Pae.  278.  See  11  Standard  Pboc. 
984,  and  the  title  "Frauds,  Statute 
of." 

[c]  The  complaint  tn  unlawful  de- 
tainer by  the  vendor  must  allege  facta 
bringing  the  case  within  the  statute. 
It  must  show  the  existence  of  the  re- 
lation of  vendor  and  vendee,  the  tak- 
ing of  possession  of  the  land  in  ques- 
tion under  the  contract,  and  the  failure 
or  refusal  to  comply  with  the  contract 
tefore  obtaining  a  deed  of  conveyance. 
Haskins  v.  Haskins,   67  111.   446. 

47.  Haskins  v.  Haskins,  67  111.  446. 

48.  Paeey  v.  McKinney,  125  Fed. 
675,  60  C.  C.  A.  365. 

[a]  An  allegation  of  an  agreement 
to  sell  and  to  buy  premises  for  a  spec- 
ified sum  and  of  an  entry  into  pos- 
session in  pursuance  thereof  sufficiently 
states  a  delivery  of  possession  under 
the  code.  Pacey  v.  McKinney,  125 
Fed.   675,   60   C.   C.  A.   365. 

49.  Central  Pac.  B.  E.  Co.  v,  Mudd, 
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59  Cal.  585;     Euth  v.  Smith,  29  Colo. 
154,   68   Pae.    278. 

50.  See  Coates  v.  Cleaves,  92  Cal. 
427,  28  Pac.  580  (holding  notice  un- 
necessary under  the  facts);  Eookhill 
Country  Club  Co.  v.  Nix  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  198  S.  W.  155,  and  supra,  I,  F, 
5,  e. 

51.  Haile  v.  Smith,  113  Cal.  656, 
45  Pac.  872. 

52.  See  the  title  "Mesne  Profits" 
and  14  Standard  Proc.  694,  695.  See 
also  Beckman  v.  Waters,  3  Cal.  App. 
734,  86  Pac.  997. 

53.  Eogers  v.  Green,  35  Tex.  730; 
Von  Boeder  v.  Eobson,  20  Tex.  754, 
766.  See  also  Moon  v.  Sherwood  (Tex. 
Civ.    App.),    180    S.    W.    296. 

54.  Church  v.  Cole,  36  Ind.  34.  See 
the  titles,  "Answers;"  "Confession 
and  Avoidance;"  "Demurrer;" 
"Denials;"  "Ejectment;"  "Forcible 
Entry  and  Detainer;"  "Quieting 
Title;"  "Trespass  .To  Try  Title;" 
"Set-off,  Counterclaim  and  Becoup- 
ment." 

[a]  An  answer  sufiiciently  alleges 
fraud  which  states  that  the  plaintiff 
represented  that  he  had  a  good  title 
to  the  land  which  he  contracted  to 
convey  and  that  confiding  in  this  rep- 
resentation of  the  plaintiff,  the  de- 
fendant purchased,  etc.  Hays  v.  Bon- 
ner, 14  Tex.  629.  See  the  title  "Fraud 
and  Deceit." 

[b]  An  averment  of  tender  of  th& 
purchase  money  "on  or  about  the 
first  day  of  March"  is  sufficient  as 
against  a  general  demurrer,  although 
it  may  not  be  as  against  a  special  de- 
murrer on  the  ground  of  uncertainty. 
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of  limitations  or  inability  of  the  plaintiff  to  show  title  in  himself,  he 
may  do  so  by  the  usual  modes  of  pleading.^^  And  when  legal  and 
equitable  relief  are  administered  in  one  tribunal,  the  purchaser,  if  he 
still  has  an  equitable  right  to  acquire  title  by  payment  of  the  balance 
of  the  purchase  money,  may,  by  appropriate  allegations  in  a  cross- 
complaint,  offer  payment  of  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money  with 
interest  and  obtain  a  decree  of  specific  performance.^"  If  separate 
courts  of  equity  exist  he  may  go  into  equity  for  such  relief.^'  But  a 
purchaser  being  in  default  under  his  contract  is  not,  according  to  some 
authorities,  entitled  to  set  off  the  value  of  his  improvements,  made  by 
him  while  in  possession  of  the  premises,^^  or  to  a  rescission  of  the  con- 
tract." 

9.  Trial  and  Judgment.  —  The  trial  proceeds  in  accordance  with 
the  rules  applicable  to  the  action  or  proceeding  employed,""  and  the 


HaiJe  v.  Smith,  113  Cal.  656,  45  Pae. 
872.  See  the  title  "Certainty  in 
Pleading." 

[c]  Where  the  vendor  sues  to  re- 
cover land  conveyed  hy  mistake,  the 
purchaser  ma.j  show  without  special 
plea  that  the  grantor  had  received  the 
purchase  money  for  the  excess  and  had 
agreed  to  let  the  conveyance  stand. 
Wittbecker  v.  Wolters,  69  Tex.  470,  6 
S.  W.  788. 

55.  Stone  Land  &  Cattle  Co.  v. 
Boon,  73  Tex.  548,  11  S.  W.  544. 

56.  Cal.  — Central  Pacific  E.  E.  Co. 
V.  Mudd,  59  Cal.  585.  N.  Y.  — Cavalli 
V.  Allen,  57  N.  T.  508.  Tex.  —  Moore 
V.  Giesecke,  76  Tex.  543,  551,  13  S.  W. 
290.  See  Wiseman  v.  Cottingham  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  141  S.  W.  817. 

Compare  supra,  I,  F,  5. 

[a]  He  must  bring  the  money  into 
court  and  place  it  in  the  power  of  the 
court.  Stone  Land  &  Cattle  Co.  v. 
Boon,  73  Tex.  548,  11   S.  W.  544. 

[h]  The  purchaser  can  set  up  inde- 
pendent liquidated  claims  by  way  of 
set-off  against  the  purchase  money  and 
ask  for  specific  performance.  Cavalli 
V.  Allen,  57  N.  Y.   508. 

Equitable  relief  in  action  at  law, 
see  generally  the  title  "Suits  and 
Actions." 

57.  Hansbrough  v.  Peck,  5  Wall. 
(U.  S.)  497,  506,  18  L.  ed.  520. 

58.  Oal.  —  Hannan  v.  McNickle,  82 
Cal.  122,  23  Pac.  271.  Me.  — Tyler  v. 
Mckett,  75  Me.  211.  Mich.  — Buell  v. 
Irwin,  24  Mich.  145.  Tenu.  —  Guthrie 
V.  Holt,  9  Baxt.  527. 

But  see  Troost  v.  Davis,  31  Ind.  34; 
Moore  v.  Giesecke,  76  Tex.  543,  550,  13 
S.  W.  290. 


Bight  and  manner  of  recovering  for 
improvements,  see  18  Standard  |Peoc. 
681;  19  Standard  Pkoc.  780,  note  36; 
and  infra,  II,  A,  10. 

[a]  In  Texas.  —  The  purchaser  may 
in  every  case  show  the  existence  of 
any  facts  entitling  him  in  equity  to 
have  compensation  for  permanent  and 
valuable  improvements  and  to  be  com- 
pensated for  partial  payments  prev- 
iously made.  But  when '  the  vendor 's 
suit  is  predicated  on  the  mere  refusal 
of  the  vendee  to  pay  the  consideration 
he,  unless  aided  by  other  sufficient 
equity,  cannot  recover  the  purchase 
price  and  the  value  of  the  improve- 
ments. Moore  v.  Giesecke,  76  Tex.  543, 
13  S.  W.  290. 

[b]  If  the  defendant  wishes  to  tax 
the  plaintiff  with  improvements  erected 
on  the  land,  he,  in  addition  to  his  plea 
setting  up  his  equities,  should  tender 
into  court  the  balance  of  the  purchase 
money.  But  if  instead  of  doing  so  he 
pleads  the  statute  of  limitations  he 
prevents  an  allowance  for  the  improve- 
ments. Efron  V.  Burgower  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  57  S.   W.  306. 

59.  Eeddish  v.  Smith,  IQ  "Wash.  178, 
38  Pae.  1003,  45  Am.  St.  Eep.  781. 

60.  See  the  titles,  "Ejectmfint;^^ 
"Forcible  Entry  and  Detainer;" 
"Mesne  Profits;"  "Quieting  Title;" 
"Summary  Proceedings;"  "Trespass 
To  Try  Title."  See  also  titles  dealing 
with  trial  procedure,  such  as,  "Find, 
ings  and  Conclusions;"  "Instruc- 
tions;" "Juries  and  Jurors;"  "Pro 
vince  of  Judge  and  Jury;"  "Trial;' 
"Variance  and  Failure  of  Proof;' 
"Verdict." 

[a]      Variance.  —  Partial   discrepan^ 
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judgment  or  decree  should  conform  to  the  pleadings  and  proof,^^  and 
be  adapted  to  the  relief  adjudged.^^ 

10.  Recovery  of  Mesne  Profits.  —  The  recovery  of  mesne  profits  or 
value  of  the  use  of  the  land  while  in  the  vendee 's  possession  is  governed 
by  the  general  rules  elsewhere  treated.^' 

G.  Action  for  Eescission  and  Cancellation.** — 1.  Conditions  Pre- 
cedent. —  a.  In  General.  —  A  vendor  suing  to  rescind  a  contract  of 
sale  must  not  be  in  default,"**  and  must  have  performed  all  conditions 
precedent  to  the  action.""  A  notice  of  rescission  or  forfeiture  must 
be  given  if  it  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  action."'  What  are  con- 
ditions precedent  to  the  right  to  relief  are  in  general  the  same  as  in 


cies  as  to  description  of  the  land  are 
immaterial.  Smith  v.  Chatham,  1^ 
Tex.  322. 

[b]  Instructions.  —  Staley  v.  Stone, 
41  Tex.  Civ.  App.  299,  92  S.  W.  1017 
(as  to  cancellation  of  sale);  Kruger  v. 
Buttelman  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  56  S.  W. 
930,  as  to  conditional  sale. 

61.  Elley  v.  Caldwell,  158  Mo.  372, 
59  S.  W.  111. 

[a]  A  judgment  giving  the  defend- 
ant time  in  which  to  redeem  will  not 
be  reversed,  although  not  authorized 
by  the  pleadings,  if  the  plaintiff  does 
not  object  in  the  trial  court.  Elley  «. 
Caldwell,  158  Mo.  372,  59  S.  W.  111. 

62.  See  supra,  I,  F,  7  and  8,  and 
also  generally  the  titles,  "Decrees;" 
"Judgments;"  and  the  titles  referred 
to  in  preceding  note. 

[a]  A  mistake  in  the  descrlptiou 
of  the  premises  cannot  be  remedied  in 
suits  of  this  character.  Michigan  Land 
&  Iron  Co.  V.  Thoney,  89  Mich.  226, 
50  N.  W.  845. 

[b]  Judgment  for  Defendant. 
When  the  defendant  pleads  payment  of 
the  purchase  money  and  prays  affirma- 
tive relief,  the  court  on  finding  for 
the  defendant  should  enter  a  decree  in 
-accordance  with  the  prayer  vesting 
title  in  him.  If  the  court  finds  all 
the  issues  for  the  defendant  except  as 
to  the  payment  of  the  balance  of  the 
purchase  money,  a  conditional  decree 
can  be  rendered  conditioned  upon  the 
defendant  paying  the  balance  of  the 
purchase  money,  interest  and  costs,  on 
which  the  title  to  vest  in  him.  Chou- 
teau Land  &  Lumber  Co.  v.  Chrisman, 
172  Mo.  610,  72  S.  W.  1062. 

[c]  On  a  cross-complaint  the  court 
may  deny  the  vendor  possession,  give 
him  a  vendor's  lien,  and  require  him 
to  convey  title  to  the  vendee  on  pay- 
ment of  the  b9.1ance  of  purchase  price. 
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,  Gumaer    v.   Draper,    33    Colo.    122,    79 
Pac.  1040. 

63.  See  19  Standaed  Proc.  773;  14 
Standard  Peoc.  694,  695;  and  Beck- 
man  V.  Waters,  3  Cal.  App.  734,  86 
Pae.  997;  Woodbury  v.  Woodbury,  47 
N.  H.   11,  90   Am.  Dec.   555. 

64.  See  generally  the  title  "Re- 
scission and  Cancellation," 

Actions  based  on  rescission  by  vend- 
or, see  supra,  I,  T. 

Action  by  vendee  for  rescission,  see 
infra,   II,   H. 

65.  Frink  v.  Thomas,  20  Ore.  265,  25 
Pac.  717,  12  L.  E.  A.  239;  Stein  v. 
Waddell,  37  Wash.  634,  80  Pac.  184. 

66.  Frink  v.  Thomas,  20  Ore.  265,  25 
Pac.  717,  12  L.  E.  A.  239;  Prothro  v. 
Smith,  6  Eich.  Eq.   (S.  C.)   324. 

67.  See  the  following  cases:  U.  S. 
Dunlap  V.  Green,  60  Fed.  242,  8  C.  C. 
A.  600.  Cal.  —  Boone  v.  Templeman, 
158  Cal.  290,  110  Pae.  947;  Kelley  v. 
Owens,  120  Cal.  502,  47  PaC.  369;  Ham- 
mond V.  Wallace,  85  Oal.  522,  24  Pac. 
837,  20  Am.  St.  Eep.  239.  111.  — Mon- 
son  V.  Bragdon,  159  111.  61,  42  N.  E. 
383.  Mont.  —  Fratt  v.  Daniels-Jones 
Co.,  47  Mont.  487,  133  Pac.  700.  Tex. 
Eeddin's   Heirs  v.  Smith,  65   Tex.   26. 

[a]  The  general  rule  is  that  if  a 
party  means  to  rescind  a  contract  be- 
cause of  the  failure  of  the  other  party 
to  perform  it,  he  should  give  a  clear 
notice  of  his  intention  to  do  so,  unless 
the  contract  itself  dispenses  with  such 
notice,  or  unless  notice  becomes  un- 
necessary by  reason  of  the  conduct  of 
the  parties.  Hennessy  v.  Bacon,  137 
TJ.  S.  78,  11  Sup.  Ct.  17,  34  L.  ed.  605. 

[b]  After  waiving  time  as  an  es- 
sential feature  of  the  contract,  a  notice 
of  his  purpose  to  require  payment 
within  some  reasonable  time  is  essen- 
tial.     Boone   v.   Templeman,   158    Cal. 
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case  of  actions  for  the  recovery  of  the  premises  based  on  a  previous 
rescission.** 

b.  liesioration  of  Statu  Quo.  —  It  is  a  general  rule,  subject  to  certain 
exceptions,  that  a  vendor  cannot  rescind  the  contract  of  sale  unless  he 
restores  the  purchaser  to  status  quo.°°  According  to  some  authorities, 
he  must,  in  the  absence  of  excuse  therefor,  do  so  before  action  brought 
as  a  condition  precedent  to  the  action/"  But  some  courts  distinguish 
between  actions  at  law  based  upon  a  rescission,  and  a  suit  in  equity  for 
a  rescission  and  hold  in  the  latter  case  that  the  purchaser  need  not  be 
placed  in  statu  quo  before  suit  brought,  but  that  it  is  a  sufficient 


290,   110   Pac.   947;    Eeddin's  Heirs  v. 
Smith,  65  Tex.  26. 

[c]  The  Tjill  is  a  suflcient  notice  to 
quit  possession.  Davis  v.  Eoss  (Tenn. 
Ch.),  50  S.  W.  650. 

68.  See  supra,  I,  F,  5. 

[a]  Demand  and  Tender. —  (1) 
When  tlie  covenants  to  convey  and  to 
pay  are  mutual  and  dependent  and  time 
is  of  the  essence  of  the  contract,  the 
vendor  cannot  sue  for  a  rescission  on 
the  ground  of  nonperformance  by  the 
purchaser  until  he  has  tendered  a  deed 
and  demanded  performance.  Kan. 
Brentnall  v.  Marshall,  10  Kan.  App. 
488,  63  Pac.  93.  Ore. — ^Frink  v.  Thomas, 
24  Ore.  265,  25  Pae.  717,  12  L.  E.  A. 
239.  Wash.  —  Stein  v.  Waddell,  37 
Wash.  634,  640,  80  Pae.  184.  (2)  But 
the  rule  is  otherwise  when  the  coven- 
ants to  pay  and  to  convey  are  inde- 
pendent. Lombard  v.  Speer,  37  Miss. 
170. 

[b]  Although  there  is  no  stipula- 
tion that  time  shaU.  be  essential,  it 
may  be  made  so  by  a  tender  of  per- 
formance and  demand  of  payment. 
Frink  v.  Thomas,  20  Ore.  265,  25  Pae. 
717,  12  L.  E.  A.  239. 

69.  TT.  S.  —  Longworth  v.  Taylor,  1 
McLean  395,  15  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,490. 
Oal.  — Kelley  v.  Owens,  120  Cal.  5'02, 
47  Pac.  369,  52  Pae.  797;  Willis  v. 
Wozeneraft,  22  Cal.  607.  Colo.— Hamill 
v.  Thompson,  3  Colo.  518.  lU.  —  Brady 
V.  Cole,  164  111.  116,  45  N.  E.  438; 
Staley  v.  Murphy,  47  111.  241.  Me. 
Herrin  v.  Libbey,  36  Me.  350.  Minn. 
Warren  v.  Ward,  91  Minn.  254,  97  N. 
W.  886.  Pa.  —  Wain  v.  Johnson,  3 
Brewst.  152.  Tex.  —  Milligan  v.  Ewing, 
64  Tex.  258;  Harris  v.  Catlin,  37  Tex. 
581;  Mills  V.  Alexander,  21  Tex.  164. 
Wash.  —  Wood  r.  Nichols,  6  Wash.  96,^ 
32  Pac.   1055,   35  Pac.   140. 

70.  Ark.  —  Hoover  v.  Binkley,  66 
Art.  645,  51  S.  W.  73.   Cal.  —  Willey  v. 


Clements,  146  Cal.  91,  79  Pac.  850; 
Kelley  v.  Owens,  120  Cal.  502,  47  Pac. 
369;  Hammond  v.  Wallace,  85  Cal.  522, 
24  Pac.  837,  20  Am.  St.  Eep.  239;  Bo- 
hall  V.  Ciller,  41  Cal.  532.  Ind.  —  Vance 
V.  Schroyer,  79  Ind.  380;  Parks  v. 
Evansville  etc.  E.  Co.,  23  Ind.  567. 
La.  —  Ware  v.  Berlin,  43  La.  Ann.  534, 
9  So.  490.  Miss.  —  Hanson  v.  Field,  41 
Miss.  712.  Ore.  —  Friak  v.  Thomas,  20 
Ore.  265,  25  Pae.  717,  12  L.  E.  A.  239. 

[a]  "The  substance  of  the  distinc- 
tion [between  cases  where  the  pur- 
chaser must  be  first  placed  in  statu 
quo  and  those  where  he  need  not  be] 
will  be  found  to  be  based,  not  upon  the 
form  of  the  action,  but  upon  the  dif- 
ference between  the  cases  which  are 
within  the  rule,  and  those  which,  ow- 
ing to  peculiar  facts,  are  exceptions 
to  the  rule.  And  the  real  facts  and 
rights  arising  thereon  cannot  be  kept 
out  of  sight  by  the  device  of  a  parti- 
cular form  of  action."  Kelley  v. 
Owens,  120  Cal.  502,  47  Pae.  369,  52 
Pae.  797. 

[b]  "There  are  exceptional  cases 
where  restoration  or  an  offer  to  restore 
before  suit  brought  is  not  necessary — 
as,  for  instance,  where  the  thing  re- 
ceived by  the  plaintiff  is  of  no  value 
whatever  to  either  of  the  parties;  or 
where  the  plaintiff  has  merely  received 
the  individual  promissory  note  of  the 
defendant,  or  where  the  contract  is  ab- 
solutely void;  or  where  it  clearly  ap- 
pears that  the  defendant  could  not 
possibly  have  been  injuriously  affected 
by  a  failure  to  restore;  or  where,  with- 
out any  fault  of  plaintiff,  there  have 
been  peculiar  complications  which 
make  it  impossible  for  plaintiff  to  offer 
full  restoration,  although  the  circum- 
stances are  such  that  a  court  of  chan- 
cery may  by  a  final  decree  fully  adjust 
the  equities  between  the  parties." 
Kelley  v.  Owens,  120  Cal.  502,  47  PaC. 
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compliance  with  the  rule  to  make  an  offer  to  do  so  in  the  billJ^  A  class 
of  eases,  which  must  be  distinguished,  is  that  in  which  the  vendor  sues 
to  cancel  the  contract  by  virtue  of  a  provision  therein  giving  him  the 
right  to  declare  the  contract  forfeited  on  breach  of  the  vendee.  The 
action  is  not  for  rescission,'''  and  the  vendor  is  not  required  to  restore 
the  purchaser  to  status  quo,  or  allege  that  he  has  done  soJ^ 

2.  Jurisdiction  and  Venue.  —  An  action  to  rescind  a  contract  for 
sale  of  real  property  is  of  equitable  cognizance.''*  "While  a  court  has 
no  jurisdiction  over  land  situated  in  another  state,  except  subject  to  the 
limitations  elsewhere  discussed,'^  a  court  in  one  state  has  jurisdiction 
of  the  suit  for  rescission  of  a  sale  of  land  although  the  consideration 
for  the  contract  was  land  in  another  state.'" 

An  action  to  rescind  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  real  property  need 
not  be  brought  where  the  land  is  situated,"  but  may  be  brought  where 
the  defendant  resides.'* 

3.  Parties.  —  All  parties  in  interest  should  be  parties  to  a  suit  to 
rescind." 


369,  52  Pae.  797,  quoted  in  California 
F.  &  F.  Co.  V.  Sehiappa-Pietra,  151 
Cal.    732,   739,   91   Pao.   593. 

[c]  But  where  the  use  of  the  land 
is  of  greater  value  than  the  amount 
paid  with  interest,  an  offer  to  return 
the  consideration  is  not  required.  Wal- 
ling V.  Thomas,  133  Ala.  426,  31  So. 
982;  Arnold  v.  Fraser,  43  Mont.  540, 
117  Pae.  1064. 

[d]  In  Louisiana,  a  tender  of  the 
price  received  is  not  a  condition  pre- 
cedent to  bringing  an  action  to  rescind 
a  sale  for  lesion  beyond  moiety.  Ware 
V.  Couvillion,  112  La.  43,  36  So.  220. 

71.  Schneider  v.  Schneider,  125  Iowa 
1,  98  N.  W.  159.  See  Brown  v.  Nor- 
man, 65  Miss.  369,  4  So.  293,  7  Am. 
St.  Eep.  663.  -See  infra,  "Actions  by 
Purchaser." 

[a]  Where  rescission  on  the  ground 
of  fraud  is  sought,  an  antecedent  res- 
toration, or  offer  of  restoration,  is  not 
required.  Martin  v.  Martin,  35  Ala. 
560. 

[b]  An  offer  in  the  bill  and  also  in 
open  court  (1)  is  sufficient  in  Illinois, 
Wenegar  v.  Bollenbach,  180  HI.  222, 
64  N.  B.  192.  (2)  But  a  mere  offer  in 
the  bill  is  insufficient.  Brady  v.  Cole, 
164  111.   116,  45  N.  E.  438. 

72.  See  supra,  I,  A. 

73.  Suburban  Homes  Co.  v.  North, 
50  Mont.  108,  145  Pae.  2,  Ann.  Cas. 
1917C,  81;  Cook-Keynolds  Co.  v.  Chip- 
man,  47  Mont.   289,   133   Pae.   694. 

74.  Ely  v.  Lowenstein,  9  Abb.  Pr. 
N.  S.  (N.  Y.)  37.  See  22  Standard 
Pkoc.   980. 
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75.  See  17  Standaed  Psoo.  776, 
780. 

7*6.  Paul  V.  Chenault  ,(Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  59  S.  W.  579. 

77.  Morris  v.  Eunnells,  12  Tex.  175; 
Lucas  V.  Patton,  49  ,Tex.  Civ.  App.  62, 
107  S.  W.  1143.  See  22  Standard 
Proc.  984,  985,  and  the  title  "Venue." 

[a]  It  is  not  an  action  for  the  re- 
covery of  land  or  damages  thereto 
within  the  statute  relating  to  venue. 
Ely  V.  Lowenstein,  9  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S. 
(N.  Y.)  37;  Morris  v.  Eunnells,  12  Tex. 
175. 

[b]  Nor  is  it  an  action  for  the  de- 
termination of  a  right  or  interest  in 
real  property.  Ely  v.  Lowenstein  9 
Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  (N.  Y.)  37. 

[cj  An  action  to  rescind  for  lesion 
beyond  moiety,  under  the  Louisiana 
practice,  may  be  brought  in  the  parish 
where  the  land  is  situated,  because  the 
action  is  one  in  revendication  of  res^ 
property,  to  reclaim  or  demand  its  res- 
toration. Smart  v.  Bibbins,  109  La. 
9,86,  34  So.  49. 

78.  Morris  v.  Eunnells,  12  Tex.  175. 

79.  Kan.  —  Constant  v.  Lehman,  52 
Kan.  227,  34  Pae.  745,  corporation  hold- 
ing legal  title.  La.  —  Belcher  v.  John- 
son, 114  La.  640,  38  So.  481.  Tex. — Mc- 
Neill V.  Cage,  38  Tex.  Civ.  App.  45,  85 
S.  W.  57. 

See  22  Standard  Peoo.  985. 

[a]  When  the  vendee  assumes  a 
mortgage,  the  mortgagee  is  a  necessary 
party.  Hoover  v.  Binkley,  66  Ark,  645, 
51  S.  W.  73. 
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4.  Pleadings.  —  a.  Bill  or  Complaint.  —  A  bill  or  complaint  by  a 
vendor  for  a  rescission  of  a  contract  of  sale  of  land  must  state  facts 
entitling  the  plaintiff  to  a  rescission  in  accordance  >  with  the  general 
rules,*"  distinctly  allege  the  grounds  for  rescission,*^  and  ordinarily 
make  an  offer  in  his  bill  to  do  equity,  and  to  restore  the  consideration 
paid.*^  If  such  restoration  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  action,*^ 
he  must  allege  a  prior  restoration  of  or  offer  to  restore  what  he  received 
under  the  contract,**  or  an  excuse  therefor.*^  If  a  nonperformance 
by  the  purchaser  is  relied  on,  the  vendor  must  allege  a  tender  of  a 
deed  conveying  all  the  land  according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract  and 
a  demand  of  performance,*^  and  a  notice  of  rescission  or  forfeiture  of 
the  contract,*'  when  these  are   conditions  precedent  to  a  right  to 


80.  Cal.  — Smith  v.  Blandin,  133 
Cal.  441,  65  Pac.  894.  Teim.  —  Davis 
V.  Eoss  (Tenn.  Ch.),  50  S.  W.  650.  Tex. 
Teague  v.  Teague,  22  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
443,  54  S.  W.  632  (bill  held  sufficient) ; 
Cabiness  v.  Holland  (Tex.  Civ.  App), 
30  S.  W.  63.  Wash.  —  Spinning  v. 
Drake,  4  Wash.  285,  30  Pac.  82,  31  Pac. 
319. 

See"  the  titles,  "Bills  and  Answers;" 
"Declaration  and  Complaint;"  "Re- 
scission amd  Cancellation." 

[a]  The  plaintiff  need  not  show  title 
other  than  the  one  conveyed,  when  the 
cancellation  is  sought  on  the  ground  of 
the  fraud  of  the  purchaser.  De  Perez 
V.  Everett,  73  Tex.  431,  11  S.  W.  388. 

tb]  Must  show  a  right  to  relief  be- 
yond a  mere  breach  of  a  contract  which 
would,  confer  a  right  of  action  at  law. 
Brainard  v.  Holsaple,  4  6.  Gr.  (la.) 
485.  But  compare,  Lombard  v.  Speer, 
37  Miss.  170. 

81.  Brainard  v.  Holsaple,  4  G.  Gr. 
(Ta.)  485;  Hanson  v.  Field,  41  Miss. 
712.  See  the  title  "Eescission  anfi 
Cancellation." 

[a]  Fraud.  —  Martin  v.  Martin,  35 
Ala.  560  (allegation  held  sufficient) ; 
Schultz  V.  McLean  (Cal.),  25  Pac.  427. 

[b]  Diiferent  Grounds  of  Action. 
A  complaint  setting  up  a  default  in 
payment  as  a  ground  for  rescission 
states  but  one  cause  of  action  although 
it  also  alleges  that  the  purchaser  had 
no  intention  of  performing  the  con- 
tract. Smith  V.  Blandin,  133  Cal.  441, 
65  Pac.  894.  See  the  titles,  "Joinder 
of  Actions;"  "Several  Counts." 

82.  Ala.  —  Walling  v.  Thomas,  133 
Ala.  426,  31  So.  982;  Martin  v.  Martin, 
35  Ala.  560,  allegation  h^ld  sufficient. 
Cal.  — Purdy  v.  Bullard,  41  Cal.  444. 
Okla.  — Clark  v.  O 'Toole,  20  Okla.  319, 
94  Pac.  547.     Ore.  —  Frink  v.  Thomas, 


20  Ore.  265,  25  Pac.  717,  12  L.  E.  A. 
239. 

See  the  title  "Rescission  and  Can- 
cellation." 

83.  See  supra,  I,  G,  1,  b. 

[a]  As  to  general  allegation  of  per-, 
formance  of  conditions  precedent,  see 
Dahl  V.  Press,  6  Minn.  89,  and  11 
Standard  Proc.  1002. 

84.  Kelley  v.  Owens,  120  Cal.  502,  47 
Pac.  369;  Hammond  v.  Wallace,  85  Cal. 
522,  24  Pac.  837,  20  Am.  St.  Eep.  239; 
Lockwood  V.  Allen,  113  Wis.  474,  89 
N.  W.  492. 

[a]  An  allegation  of  willingness  and 
ability  to  return  all  money  paid  and  of 
a  present  offer  to  do  so  is  insufficient 
Kelley  v.  Owens,  120  Cal.  502,  47  Pac. 
369;    Hammond  v.  Wallace,  85  Cal.  622, 

24  Pac.  837,  20  Am.  St.  Eep.  239. 

[bl  Omission  Is  Fatal.  —  Hammond 
■D.  Wallace,  85  Cal.  522,  532,  24  Pac. 
837,  20   Am.  St.   Eep.   239. 

See  22  Standakd  Pboc.  1009,  1010. 

,85.  Kelley  v.  Owens,  120  Cal.  502,  47 
Pac.  369,  52  Pae.  797;  Arnold  v.  Fraser, 
43  Mont.  540,  117  Pac.  1064. 

86.  Frink   v.   Thomas,   20   Ore.   265, 

25  Pac.  717,  12  L.  E.  A.  239;  Stein  v. 
Waddell,  37  Wash.  634,  80  Pac.  184. 

87.  Kelley  f.  Owens,  120  Cal.  502, 
47  Pac.  369;  Hammond  v.  Wallace,  85 
Cal.  622,  24  Pac.  837,  20  Am.  St.  Eep. 
239;  Frink  v.  Thomas,  20  Ore.  265,  25 
Pac.  717,  12  L.  E.  A.  239. 

[a]  The  bill  should  allege  either  of 
three  things:  (1)  that  the  conveyance 
was  wholly  without   consideration;    or 

(2)  that  it  was  fraudulent  and  that 
there  was  a  consideration  which  the 
complainant  has   offered   to  return,  or 

(3)  that  the  complainant  is  not  in- 
formed, and  has  no  means  of  ascertain- 
ing whether  there  was  a  consideration, 
if  any,  and  that  these  facts  are  pecu- 
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rescind,*'  or  an  excuse  therefor." 

Lesion  Beyond  Moiety.  —  In  an  action  under  the  Louisiana  practice  for 
rescission  for  lesion  beyond  moiety,  the  plaintiff  need  not  allege  fraud,*" 
or  allege  a  tender  of  the  price  received.*^  And  the  damages  for 
rescission  for  lesion  and  on  account  of'  nonpayment  of  price  cannot  be 
cumulated."^ 

b.  Defendant's  Pleadings.  —  Defendant's  pleadings  must  conform  to 
the  general  rules  and  principles  elsewhere  treated.®^ 

5,  Decree.  —  The  decree  must  conform  to  the  pleadings  and  the 
proof.**    The  court  will  require  the  purchase  money  to  be  refunded, 


Harly  within  the  knowledge  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  in  the  latter  case,  it 
should  pray  a  discovery  and  offer  to 
return  any  consideration  paid  as  soon 
as  it  is  determined  by  the  court.  Des 
Moines  &  M.  E.  Co.  -v.  Alley,  16  Fed. 
732. 

88.  See  supra,  1,  F,  5;  I,  G,  1. 

[a]  But  when  seeking  a  forfeiture 
and  cancellation  under  an  express  pro- 
vision in  the  contract,  the  vendor  need 
not  make  any  allegation  on  the  subject 
of  restoration.  Suburban  Homes  Co.  v. 
North,  50  Mont.  108,  145  Pac.  2,  Ann. 
Gas.  1917C,  81.     See  supra,  I,  G,  1,  b. 

89.  Frink  v.  Thomas,  20  Ore.  265, 
270,  25  Pac.  717,  12  L.  E.  A.  239. 

90.  Belcher  v.  Johnson,  114  La.  640, 
38  So.  481;  Ware  v.  Couvillion,  112 
La.  43,  36  So.  220. 

[a]  Effect  of  Allegation  of  Fraud. 
Where  a  plaintiff  alleges  that  he  sold 
property  worth  $1500  for  $200  and  that 
the  inequality  of  price  rendered  the 
sale  null  and  void,  a  further  allegation 
that  he  made  the  sale  by  reason  of 
error  and  ignorance  of  the  value  of  the 
property  superinduced  by  misrepresen- 
tation does  not  deprive  the  proceeding 
of  its  character  as  an  action  to  rescind 
for  lesion  beyond  moiety.  Ware  v. 
Couvillion,  IIS  La.  43,  36  So.  220. 

91.  Ware  v.  Couvillion,  112  La.  43, 
36  So.  220. 

92.  Parker  v.  Talbot,  37  La.  Ann. 
22;  Copley  v.  Flint,  16  La.  380. 

93.  See  the  titles,  "Answers;" 
"Bills  and  Answers;"  "Confession 
and  Avoidance;"  "Cross -Bill;" 
"Cross  -  Complaint;"  "Demurrer;" 
"Denials;"  "Pleas  in  Equity;"  22 
Standard  Proc.  1015;  and  Womble  v. 
Wilbur,  3  Cal.  App.  535,  86  Pac.  916 
(denial  held  sufiicient  to  prevent  judg- 
ment on  the  pleadings) ;  Belote  v.  Mor- 
rison, 8  Minn.  87. 

[a]    A  failure  to  tender  the  purchase 
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money  paid  must  (1)  be  raised  by  ex- 
ception, or  special  plea  (Ware  v.  Ber- 
lin, 43  La.  Ann.  534,  9  So.  490),  and 
(2)  cannot  be  raised  for  the  first  time 
on  the  trial.  Ware  v.  Berlin,  43  La. 
Ann.  534,  9  So.  490. 

[b]  PuTchaser  May  Assert  His  Equi- 
ties. —  Moore  v.  Giesecke,  76  Tex.  643, 
13  S.  W.  290.  He  should  set  up  his 
claim  for  improvements,  interest  on  the 
purchase  money  paid,  etc.  Patrick  v. 
Boach,  21  Tex.  251.  See  22  Standard 
Pboc.  1018,  notes  37  [d]  and  38  [b.] 

[c]  Under  a  plea  of  the  general 
issue  in  an  action  to  rescind  for  lesion 
beyond  moiety,  proof  as  to  what  the 
plaintiff's  pretensions,  title  or  claim  are 
really  worth  may  be  made  without  be- 
ing confined  to  the  mere  intrinsic  value 
of  the  land.  Copley  v.  Flint,  16  La. 
380. 

[d]  Coimterclaim.  —  In  a  suit  by  a 
grantor  to  rescind  a  contract  for  ex- 
change of  land  because  of  the  defend- 
ant 's  fraud,  a  counterclaim,  denying 
the  fraud  and  alleging  that  the  plain- 
tiff wrongfully  kept  the  defendant  out 
of  possession  and  asking  judgment  for 
possession,  and  rents  and  profits,  is  con- 
nected with  the  plaintiff's  cause  of 
action  and  within  the  statute.  But  he 
cannot  pray  also  for  a  recovery  for 
waste  because  a  claim  for  injury  to 
freehold  is  not  an  incident  to  a  recov- 
ery of  possession,  and  claims  not  join- 
able  in  a  complaint  cannot  be  joined 
in  a  counterclaim.  Woodruff  v.  Gar- 
ner, 27  Ind.  4,  89  Am.  Dec.  477.  See 
the  title  "Set-Off,  Counterclaim  and 
Recoupment." 

94.  Cecil  V.  Henry  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
93  S.   W.  216. 

fa]  Where  both  parties  to  the  suit 
seek  an  enforcement  of  the  contract,  a 
decree  of  cancellation  is  erroneous. 
Hoover  v.  Binkley,  66  Ark.  645,  51  S.  W. 
73. 
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■where  the  purchaser  is  entitled  to  it,'^  and  it  will  require  the  purchaser 
to  surrender  possession  of,^"  and  reconvey  the  land.''  _  The  court  may 
decree  a  cancellation  of  the  contract.^'  In  Louisiana,  if  lesion  beyond 
moiety  be  established,  the  defendant  may  elect  either  to  surrender  the 
property  or  to  have  the  sale  confirmed  on  paying  full  value.'* 

The  rescission  of  a  sale  has  the  effect  of  cancelling  the  purchase 
money  note.^ 

H.  Action  To  Foreclose  Purchase  Moistet  Mortgage.  —  An  action 
by  the  vendor  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  given  by  the  purchaser  to  secure 
the  payment  of  the  purchase  money,  is  governed  by  the  general  rules 
relating  to  mortgages.^  The  defendant  may  set  up  a  claim  for  damage 
resulting  from  a  breach  of  covenants  in  the  deed  by  way  of  counter- 
claim to  a  suit  to  foreclose  a  purchase  money  mortgage,'  and  recover 
the  same  damages  as  if  he  had  brought  a  separate  action  on  the 
covenants.*    He  may  plead  amounts  paid  to  extinguish  incumbrances 


95.  Teas  v.  MoBouald,  13  Tex.  349, 
65  Am.  Dec.  65.  See  22  Standard 
Peoc.  1035,  1036. 

96.  Waters  v.  Lemmon,  4  OMo  229. 
[a]      Court  WiU  Award  a  Writ  of 

Possession.  —  West  v.  West,  23  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  1645,  65  S.  W.  813;  De  Perez  v. 
Everett,  73  Tex.  431,  11  S.  W.  388.  See 
22  Standard  Peoc.  1035. 

97.  Yeomans  v.  Bell,  151  N.  Y.  230, 
45  N.  E.  552.  See  22  Standard  Peoc. 
1034. 

98.  See  22  Standabd  Peoc.  1034,  and 
Morrison  v.  Wimberly,  14  La.  Ann.  713, 
714;  George  v.  Lewis,  11  La.  Ann. 
654;  Van  Zandt  v.  Brantley,  16  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  420,  42  S.  W.  617. 

[a]  Unless  within  a  reasonable  time 
fixed  by  the  court,  payment  be  made 
of  all  which  may  be  due  at  such  time 
including  a  sum  not  due  at  the  time 
of  the  decision.  Nelson  v.  Hanson,  45 
Minn.  543,  48  N.  W.  410. 

99.  Smart  v.  Bibbins,  109  La.  986, 
34  So.  49. 

1.  Sterman  v.  Thornton,  3  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  540. 

2.  See  the   title,   "Mortgages." 

[a]  Parties.  —  The  mere  fact  that  a 
person  owned  and  conveyed  the  prop- 
erty does  not  indicate  that  he  has  such 
an  interest  in  the  note  and  mortgage 
given  for  the  purchase  price  as  makes 
him  a  necessary  party  to  the  suit. 
Moore  v.  Beard,  91  S.  C.  496,  74  S.  E. 
1062. 

[b]  A  reply  alleging  affirmatively 
that  the  plaintifE  Was  seized  in  fee  of 
the  mortgaged  premises  at  the  time  of 
the  execution  of  his  deed;     that  there 


were  no  valid  liens  on  the  premises, 
that  the  title  was  good  and  perfect  is 
a  sufficient  denial  of  a  defense  that 
there  is  a  failure  of  title  and  outstand- 
ing incumbrances.  Flanders  v.  Me- 
Vickar,  7  Wis.  372. 

S.  Evans  v.  McLucas,  12  S.  C.  56; 
Akerly  v.  Vilas,  21  Wis.  88,  109.  See 
19  Standard  Peoc.  966,  note  26,  and 
generally  the  title  "Set-Off,  Counter- 
claim and  Recoupment." 

[a]  To  sustain  a  claim  for  abate- 
ment of  the  purchase  money  for  breach 
of  warranty,  the  defendant  must  allege  . 
that  he  failed  to  get  possession  of  the 
land  or  that  he  has  been  evicted  there- 
from. Moore  v.  Beard,  91  S.  C.  496,  74 
S.  E.  1062. 

[b]  Damages  for  breach  of  a  cove- 
nant against  incumbrances  may  be 
pleaded  by  way  of  set-off  or  recoup- 
ment. Patterson  v.  Sweet,  3  111.  App. 
550,  where  there  was  an  easement. 

[c]  Damage  from  a  breach  of  a 
covenant  of  seizin  may  (1)  be  pleaded 
by  way  of  counterclaim.  Akerly  v. 
Vilas,  21  Wis.  88,  109,  110;  Hall  v. 
Gale,  14  Wis.  64.  (2)  No  showing  of 
an  eviction  is  essential,  as  the  covenant 
is  broken  as  soon  as  as  it  is  made. 
Hall  V.  Gale,  14  Wis.  54;  Walker  v. 
Wilson,  15  Wis.  522. 

[d]  If  the  grantor  had  not  the  right 
to  raise  a  dam  to  the  height  specified, 
his  covenant  of  seisin  is  broken,  and 
the  damages  sustained  may  be  pleaded  . 
by  way  of  counterclaim  to  the  fore- 
closure suit.  Walker  v.  Wilson,  13 
Wis.  522. 

4.    Akerly  v.  Vilas,  21  Wis.  88,  109. 
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in  whole  or  in  part.'  But  a  claim  for  damages  resulting  from  the 
malicious  prosecution  of  a  suit  to  set  aside  the  deed,  is  not  a  proper 
subject  of  counterclaim.^ 

1.  Injunction  Against  Vendee's  Judgment  for  Damages.  —  It 
seems  that  under  some  circumstances  equity  may  enjoin  a  judgment 
obtained  by  the  vendee  against  the  vendor  for  breach,  without  fault  on 
his  part,  of  his  agreement  to  convey.^ 

J.  Action  for  Specific  Performance.  —  The  proceedings  in  a  suit 
to  compel  the  purchaser  to  specifically  perform  his  contract  are  treated 
elsewhere  in  this  work.^ 

II.  REMEDIES  OF  PURCHASER  AND  SUCCESSORS  IN  IN- 
TEREST.—A.  Remedies  Generally.  1.  General  Statement. — A  pur- 
chaser who  is  not  in  possession  or  who  is  in  possession  of  the  land  under 
an  equitable  title  has  a  number  of  remedies,  some  in  affirmance  of  and 
some  in  disaffirmance  of  the  contract,  depending  upon  the  grounds 
upon  which  relief  is  sought  and  the  circumstances  of  each  particular 
case.^  But  he  cannot  proceed  at  the  same  time  both  in  affirmance  and 
disaffirmance  of  the  contract,^"  or  in  other  words  a  purchaser  desiring 
to  rescind  must  do  so  in  toto.^^  When  the  contract  of  sale  has  been 
consummated  by  the  execution  of  a  deed,  the  contract  of  sale  is  gen- 
erally merged  in  the  deed,  and  is  of  no  further  effect.^^  He  cannot  then, 
as  a  general  rule,  rescind  the  contract  and  pursue  his  legal  remedies 
based  upon  his  informal  rescission,^^  as  a  court  at  law  cannot  order  a 
reconveyance  of  the  propeijty.^*  His  remedies  are  either  at  law  upon 
the  covenants  of  warranty  in  his  deed,^^  or  by  an  action  in  equity  for 
a  rescission  and  cancellation  of  the  deed.^*  But  fraud  is  not  merged 
in  the  deed.^' 

2.  On  Failure  or  Refusal  of  Vendor  To  Perform  Contract.  —  Upon 
the  failure  or  refusal  of  the  vendor  to  perform  his  contract  to  convey, 


5.  Evans  v.  McLuoas,  12  S.  0.  56. 

6.  Akerly  v.  Vilas,  21  Wis.  88,  111. 

7.  See  Haynes  v.  Farley,  4  Port. 
(Ala.)  528;  Grundy  &  Wilson's  Heirs 
V.  Ford's  Exrs.,  Litt.  Sel.  Gas.  (Ky.) 
129;  Abney  i;.  Brownlee,  1  A.  K.  Marsh. 
(Ky.)   240. 

As  to  enjoining  judgments  and  exe- 
cution on  judgments,  see  15  Standard 
Pboc.  256,  et  seq.,  312;  16  Standard 
Proc.  450,  et  seq. 

8.  See  the  title,  'Specific  Perform- 
ance." 

9.  See  infra,  II,  A,  2. 

10.  .See  infra,  II,  A,  13. 

11.  Benjamin  v.  Hobbs,  31  Ark,  151; 
Bellows  V.  Cheek,  20  Ark.  424. 

12.  Bull  V.  Willard,  9  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 

en. 

[a]  The  parties  may  nevertheless 
enter  Into  covenants  collateral  to  the 

deed,  and  cases  may  arise  in  which  the 
deed  would  be  regarded  as  only  a  part 
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execution  of  the  contract,  where  the 
provisions  of  the  two  instruments  clear- 
ly manifest  such  to  have  been  the  in- 
tention of  the  parties.  Bull  v.  Willard, 
9  Barb.  (N.  T.)  641. 

13.  Ala.  —  Homer  v.  Purser,  20  Ala. 
573.  Fla.  —  Musselwhite  v.  Oleson,  60 
Pla.  342,  53  So.  944.  N.  Y.  —  Tallmadge 
V.  Wallis,  25  Wend.  107. 

[a]  He  cannot  rescind  and  sue  at 
law  to  recover  the  purchase  money  paid, 
as  the  legal  title  to  the  land  actually 
conveyed  would  still  be  in  him.  Homer 
V.  Purser,  20  Ala.  573. 

14.  Homer  v.  Purser,  20  Ala.  673. 

15.  Tallmadge  v.  Wallis,  25  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  107;  Bull  v.  WDlard,  9  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)   641. 

16.  Ala.  —  Lanier  ■».  Hill,  25  Ala. 
554.  Fla.  —  Mickler  v.  Eeddick,  38  Fla. 
341,  21  So.  286.  N.  Y.  — Tallmadge  ■». 
Wallis,  25   Wend.  107. 

17.  See  infra,  II,  A,  6. 
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the  purchaser  may  affirm  or  stand  on  the  contract,'^  and  sue  for 
damages  for  its  breach,"  including  liquidated  damages  specified  in  the 
contract,^"  or  he  may  sue  for  specific  performance  of  the  contract,^^ 
or  in  those  states  in  which  a  vendee's  lien  is  recognized,  he  may  sue 
for  a  foreclosure  of  his  lien."  Or  he  may  treat  the  vendor's  breach 
as  an  abandonment,  and  himself  abandon  or  rescind  the  contract,^^ 
restore  possession  of  the  land,^*  and  sue  for  the  recovery  of  the  pur- 
chase money  paid.^^ 

Failure  To  Deliver  Possession.  —  The  statutes  concerning  forcible  entry 
and  detainer  contemplate  a  case  in  which  the  plaintiff  has  once  been  in 


18.  Ark.  —  Polaek  v.  Steinke,  100 
Ark.  28,  139  S.  W.  538.  Cal.  —  Gl'ock  v. 
Howard  &  Wilson  Colony  Co.,  123  Cal. 

I,  55  Pac.  713,  69  Am.  St.  Eep.  17,  43 
L.  E.  A.  199;  Gates  v.  McLean,  70  Cal. 
42,  11  Pac.  492.  111.  —  Eames  v.  Ger- 
mania  Turn  Verein,  8  111.  App.  663,  673. 
Va.  — Newberry  v.  Ruffin,  102  Va.  73, 
45  S.  E.  733. 

19.  Ala.  —  Hawkins  v.  Merritt,  109 
Ala.  261,  19  So.  589;  Mieou  v.  Ashurst, 
55  Ala.  607,  616;  Eads  v.  Murphy,  62 
Ala.  520;  Haynes  v.  Farley,  4  Port.  528. 
Ark.  —  Polaek  v.  Steinke,  100  Ark.  28, 
139  S.  W.  538;  Bellows  v.  Cheek,  20 
Ark.  424,  437.  Cal.  —  Glock  v.  Howard 
&  Wilson  Colony  Co.,  123  Cal.  1,  10, 
55  Pac.  713,  69  Am.  St.  Eep.  17,  43  L. 
E.  A.  199.  D.  O.  —  Hartman  v.  Euby,  16 
App.  Cas.  45.  111.  —  Eames  v.  Germania 
Turn  Verein,  8  111.  App.  663.  Ind. 
Baltimore  &  O.  S.  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Adams, 
27  Ind.  App.  185,  60  N.  E.  1004.  Kan. 
Boothe  V-  Dailey,  103  Kan.  255,  173  Pae. 
283,  96  Kan.  711,  153  Pac.  551.  Ky. 
Grundy  v-  Ford's  Exrs.,  Litt.  Sel.  Cas. 
139.  Mich.  —  Allen  v.  Atkinson,  21 
Mich.  351.  Minn.  —  Finnes  v.  Selover, 
Bates  &  Co.,  102  Minn.  334,  113  N.  W. 
883;  Abrahamson  v.  Lamberson,  72 
Minn.  308,  75  N.  W.  226.  N.  Y.  —  Flet- 
cher V.  Button,  6  Barb.  646.  N.  C. 
Pope  v.  McPhail,  173  N.  C.  238,  91  S. 
E.  947.  S.  C  — Hursey  v.  Surles,  91 
S.  C.  284,  74  S.  E.  618.  Tex.  — Nevins 
V.  Thomas,  80  Tex.  596,  16  S.  W.  332; 
Taylor  v.  Eowland,  26  Tex.  293;  Ham- 
burger V.  Thomas  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  118 
S.  W.  770.  Vt.  — Stow  V.  Stevens,  7 
Vt.  27,  37,  29  Am.  Dec.  139.  See  infra, 

II,  D. 

[a]  He  may  "stand  upon  the  terms 
of  his  contract  and  sue  for  its  breach." 
Glock  V.  Howard  &  Wilson  Colony 
Co.,  123  Cal.  1,  10,  55  Pac.  713,  69  Am. 
St.  Eep.  17,  43  L.  E.  A.  199. 

20.  Gloek  V.  Howard  &  Wilson  Col- 
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ony  Co.,  123  Cal.  1,  11,  65  Pae.  713, 
69  Am.  St.  Eep.  17,  43  L.  E.  A.  199. 
See  Holmes  v.  Holmes,  12  Barb.  (N.  T.) 
137. 

21.  Cal. —  Glock  v.  Howard  &  Wil- 
son Colony  Co.,  123  Cal.  1,  10,  55  Pac. 
713,  69  Am.  St.  Eep.  17,  43  L.  R.  A. 
199.  Ind.  —  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.,  v. 
Adams,  27  Ind.  App.  185,  60  N.  E.  1004. 
IVIlch.  —  Allen  v.  Atkinson,  21  Mich. 
361. 

See  the  title,  "Specific  Perform- 
ance." 

22.  Ind.  —  Coleman  v.  Floyd,  131 
Ind.  330,  31  N.  E.  75.  N.  Y.  — El- 
terman  v.  Hyman,  192  JST.  Y.  113,  84  N. 
E.  937,  127  Am.  St.  Eep.  862,  15  Ann. 
Cas.  819.  Ore.  —  Stewart  v.  Mann,  85 
Ore.  68,  165  Pac.  590,  1169.  Wash. 
Ihrke  v.  Continental  L.'Ins.  &  Inv.  Co., 
91  Wash.  342,  157  Pac.  866,  L.  E.  A. 
1916P,  430. 

23.  Ark.  —  Bellowa  v.  Cheek,  20 
Ark.  424,  437.  Cal.  —  Gloek  v.  Howard 
&  Wilson  Colony  Co.,  123  Cal.  1,  10,  55 
Pac.  713,  69  Am.  St.  Eep.  17,  43  L.  E.  A. 
199;  Woodruff  v.  Semi-Tropic  Land  & 
W.  Co.,  87  Cal.  275,  25  Pac.  354.  Wis. 
Mclndoe  v.  Morman,  26  Wis.  588,  7  Am. 
Eep.  96. 

24.  See  infra,  II,  B,  2,  e. 

25.  IT.  S. —  Gray  v.  Smith,  83  Fed. 
824,  28  C.  C.  A.  168;  Seibel  v.  Purchase, 
134  Fed.  484.  Ark.  — Bellows  v. 
Cheek,  20  Ark.  424,  437.  Cal.  — Ger- 
vaise  v.  Brookins,  156  Cal.  103,  103  Pac. 
329;  Glock  v.  Howard  &  Wilson  C.  Co., 
123  Cal.  1,  10,  55  Pac.  713,  69  Am.  St. 
Eep.  17,  43  L.  E.  A.  199;  Boas  v.  Far- 
rington,  85  Cal.  535,  24  Pac.  787;  Chat- 
field  V.  Williams,  85  Cal.  518,  24  Pac. 
839;  Gates  v.  McLean,  70  Cal.  42,  11 
Pae.  492;  Carter  v.  Fox,  11  Cal.  App. 
67,  103  Pac.  910.  Conn.  —  McMahon  ». 
Plumb,  90  Conn.  281,  96  Atl.  958.  lU. 
Harding  v.  Olson,  177  111.  298,  52  N. 
E.  482;     Baston  v.  Clifford,  68  111.  67, 
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possession  of  the  premises,  and  consequently  do  not  permit  the  vendee 
to  maintain  this  summary  remedy  against  his  vendor  oh  his  refusal  to 
deliver  possession.^^  Neither  can  he  maintain  an  action  for  use  and 
occupation  against  his  vendor  wrongfully  retaining  possession  of  the 
premises,^'  unless  by  the  contract  he  is  constituted  the  tenant  of  the 
purchaser.^^  His  remedy  is  trespass,^^  or  ejectment  and  for  a  recovery 
of  the  mesne  profits.^" 

3.  On  Covenants.  —  Upon  breach  of  a  covenant  of  warranty  or  of  a 
covenant  against  incumbrances,  the  purchaser  has  a  choice  of  remedies. 
He  may  pay  the  purchase  price  and  bring  his  action  on  the  covenant,^^ 
or  he  may  reduce  the  vendor's  recovery  for  the  purchase  price  by  the 
amount  of  the  diminution  in  value  of  the  title  because  of  the  defect 
in  it.'^    A  covenant  for  further  assurance  may  be  specifically  enforced.^^ 

Under  certain  circumstances  the  purchaser  may  sue  for  a  rescission 
and  cancellation.^* 

4.  Deficiency  in  Quantity,  —  Where  there  is  a  deficiency  in  quan- 


18  Am.  Eep.  547;  Willets  v.  Burgess, 
?4  111.  494;  Smith  v.  Lamb,  26  111.  396, 
79  Am.  Dee.  381;  Eames  v.  Germania 
Turn  Verein,  8  111.  App.  663,  673.  Ind. 
Baltimore  &  0.  S.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Adams, 
27  Ind.  App.  185,  60  N.  B.  1004.  Minn. 
Larson  v.  O'Hara,  98  Minn.  71,  107  N. 
W.  821,  116  Am.  St.  Eep.  342.  Mo. 
Huggins  V.  SafCord,  67  Mo.  App.  469. 
Neb.  —  Nolde  v.  Gray,  73  Neb.  373,  102 
N.  W.  759,  104  N.  W.  165.  N.  D. 
Kicks  V.  State  Bank,  12  N.  D.  576,  98 
N.  W.  40^.  Ore.  — Wells,  Fargo  &  Co. 
V.  Page,  48  Ore.  74,  82  Pae.  856,  3  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  103;  Maffet  v.  Oregon  &  C. 
E.  Co.,  46  Ore.  443,  80  Pac.  489.  S.  C. 
Thompson  v.  McCord,  2  Bay  76.  S.  D. 
Stanley  v.  Pilker,  167  N.  W.  393.  Tex. 
J.  M.  Frost  &  Sons  v.  Cramer  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  199  S.  W.  838;  Whaley  v.  He- 
Donald  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  194  S.  W.  409. 
Vt.  —  Stow  V.  Stevens,  7  Vt.  27,  37,  29 
Am.  Dec.  139.  Va.  —  Eiverside  Eesi- 
dence  Co.  v.  Husted,  109  Va.  688,  64 
S.  E.  958.  Wis.  —  Mclndoe  v.  Morman, 
26  Wis.  588,  7  Am.  Eep.  96. 

[a]  Even  though  he  may  not  be  able 
to  perform,  a  purchaser  may  rescind  his 
contract  and  recover  back  purchase 
money  paid  in  advance  on  the  failure 
of  the  other  to  perform.  Gray  v.  Smith, 
83  Fed.  824,  28  C.  C.  A.  168;  Bigler  v. 
Morgan,  77  N.  Y.  312,  reviewi-ng  Mor- 
ange  v.  Morris,  32  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 
178. 

[b]  The  fact  that  the  contract  is 
under  seal  does  not  prevent  the  pur- 
chaser from  rescinding  and  suing  to  re- 
cover the  consideration  paid,  when  the 
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vendor  has  transferred  to  another. 
Whether  the  principle  should  be  ex- 
tended to  a  mere  failure  to  perform, 
may  admit  of  doubt.  Stow  v.  Stevens, 
7  Vt.  27,  36,  29  Am.  Dee.  139. 

26.  Wood  V.  Dalton,  26  Mo.  581. 

27.  Boston  V.  Binney,  11  Pick. 
(Mass.)  1,  22  Am.  Dec.  353;  Preston  v. 
Hawley,  139  N.  Y.  296,  34  N.  E.  906. 

28.  Boston  V.  Binney,  11  Pick. 
(Mass.)  1,  22  Am.  Dee.  353,  construing 
contract. 

[aj    There  is  no  Inference  that  the 
retention  of  the  premises  is  pursuant 
to  an  agreement  of  the  parties.    Pres- 
ton V.  Hawley,  139  N.  Y.  296,  34  N.  E. ' 
906. 

29.  Preston  v.  Hawley,  139  N.  Y. 
296,  34  N.  E.  906.  See  the  title,  "Tres- 
pass." 

30.  Preston  v.  Hawley,  139  N.  Y. 
296,  34  N.  E.  906.  See  the  titles, 
"Ejectment;"  "Mesne  Profits." 

31.  U.  S.  —  Williams  v.  Neely,  134 
Fed.  1,  67  C.  C.  A.  171,  69  L.  E.  A.  232. 
Tenn.  —  Buchanan  v.  Alwell,  8  Humph. 
316.  Tex.  —  See  Eancho  Bonito  L.  &  L. 
S.  Co.  V.  North,  92  Tex.  72,  45  S.  W. 
994. 

And  see  infra,  this  section,  and  the 
title  "Covenant,  Action  of." 

32.  Williams  v.  Neely,  134  Fed.  1, 
67  C.  C.  A.  171,  69  L.  E.  A.  232;  Wilson 
V.  Cochran,  46  Pa.  229. 

33.  McClaugherty  v.  Croft,  43  W. 
Va.  270,  27  S.  B.  246. 

34.  See  supra,  11,  A,  1,  and  mfra, 
this  section. 
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tity  of  land  sold  by  the  acre,'^  the  purchaser  raay  bring  an  action  of 
trespass  on  the  case  for  damages  for  deceit,^'  or  an  action  of  assumpsit 
on  the  implied  contract,^'  provided,  according  to  some  authorities,  that 
a  deed  has  not  been  executed  and  delivered,'^  though  according  to 
others  there  is  no  ground  for  saying  that  the  original  contract  is 
merged  by  the  deed  as  to  the  land  not  included  in  the  deed.^*  Instead 
of  proceeding  at  law,  the  purchaser  may  sue  in  equity  for  compensation 
for  deficiency  resulting  from  mistake,^"  or  from  fraud  or  misrepresenta- 


35.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  In  case  of  a  sale  in  gross,  the 
purchaser  cannot  recover  for  deficiency 
in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  mistake. 
Ga.  —  Montgomery  v.  Robertson,  134 
Ga.  66,  67  S.  E.  431;  Kendall  v.  Wells, 
126  Ga.  343,  55  S.  E.  41,  fraud  not  suf- 
ficiently alleged.  N.  C.  —  Smathers  v. 
Gilmer,  126  N.  C.  767,  36  S.  E.  153. 
Temi.  —  Rich  v.  Scales,  116  Tenn.  57, 
91  S.  W.  50.  Tex.  — Eaton  v.  Tod  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  68  S.  W.  546. 

36.  Maxwell  v.  Wilson,  54  W.  Va. 
495,  46  S.  E.  349;  Burbridge  1).  Sadler, 
46  W.  Va.  39,  47,  32  S.  E.  1028.  See 
infra,  II,  E. 

37.  Ark.  —  Ft.  Smith  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Baker,  123  Ark.  275,  185  S.  W.  277. 
lU.  —  Dick  V.  Eddings,  42  111.  App.  488. 
Vt.  —  White  V.  Miller,  22  Vt.  380.  W. 
Va.  —  Burbridge  v.  Sadler,  46  W.  Va. 
89,  32  S.  E.  1028. 

See  infra,  II,  D. 

[a]  The  law  implies  a  contract  to 
refund  the  excessive  payment  resulting 
from  the  mutual  mistake,  and  an  ac- 
tion may  be  based  on  an  implied  as- 
sumpsit. Nave  V.  Price,  108  Ky.  105, 
55  S.  W.  882. 

[b]  The  liability  is  based  on  the 
theory  of  fraud  and  deceit  in  misrep- 
resenting quantity.  Burbridge  v.  Sad- 
ler, 46  W.  Va.  39,. 32  S.  E.  1028. 

[c]  A  purchaser  need  not  rescind 
or  offer  to  do  so  before  suing  to  re- 
cover for  money  had  and  received. 
White  V.  Miller,  22  Vt.  380. 

[d]  In  Louisiana,  the  action  by  a 
purchaser  suing  for  the  value  of  the 
difference  between  the  actual  area  and 
the  area  stated  in  the  deed  is  governed 
by  the  code  section  relating  to  the  ac- 
tion for  diminution  in  price  on  ac- 
count of  a  deficiency  in  quantity  (Eev. 
Civ.  Code  act  2498)  not  by  articles 
2506  and  2511  relating  to  restitution  of 
a  portion  of  the  price  on  eviction. 
Marinovich's  Estate  v..  Jones,  141  La. 
397,  75  So.  93. 

38.  Howes  v.  Barker,  3  Johns.  (N. 


Y.)  506,  3  Am.  Dee.  526;  Smith  v.  Fly, 
24  Tex.  345,  76  Am.  Dec.  109.  But  see 
Burbridge  v.  Sadler,  46  W.  Va.  39,  32 
S.  E.  1028. 

[a]  The  party  must  resort  to  equity 
if  there  is  a  mistake  in  the  deed. 
Howes  V.  Barker,  3  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  506, 
510,  3  Am.  Dec.  526. 

[b]  Wlien  a  deed  which  contains  no 
contract  as  to  oLuantity  has  been  exe- 
cuted, (1)  a  purchaser  seeking  damages 
for  deficiency  must  allege  that  the  deed 
was  fraudulently  obtained  or  that 
something  was  omitted  therefrom  by 
fraud,  accident  or  mistake.  Corrough 
V.  Hamill,  110  Mo.  App.  53,  84  S.  W. 
96.  (2)  And  a  recital  of  the  acreage 
in  the  deed  amounts  to  a  mere  repre- 
sentation or  opinion  of  the  grantor. 
Corrough  v.  Hamill,  110  Mo.  App.  53, 
84  S.  W.  96. 

39.  Equitable  Trust  Co.  «.  Milligan, 
31  Ind.  App.  20,  65  N.  E.  1044;  Lee  v. 
Dean,  3  Whart.  (Pa.)  316,  329. 

[a]  The  purchaser  may,  in  such 
case,  sue  for  breach  of  contract  or  he 
may  consider  the  agreement  annulled 
as  to  the  land  in  question  on  account 
of  the  defendant's  fraud,  and  sue  to 
recover  the  money  paid.  He  is  not  re- 
quired to  bring  an  action  on  the  case 
in  the  nature  of  deceit.  Lee  v.  Dean,  3 
Whart.  (Pa.)  316. 

40.  Ky.  — Williams  v.  Burnett,  6 
Mon.  322.  Tenn.  —  Bradley  v.  Dibbrell, 
3  Heisk.  522;  Frazier  v.  Tubb,  2  Heisk. 
662.  Tex.  —  Smith  v.  Ply,  24  Tex.  345, 
76  Am.  Dee.  109.  Va.  — Hull  v.  Watts, 
95  Va.  10,  27^  S.  E.  829;  Castleman  v. 
Veitch,  3  Rand.  (24  Va.)  598;  Bless- 
ing's Admrs.  v.  Beatty,  1  Rob.  (40  Va.) 
287. 

[a]  CouTts  of  eciuity  have  jurisdic- 
tion to  render  decrees  for  the  value  of 
the  deficiency  in  the  quantity  of  land 
sold  by  the  acre.  The  basis  of  this  jur- 
isdiction is  either  mutual  mistake,  or 
mistake  of  one  party  occasioned  by  the 
fraud  or  culpable  negligence  of  the 
other.    The  jurisdiction  being  element- 
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tion,^^  or  he  may  sue  for  a  rescission  of  the  contract  of  sale.*^  And  in  a 
proper  case  he  may  obtain  a  decree  for  specific  performance  with  com- 
pensation for  deficiency.^^  It  has  been  held  he  cannot  sue  for  breach 
of  covenant  of  general  warranty.** 

5.  Defect  or  Failure  of  Title.  —  Wien  Contract  is  Executory.  -If  tihe 
vendor's  title  is  defective  or  fails  and  he  is  unable  to  execute  a  con- 
veyance, the  purchaser,  while  the  contract  is  still  executory,  may  sue 
for  damages, for  breach  of  contract,*^  or  for  deceit,  if  there  is  fraud.*" 
Or  he  may  rescind  the  contract  or  offer  to  do  so,*^  and  either  restore 
possession  of  the  land  or  offer  to  do  so  upon  repayment  to  him  of  the 
money  advanced,  less  the  value  of  its  use,**  and  sue  to  recover  the 
deposit  or  purchase  money  advanced,  and  the  value  of  his  improve- 
ments, less  the  value  of  the  use  of  the  premises,*^  or  he  may  sue  in 
equity  to  foreclose  his  lien  for  the  consideration  paid,°°  or  he  may 
retain  that  part  of  the  land  to  which  the  title  is  good  and  have  a 
reduotion  of  the  price  pro  tanto,^^  or  he  may  sue  for  a  rescission  of 
the  contract.^^    But  he  cannot  sue  for  specific  performance  when  he 


ary,  it  is  immaterial  that  the  complain- 
ant has  a  complete  and  adequate  rem- 
edy at  law.  Hull  v.  Watts,  95  Va.  10, 
27  S.  E.  829. 

41.  Miller  v.  Bentley,  5  Sneed 
(Tenn.)  671;  Meek  v.  Bearden,  6  Yerg. 
(Tenn.)  467,  limiting  Bond  v.  Jackson, 
3  Hayw.  (Tenn.)   189. 

42.  Newton  v.  Tolles,  66  N.  H.  136, 
19  Atl.  1092,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  593,  9  L. 
E.  A.  50;  Meek  v.  Beardon,  5  Yerg. 
(Tenn.)  467. 

43.  See  the  title,  "Specific  Per- 
formance." 

44.  Maxwell  v.  "Wilson,  54  W.  Va. 
495,  46  S.  E.  349;  Burbridge  v.  Sadler, 
46  W.  Va.  39,  32  S.  E.  1028. 

[aj  The  Covenant  of  General  War- 
ranty Guarantees  Title,  Not  Quantity. 
Burbridge  v.  Sadler,  46  W.  Va.  39,  32 
S.  E.  1028. 

45.  Neb.  —  Seaver  v.  Hall,  50  Neb. 
878,  70  N.  W.  873.  S.  D.  — Speer  v. 
Phillips,  24  S;  D.  257,  123  N.  W.  722; 
Leisch  f.  Baer,  24  S.  I>.  184,  123  N.  W. 
719.  Wash.  —  Boger  v.  Bell,  84  Wash. 
131,  146  Pae.  179. 

See  infra,  II,  D. 

46.  Haddock  v.  Taylor,  74  Tex.  216, 
US.   W.  1093.    See  infra,  II,  A,  6. 

47.  Florence  Oil  &  Eef.  Co.  v.  Me- 
Candless,  26  Colo.  534,  58  Pac.  1084. 

48.  See  infra,  II,  B,  2,  c. 

49.  Cal.  —  Muller  v.  Palmer,  144 
Cal.  305,  77  Pac.  954;  Burks  v.  Davies, 
85  Cal.  110,  24  Pac.  613,  20  Am.  St. 
Rep.  213;  Gates  ^.  McLean,  70  Cal.  42, 
11  Pac.  489;  McDermott  v.  Catfield,  18 
Cal.    App.    499,    123    Pae.    539.     Fla. 
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Musselwhite  v.  Oleson,  60  Fla.  342,  53 
So.  944.  111.  — Willets  v.  Burgess,  34 
111.  494;  Des  Moines  &  N.  W.  Real  Es- 
tate &  L.  Co.  V.  Beale,  78  111.  App.  40. 
Mass.  —  Kares  v.  Covell,  180  Mass.  206, 
62  N.  E.  244,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  271. 
Minn.  —  Johnson  v.  Herbst,  140  Minn. 
147,  167  N.  W.  356.  Neb.  — Maxwell 
V.  Gregory,  53  Neb.  5,  73  N.  W.  220; 
Seaver  v.  Hall,  50  Neb.  878,  70  N.  W. 
373.  N.  J.  — Eisler  v.  Halperin,  89  N. 
J.  L.  278,  98  Atl.  245.  N.  Y.  — Ryder 
■V.  Wall,  29  Misc.  377,  60  N.  Y.  Supp. 
535.  Tenn.  —  Gordons.  Weaver,  (Tenn. 
Ch.)  53  S.  W.  740.  Va.  —  Riverside 
Residence  Co.  v.  Husted,  109  Va.  688, 
64  S.  E.  958;  Newberry  v.  Ruffin,  102 
Va.  73,  45  S.  E.  733.  See  Abernathy  v. 
Phillips,  82  Va.  769,  1  S.  E.  113.  See 
infra,  II,  B. 

See  infra,  II,  H,  7. 

[a]  But  if  the  purchaser  at  the  time 
of  sale  knows  the  legal  title  is  in  an- 
other, and  if  the  contract  allows  the 
purchaser  a  certain  time  to  examine 
title,  the  purchaser  cannot  rescind  and 
sue  for  a  return  of  the  purchase  money 
merely  because  the  vendor  does  not  ac- 
quire the  title  within  the  time  lim- 
ited. Anderson  v.  Strassburger,  92  Cal. 
38,  27  Pae.  1095. 

50.  Elterman  v.  Hyman,  192  N.  Y. 
113,  84  N.  E.  937,  127  Am.  St.  Rep.  862, 
15  Ann.  Cas.  819.   See  infra,  II,  C. 

51.  Florence  Oil  &  Ref.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Candless,  26  Colo.  534,  58  Pae.  1084; 
Topp  V.  White,  12  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  165, 
181. 

52.  Miss.  —  Moss    V.     Davidson,     1 
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knows  before  suit  brought  that  the  vendor  has  no  title  or  interest  in 
the  land.^^* 

If  the  contract  is  executed  and  the  purchaser  is  in  possession  under 
covenants,  he  cannot  rescind  the  contract  and  recover  what  he  has  paid 
on  the  ground  of  defects  in  or  want  of  title."*  Nor  can  he  sue  for  a 
rescission,"^  except  when  the  vendor  is  guilty  of  fraud,""  or  is  insolv- 
ent f  he  is  confined  to  his  remedy  on  the  covenants."*  If  there  are  no 
covenants  in  the  deed  the  purchaser  has  no  remedy,  either  at  law  in 
equity,  for  failure  of  title,  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  mistake."* 

6.  Fraud,  and  Misrepresentation,  —  When  the  vendor  has  been 
guilty  of  fraud,  the  purchaser  may  either  affirm  or  rescind  or  disaffirm 
the  contract,  while  it  is  executory.""  Upon  affirmance  he  may  bring  an 
action  at  law  for  damages."^    Upon  disaffirmance,  he  may  restore  or 


Smed.  &  M.  112.    Tenu.  —  Buchanan  ■». 
Alwell,    8    Humph.    516.      Va.  —  New- 
berry V.  Euffin,  102  Va.  73,  78,  45  S. 
E.  733. 
See  infra,  II,  H. 

53.  Speer  v.  Phillips,  24  S.  D.  257, 
123  N.  W.  722;  Leisch  v.  Baer,  24  S.  D. 
184,  123  N.  W.  719;  Morgan  v.  Bell,  3 
Wash.  554,  28  Pae.  925,  16  L.  E.  A.  614. 
And  see  the  title,  "Specific  Perform- 
ance." 

54.  Fla.  —  Musselwhite  v.  Oleson, 
60  Fla.  342,  53  So.  944.  Ga.  —  Mathis 
V.  Crowley,  146  Ga.  749,  92  8.  E.  213. 
IMinn.  —  Brown  v.  Manning,  3  Minn. 
35,  74  Am.  Dec.  736.  N.  Y.  — Tall- 
madge  v.  Wallis,  25  Wend.  107. 

55.  Lainer  v.  Hill,  25  Ala.  554;  Mc- 
Whirter  v.  Swaffer,  6  Baxt.  (Tenn.) 
342;  Buchanan  v.  Alwell,  8  Humph. 
(Tenn.)  516. 

56.  Ala.  —  Lanier  v.  Hill,  25  Ala. 
554.  Ark.  — Peay  v.  Wright,  22  Ark. 
1 98.  •  Minn.  —  Brbwn  v.  Manning,  3 
Minn.  35,  74  Am.  Dee.  736.  Tenn. 
Kansas  City  Land  Co.  v.  Hill,  87  Tenn. 
589,  11  S.  W.  797,  5  L.  E.  A.  45;  Laird 
V.  Abernathy,  10  Heisk.  626. 

[a]  Subsequent  Acquisition  of  Title. 
If  the  vendor  sells  when  he  has  no 
title  legal  or  equitable,  concealing  the 
fact,  the  purchaser  may  sue  for  a  re- 
scission, although  the  vendor  has  in 
the  meantime  bought  the  title  and  of- 
fers to  convey.  Topp  v.  White,  12 
Heisk.   (Tenn.)   165,  179. 

57.  Kansas  City  Land  Co.  ■».  Hill, 
87  Tenn.  589,  11  S.  W.  797,  5  L.  E.  A. 
45;  Laird  v.  Abernathy,  10  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)  626. 

58.  TJ.  S.  —  Wanzer  v.  Truly,  17 
How.  584,  15  L.  ed.  216.  Ark.  — Peay 
V,  Wright,  22  Ark.   198.    Ind.  — Small 


V.  Reeves,  14  Ind.  163.  Minn.  —  Bfowu 
V.  Manning,  3  Minn.  35,  74  Am.  Dee. 
736.  Tex.  —  Demaret  v.  Bennett,  29 
Tex.  262.  Wis. — See  Mclndoe  v.  Mer- 
man, 26  Wis.  588,  7  Am.  Eep.  96. 

See  supra,  I,  A,  3  and  the  title 
"Covenant,  Action  of." 

[a]  When  the  vendor  has  not  title, 
the  purchaser  may  sue  for  breach  of 
covenant  of  seizin.  McWhirter  v. 
Swaffer,  6  Baxt.   (Tenn.)   342. 

59.  Ind.  —  Small  v.  Beeves,  14  Ind. 
163.  Mass.  —  Watkins  v.  Otis,  2  Pick. 
88.  Micll.  —  Thorkildsen  v.  Carpenter, 
120  Mich.  419,  79  N.  W.  636.  Neb. 
Baker  v.  Savidge,  53  Neb.  146,  73  N. 
W.  543.  N.  Y.  —  Thorp  v.  Keokuk  Coal 
Co.,  48  N.  Y.  253,  purchaser  under  quit 
claim  deed.  N.  C.  —  Pritchard  v.  Pas- 
quotank &  N.  E.  Steamboat  Co.,  169  N. 
C.  457,  86  S.  E.  171,  L.  E.  A.  1916A, 
961.  Va.  —  Newberry  v.  Euffin,  102  Va. 
73,  78,  45  S.  E.  733.  Wis.  — Drott  v. 
Stevens,  163  Wis.  571,  158  N.   W.  329. 

60.  Ala.  —  Foster  v.  Gressett's 
Heirs,  29  Ala.  393.  Cal.  —  Groppen- 
giesser  v.  Lake,  103  Cal.  37,  36  Pac. 
1036;  Hill  v.  Wilson,  88  Cal.  92,  25  Pac. 
1105.  la.  —  Shuttlefield  v.  Neil,  163 
Iowa  470,  145  N.  W.  1.  Minn.  — Bal- 
lard V.  Lyons,  114  Minn.  264,  131  N..W. 
320,  38  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  301. 

61.  TJ.  S.  —  Andrus  v.  St.  Louis 
Smelt.  &  Eef.  Co.,  130  U.  S.  643,  9  Sup. 
Ct.  645,  32  L.  ed.  1054.  Ala.  — Max- 
well V.  Sherman,  172  Ala.  626,  55  So. 
520;  Williams  v.  Neal,  152  Ala.  435, 
44  So.  551;  Bell  v.  Thompson,  34  Ala. 
633.  Cal.  —  Morris  v.  Courtney,  120 
Cal.  63,  52  Pac.  129;  Buena  Vista  F. 
&  V.  Co.  V.  Tuohy,  107  Cal.  243,  254, 
40  Pac.  386.  Ga.  —  See  Couch  v.  Crane, 
142  Ga.  22,  82  S.  E.  459.    lU.  — Clark 
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offer  to  return  what  he  has  received  under  the  contract,  and  may  sue 
at  law  to  recover  the  purchase  money  paid,^^  or  maintain  an  action  in 
equity  for  a  rescission  of  the  contract,  and  in  that  action  have  full 
relief  and  a  return  of  the  consideration  paid.*^  If  a  part  of  the  con- 
sideration money  is  personal  property,  the  purchaser  may  maintain 
trover  for  it,°*  or  he  may  waive  the  tort  and  maintain  an  action  on  the 
■"common  counts  for  its  value.^'  In  addition  to  these  remedies,  he  may 
set  up  the  fraud  by  way  of  defense  and  recover  the  damages  sustained 
by  way  of  counterclaim  and  recoupment.*^  But  it  has  been  held  that 
a  bill  in  equity  to  abate  the  purchase  price  of  land  on  account  of  fraud 
or  misrepresentation  of  a  vendor  as  to  quantity  or  quality  of  the  land 
cannot  be  maintained,  as  there  is  an  adequate  remedy  at  law  by  set-off 


V.  Jankowski,  255  111.  129,  99  N.  E.  338. 
la.  —  Flynn  v.  Finch,  137  Iowa  378, 
114  N.  W.  1058;  Harrison  v.  Palo  Alto 
County,  104  Iowa  383,  73  N.  W.  872. 
Mass.  —  Powers  v.  Fowler,  157  Mass. 
318,  32  N.  E.  166.  N.  Y.  — Vail  v.  Rey- 
nolds, 118  N.  Y.  297,  23  N.  E.  301; 
Beardsley  v.  Duntley,  69  N.  Y.  577; 
Pierce  v.  Hellenic  American  Eealty 
Co.,  76  Misc.  473,  135  N.  Y.  Supp.  605. 
Ohio.—  Gleason'  v.  Bell,  91  Ohio  St.  268, 
110  N.  E.  513.  Ore.  — T.  B.  Potter 
Eealty  Co.  v.  Breitling,  79  Ore.  293, 
155  Pae.  179.  Tex.  —  Haddock  v.  Tay- 
lor, 74  Tex.  216,  11  S.  W.  1093;  Day  v. 
Steversoh  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  145  S.  W. 
1062;  Fordtran  V.  Cunningham  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  141  S.  W.  562.  Va.  — "Wat- 
kins  V.  West  Wytheville  L  &  Imp.  Co., 
92  Va.  1,  22  S.  E.  554.  Wis.  — Baker 
V.  Becker,  153  Wis.  369,  141  N.  W.  304. 
See  infra,  II,  E. 

62.  Oal. —  Crane  v.  Ferrier-Broek 
Dev.  Co.,  164  Cal.  676,  130  Pac.  429; 
MuUer  v.  Palmer,  144  Cal.  305,  77  Pac. 
954;  Morris  v.  Courtney,  120  Cal.  63, 
52  Pac.  129;  Easton  v.  Montgomery,  90 
Cal.  307,  27  Pac.  280,  25  Am.  St.  Eep. 
123.  111.  — Baston  v.  Clififord,  68  111. 
67,  18  Am.  Dee.  547;  Wheeler  v.  Math- 
er, 56  111.  241,  8  Am.  Eep.  683.  la. 
Ellison  V.  Stockton,  170  N.  W.  435. 
Minn.  —  Brown  v.  Manning,  3  Minn. 
35,  74  Am.  Dec.  736.  N.  Y.  — Vail  v. 
Eeynolds,  118  N.  Y.  297,  302,  23  N".  E. 
301;  Camp  v.  Pulver,  5  Barb.  91.  Okla. 
Burke  v.  Smith,  57  Okla.  196,  157  Pac. 
51.  Tex.  —  Fordtran  v.  Cunningham 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  141  -S.  SV.  562.  Wis. 
Baker  v.  Becker,  153  Wis.  369,  141  N. 
W.  304;  McKinnon  v.  VoUmar,  75  Wis. 
82,  4,3  N.  W.  800,  17  Am.  St.  Bep.  178, 
6  L.  E.  A.  121. 

See  infra,  II,  B. 

Vol.  XXV 


[a]  Even  Though  the  Misrepresen- 
tations Were  Innocently  Made.  —  Mc- 
Kinnon v.  VoUmar,  75  Wis.  82,  43  N. 
W.  800,  17  Am.  St.  Eep.  178,  6  L.  E.  A. 
121. 

63.  Ala.  —  Orendorff  v.  Tallman,  90 
Ala.  441,  7  So.  821;  New  Orleans  &  A, 
G.  &  M.  Co.  V.  Musgrove,  90  Ala.  428, 
7  So.  747;  Elliott  v.  Boaz,  9  Ala.  772. 
III.  —  Whitloek  v.  Denlinger,  59  111.  96. 
la.  —  Selby   v.    Matson,    137    Iowa    97, 

114  N.  W.  609,  14  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1210. 
Mass. —  Perley  v.  Balch,  23  Pick.  283, 
34  Am.  Dec.  66.  Minn.  —  Ballard  v. 
Lyons,  114  Minn.  264,  131  N.  W.  320, 
38  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  301,  note.  Miss. 
Moss  V.  Davidson,  1  Smed.  &  M.  112. 
Neb.  —  Hoock  v.  Bowman,  42  Neb.  80, 
60  N.  W.  389,  47  Am.  St.  Eep.  691. 
N.  Y.  —  Davis  v.  Eosenzweig  Eealty 
0.  Co.,  192  N.  Y.  128,  84  N.  E.  943,  127 
Am.  St.  Eep.  890,  20  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S) 
175;  Vail  v.  Eeynolds,  118  N.-  Y.  297, 
302,   23   N.  E.   301;   Becker  v.   Church, 

115  N.  Y.  562,  22  N.  E.  748.  Okla. 
Burke  v.  Smith,  57  Okla.  196,  157  Pac. 
51.  Va.  —  Watkins  v.  West  Wytheville 
L.  &  Imp.  Co.;  92  Va.  1,  22  S.  E.  554. 
Wis. —  Hansen  v.  Allen,  117  Wis.  67, 
93  N.  W.  1135. 

See  infra,  II,  H. 

[a]  Whether  the  representation  was 
made  without  knowledge  of  its  falsity- 
is  immaterial.  Orendorff  v.  Tallman,  90 
Ala.  441,  7  So.  821. 

64. 


Camp  V.  Pulver,  5  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
Camp  V.  Pulver,  5  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 


91. 

65, 
91. 

66.  See  10  Standard  Proc.  39,  and 
generally  the  title  "Set-Off,  Counter- 
claim and  Recou'pment," 
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in  an  action  for  the  purchase  price  or  by  independent  suit  against  the 
vendor.^' 

If  the  contract  has  been  executed  by  the  delivery  of  a  deed,  the  pur- 
chaser may  affirm  the  contract  and  sue  on  the  covenant  for  damages,"' 
or,  since  the  fraud  is  not  merged  or  extinguished  by  the  covenant,'*  he 
may  bring  an  action  on  the  ease  for  deceit,^*  or,  it  has  been  held,  sue 
for  the  consideration  paid/^  He  may  also  sue  in  equity  for  a  rescis- 
sion.'^ 

7.  Mistake.  —  Mistake  of  the  parties  entitles  the  purchaser  to 
equitable  relief  by  way  of  rescission"  or  reformation,'*  and  specific 
performance  as  reformed.'^  The  vendee  may  go  into  a  court  of  equity 
on  the  ground  of  mutual  mistake  and  recover  compensation  for  land 
lost,''  notwithstanding  he  has  the  right  to  proceed  at  law  upon  his 
covenants  for  title."  Instead  of  proceeding  in  equity,  he  may  rescind, 
if  the  contract  is  executory,  and  sue  at  law  for  the  purchase  money 
paid.'*    A  slight  deficiency  discovered  after  the  execution  of  the  deed 


67.  ■Williams  v.  Neal,  152  Ala.  435, 
44  So.  551.  See  also  Bell  v.  Thompson, 
34  Ala.  633. 

Compare  supra,  II,  A,  4,  as  to  suit  in 
equity  for  compensation  for  deficiency. 

68.  Shopbell  v.  Boyd,  9  Cal.  App. 
136,  98  Pac.  69. 

69.  Ward  v.  Wiman,  17  Wend.  (N. 
Y.)   193. 

70.  Ala. — Bryant's  Exr.  v.  Boothe, 
30  Ala.  311,  68  Am.  Dec.  117.  Fla. 
Grady  v.  JefEares,  25  Pla.  743,  749,  6 

■  So.  828.  Mo.  — Judd  v.  Walker,  215 
Mo.  312,  114  S.  W.  979.  N.  T.— Ward 
V.  Wiman,  17  Wend.  193. 

See  infra,  II,  E. 

[a]  it  is  immaterial  whether  any  or 
what  covenants  (1)  are  in  the  deed. 
Ward  V.  Wiman,  17  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  193. 
(2)  And  the  purchaser  may  maintain 
an  action  for  damages  even  when  he 
takes  a  quitclaim  or  other  deed  with- 
out covenants.  Haight  v.  Hayt,  19  N. 
Y.  464;  Tyner  v.  Cotter,  67  Wis.  482, 
30  N.  W.  782. 

71.  Loudon  v.  Carroll,  130  Mich.  79, 
89  N.  W.  578. 

[a]  "There  is  a  plain  distinction 
between  a  case  where  a  grantor  seeks 
to  rescind  a  contract  which  he  has  ex- 
ecuted by  giving  a  deed  when  the 
grantee  refuses  to  reconvey,  and  one 
where  the  grantee  wishes  to  rescind 
and  tenders  a  reconveyance  to  that  end. 
In  the  former  case  the  intervention  of 
a  court  of  equity  may  be  necessary,  be- 
cause a  court  of  law  cannot  afford  ade- 
quate relief;  but  such  is  not  the  case 


in    the    other    instance."     Loudon    v. 
Carroll,  130  Mich.  79,  80,  89  N.  W.  578. 

72.  Bryant's  Exr.  v.  Boothe,  30  Ala. 
311,  68  Am.  Dec.  117;  Shopbell  /v. 
Boyd,  9  Cal.  App.  136,  98  Pac.  69.  See 
infra,  II,  H. 

73.  Ala.  —  Homer  v.  Purser,  20  Ala. 
573.  Cal.  —  Goodrich  ■!;.  Lathrop,  94 
Cal.  56,  29  Pac.  329,  28  Am.  St.  Kep. 
91.  la.  —  Shuttlefield  v.  Neil,  163  Iowa 
470,  145  N.  W.  1. 

See  infra,  II,  H  and  the  title  "Re- 
scission and  Cancellation." 

74.  la.  —  Flynn  v.  Finch,  137  Iowa 
378,  114  N.  W.  1058.  N.  Y.  — Howes 
V.  Barker,  3  Johns.  506,  3  Am.  Dec.  526. 
Tex.  — Smith  v.  Fly,  24  Tei.  346,  76 
Am.  Dec.  109. 

See  the  title,  "Reformation." 

75.  See  Eogers  v.  Pattie,  96  Va.  498, 
31  S.  E.  897,  and  the  title,  "Specific 
Performance." 

76.  Eogers  v.  Pattie,  96  Va.  498,  31 
S.  E.  897;  Boschen  v.  Jurgens'  Exr.,  92 
Va.  756,  24  S.  E.  390. 

Compensation  for  deficiency,  see 
supra,  II,  A,  4. 

77.  Eogers  v.  Pattie,  96  Va.  498,  31 
S.  E.  897;  Boschen  v.  Jurgens'  Exr.,  92 
Va.  756,  24  S.  E.  390. 

[a]  Equity  has  exclusive  jurisdic- 
tion to  compel  such  repayment  if  the 
contract  provides  that  any  repayment 
of  money  should  be  made  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale.  Smith  v.  Bond, 
25  W.  Va.  387. 

78.  Goodrich  v.  Lathrop,  94  Cal.  56, 
29  Pac.  329,  28  Am.  St.  Rep.  91.  See 
infra,  II,  B. 
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does  not  authorize  a  vacation  or  rescission  of  the  contract,"  and  an 
action  at  law  for  the  purchase  money  paid.^"  Furthermore  the  matter 
of  mistake  may  be  set  up  by  way  of  defense  to  an  action  by  the 
vendor.^^ 

8.  Invalidity  or  NonenforceabiKty  of  Contract.  —  If  the  contract 
of  sale  is  void  because  of  incapacity  or  want  of  power  of  either  party 
to  make  it,*^  or  where  the  contract  is  not  to  be  consummated  except 
upon  performance  of  certain  conditions  which  are  not  performed,*' 
the  purchaser  may  sue  for  a  recovery  of  the  consideration  paid  there- 
under. But  the  mere  fact  that  the  contract  is  in  parol  does  not 
authorize  a  suit  to  recover  the  money  paid,  when  the  vendor  is  in  no 
way  in  fault,  and  is  willing  to  perform." 

9.  Upon  Rescission  of  Contract.  —  Upon  a  rescission  of  the  contract 
by  the  mutual  consent  of  the  parties,**  by  acts  of  the  parties,'"  the 


79.  Moredock  v.  Bawlings,  3  Hon. 
(Ky.)   73. 

80.  Howes  V.  Barker,  3  Johna.  (N. 
T.)  506,  3  Am.  Dee.  526;  Smith  v.  Fly, 
24  Tex.  345,  76  Am.  Dee.  109. 

81.  McDonald  v.  Benge,  138  Iowa 
591,  116  N.  W.  602. 

82.  Sellers  v.  Bell,  10  Kan.  App.  581, 
63  Pae.  457. 

83.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Wheie  vendor  agrees  to  furnish 
a  title  satisfactory  to  the  purchaser  or 
his  attorney.  Allen  «.  Pockowitz,  103 
Cal.  85,  36  Pae.  1039,  42  Am.  St.  Eep. 
99. 

[b]  Where  Abstract  Showing  Good 
Title  Was  To  Be  Furnished.  —  Boas  v. 
Farrington,  85  Oal.  535,  24  Pae.  787. 

84.  Cal.  —  LafEey  v.  Kaufman,  134 
Cal.  391,  66  Pae.  471,  86  Am.  St.  Eep. 
283.  la.  —  Frey  v.  Stangl,  148  Iowa 
522,  125  N.  W.  868.  Mass.  —  Coughlin 
V.  Knowles,  7  Mete.  57,  39  Am.  Dee. 
759.  N.  H.  — Lane  v.  Shackford,  5  N. 
H.  130.  N.  Y.  — Abbott  v.  Draper,  4 
Denio  51.  Tex.  —  Cammack  v.  Prather 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  74  S.  W.  354.  Vt. 
Shaw  V.  Shaw,  6  Vt.  69. 

85.  Oal.  —  Gwin  v.  Calegaris,  139 
Cal.  384,  73  Pae.  851;  Merrill  v.  Mer- 
rill, 103  Cal.  287,  35  Pae.  768,  37  Pae. 
392;  Shively  v.  Semi-Tropic  Land  & 
Water  Co.,  99  Cal.  259,  33  Pae.  848; 
Phelps  V.  Brown,  95  Cal.  572,  30  Pae. 
774;  Burmester  v.  Horn,  35  Cal.  App. 
549,  170  Pae.  674.  See  also  Drew  v.  Ped- 
lar, 87  Cal.  443, 25  Pae.  749, 22  Am.  St, 
Eep.  257,  whose  broad  language  was  lim- 
ited by  Bradford  c.  Parkhurst,  96  Cal. 
102,  30  Pae.  1106,  31  Am.  St.  Eep.  189, 
and  other  cases.  Conn. — Pierce  i).  Staub, 
78  Conn.  459,  62  Atl.  760,  H2  Am.  St. 
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Eep.  163,  3  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  785.  HI. 
Baston  v.  Clifford,  68  111.  67,  18  Am.  St. 
Eep.  547;  Wheeler  v.  Mather,  56  111. 
241,  8  Am.  Eep.  683.  Ind.  —  Gwynne  v. 
Eamsey,  92  Ind.  414.  Mo.  —  Conley  v. 
Doyle,  50  Mo.  234.  Okla.  —  Hurley  v. 
Anicker,  51  Okla.  97,  151  Pae.  693,  L. 
E.  A.  1918B,  538.  Ore.  — Woodard  v. 
Willamette  Valley  I.  L.  Co.,  89  Ore.  10, 
173  Pae.  262;  Maffet  v.  Oregon  &  C.  E. 
Co.,  46  Ore.  443,  80  Pae.  489.  V». 
Buena  Vista  Co.  v.  McCandlish,  92  Va. 
297,  23  S.  B.  781;  Johnson's  Exi.  v. 
Jennings'  Admr.,  10  Gratt.  (51  Va.)  1, 
4,  60  Am.  Dee.  323.  W.  Va.  —  Arbogast 
V.  Mylius,  55  W.  Va.  101,  46  S.  E.  809. 

[a]  Bven  though  the  purchaser  is 
In  default,  he  may  sue.  Gwin  v.  Cale- 
garis, 139  Cal.  384,  73  Pae.  851. 

86,  Gwynne  «.  Eamsey,  92  Ind.  414. 
See  imfra,  this  section. 

[a]  If  the  vendor  rescinds  the  con- 
tract ol  sale  hy  selling  the  property  to 
another  or  otherwise,  the  purchaser 
may  sue  to  recover  the  purchase  money 
paid.  Smith  v.  Treat,  234  111.  552,  85 
N.  E.  289.  But  see  Brimmer  v.  Salis- 
bury, 167  Cal.  522,  140  Pae.  30;  Gar- 
berino  v.  Eoberta,  109  Cal.  125,  41  Pae. 
857;  Shively  v.  Semi-Tropic  Land  & 
Water  Co.,  99  Cal.  259,  33  Pae.  848; 
Joyce  V.  Shafer,  97  Cal.  335,  32  Pae. 
320,  holding  that  a  conveyance  by  the 
vendor  to  a  third  party  ^  ..ore  the  time 
for  performance  is  not  such  a  rescission 
as  entitles  the  purchaser  to  treat  the 
contract  as  rescinded  and  sue  for  the 
purchase  money  paid  before  the  time 
of  performance  arrives,  in  the  absence 
of  a  showing  that  the  conveyance  was 
not  made  subject  to  the  rights  of  the 
vendee.    He  must  wait  until  the  timg 
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purchaser  may  sue  to  recover  purchase  money  paid,  less  the  actual 
damage  occasioned  by  the  vendor's  breach,^^  unless  the  parties  have 
provided  otherwise  in  their  contract.^^  Accordingly  he  may  sue  for 
the  purchase  money  paid  when  the  vendor  fails  or  refuses  to  convey/' 
or  when  there  is  a  defect  in  or  failure  of  the  vendor's  title,""  or  when 
there  is  fraud,  misrepresentation  or  mistake,®^  and  the  purchaser  not 
in  default  elects  to  rescind,  when  the  purchaser  rescinds  under  a 
power  given  by  the  contract,*^  when  the  vendor  rescinds  the  contract 
because  of  the  default  of  the  purchaser,'^  or  when  both  parties  are  in 
default  and  are  not  ready  to  complete  it  at  the  stipulated  time.°*  But 
he  cannot  sue  for  the  purchase  money  paid  if  the  vendor  has  not 
abandoned  the  contract  but  is  standing  upon  it,°^  as  when  time  is  of 
the  essence  of  the  contract,  and  the  vendor  not  in  default  declares  a 
forfeiture  of  the  vendee's  rights  because  of  his  default  in  payments, 
by  virtue  of  the  right  contained  in  a  proviso  that  the  vendor  might 
declare  it  void  for  default  of  the  vendee  in  making  his  payments."' 
However,  in  certain  cases,  after  a  showing  of  fraud,  mistake,  surprise 
or  other  ground  of  purely  equitable  cognizance,  excusing  a  breach  of 
the  purchaser's  covenant  to  pay  on  a  day  certain,  equity  will  relieve 
him  from  the  effect  of  the  breach."' 

But  tie  purchaser  siould  not  sue  for  damages  for  violation  of  the  contract, 


for  performance  and  then  tender  the 
balance  of  the  purchase  money  and  de- 
mand a  deed. 

87.  Phelps  V.  Brown,  95  Cal.  572,  30 
Pac.  774.    Compare  supra,  II,  A,  5. 

As  to  pleading  recoupment,  see  infra^ 
n,  B,  6,  b,  (II). 

88.  Norris  v.  Letehworth,  167  Mo. 
App.  553,  152  S.  W.  421. 

89.  See  supra,  II,  A,  2. 

90.  See  supra,  II,  A,  5. 

91.  See  supra,  II,  A,  6,  and  7. 

92.  Baston  v.  ClifiEord,  68  111.  67,  18 
Am.  Bep.  547;  Buena  Vista  Co.  v.  Me- 
Candlish,  92  Va7297,  23  S.  E.  781;  John- 
son's Exx.  V.  Jennings'  Admr.,  10 
Gratt.  (51  Va.)  1,  4,  60  Am.  Dec.  323. 

93.  XT.  S.  —  Michigan  Yacht  &  Pow- 
er Co.  V.  Busch,  143  Eed.  929,  75  C.  C. 
A.  109;  McDonough  v.  Evans  Marble 
Co.,  112  Fed.  634,  50  C.  C.  A.  403.  111. 
Elder  v.  Chapman,  176  111.  142,  52  N. 
E.  10.  la.  —  Notson  v.  Barrett,  1  G.  Gr. 
302.  Ky.  —  Taylor's  Admr.  v.  Bryan,  3 
Ky.  L.  Bep.  758.  Mich.  —  Robinson  v. 
Eatzer,  195  Mich.  235,  161  N.  W.  879. 
Mo.  —  Norris  v.  Letehworth,  167  Mo. 
App.  553,  152  S.  "W.  421.  Neb.  — Maloy 
V.  Muir,  62  Neb.  80,  86  N.  W.  916; 
Lowry  v.  Robinson,  3  Neb.  Unof.  145, 
91  N.  W.  174. 


94.  Cleary  v.  Folger,  84  Cal.  316,  24 
Pae.  280,  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  187;  Baston 
V.  Clifford,  68  111.  67,  18  Am.  Rep.  547. 

[a]  Both  Parties  Being  in  Default, 
Either  Can  Treat  the  Contract  as  Re- 
scinded.—  Cleary  v.  Folger,  84  Cal.  316, 

24  Pac.  280,  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  187. 

95.  Bradford  v.  Parkhurst,  96  Cal. 
102,  30  Pae.  1106,  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  189, 
limiting  Drew  v.  Pedlar,   87   Cal.  443, 

25  Pac.  749,  22  Am.  St.  Bep.  257. 

96.  U.  S.  —  Hansbrough  v.  Peck,  5 
Wall.  497,  18  L.  ed.  520.  Cal.  — Ours- 
ler  17.  Thaeher,  152  Cal.  739,  93  Pac. 
1007;  Glock  v.  Howard  &  Wilson  Col- 
ony Co.,  123  Cal.  1,  14,  55  Pac.  713,  69 
Am.  St.  Bop.  17,  43  L.  R.  A.  199;  Car- 
ter V.  Fox,  11  Cal.  App.  67,  103  Pac. 
910.  lU.  — Wheeler  v.  Mather,  56  111. 
241,  251,  8  Am.  Rep.  683.  Mont.  — Sub- 
urban Homes  Co.  v.  North,  50  Mont. 
108,  145  Pae.  2,  Ann.  Cas.  1917C,  81. 
N.  Y.  —  Battle  v.  Rochester  City  Bank, 
3  N.  Y.  88,  affirming  5  Barb.  414; 
Ketchum  v.  Bvertson,  13  Johns.  359,  7 
Am.  Dec.  384. 

97.  Cal.  — Glock  v.  Howard  &  Wil- 
son Colony  Co.,  123  Cal.  1,  10,  55  Pae. 
713,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  43  L.  R.  A. 
199.  lU.  —  Wheeler  v.  Mather,  56  111. 
241,  8  Am.  Rep.  683.  Eng.  — Lloyd  v. 
Collett,  4  Bro,  C,  C,  469,  29  Eng.  Re- 
print 992, 
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upon  a  rescission  of  the  contract  by  mutual  consent  or  acts  of  the 
parties.*^ 

10.  Action  for  Recovery  for  Improvements  Made.^^  —  In  addition  to 
a  recovery  of  the  value  of  improvements  by  way  of  incidental  relief 
in  other  actions,^  a  purchaser  may,  in  some  states,  institute  an  inde- 
pendent affirmative  suit  in  equity  to  recover  their  value.^  But  inde- 
pendent of  statute,^  and  in  the  absence  of  an  express  promise  to  pay  for 
the  improvements,*  he  cannot  maintain  an  action  at  law  to  recover  the 
value  of  improvements  made  under  a  contract  in  violation  of  the 
statute  of  frauds.^ 


98.  Conley  v.  Doyle,  50  Mo.  234. 

99.  See  generally  18  Standakd  Peoc. 
681. 

1.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  In  aa  action  to  recover  the  pur- 
chase money  paid,  the  purchaser  may 
recover  the  value  of  permanent  im- 
provements made  ty  him.  White  v, 
Harvey,  175  Iowa  213,  157  N.  W.  152. 
See  sapra,  II,  A,  5. 

Becovery  by  a  counterclaim  or  set 
off  in  certain  actions  against  the  pur- 
chaser. See  18  Standakd  Peoc.  681,  et 
seq. 

[b]  In  an  action  for  specific  per- 
formance, the  court,  in  denying  relief 
because  the  contract  was  in  parol  and 
because  there  was  not  the  requisite 
part  performance,  may  refer  the  case 
to  a  master  to  report  as  to  the  addi- 
tional value  conferred  upon  the  land 
by  the  plaintiff's  improvements,  and 
to  state  an  account  charging  the  plain- 
tiflE  with  a  fair  rent  and  crediting  him 
■with  the  value  of  the  improvements. 
'Albea  v.  Griffin,  22  N.  C.  9. 

2.  XS.  S.  — Bright  v.  Boyd,  1  Story 
478,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,875.  N.  C  — Lu- 
ton V.  Badham,  127  N.  C.  96,  100,  37 
S.  E.  143,  80  Am.  St.  Eep.  783,  53  L. 
E.  A.  337  (Douglas  J.  dissenting  on 
the  ground  the  vendee 's  claim  for  im- 
provements is  purely  a  defensive  rem- 
edy); Albea  v.  Griffin,  22  N.  C.  9, 
leading  case.  Ohio.  —  Welsh  v.  Welsh, 
5  Ohio  425.  Tenn.  —  Ehea  v.  Allison,  3 
Head  176;  Herring  v.  Pollard's  Exr.,  4 
Humph.  362,  40  Am.  Dec.  653. 

But  see  18  Standaed  Peoc.  681,  683. 

[a]  Contra,  Ohling  v.  Luitjens,  32 
111.  23,  holding  that  the  grantee,  after 
foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  against  the 
premises,  cannot  maintain  a  bill  for 
reimbursement  for  improvements,  to 
compel  a  refund  of  the  purchase  money, 
and  a  delivery  of  the  purchase  money 
notes  because  a  court  of  law  is  fully 
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competent  to  afford  a  complete  remedy 
by  action  of  covenant.  And  compare 
Putnam  v.  Eitchie,  6  Paige  (N.  Y.)  390. 

[b]  On  a  bill  for  an  account,  equity 
will  decree  compensation  for  all  the 
purchaser 's  improvements,  deducting 
the  rents  and  profits  and  will  treat  the 
land  as  subject  to  a  lien  therefor.  Ehea 
V.  Allison,  3  Head  (Tenn.)  176. 

[cj  If  the  plaintiff  places  raluable 
and  permanent  improvements  on  land 
while  in  possession  under  a  parol  con- 
tract of  sale,  and  the  defendant  repudi- 
ates the  contract  and  refuses  to  con- 
vey, the  plaintiff  has  an  equitable 
cause  of  action  for  the  value  of  such 
improvements.  Luton  v.  Badham,  127 
N.  C.  96,  100,  37  S.  E.  143,  80  Am.  St. 
Eep.  783,  53  L.  E.  A.  337;  Albea  v. 
Griffin,  22  N.  C.  9. 

[d]  The  judgment  may  be  made  a 
charge  on  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
land  until  it  is  paid.  Luton  v.  Bad- 
ham,U27  N.  0.  96,  104,  37  S.  E.  143, 
80  Am.  St.  Eep.  783,  53  L.  E.  A.  337. 

[e]  Form  of  complaint,  see  Luton 
V.  Badham,  127  N.  C.  96,  37  S.  E.  143, 
80  Am.  St.  Sep.  783,  53  L.  E.  A.  337. 

[f]  Set-off  for  rent  denied,  see 
Thouvenin  v.  Lea,  26  Tex.  612. 

3.  See  the  statutes  and  18  Standakd 
Peoc.  683. 

4.  See  Welsh  ».  Welsh,  5  Ohio  425, 
429. 

5.  N.  Y.  —  Gillet  v.  Maynard,  5 
Johns.  85,  4  Am.  Dec.  329.  Ohio. 
Welsh  V.  Welsh,  5  Ohio  425.  Tenn. 
Mathews  v.  Davis,  6  Humph.  324,  an 
action  of  assumpsit  for  work  and  labor 
done  and  for  materials  furnished  will 
not  lie.  Tex.  —  Sullivan  v.  O'Neal,  66 
Tex.  433,  1  S.  W.  185. 

[a]  Beason.  —  A  judge  in  the  «- 
tion  at  law  cannot  judge  of  the  ameli- 
orations that  have  been  added  to  the 
permanent  value  of  the  estate  and  ad- 
just the  matter.    He  eould  only  allow 
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11.  Action  for  Reimbursement  for  Outlays.  —  A  purchaser  under  a 
covenant  of  warranty  may  recover  by  appropriate  action,  amounts  paid 
out  in  order  to  perfect  his  title,  by  taking  up  outstanding  incumbrances 
or  purchasing  outstanding  titles."  He  may  proceed  either  by  a  bill  in 
chancery,'  or,  in  some  states,  by  assumpsit.*  But  in  the  absence  of 
an  actual  eviction  or  surrender  to  a  paramount  title,  a  technical  action 
on  the  warranty  will  not  lie.' 

12.  Action  for  Injuries  to  Property  Done  by  Vendor.  —  A  purchaser 
cannot  sue  at  law  for  damages  for  trespasses  committed  by  the  vendor 
pending  the  contract  of  sale,  before  he  has  acquired  the  title  or  taken 
possession,  as  he  has  not  the  requisite  actual  or  constructive  posses- 
sion.'" But  in  equity  he  may  recover  the  value  of  materials  and  timber 
removed  by  the  vendor  pending  a  contract  of  purchase,''  and,  in  a 
proper  case,  he  may  enjoin  the  vendor  from  committing  waste.'^ 

13.  Election  of  Bemedies.  —  The  remedies  of  a  purchaser  in  aflSrm- 
ance  of  the  contract  for  damages,  and  in  rescission  are  inconsistent 
and  he  cannot  pursue  both.'^ 

B.  Action  To  Recover  Purchase  Money  Paid.  —  1.  Form  of  Action. 


for  the  value  of  the  work,  labor  and 
materials  which  is  not  the  criterion  of 
compensation.  Mathews  v.  Davis,  6 
Humph.   (Tenn.)    324. 

'6.  See  the  following  eases:  Ga. 
Martin  v.  Atkinson,  7  Ga.  228,  50  Am. 
Dec.  403.  Kaji.  —  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  K. 
Co.  V.  Pratt,  64  Kan.  118,  67  Pac.  464. 
Md.  —  Berry  v.  Convention  of  Protest- 
ant Episcopal  Church,  7  Md.  564.  Tex. 
Walker  v.  Lawler'a  Heirs,  45  Tex.  632; 
Thouvenin  v.  Lea,  26  Tex.  612;  West 
V.  El  Campo  Land  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
32  S.  W.  424. 

[a]  Whether  he  proceeds  at  law  or 
in  equity,  the  covenantee  must  estab- 
lish that  the  incumbrance  or  title  wag 
a  paramount  incumbrance  or  title 
against  which  the  warrantor  was 
bound  to  defend  him,  and  that  he  acted 
under  a  necessity  to  save  the  estate. 
Dyer  v.  Britton,  53  Miss.  270. 

[b]  If  the  purchaser  accept  a  deed 
without  covenants  against  incum- 
brances, he  cannot  recover  money  paid 
in  removing  an  incumbrance  unless  paid 
under  such  circumstances  as  will  raise 
an  implied  assumpsit.  Woodford  v. 
Leavenworth,  l4  Ind.  311. 

7.  Dyer  v.  Britton,  53  Miss.  270; 
Downer  v.  Fox,  20  Vt.  388. 

8.  Dyer  v.  Britton,  53  Miss.  270; 
Kirkpatrick  v.  Miller,  50  Miss.  521.  See 
Cummings  v.  Calla,han,  104  Mich.  76, 
62  N.  W.  136. 

[a]  Assumpsit  may  be  resorted  to 
in   every   instance   where   money    has 


been  necessarily  expended  to  discharge 
the  estate  from  incumbrances,  or  to  get 
in  a  title  to  avoid  an  eviction.  Actual 
eviction  is  not  required,  as  breaches  of 
the  covenant  are  recognized  as  con- 
structive and  technical  evieiions.  Dyer 
V.  Britton,  53  Miss.  270. 

9.  Dyer  v.  Britton,  53  Miss.  270. 
[aj    But  an  action  on  the  covenant 

will  not  be  dismissed.  The  cause  of 
action  is  substantially  the  same  wheth- 
er covenant  or  assumpsit  is  brought, 
and  the  pleading  may  be  reformed  so 
as  to  change  the  form  of  action  to  as- 
sumpsit. Dyer  v.  Britton,  53  Miss.  270, 
279. 

10.  Newman  «.  Mountain  Park  Land 
Co.,  85  Ark.  208,  107  S.  W.  391,  122 
Am.  St.  Rep.  27. 

[a]  But  the  action  at  law  should 
not  be  dismissed.  It  should,  under  stat- 
ute, be  transferred  to  the  equity  docket 
if  a  case  for  equitable  relief  is  shown. 
Newman  v.  Mountain  Park  Land  Co., 
85  Ark.  208,  107  S.  W.  391,  122  Am.  St. 
Rep.  27. 

11.  Newman  v.  Mountain  Park  Land 
Co.,  85  Ark.  208,  107  S.  W.  391,  122 
Am.  St.  Rep.  27;  Worrall  v.  Munn,  53 
N.  Y.  185.   See  the  title  "Waste." 

12.  Newman  v.  Mountain  Park 
Land  Co.,  85  Ark.  208,  107  S.  W.  391, 
122  Am.  St.  Rep.  27,  quoting  6  Pom.  Eq. 
Jur.  §857.    See  the  title,  "Waste." 

13.  White  V.  Harvey,  175  Iowa  213, 
157  N.  W.  152.  See  the  title,  "Choice 
and  Election  of  Bemedies." 
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The  action  to  recover  the  purchase  money  paid  may  be  brought  on  a 
special  count  setting  out  the  facts  from  which  the  cause  of  action 
arises,^*  or  in  debt^^  or  covenant,^"  or  on  the  common  counts  in  assumpsit 
for  money  had  and  reeeived,^^  upon  the  contract  implied  from  the 
vendor's  holding'  money  of  the  vendee  to  which  he  has  no  right  after 


[a]  An  action  by  a  purchaser  for 
damages  for  breach  of  the  contract  of 
sale  is  probably  such  an  election  to 
abide  (1)  by  the  sale  as  precludes  the 
subsequent  action  for  rescission.  Mar- 
shall V.  Gilman,  52  Minn.  88,  53  N.  W. 
811.  (2)  But  the  dismissal  of  an  action 
by  the  purchaser  for  the  rescission  of 
a  contract  of  sale  because  of  the  laches 
of  the  plaintiff  does  not  bar  a  subse- 
quent action  for  damages  for  breach 
of  contract.  Freeman  v.  Fehr,  132 
Minn.  384,  157  N.  W.  587;  Marshall  v. 
Gilman,  52  Minn.  88,  53  N.  W.  811. 

14  N.  Y.  — Miller  v.  Watson,  4 
Wend.  267.  Va.  —  Buena  Vista  Co.  v. 
McCandlish,  92  Va.  297,  23  S.  E.  781. 
Can.  —  McDonald  v.  McDonald,  2  Nova 
Scotia  41,  44. 

See  reading  notes  cited  infra,  this 
paragraph. 

[a]  When  the  Contracts  Contain 
an  Express  Promise  To  Pay  Back  the 
Money.  —  Turner  v.  Eeynolds,  81  Cal. 
214,  22  Pac.  546.  When  the  contract 
provides  for  a  refund  of  the  purchase 
money  on  certain  contingencies,  an  ac- 
tion to  recover  the  money  is  neither  an 
action  for  money  had  and  received  or 
for  rescission  but  an  action  for  recov- 
ery of  money  upon  an  express  con- 
tract. Vorwerk  v.  Nolte  (Cal.),  24  Pac. 
840. 

15.  111.  —  Haynes  v.  Lucas,  50  HI. 
436.  N.  Y.  — Miller  v.  Watson,  5  Cow. 
195.  Tenn.  —  Sneed  v.  Bradley,  4  Sneed 
301. 

[a]  If  the  contract  provides  for  the 
payment  of  a  definite  sum  of  money  on 
the  condition  that  the  obligor  fails  to 
convey  according  to  the  agreement, 
debt  will  lie.  But  when  the  action  is 
for  a  breach  of  the  terms  of  the  agree- 
ment, and  not  for  a  sum  of  money  in 
numero  and  eo  nomine  debt  will  not  lie 
to  recover  back  the  money  paid. 
Haynes  v.  Lucas,  50  111.  436. 

[b]  When  a  grantor,  after  convey- 
ing with  covenants  of  warranty,  admits 
(1)  the  failure  of  title  and  promises  to 
refund  the  purchase  money,  the  action 
must  be  founded  upon  the  higher  se- 
curity, the  covenant,  and  be  either  in 
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debt  or  covenant.  Assumpsit  will  not 
lie  on  the  promise  to  refund,  when  the 
promise  is  simply  to  perform  the  cove- 
nant. Miller  v.  Watson,  5  Cow.  (N.  T.) 
195.  (2)  But  when  the  promise  is 
founded  on  a  new  consideration,  the 
surrender  of  the  premises,  the  purchas- 
er may  sue  on  the  promise,  but  he  can- 
not recover  under  the  common  counts. 
Miller  v.  Watson,  4  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  267. 

16.  Haynes  v.  Lucas,  50  111.  436; 
Miller  v.  Watson,  5  Cow.  (N.  T.)  195. 

17.  tr.  S.  — Elliott  V.  Garvin,  166 
Fed.  278,  92  C.  C.  A.  196;  Guttschlick 
•u.  Bank  of  Metropolis,  5  Cranch  C.  Q. 
435,  11  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,880.  Ark.  — Bel- 
lows V.  Cheek,  20  Ark.  424.  Cal. 
Glock  V.  Howard  &  Wilson  Colony  Co., 
123  Cal.  1,  I'O,  55  Pac.  713,  69  Am.  St. 
Eep.  17,  43  L.  E.  A.  199;  Shively  v. 
Semi-Tropic  L.  &  W.  Co.,  99  Cal.  259, 
33  Pac.  848;  Dashaway  Assn.  v.  Eog- 
ers,  79  Cal.  211,  21  Pac.  742;  Seals  v. 
Davis,  25  Cal.  App.  68,  143  Pae.  905; 
McDermott  v.  Chatfield  (Cal.  App.), 
123  Pac.  539.  lU.— Martin  v.  Cham- 
bers, 84  ni.  579;  Eames  v.  Germania 
Turn  Verein,  8  111.  App.  663,  673.  Ind. 
Barickman  v.  Kuykendall,  6  Blackf.  21. 
Mass.  —  Pickman  v.  Trinity  Church, 
123  Mass.  1,  25  Am.  Eep.  1.  Mich. 
Wright  V.  Dickinson,  67  Mich.  580,  35 
N.  W.  164,  11  Am.  St.  Eep.  602;  Davis 
V.  Strobridge,  44  Mich.  157,  6  N.  W. 
205.  Mo.  —  Norris  v.  Letehworth,  167 
Mo.  App.  553,  152  S.  W.  421;  Winning- 
ham  V.  Faneher,  52  Mo.  App.  458.  N. 
M.  —  Daly  v.  Bernstein,  6  N.  M.  380, 
28  Pac.  764.  N.  Y.  —  Armour  v.  Sound 
Shore  F.  Imp.  Co.,  159  App.  Div.  213, 
144  N.  Y.  Supp.  340.  N.  D.  —  Miller  v. 
Shelburn,  15  N.  D.  182,  107  N.  W.  51; 
Kicks  V.  State  Bank,  12  N.  D.  576,  98 
N.  W.  408.  Ore.  —  Kruse  v.  Bush,  85 
Ore.  394,  167  Pac.  308;  Maflfet  v.  Ore- 
gon &  C.  E.  Co.,  46  Ore.  443,  80  Pac. 
489.  S.  D.  — Hogan  v.  Bechtel,  27  S. 
D.  98,  129  N.  W.  914.  Tenn.  — Sneed 
V.  Bradley,  4  Sneed  301.  Tex.  —  Sulli- 
van -v.  O'Neal,  66  Tex.  433,  1  S.  W. 
185.  Vt.  — White  i:  Miller,  22  Vt.  380. 
Va.  —  Buena  Vista  Co.  v.  McCandlish, 
92  Va.  297,  23  S.  E.  781.   Wash.  — Bell 
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the  abandonment  of  the  eontraet,^^  depending  upon  the  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances. 

2.  Conditions  Precedent.  —  a.  Tender  of  Furchase  Money  and.  De- 
mand for  Performance.  —  If  the  conveyance  is  not  to  be  made  until  the 
balance  of  the  consideration  is  paid  according  to  the  contract/^  and 
if  the  contract  of  sale  has  not  been  abandoned  or  rescinded  by  mutual 
consent,^"  and  the  vendor  is  not  in  default,^^  and  has  not  disabled 
himself  from  performing,^^  a  purchaser  must  perform  or  put  the  vendor 
in  default  by  a  tender  of  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money^^  according 


v.  Jovita  Heights  Co.,  71  Wash,  7,  127 
Pac.  289;  Ankeny  v.  Clark,  1  Wash. 
549,  554,  20  Pac.  583.  W.  Va.  —  Man- 
kin  V.  Jones,  68  W.  Va.  422,  69  S.  E. 
981;  Lipscomb  v-  Lipscomb,  66  W.  Va. 
55,  66  S.  E.  8.,  Wis.  —  McKinnon  v. 
Vollmar,  75  Wis.  82,  43  N.  W.  800,  17 
Am.  St.  Eep.  178,  6  L..R.  A.  121. 

[aj  This  is  the  usual  and  better 
mode  of  counting  in  such  case.  Buena 
Vista  Co.  V.  McCandlish,  92  Va.  297, 
23  S.  E.  781,  quoting  Johnson's  Exx.  v. 
Jennings'  Admr.,  10  Gratt,  (51  Va.) 
1,  4,  60  Am.  Dec.  323. 

[b]  The  count  for  money  had  and 
received  is  proper  when  money  has 
been  paid  on  a  contract  which  has  been 
put  an  end  to  or  rescinded.  But  if  the 
contract  continue  open,  the  plaintiff 
can  only  recover  damages  and  must  de- 
clare specially.  Miller  v.  Watson,  4 
Wend.  (N.  Y.)  267.  McDonald  v.  Mc- 
Donald, 2   Nova  Scotia    (Can.)   41,  44. 

[c]  When  the  vendor  falls  or  re- 
fuses to  convey  the  land  by  deed  on 
the  plaintiff's  tender  of  full  perform- 
ance, the  plaintiff  may  bring  money 
had  and  received  to  recover  the  con- 
sideration paid.  Miller  v.  Shelburn,  15 
N.  D.  182,  107  N.  W.  51. 

[d]  Even  though  the  ground  of  re- 
scission is  the  fraud  and  deceit  of  the 
vendor,  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received  is  proper.  Bell  ■;;.  Jovita 
Heights  Co.,  71  Wash.  7,  127  Pac.  289. 

[ej  When  the  contract  of  sale  con- 
tains no  express  provision  or  promise 
to  pay  back  the  money  should  the  title 
prove  bad,  the  action  is  necessarily 
based  upon  the  implied  promise  of  the 
vendor,  since  it  is  necessary  in  order 
that  an  action  be  founded  upon  an  in- 
strument in  writing,  that  the  instru- 
ment itself  contain  a  contract  to  do 
the  thing  for  the  nonperformance  of 
which  the  action  is  brought.  Thomas 
V.  Pacific  Beach  Co.,  115  Cal.  136,  46 
Pac.  899;  Turner  v.  Reynolds,  81  Cal. 


214,  22  Pac.  546. 

[f]  When  the  purchaser  has  occu- 
pied the  land  for  several  years  under 
a  valid  contract,  receiving  the  rents 
and  profits,  the  parties  cannot  be  placed 
in  the  same  situation  they  were  in  be- 
fore the  contract  was  made,  conse- 
quently the  purchaser  cannot  rescind 
it  and  sue  in  indebitatus  assumpsit  for 
the  money  paid.  His  remedy  is  on  the 
special  contract.  But  it  is  otherwise 
if  the  contract  is  void,  as  where  it  is 
in  parol.  Barickman  v.  Kuykendall,  6 
Blackf.  (Ind.)  21.  But  see  Guttschlick 
V.  Bank  of  Metropolis,  5  Cranch  C.  C. 
435,  11  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,880. 

18.  Glock  V.  Howard  &  Wilson  Col- 
ony Co.,  123  Cal.  1,  10,  55  Pac.  713,  69 
Am.  St.  Eep.  17,  43  L.  E.  A.  199. 

19.  Cal.  —  Garberino  v.  Eoberts,  109 
Cal.  125,  41  Pac.  857;  Merrill  v.  Merrill, 
95  Cal.  334,  30  Pac.  542;  Englander  v. 
Eogers,  41  Cal.  420.  Minn.  —  Sennett 
V.  Shehan,  27  Minn.  328,  7  N.  W.  266. 
N.  J.  —  Ackley  v.  Eiohman,  10  N.  J.  L. 
304. 

[a]  When  no  time  is  specified  for 
making  the  conveyance,  the  purchaser 
must  demand  performance  before  he 
can  sue  for  a  recovery  of  the  purchase 
money  paid.  Kime  v.  Kime,  41  HI.  397; 
Sennett  v.  Shehan,  27  Minn.  328,  7  N. 
W.  266. 

20.  Leach  v.  Eowley,  138  Cal.  709, 
72  Pac.  403;  Way  v.  Johnson,  5  S.  D. 
237,  58  N.  W.  552. 

21.  Leach  v.  Eowley,  138  Cal.  709, 
72  Pac.  403;  Garberino  v.  Eoberts,  109 
Cal.  125,  41  Pac.  857. 

22.  Gray  v.  Smith,  83  Fed.  824,  28 
C.  C.  A.  168;  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.  v. 
Page,  48  Ore.  74,  82  Pac.  856,  3  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  103. 

23.  Cal.  —  Leach  v.  Eowley,  138 
Cal.  709,  72  Pac.  403;  Townsend  v. 
Tufts,  95  Cal.  257,  30  Pac.  528,  29  Am. 
St.  Eep.  107;  Anderson  v.  Strassburger, 
92    Cal.    38,    27   Pac.    1095;    Dennis   v. 
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to  the  agreement,  and  a  demand  for  a  deed  and  for  performance," 
at  the  time  of  performance  provided  in  the  contract,^^  before  he  can 
sue  for  a  recovery  of  the  purchase  money  paid.  But  it  is  otherwise 
if  an  excuse  therefor  is  alleged,^'  or  if  the  vendor  has  rescinded  the 
contract, ^^  or  has  refused  in  advance  to  make  a  conveyance,^*  or  has 
disabled  himself  from  performing,  and  is  unable  to  make  a  conveyance,^* 
or  if  the  vendor  has  failed  within  a  reasonable  time  to  remove  the 
defects  in  title.^"  But  the  fact  that  the  contract  is  in  parol  does  not 
excuse  performance.^'^ 

b.  Rescission  and  Restoration  to  Status  Quo.  —  As  a  general  rule  to 
sustain  -an  action  to  recover  back  the  consideration  paid  there  must  be 
an  actual  prior  rescission  of  the  contract  by  the  purchaser,^^  a  notice 


Strassburger,  89  Cal.  583,  26  Pae.  1O70. 
N.  J.  —  Ackley  v.  Kichman,  10  N.  J.  Ii. 
304.  S.  D.  —  Way  v.  Johnson,  5  S.  D. 
237,  58  N.  W.  552.  Wis.  —  Oakes  v.  Es- 
tate of  Buckley,  49  Wis.  592,  6  N.  W. 
321. 

24.  Cal.  —  Garberino  v-  Eoberts,  109 
Cal.  125,  41  Pac.  857.  lU.  — Kime  v. 
Kime,  41  111.  397.  N.  Y.  — Ziehen  v. 
Smith,  148  N.  Y.  558,  42  N.  E.  1080. 

[a]  The  purchaser  is  not  hound  to 
prepare  a  deed  for  the  vendor  to  sign, 
before  suit,  in  the  absence  of  a  pro- 
vision in  the  contract  requiring  it. 
Chatfield  v.  Williams,  85  Cal.  518,  24 
Pac.  839;  Baston  v.  Clifford,  68  111.  67, 
18  Am.  Eep.  547. 

25.  Allen  v.  Chatfield,  172  Cal.  60, 
156  Pac.  47:  Garberino  v.  Eoberts,  109 
Cal.  125,  41' Pac.  857. 

26.  Eeed  v.  Witcher,  23  Cal.  App. 
136,  137  Pac.  294. 

27.  Smith  v.  Treat,  234  111.  552,  85 
N.  E.  289;  Sims  v.  Boaz,  11  Smed.  & 
M.  (Miss.)"  318. 

28.  Cal.  —  Carter  v.  Fox,  11  Cal. 
App.  67,  103  Pae.  910.  N.  Y.  — Ziehen 
V.  Smith,  148  N.  Y.  558,  42  N.  B.  1080. 
S.  D.  —  Way  v.  Johnson,  5  S.  D.  237, 
58  N.  W.  552. 

29.  Cal.  —  Joyce  v.  Shafer,  97  Cal. 
335,  32  Pac.  320;  Burks  v.  Davies,  85 
Cal.  110,  24  Pac.  613,  20  Am.  St.  Eep. 
213.  111.— Smith  v.  Lamb,  26  111.  396, 
79  Am.  Dec.  381.  Mich.  —  Wright  v. 
Dickinson,  67  Mich.  580,  36  N.  W.  164, 
11  Am.  St.  Eep.  602.  N.  Y.-^  Ziehen 
V.  Smith,  148  N.  Y.  558,  42  N.  E. 
1080;  Miner  v.  Hilton,  15  App.  Div. 
55,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  155;  Marshall  v. 
Wenninger,  20  Misc.  527,  46  N.  Y. 
Supp.  670. 

[a]  The  mere  existence  of  a  lien 
does   not   excuse   a   tender  within   the 
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rule.     Ziehen  v.  Smith,  148  N.  Y.  558, 
42  N.  E.  1080. 

[b]  The  mere  fact  that  the  vendor 
has  conveyed  the  land  to  another  does 
not  amount  (1)  to  a  rescission,  as  he 
may  be  able  when  the  time  of  perform- 
ance arrives  to  furnish  a  good  title. 
The  purchaser  must  first  offer  to  per- 
form or  show  that  at  the  time  of  per- 
formance the  vendor  could  not  furnish 
the  title.  Garberino  v.  Eoberts,  109 
Cal.  125,  41  Pac.  857;  Shively  v.  Semi- 
Tropic  L.  &  W.  Co.,  99  Cal.  259,  33  Pac. 
848;  Joyce  v.  Shafer,  97  Cal.  335,  32 
Pac.  320.  But  compare,  TJ.  S. — Gray 
V.  Smith,  83  Fed.  824,  28  C.  C.  A.  168. 
Me.  — Eichards  v.  Allen,  17  Me.  296. 
N.  Y.  —  Smith  v.  Sogers,  42  Hun  110, 
3  N.  Y.  St.  380.  Ore.  — Wells,  Fargo 
&  Co.  V.  Page,  48  Ore.  74,  82  Pac.  856, 
3  L.  E.  A.  N.  S.  103.  (2)  Eeferring  to 
this  rule,  the  court,  in  Crane  v.  Ferrier 
Brock  Dev.  Co.,  164  Cal.  676,  130  Pae. 
429,  said:  "This  is  a  true  statement  of 
the  law  as  applicable  to  a  suit  to  res- 
cind the  contract,  or  to  recover  the 
money  paid  thereon  after  a  rescission 
upon  the  ground  that  the  vendor  has 
himself  broken  the  contract.  It  has  no 
application  to  a  suit  for  the  rescission 
of  a  contract  upon  the  ground  that  the 
vendor,  having  no  title  to  the  land, 
falsely  represented  to  the  vendee  that 
he  had  the  title  thereto  and  thereupon 
and  thereby  induced  the  vendee  to  pur- 
chase. ' ' 

30.  Snowden  v.  Derrick,  14  Cal.  App. 
309,  111  Pac.  757;    Walters  v.  Mitchell, 

6  Cal.  App.  410,  98  Pac.  315. 

31.  Sennett  v.  Shehan,  27  Minn.  328, 

7  N.  W.  266.   ■Compaire,  Collins  v.  Thay- 
er, 74  111.  138. 

32.  Morrow  v.  Eees,  69  Pa.  368, 
where  the  purchaser  was  defrauded. 
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of  reseission,'^  a  surrender  of  the  premises  to  the  vendor,^*  and  a 
reconveyance  of  the  property,  if  a  conveyance  has  been  executed,^* 
or  an  offer  thereof  on  repayment  of  the  money  advanced  with  interest 
and  the  value  of  the  improvements  placed  thereon  less  the  value  of 
the  use.^^  But  vrhere  the  plaintiff  has  rceived  nothing  of  value  from 
the  defendant,^'  or  where  there  is  a  total  failure  of  consideration,''^ 
or  where  the  property  is  worthless  at  the  time,^^  a  formal  rescission 
need  not  be  made  before  suit.  The  plaintiff  need  not  return  or  offer  to 
restore  the  document  evidencing  the  contract.^" 

c.  Demand  for  Refund  of  Money  Paid. — If  the  vendor  has  elected  to 
rescind  the  contract,*^  or  if  he  has  failed  or  refused  to  convey  the 
premises,  on  a  tender  of  the  purchase  price,*^  or  disputes  his  liability 
to  refund,^^  a  demand  before  suit  for  a  refund  of  the  purchase  money 
paid  is  not  necessary. 

3.  Jurisdiction.  —  Jurisdiction  of  an  action  to  recover  purchase 
money  paid  when  the  purchaser  treats  the  contract  as  rescinded  is  at 
law.**  A  justice  of  the  peace  has  jurisdiction  of  an  action  to  recover 
a  part  payment  or  deposit,  unless  title  is  involved  as  where  the  claim 
is  based  on  a  defect  in  the  vendor's  title.*^ 


33.  MUler  v.  Shelburn,  15  N.  D.  182, 
107  N.  W.  51:  Morrow  v.  Eees,  69  Pa. 
368.       • 

[a]  Where  the  purchaser  has  received 
nothing,  he  has  nothing  to  return  and 
might  rescind  the  contract  at  once  by 
bringing  his  action.  Notice  of  intention 
to  rescind. is  not  required.  Herbert  v. 
Stanford,  12  Ind.  503. 

34.  Cal.  — Hill  v.  Den,  121  Cal.  42, 
53  Pac.  642;  Ehorer  v.  Bila,  83  Cal.  51, 
23  Pac.  274;  Gates  v.  McLean,  70  Cal. 
42,  11  Pac.  492.  Ga.  —  Summerall  v. 
Graham,  62  Ga.  729.  111.  —  Martin  v. 
Chambers,  84  III.  579;  Gehr  v.  Hager- 
man,  26  111.  438.  Kan.  —  Dunn  v.  Mills, 
70  Kan.  656,  79  Pac.  146,  502.  Ore. 
T.  B.  Potter  Realty  Co.  v.  Breitling, 
79  Ore.  293,  155  Pac.  179.  Pa.  — Mor- 
row V.  Rees,  69  Pa.  368.  Wis.  —  Mc- 
Indoe  V.  Morman,  26  Wis.  588,  7  Am. 
Rep.  96. 

[a]  "The  cases  where  possession 
must  be  surrendered,  before  action  fpr 
the  purchase  money  can  be  brought,  are 
those  where  a  contract  has  been  made 
and  possession  has  been  taken  there- 
under, and  the  vendee  seeks  to  rescind 
the  contract,  on  the  ground  of  defec- 
tive title,  or  the  inability  of  the  ven- 
dor to  perform  the  contract  on  his  part, 
or  of  some  fraudulent  representations 
inducing  its  execution."  McCracken  v. 
San  Francisco,   16   Cal.   591,   628. 

35.  Ahrens  v.  Adler,  33  Cal.  608. 
[a]     An  oifer  to  return  the  deed  is 


not  sufficient.    Ahrens  v.  Adler,  33  Cal. 
608. 

36.  Florence  Oil  &  Eef.  Co.  v.  Me- 
Oandless,  26  Colo.  534,  58  Pac.  1084. 

37.  Carter  v.  Pox,  11  Cal.  App.  67, 
103  Pac.  910;  Herbert  v.  Stanford,  12 
Ind.  503. 

38.  Richter  v.  Union  Land  etc.  Co., 
129  Cal.  367,  62  Pac.  39;  Carter  v. 
Fox,  11  Cal.  App.  67,  103  Pac.  910; 
Miller  v.  Shelburn,  15  N.  D.  182,  107  N. 
W.  51. 

39.  Morrow  v.  Eees,  69  Pa.  368. 

40.  McDonald  v.  Pacific  Debenture 
Co.,  146  Cal.  667,  80  Pac.  1090  .(it  is 
sufficient  if  he  tenders  it  at  the  trial 
for  cancellation) ;  Carter  v.  Fox,  11 
Cal.  App.  67,  103  Pac.  910. 

41.  Drew  v.  Pedlar,  87  Cal.  443,  452, 
25  Pac.  749,  22  Am.  St.  Eep.  257; 
Jensen  v.  Weide,  42  Minn.  69,  43  N.  W. 
688. 

42.  Thomas  v.  Pacific  Beach  Co.,  115 
Cal.  136,  46  Pac.  899;  Chatfield  v.  Wil- 
liams, 85  Cal.  518,  24  Pac.  839. 

43.  Jenners  v.  Spraker,  2  Ind.  App. 
100,  27  N.  E.  117. 

44.  lU.  —  Lundahl  v.  Hansen,  147 
HI.  504,  35  N.  E.  741.  la.  — Watson  v. 
Bartholomew,  106  Iowa  576,  76  N.  W. 
858.  Ore.  —  Kruse  v.  Bush,  85  Ore. 
394,  167  Pae.  308.  Tenn.  —  Frazier  v. 
Tubb,  2  Heisk.  662. 

As  to  suit  to  rescind,  see  infra,  II,  H. 

45.  See  17  Standard  Peoc.  949. 

[a]    When  title  is  involved,  the  su- 
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4.  Venue.  —  An  action  to  compel  a  refund  of  purchase  money  paid 
is  transitory,*^  and  governed  by  the  rules  as  to  venue,  elsewhere  treated.*' 

5.  Parties.  —  The  general  rules  as  to  parties  apply  to  actions  at 
law  to  recover  the  purchase  money.** 

6.  Pleadings.  —  a.  Declaration  or  Complaint.  —  The  declaration  or 
complaint  in  an  action  to  recover  the  purchase  money  paid  must  allege 
a  cause  of  action  in  accordance  with  the  general  rules.^^    When  count- 


perior  court  has  exclusive  jurisdiction. 
Copertini  v.  Oppermann,  76  Cal.  181,  18 
Pac.  256. 

46.  Brown  v.  McKee's  Eepresenta- 
tives,  1  J.  J.  Marsh.   (Ky.)   471. 

47.  See  the  title,   "Venue." 

[a]  The  court  in  the  county  in  which 
the  land  is  situated  is  without  jurisdic- 
tion, if  the  defendant  resides  or  is 
found  in  another  county.  Brown  v. 
McKee's  Eepresentatives,  1  J.  J. 
Marsh.   (Ky.)  471. 

48.  See  the  title,  "Parties." 

[a]  Assignee  of  purchaser  may  sue 
in  his  own  name  as  the  claim  for  the 
money  is  a  chose  in  action.  Kruse  v. 
Bush,  85  Ore.  394,  167  Pae.  308;  Bell 
V.  Jovita  Heights  Co.,  71  Wash.  7,  127 
Pac.  289. 

[b]  A  person  in  whose  name  the  con- 
tract is  made  for  the  benefit  of  another 
may  sue  in  his  own  name.  Murphin  v. 
Scovell,  44  Minn.  530,  47  N.  W.  256. 
See  20  Standard  Proc.  899,  and  903. 

[c]  Although  the  money  paid  does 
not  helong  to  the  purchaser  individual- 
ly, he  may  sue  alone  for  its  return 
when  he  is  the  sole  promisee  of  the 
contract.  The  true  ownership  of  the 
money  does  not  concern  the  vendor  in 
such  ease.  Watts  v.  Holland,  86  Va. 
999,  11  S.  E.   1015. 

[d]  When  the  money  deposited  la 
received  for  the  joint  benefit  of  two 
persons,  both  are  principals  and  may 
be  joined,  although  one  represented 
himself  as  the  owner  and  the  plaintiff 
at  the  time  of  the  contract  did  not 
know  of  the  other.  Dashaway  Assn.  v. 
Eogers,  79  Cal.  211,  21  Pac.  742. 

[e]  Both  purchasers  must  join  as 
plaintiffs  in  an  action  for  recovery  of 
purchase  money  paid.  Waaserman  v, 
Fleisher,  249  Pa.  29,  94  Atl.  454. 

49.  See  the  titles,  "Assumpsit;" 
"Declaration  and  Complaint;"  "Im- 
plied and  Express  Agreements;" 
"Money  Counts." 

[a]  Complaints  held  sufficient,  see 
the  following:  Lathrop  v.  Francis, 
180    Pac.    1.     Cal.  —  Crane    v.   Perrier- 
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Brock  Dev.  Co.,  164  Cal.  676,  130  Pac. 
429;  Snowden  v.  Derrick,  14  Cal.  App. 
309,  111  Pac.  757;  Walters  v.  Mitchell, 
6  Cal.  App.  410,  92  Pac.  315.  Colo. 
Jones  v.  Ceres  Inv.  Co.,  60  Colo.  562, 
154  Pac.  745,  Ann.  Gas.  191 8C,  429. 
Ind.  —  Gwynne  v.  Eamsey,  92  Ind.  414. 
Minn.  —  Heinrich  v.  Jenkins,  98  Minn. 
489,  108  N.  W.  877.  N.  Y.  — Boon  v. 
James,  21  App.  Div.  627,  47  N.  Y.  Supp. 
370,  fraud.  N.  C  — Poy  v.  Stephens, 
168  N.  C.  438,  84  S.  E.  758.  Tex.— 'See 
Pfeiffer  v.  Wilke  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  107 
S.  W.  361.  Utah.  — Coburn  v.  Barthol- 
omew, 50  Utah  566,  167  Pac.  1156. 
Va.  —  Eiverside  Eesidence  Co.  v.  Hus- 
ted,  109  Va.  688,  64  S.  E.  958;  Buena 
Vista  Co.  V.  McCandlish,  92  Va.  297,  23 
S.  E.  781.  Wash.  —  Peirson  v.  Pierce, 
42  Wash.  164,  84  Pac.  731. 

Form  of  complaint  for  consideration 
money,  see  9  Standard  Proc.  1243. 
Form  of  declaration  against  vendor  for 
not  making  good  title,  see  9  Standard 
Proc.  1242.  Complaint  for  repayment 
of  deposit  on  contract  for  purchase  of 
real  estate,  see  9  Standard  Proc.  1243. 
Form  of  complaint  for  not  conveying 
and  for  redelivery  of  securities,  see  9 
Standard  Pkoo.  1244. 

[b]  When  shares  of  stock  are  ac- 
cepted by  the  vendor  as  the  equivalent 
of  money,  it  is  not  necessary  to  mention 
them  at  all  in  the  complaint.  Crane  v. 
Perrier-Brock  Dev.  Co.,  164  Cal.  676, 
130  Pac.  429. 

[c]  Inducement.  —  In  an  action  for 
money  had  and  received,  an  allegation 
setting  up  the  contract  is  matter  of  in- 
ducement, not  requiring  the  particular- 
ity or  averment  required  in  actions 
founded  entirely  upon  contract.  Pfeif- 
fer V.  Wilke  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  107  S. 
W.  361.  See  generally  the  title,  "In- 
ducement." 

[d]  Anticipating  Defenses.  —  The 
purchaser  need  not  anticipate  the  de- 
fendant's plea  of  his  right  to  work  a 
rescission  by  reason  of  the  plaintiff's 
failure  to  perform  the  contract  and 
plead  a  waiver  or  estoppel.     Seals  v. 
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ing  specially,  the  declaration  or  complaint  must  allege  a  rescission  of 
the  contract,^"  and  a  restoration  of  the  possession  and  status  quo,  if  it 
appears  that  the  plaintiff  received  possession  under  the  contract.^^ 
Where  the  purchaser  relies  on  a  rescission  by  himself  for  the  vendor's 
default,  he  must  allege  the  specific  fact  relied  upon  as  constituting  the 
breach  of  contract  or  failure  to  perform,^^  and  facts  putting  the  vendor 
in  default,=^  and  a  full  performance  or  offer  of  performance  of  the 
contract  by  himself  >"  or  a  tender  of  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money, 


Davis,  25  Cal.  App.  68,  1^2  Pae.  905. 
But  compare,  Poheim  v.  Meyers,  9  Cal. 
App.  31,  98  Pae.  65.  Anticipating  de- 
fenses generally,  see  6  Standard  Pace. 
681. 

As  to  form  and  sufficiency  of  conimon 
counts,  see  the  title,  "Money  Counts." 

[e]  The  common  counts  must  state 
that  the  land  was  sold  and  delivered. 
Burnham   v.  Eoberts,   70  111.  19. 

50.     See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  The  manner  of  rescinding  the 
contract  need  not  (1)  be  alleged,  as 
this  would  be  a  statement  of  matters 
of  evidence.  Gwynne  v.  Eamsey,  92 
Ind.  414.  (2)  When  the  fact  of  the 
breach,  the  refusal  to  convey,  the  ten- 
der of  full  performance  and  the  failure 
to  return  the  money  paid  are  alleged, 
an  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  re- 
scinded and  disaffirmed  the  contract  is 
not  objectionable  as  being  a  conclusion. 
Miller  v.  Shelburn,  15  N.  D.  182,  107 
N.  W.   51. 

[b]  An  allegation  (1)  that  the  de- 
fendant sold  the  land  to  another  who 
took  possession  and  made  improve- 
ments, and  that  by  reason  thereof  the 
defendant  had  rescinded  the  contract 
is  insufficient  to  show  a  rescission  as 
the  vendor  is  not  in  default  until  a 
tender  of  the  balance  of  the  purchase 
price  and  demand  for  a  deed,  and 
furthermore  the  sale  may  have  been 
made  subject  to  the  purchaser's  rights. 
Shively  v.  Semi- Tropic  L.  &  "W.  Co.,  99 
Cal.  259,  33  Pae.  848.  (2)  An  allega- 
tion that  the  vendor  conveyed  the  prem- 
ises to  another  person  before  the 
time  for  performance  and  thereby  put 
it  absolutely  out  of  his  power  to  per- 
form "the  contra.ct  is  insuffi,cient  to 
show  a  rescission,  as  the  allegation  of 
inability  to  perform  is  a  mere  conclu- 
sion. Garberino  v.  Eoberts,  109  Cal. 
125,  41  Pae.  857. 

[c]  An  allegation  of  an  ouster  of 
the  plaintiff  from  the  land  by  the  ven- 
dor is  an  allegation  of  fact  not  of  a 


legal  conclusion.     Gwynne  v.  Kamsey, 
92  Ind.  414. 

[d]  An  allegation  in  the  answer, 
that  the  defendant  treated  the  con- 
tract as  rescinded,  cures  any  deficiency 
in  this  respect  in  the  complaint.  Shive- 
ly V.  Semi-Tropic  L.  &.  W.  Co.,  99  Cal. 
259,  33  Pae.  848. 

51.  Crane  v.  Perrier-Brock  Dev.  Co., 
164  Cal.  676,  130  Pae.  429.  Compare, 
Carson  v.  Walker,  57  Okla.  182,  156 
Pae.  1172,  at  least  an  offer  thereof 
must  be  contained  in  the  pleading. 

[a]  But  in  the  absence  of  anything 
in  the  contract  or  in  the  complaint  to 
indicate  that  the  plaintiff  ever  had  pos- 
session, a  restoration  of  possession  need 
not  be  alleged.  Crane  v.  Ferrier-Brock 
Dev.  Co.,  164  Cal.  676,  130  Pae.  429. 

[b]  A  tender  of  a  deed  need  not  be 
alleged,  in  the  absence  of  a  showing 
that  a  deed  to  the  purchaser  was  de- 
livered. Bell  V.  Jovita  Heights  Co.,  71 
Wash.  7,  127  Pae.  289. 

52.  Miner  v.  Hilton,  15  App.  Div.  55, 
44  N.  Y.  Supp.  155. 

[a]  When  under  the  contract  the 
money  is  to  be  refunded  in  case  of  re- 
demption from  a  sheriff's  sale,  the 
complainant  need  only  allege  the  fact 
of  redemption.  It  need  not,  as  against 
demurrer,  show  all  the  requirements  of 
a  bill  to  redeem  and  show  the  right  to 
redeem  in  the  person  who  redeems. 
Jenners  v.  Spraker,  2  Ind.  App.  100,  27 
N.  E.  117. 

53.  Garberino  v.  Eoberts,  109  Cal. 
125,  41  Pae.  857;  Dennis  v.  Strassbur- 
ger,  89  Cal.  583,  26  Pao.  1070. 

54.  Joyce  v.  Shafer,  97  Cal.  335,  32 
Pae.  320;  Peckham  v.  Stewart,  97  Cal. 
147,  31  Pae.  928;  Dennis  v.  Strassbur- 
ger,  89  Cal.  583,  26  Pae.  1070;  Sennett 
V.  Shehan,  27  Minn.  328,  7  N.  W.  266. 

[a]  The  complaint  must  allege  an 
ofifer  and  readiness  to  perform  when 
the  covenants  as  to  payment  and  con- 
veyance are  concurrent.  Sennett  V, 
Shehan,  27  Minn.  328,  7  N.  W.  266. 
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when  required,""  or  an  excuse  therefor."^  When  such  facts  constitute 
the  grounds  of  rescission,  the  declaration  must  allege  a  failure  of  eon- 
sideration,^^  failure  of  title,"^  breach  of  covenant,"®  fraud.^"  or  other 


Demand  for  return  of  consideration 
paid  need  not  be  alleged,  see  supra,  II, 
B,  2,  c. 

[b]  The  payment  made  in  accord- 
ance with  the  contract  (Ballard  v. 
Lyons,  114  Minn.  264,  131  N.  W.  320, 
38  L.  E.  A.  [N.  S.]  301),  allegations 
sufficient  as   against  general   demurrer. 

[c]  A  purchaser  who  claims  he  paid 
a  part  of  the  purchase  money  to  one  of 
the  joint  owners,  must  allege  that  the 
payment  was  authorized  by  the  owners 
or  that  they  received  the  benefit  of  it. 
DeGarcia  v.  Lozano  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
54  S.  W.  280. 

55.  Cal.  —  LafEey  v.  Kaufman,  134 
Cal.  391,  66  Pac.  471,  86  Am.  St.  Eep. 
283;  Merrill  v.  Merrill,  95  Cal.  334, 
30  Pae.  542;  Towusend  v.  Tufts,  95 
Cal.  257,  30  Pac.  528,  29  Am.  St.  Rep. 
r07;  Englander  i-.  Eogers,  41  Cal.  420. 
N.  J.  —  Ackley  v.  Eichman,  10  N.  J.  L. 
304.  Pa.  —  McCullough  v.  Boyd,  120  Pa. 
552,  14  Atl.  438,  affidavit  of  claim. 

[a]  An  allegation  of  readiness  and 
willingness  to  perform  by  payment  of 
the  purchase  money  is  insufficient. 
Ackley  v.  Eichman,  10  N.  J.  L.  304. 

[b]  It  Is  not  necessary  to  allege  an 
actual  tender  of  the  money  to  be  paid 
under  the  contract,  if  the  offer  is  not 
accepted.  Peckham  v.  Stewart,  97  Cal. 
147,  31  Pac.  928. 

[c]  An  allegation  of  the  defendant's 
neglect  or  refusal  to  comply  with  the 
contract  does  not  assist  a  complaint 
which  fails  to  allege  a  tender,  especial- 
ly when  the  defendant  alleges  the  non- 
performance of  the  plaintiff  as  a  rea- 
son for  his  own  nonperformance.  Mc- 
Cullough V.  Boyd,  120  Pa.  552,  14  Atl. 
438. 

56.  Oal.  —  Joyce  v.  Shafer,  97  Cal. 
335,  32  Pac.  320;  Merrill  v.  Merrill, 
95  Cal.  334,  30  Pac.  542;  Townsend  v. 
Tufts,  95  Cal.  257,  30  Pac.  528,  29  Am. 
St.  Eep.  107;  Englander  f.  Eogers, 
41  Cal.  420.  Ga.  —  Gibson  v.  Carreker, 
82  Ga.  46,  9  S.  E.  124.  IH.  — Smith  v. 
Treat,  234  111.  552,  85  N.  E.  289.  Pa. 
McCullough  V.  Boyd,  120  Pa.  552,  14 
Atl.  438. 

As  to  excuses  for  performance,  see 
supra,  II,, B,  2,  a. 
[a]    Plaintiff's  willingness  and  abll- 
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ity  to  carry  out  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract need  not  be  alleged  when  an  ex- 
cuse for  performance  is  alleged.  Mer- 
rill t).  Merrill,  102  Cal.  317,  36  Pac.  675. 

[b]  "When  the  contract  provides  for 
a  return  of  the  consideration  if  the 
title  should  prove  defective  and  if  the 
defect  could  not  be  cured  within  a  rea- 
sonable time,  the  plaintiff,  who  alleges 
the  giving  of  notice  of  the  defects  and 
a  failure  to  remove  the  defects  within 
a  reasonable  time,  need  not  allege  a 
tender  of  the  balance  of  the  purchase 
money.  Snowden  v.  Derrick,  14  Cal. 
App.  309,  111  Pac.  757. 

Form  of  averment  of  defendant's 
rescission  as  an  excuse  for  plaintiff's 
nonperformance,  see  9  Standard  Peoc. 
1245.  rorm  of  averment  of  false  rep- 
resentations preventing  plaintiff  from 
fulfilling  his  contract  of  purchase,  see  9 
Standard  Proc.   1246. 

57.  Buena  Vista  Co.  v.  McCandlish, 
92  Va.  297,  23  S.  E.  781,  quoting,  John- 
son's Exx.  f.  Jennings'  Admr.,  10 
Gratt.  (51  Va.)  1,  4,  60  Am.  Dec.  323. 

[a]  That  the  failure  of  consideration 
did  not  proceed  from  any  fraud  or  il- 
legal conduct  on  the  part  of  the  pur- 
chaser must  be  alleged.  Buena  Vista 
Co.  V.  McCandlish,  92  Va.  297,  23  S.  E. 
781,  quoting  Johnson's  Exx.  v.  Jen- 
nings' Admr.,  10  Gratt.  (51  Va.)  1,  4, 
60  Am.  Dec.  323. 

58.  Pohcim  v.  Meyers,  9  Cal.  App. 
31,  98  Pac.  65. 

fa]  Purchaser  Must  Point  Out  the 
Objections  to  the  Title.  —  Roberts  v. 
Rowlands,  3  Mees.  &  W.  (Eng.)  543. 

59.  Wills  t.  Primm,  21  Tex.  380. 

[a]  An  allegation  that  another  per- 
son brought  suit  for  and  recovered  the 
land,  must  show  the  person  against 
whom  the  suit  was  brought,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  a  party  and  that  his  title 
was  brought  in  question.  Wills  v. 
Primm,  21  Tex.  380. 

60.  Ballard  t.  Lyons,  114  Minn.  264, 
131  N.  W.  320,  38  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  301 
(allegation  sufficient);  Daughtrey  v. 
KnoUe,  44  Tex.  450. 

[a]  The  plaintiff  must  show  such 
fraud  on  the  part  of  the  vendor  in 
respect  to  the  title  as  would  authorize 
a  rescission   of  the  contract   on   that 
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■ground  relied  on.'^  .  . 

Joinder  of  Actions.—  Separate  causes  of  action  may  be  joined  in  ao- 
cordance  with  general  rules  elsewhere  discussed."^ 

b.  Defendant's  Pleadings.— d-)  GeneraUy.—  Defendant's  pleadinga 
follow  the  general  rules  elsewhere  treated.*' 

(II.)  Set-Off,  Recoupment  and  Counterclaim.s*  —  The  defendant,  in  an  ac- 
tion by  a  purchaser  to  recover  the  consideration  paid,  may  recoup  or 
counterclaim  for  the  damages  sustained,*^  and  for  the  use  of  the  land."* 

c.  Replication  and  Reply.  —  Where  a  replication  is  permissible  or 
necessary  it  should  follow  the  general  rules  elsewhere  treated.*^ 

d.  Amendments.  —  The  pleadings  may  be  amended  under  proper  cir- 
cumstances." 


ground.      McDonald  v.   Beall,   55    Ga. 

288. 

[b]  Tbat  the  false  representations 
were  made  prior  to  the  execution  of 
the  contract,  need  not  be  directly  al- 
leged if  it  appears  from  a  construction 
of  the  pleading.  Bell  v.  Jovita  Heights 
Co.,  71   Wash.  7,  127  Pac.  289. 

61.  See  su-pra,,  II,  A. 

62.  See  the  title,  "Joinder  of 
Actions." 

[a]  A  count  for  damages  for  fraud 
and  deceit  in  the  contract  may  be  (1) 
joined  with  a  count  for  money  had  and' 
received  to  recover  the  purchase  price, 
where  the  contract  has  been  rescinded 
for  fraud.  Loudon  v.  Carroll,  130 
Mich.  79,  89  N.  W.  578.  (2)  The 
counts  are  not  inconsistent.  Both  treat 
the  contract  as  voidable,  and  the  plain- 
tiff might  recover  on  either  theory. 
Loudon  V.  Carroll,  130  Mich.  79,  89 
N.  W.  578. 

[b]  Causes  of  action,  to  recover  a 
deposit  made  and  for  breach  of  the 
contract  cannot  be  joined.  Realty 
Transfer  Co.  v.  Cohn-Baer-Myers  & 
Aronson  Co.,  132  App.  Div.  286,  116  N. 
Y.  Supp.  1110;  Kranz  v.  Lewis,  115 
App.  Div.  106,  100  N.  Y.  Supp.  674. 

[c]  A  cause  of  action  for  restitution 
and  a  demand  for  correction  of  an  er- 
ror in  the  description  of  the  property 
may  be  cumulated.  Bonvillain  v. 
Bodenheimer,  117  La.  793,  42  So.  273. 

63.  See  the  titles,  "Answers;" 
"Confession  and  Avoidance;"  "Deni- 
als;" "Pleas;"  and  titles  dealing  with 
particular  kinds  of  pleas  and  defenses. 

[a]  When  the  plaintiff  charges  that 
the  defendant  did  not  convey  at  the 
time  stipulated  and  bad  no  title,  the 
defendant  need  not  allege  that  the  title 
tendered  was  good,  and  keep  good  his 
tender  by  bringing  the  deed'  into  court. 


It  is  sufficient  to  show  he  is  not  in  de- 
fault.    Teal  V.  Langsdale,  78  Ind.  339. 

64.  See  the  title,  "Set-Off,  Counter- 
claim and  Recoupment." 

65.  Cal.  —  Drew  v.  Pedlar,  87  Oal. 
443,  26  Pae.  749,  22  Am.  St.  Eep.  257; 
Cleary  v.  Folger,  84  Cal.  316,  24  Pac. 
280,  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  187.  la.  — Find- 
ley  V.  Koch,  126  Iowa  131,  137,  101 
N.  W.  766.  Ky.  —  Dowry  v.  Cox's 
Exr.,  2  Dana  469.  Mo.  —  Norris  v. 
Letchworth,  140  Mo.  App.  19,  124  S. 
W.  559.  Okla.  —  Hurley  v.  Anicker,  51 
Okla.  97,  151  Pac.  593,  L.  E.  A.  1918B, 
538. 

66.  111.  — Collins  v.  Thayer,  74  111. 
138.  Ky.  —  Lowry  v.  Cox's  Exr.,  2 
Dana  469;  Talbot  v.  Sebree's  Heirs,  1 
Dana  56.  Me.  —  Richards  v.  Allen,  17 
Me.  296.  Wash.  —  Ankeny  v.  Clark,  1 
Wash.  549,  20  Pac.  583. 

[a]  "The  more  just  and  reasonable 
rule  is  to  offset  the  claim  for  rent 
against  the  claim  for  interest."  An- 
keny V.  Clark,  1  Wash.  549,  558,  20 
Pac.  583. 

67.  Ankeny  v.  Clark,  1  Wash.  649, 
20  Pac.  583.  See  the  title,  "Replica- 
tion and  Reply." 

[a]  A  replication  to  a  plea  of  pay- 
ment that  the  defendant  did  not  pay 
is  bad.  Bariokman  v.  Kuykendall,  6 
Blackf.  (Ind.)  21. 

[b]  Setting  up  a  new  ground  of  re- 
scission is  a  departure  which  renders 
the  reply  bad.  To  avail  himself  there- 
of the  plaintiff  should  file  a  supple- 
mental complaint.  Teal  v.  Langsdale, 
78  Ind.  339. 

68.  Ankeny  v.  Clark,  1  Wash.  549, 
554,  20  Pac.  583,  replication  may  be 
amended  so  as  to  plead  a  rescission. 
See  the  titles,  "Amendments  and  Jeo- 
fails;"  "Parties." 

[a]    A  new  cause  of  action  may  not 
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7.  Trial  and  Judgment.  —  The  general  rules  as  to  issues,  proof  and 
variance,^'  questions  of  law  and  fact,'"  instructions/^  verdict/^  or 
findings"  and  judgment'*  apply  to  actions  by  purchasers  to  recover 
the  consideration  paid.  The  judgment  is  a  bar  to  a  future  action  for 
the  enforcement  of  the  contract.'^ 

C.  Action  To  Enforce  Purchasek's  Lien.  —  1.  Generally. —  In 
general,  a  purchaser  under  an  executory  contract  of  sale  has  an  equit- 
able lien  on  the  premises  sold  for  the  amount  of  the  consideration  paid 
when  he  is  entitled,  for  some  reason,  to  recover  back  the  payment  made." 
This  lien  corresponds  to  the  lien  which  the  vendor  has,''  and  is  regarded 


be  stated.  Born  v.  Castle,  22  Cal.  App. 
282,  134  Pae.  347.  See  the  title,  "New 
Cause  of  Action  or  Defense." 

69.  Maichen  v.  Clay,  62  Iowa  452, 
17  N.  W.  658  (surplusage  need  not  be 
proved) ;  Moore  v.  Brown,  49  Iowa  130; 
Lanitz  v.  King,  93  Mo.  513,  6  S.  W. 
263.  See  the  titles,  "Issues  in  Plead- 
ing and  Practice;"  "Variance  and 
Failure  of  Proof." 

70.  See  infra,  V,  and  the  title, 
"Province  of  Judge  and  Jury." 

71.  Mass.  —  Linton  v.  Allen,  154 
Mass.  432,  28  N.  E.  780,  as  to  demand 
for  deed.  Ore.  —  Graham  v.  Merchant, 
43  Ore.  294,  72  Pae.  1088.  Va.  —  River- 
side Eesidence  Co.  v.  Husted,  109  Va. 
688,  64  S.  E.  958;  Buena  Vista  Co.  v. 
McCandlish,  92  Va.  297,  23  S.  E.  781. 

See  the  title,  "Instructions." 

72.  See  the  title,  "Verdict." 

73.  See  the  title,  "Findings  and 
Conclusions"  and  Brede  v.  Eoaedale 
Terrace  Co.,  158  App.  Div.  494,  143  N. 
Y.  Supp.  583. 

[a]  A  finding  that  the  defendant 
was  induced  to  enter  into  the  contract 
of  sale  by  the  false  and  fraudulent 
representations  made  by  the  defendant 
and  relied  on  by  the  plaintiff  is  the 
finding  of  an  ultimate  fact  and  includes 
all  the  essential  elements  of  fraud. 
Clark  V.  Thorpe  Bros.,  117  Minn.  202, 
135  N.  W.  387. 

74.  Allen  v.  Globe  Grain  &  M.  Co., 
156  Cal.  286,  104  Pae.  305,  as  to  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  some  and  against 
some  defendants.  See  the  titles, 
"Judgments;"    "Decrees." 

[a]  Judgment  may  require  the  ven- 
dee to  execute  a  release  or  cancellation 
of  the  bond  for  deed  before  issuance  of 
execution.  Ankeny  v.  Clark,  1  Wash. 
549,  20  Pae.  583. 

[b]  Judgment  of  Nonsuit.  —  Scott 
V.  Glenn,  87  Cal.  221,  25  Pae.  405. 

[c]  Surrender  of  Possession.  —  If 
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necessary  for  the  protection  of  the 
purchaser,  the  court  will  provide  by 
the  judgment  that  the  possession  be 
not  surrendered  until  the  amount  re- 
covered shall  have  been  paid  or  other- 
wise secured  to  his  satisfaction.  Mc- 
Indoe  V.  Morman,  26  Wis.  588,  7  Am. 
Eep.  96. 

75.  Eichter  v.  Union  Land  etc.  Co., 
129  Cal.  367,  62  Pae.  39;  Euss  Lumber 
&  Mill.  Co.  V.  Musoupiabe  L.  &  W.  Co., 
120  Cal.  521,  527,  52  Pae.  995,  65  Am. 
St.  Eep.  186;  Carter  v.  Fox,  11  Cal. 
App.  67,  103  Pae.  910.  See  generally 
the  title,  "Judgments." 

76.  Cal.  — Haile  v.  Smith,  113  Cal. 
656, '45  Pae.  872.  Ind.  — Coleman  v. 
rioyd,  131  Ind.  330,  31  N.  E.  76;  Shir- 
ley V.  Shirley,  7  Blackf.  452.  Ky. 
Walker's  Assignee  v.  Walker,  21  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  1521,  55  S.  W.  726;  Burch  v. 
Bureh,  20  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1641,  49  S.  W. 
798.  Mo.  —  Devore  v.  Devore,  138  Mo. 
181,  39  S.  W.  68.  N.  J.  — Craft  v.  La- 
tourette,  62  N.  J.  Bq.  206,  49  Atl.  711. 
N.  Y.  — Elterman  v.  Hyman,  192  N.  Y. 
113,  119,  84  N.  E.  937,  127  Am.  St.  Eep. 
862,  15  Ann.  Cas.  819;  TJngrich  v. 
ShaflE,  119  App.  Div.  843,  105  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1013;  Occidental  Eealty  Co.  ■;;. 
Palmer,  117  App.  Div.  505,  102  N.  Y. 
Supp.  648.  Tenn.  —  Sautelle  v.  Car- 
lisle, 13  Lea  391.  Eng.  —  Eose  v.  Wat- 
son, 10  H.  L.  Cas.  672,  678,  683,  10  Jur. 
N.  S.  297,  11  Eng.  Reprint  1187;  Whit- 
bread  &  Co.  1).  Watt,  [1902]  1  Ch.  835, 
71  L.  J.  Ch.  424,  86  L.  T.  N.  S.  395. 

[a]  Whether  the  vendor  refuses  to 
perform  or  the  vendor  properly  declines 
to  complete  the  sale,  the  purchaser  has 
a  lien.  Swetitsch  v.  Wasko,  37  111. 
App.  155. 

77.  Payne  v.  Atterbury,  Harr. 
(Mich.)  414;  Elterman  v.  Hyman,  192 
N.  Y.  113,  124,  84  N.  E.  937,  127  Am. 
St.  Eep.  862,  15  Ann.  Cas.  819. 
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in  equity  as  an  imperfect  mortgage/'  enforcable  in  a  way  similar  to 
that  in  which  such  instruments  are  enforced/'  It  has  been  held  that 
an  action  to  enforce  a  purchaser's  lien  is  not  an  action  resting  on 
rescission  by  which  an  election  is  made  to  declare  a  contract  void,*" 
but  a  suit  in  equity  in  afSrmanee  of  it  resting  upon  the  equitable 
principle  that  the  vendee  by  the  contract  and  payment  acquired  an 
interest  in  the  land.*^ 

2.  Jtirisdiction.  —  Jurisdiction  over  a  suit  to  enforce  a  purchaser's 
lien  is  in  equity.'* 

3.  Bill  or  Complaint.  —  The  bill  or  complaint  to  foreclose  a  pur- 
chaser's lien  must  state  the  facts  entitling  complainant  to  relief  in 
accordance  with  the  general  rules." 

4.  Decree.  —  The  decree  should  give  the  vendor  a  day  for  pay- 
ment,'* and  direct  a  restitution  of  possession  if  he  pay  accordingly, '°  or 
a  sale  if  he  fail  to  make  payment.'*  It  should  place  the  parties  in  statu 
quo,  or  as  nearly  so  as  possible."  If  equitable  relief  cannot  be  awarded 
for  the  reason  that  the  vendor  has  not  taken  title  to  the  land,  equity  may 
retain  jurisdiction  and  award  a  money  judgment." 

D.  Action  for  Damages  for  Breach  op  Contract.  —  1.  Nature  and 
Form  of  Action.  —  The  form  of  action  by  a  purchaser  for  damages 
for  breach  of  the  contract  not  under  seal  is  assumpsit.'^  If  a  breach  of 
a  bond  for  titles  is  relied  on,  covenant'"  or  debt"  is  proper.    But  case 


78.  Devore  v.  Devore,  138  Mo.  181, 
39  S.  W.  68. 

79.  Devore  v.  Devore,  138  Mo.  181, 
39  S.  W.  68. 

80.  Elterman  v.  Hyman,  192  N.  Y. 
113,  125,  84  N.  E.  987,  127  Am.  St.  Eep. 
862,  15  Ann.  Caa.  819. 

81.  Davis  17.  Bosenzweig  Realty 
Operating  Co.,  192  N.  Y.  128,  84  N.  E. 
943,  127  Am.  St.  Eep.  890,  20  L.  K.  A. 
(N.  S.)  175;  Elterman  v.  Hyman,  192 
N.  Y.  113,  126,  84  N.  E.  937,  127  Am. 
St.  Eep.  862,  15  Ann.  Cas.  819. 

82.  111.  —  Swetitsch  v.  Wasjio,  37  111. 
App,  155.  Ky.  —  Wright  v.  Swayne,  5 
B.  Mon.  441.  IT.  Y.— Feldblum  v.  Lau- 
relton  Land  Co.,  151  App.  Div.  24,  135 
N.  Y.  Supp.  349;  Elterman  v.  Hyman, 
141  App.  Div.  208,  126  N.  Y.  Supp.  6. 

83.  See  infra,  this  note  and  general- 
ly the  titles,  "Bills  and  Answers;'-* 
"Declaration  and  Complaint;"  "Mort- 
gages." 

As  to  1)111  to  enforce  vendor's  lieu, 
see  supra,,  I,  B,  8. 

[a]  Examples  of  bills  to  foreclose 
purchaser's  liens,  see  Swetitsch  v.  "Was- 
ko,  37  III.  App.  155;  Shirley  v.  Shirley, 
7  Blackf.  (Ind.)   452. 

fb]  Petition  for  specific  performance 
upheld  as  a  petition  to  foreclose  a  ven- 


dee's  lien.    Devore  v.  Devore,  138  Mo. 
181,  39  S.  W.  68. 

[c]  On  a  biU  for  an  accounting  for 
improvements  erected  by  the  purchaser, 
equity  may  make  him  compensation 
and  treat  the  land  as  subject  to  a  lien 
therefor.  Ehea  v.  Allison,  3  Head 
(Tenn.)   176. 

84.  Jett  V.  Locke,  5  J.  J.  Marsh. 
(Ky.)  591. 

85.  Jett  V.  Locke,  5  J.  J.  Marsh. 
(Ky.)  591. 

86.  Jett  V.  Locke,  5  J.  J.  Marsh. 
(Ky.)   591. 

87.  Jett  V.  Locke,  5  J.  J.  Marsh. 
(Ky.)  591. 

88.  Elterman  v.  Hyman,  141  App. 
Div.  208,  126  N.  Y.  Supp.  6. 

89.  Bolton  V.  Huling,  91  111.  App. 
350,  reversed,  195  111.  384,  63  N.  E.  140. 
See  the  title,  "Assumpsit." 

[a]  A  declaration  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered,  or  money  had  and  received 
will  not  support  a  recovery  of  damages 
for  breach  of  contract  to  convey.  Gang- 
wer  V.  Pry,  17  Pa.  491,  55  Am.  Dee. 
578. 

90.  Sir  Anthony  Maynie  v.  Scot, 
Cro.  Eliz.  479,  78  Eng.  Eeprint  731. 
See  the  title,  "Covenant,  Action  of." 

91.  See  Caldwell  v.  Eichmond,  64 
m.  30,    See  the  title,  "Debt." 
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cannot  be  brought  for  breach  of  contract.'^  The  action  for  damages  for 
breach  of  the  contract  of  sale  is  not  in  disaffirmance  of  the  contract,  but 
in  affirmance  of  it.*^ 

2.  Conditions  Precedent.  —  a.  Performance  or  Tender,  and  Demand 
of  Performance.  —  A  purchaser  suing  for  damages  for  breach  of  con- 
tract must  show  that  he  has  performed,^*  or  made  an  ofEer  of  perform- 
ance^^ of  all  conditions  precedent  on  his  part  to  be  performed.  When 
the  covenants  to  pay  and  convey  are  dependent  upon  each  other,®^ 
a  purchaser  who  seeks  to  sue  for  breach  of  the  contract  must  not  only 
have  been  ready  and  willing  to  perform  on  his  part,^'  but  he  must  also 
have  tendered  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money, ''^  and  have  demanded 
performance  of  the  vendor,^'  unless  a  sufficient  excuse  therefor  is  shown.^ 
The  offer  of  performance  must  be  made  in  good  f aith,^  and  is  of  no  effect 
unless  the  purchaser  is  at  the  time  able  to  perform  according  to  the 
offer.^  But  an  actual  tender  6f  the  money  rather  than  a  tender  of  per- 
formance with  ability  to  perform  is  not  required.*    As  a  general  rule  a 


92.  Morehouse  v.  Terrill,  111  III. 
App.  460. 

As  to  case  generally,  see  the  title, 
"Case,  The  Action  of  Trespass  on 
the." 

As  to  case  for  deceit,  see  infra,  II,  E, 

93.  Fletcher  v.  Button,  6  Barb.  (N. 
Y.)  646.    See  supra,  II,  A,  2. 

94.  Davis  v.  Barada-Ghio  E.  E.  Co., 
115  Mo.  App.  327,  92  S.  W.  113;  Dar- 
row  V.  Cornell,  30  App.  Div.  115,  51  N. 
Y.  Supp.  828. 

95.  Langan  v.  Mariposa  Commercial 
&  Min.  Co.  (Gal.  App.),  178  Pao.  166; 
Darrow  v.  Cornell,  30  App.  Div.  115, 
51  N.  Y.  Supp.  828. 

96.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  When  no  time  for  conveyance 
and  payment  is  specified,  the  cove- 
nants are  mutual  and  a  payment  or 
tender  of  the  purchase  money  must  be 
averred.  McCoy's  Admrs.  v.  Bixbee's 
Admrs.,  6  Ohio  310,  27  Am.  Dec.  258. 

97.  Ziehen  v.  Smith,  148  N.  Y.  558, 
42  N.  E.  1080;  Eaudabaugh  v.  Hart,  61 
Ohio  St.  73,  87,  55  N.  E.  214,  76  Am, 
St.  Eep.  361.  Compare,  Maxon  v.  Gates, 
112  Wis.  196,  88  N.  W.  54,  holding  a 
previous  tender  unnecessary  under  a 
contract  to  pay  the  sum  named  on  the 
performance  of  the  contract  by  the  ven- 
dor. 

98.  Ala.  —  Moss  V.  King,  186  Ala. 
475,  65  So.  180;  Brady  v.  Green,  159 
Ala.  482,  48  So.  807.  Mo.  — Davis  v. 
Barada-Ghio  Eeal  Estate  Co.,  115  Mo. 
App.  327,  92  S.  W.  113.  N.  J.  — Ack- 
ley  V.  Eichman,  10  N.  J.  L.  304.  N.  Y. 
Ziehen  v.  Smith,  148  N.  Y.  558,  42  N. 
E.  1080;    Puller  i>.  Hubbard,  6  Cow.  13, 
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16  Am.  Dec.  423;  Van  Schaiek  v.  Win- 
ne,  16  Barb.  89.  KT.  D.  —  Beiseker  v. 
Amberson,  17  N.  D.  215,  116  N.  W.  94. 
Ohio.  —  Eaudabaugh  v.  Hart,  61  Ohio 
St.  73,  55  N.  E.  214,  76  Am.  St.  Eep. 
361;  McCoy's  Admrs.  v.  Bixbee's 
Admrs.,  6  Ohio  310,  27  Am.  Dec.  258. 
Vt.  —  Stow  V.  Stevens,  7  Vt.  27,  29  Am. 
Dec.  139. 

99.  Ziehen  v.  Smith,  148  N.  Y.  558, 
42  N.  E.  1080.    See  infra,  this  section. 

1.  See  infra,  this  section. 

2.  Langan  v.  Mariposa  Commercial 
&  Min.  Co.  (Cal.  App.),  178  Pac.  166. 

3.  Langan  v.  Mariposa  Commercial 
&  Min.  Co.  (Cal.  App.),  178  Pac.  166; 
Eaudabaugh  v.  Hart,  61  Ohio  St.  73,  87, 
55  N.  E.  214,  76  Am.  St.  Eep.  361. 

4.  Brady  v.  Green,  159  Ala.  482,  48 
So.  807;  Davis  v.  Barada-Ghio  Eeal 
Estate  Co.,  115  Mo.  App.  327,  92  S.  W. 
113.  See  Eaudabaugh  v.  Hart,  61  Ohio 
St.  73,  S7,  55  N.  E.  214,  76  Am.  St.  Kep. 
361. 

[a]  The  word  "tender,"  as  used  in 
connection  with  such  a  transaction,  does 
not  mean  the  same  thing  as  when  used 
with  reference .  to  the  offer  to  pay 
money  where  it  is  absolutely  due,  but 
only  a  readiness  and  willingness  to  per- 
form in  case  of  the  concurrent  per- 
formance by  the  other  party,  with  pres- 
ent ability  to  do  so,  and  notice  to  the 
other  party  of  such  readiness.  Smith 
».  Lewis,  24  Conn.  624,  63  Am.  Dec. 
180,  26  Conn.  110,  quoted  in  Eauda- 
baugh v.  Hart,  61  Ohio  St.  73,  88,  55  N. 
E.  214,  76  Am.  St.  Eep.  361. 

[b]  The  tender  need  not  (1)  be  kept 
good  (AUen  v.  Atkiason,  21  Mich.  351), 
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purchaser,  before  suing  for  breach,  of  a  contract  of  sale,  must  demand  a 
deed,"  and  allow  the  vendor  a  reasonable  time  to  prepare  it."  But  he 
need  not  prepare  and  tender  to  the  vendor  a  deed  to  be  executed  by  the 
latter.^ 

Tender  Excused.  — A  prior  tender  of  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money, 
and  a  demand  for  the  purchase  money  is  excused  when  it  would  be 
wholly  nugatory  or  a  useless  ceremony,^  or  when  it  is  waived  by  the 
vendor,^  or  when  the  vendor  repudiates  the  contract  before  the  time  for 
performance,"  or  when  the  vendor  omits  to  attend  at  the  time  and  place 
appointed  for  the  consummation  of  the  contract,^^  or  is  actually  unable 
to  give  a  good  title,"  or  has  disabled  himself  from  performing,^'  or,  it 
has  been  held,  when  he  has  alienated  the  estate  to  some  other  person,^* 
or  when  he  is  unable  or  neglects  to  discharge  the  estate  from  a  cloud  or 
incumbrance." 

b.  Surrender  of  Possession.  —  A  purchaser  need  not  ofEer  to  rescind 
the  contract  and  to  restore  what  he  has  received,  or  surrender  posses^ 
sion,  in  order  to  entitle  him  to  maintain  an  action  for  damages  for 
breach  of  the  contract  of  sale.** 

3.  Jurisdiction  and  Venue.  —  Jurisdiction  of  an  action  by  a  pur- 


nor  (2)  the  money  brought  into  court. 
Blood  V.  Hardy,  15  Me.  61. 

5.  Oal.  —  Kinkead  v.  Shreve,  17 
Cal.  275.  Ind.  —  Sheets  v.  Andrews,  2 
Blackf.  274.  Miss. —  Standif er  v.  Davis 
13  Smed.  &  M.  48.  N.  Y.  — Fuller  v. 
Hubbard,  6  Cow.  13,  16  Am.  Dec.  423. 

6.  Puller  V.  Hubbard,  6  Cow.  (N.  Y.) 
13,    16    Am.    Dee.    423. 

7.  Ala.  —  Brady  v.  Green,  159  Ala. 
482,  48  So.  807;  Bedell's  Admr.  v. 
Smith,  37  Ala.  619;  Johnson  v.  Col- 
lins, 17  Ala.  318.  Miss.  —  Standifer  v. 
Davis,  13  Smed.  &  M.  48.  Ohio.  —  Eau- 
dabaugh  v-  Hart,  61  Ohio  St.  73,  87,  55 
N.  E.  214,  76  Am.  St.  Eep.  361. 

8.  Ala.  —  Hawkins  v.  Merritt,  109 
Ala.  261,  19  So.  589.  N.  Y.  — Zihen  v. 
Smith,  148  N.  Y.  558,  42  N.  E.  1080; 
Holmes  v.  Holmes,  12  Barb.  137;  Dar- 
row  V.  Cornell,  30  App.  Div.  115,  51  N. 
Y.  Supp.  828.  N.  D.  —  Beiseker  v.  Am- 
berson,  17  N.  D.  215,  116  N.  "W.  94. 

9.  Holmes  v.  'Holmes,  12  Barb.  (N. 
Y.)   137. 

10.  Kuhlman  v.  Wieben,  129  Iowa 
188,  105  N.  W.  445,  2  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
666. 

11.  Holmes  v.  Holmes,  12  Barb.  (N. 
Y.)  137. 

12.  Ala.  —  Allen  v.  Greene,  19  Ala. 
34.  D.  O.  —  Newman  v.  Baker,  10  App. 
Cas.  187.  N.  Y.  — Darrow  t;.  Cornell, 
30  App.  Div.  115,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  828; 
Holmes  v.  Holmes,  12  Barb.  137. 

[a]     When  the  vendor  lias  no  title,  I 


or  his  title  is  defective  at  the  time 
the  conveyance  is  to  be  made,  a  tender 
of  the  purchase  money  is  not  a  pre- 
requisite to  the  suit.  Holmes  v.  Holmes, 
12  Barb.    (N.  Y.)    137,  146. 

13.  Ala.  —  Hawkins  v.  Merritt,  109 
Ala.  261,  19  So.  589-.  N.  Y.  — Higgins 
V.  Eagleton,  155  N.  Y.  466,  50  N.  B. 
287.  Vt.  — Stow  V.  Stevens,  7  Vt.  27, 
35,  29  Am.  Dee.  139.  Eng.— Sir  An- 
thony Maynie  v.  Scot,  Cro.  Eliz.  479, 
78  Eng.  Eeprint  731. 

14.  Holmes  v.  Holmes,  12  Barb.  (N. 
Y.)  137.     Compare,  supra,  II,  B,  2. 

[a]  When  the  vendor  has  sold  the 
premises  to  another,  and  given  him  a 
bond  for  titles.  Field  v.  Martin,  49  Ga. 
268. 

15.  Holmes  v.  Holmes,  12  Barb.  (N". 
Y.)  137. 

[a]  When  he  suffer,?  a  judgment  to 
be  taken  against  him  for  an  amount 
greater  than  the  value  of  the  property 
and  omits  to  release  or  satisfy  it  of 
record.  Holmes  v.  Holmes,  12  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)   137. 

[b]  But  the  mere  existence  of  an 
incumbrance  does  not  excuse  a  tender. 
Higgins  V.  Eagleton,  155  N.  Y.  466,  50 
N.  E.  287;  Ziehen  v.  Smith,  148  N.  Y. 
568,  42  N.  B.  1080. 

16.  Myers  v.  Estell,  47  Miss.  4;' 
Taylor  v.  Browder,  1  Ohio  St.  225.  But 
see  Ehorer  v.  Bila,  83  Cal.  51,  23  Pae. 
274. 
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chaser  for  breach  of  a  contract  of  sale  is  at  law."  The  cause  of  action  ia 
transitory  and  is  not  within  the  venue  statutes,  making  local,  actions  to 
recover  an  estate  in  real  property  or  to  procure  a  judgment  affecting 
such  estate.^* 

4.  Parties.  —  The  general  rules  relating  to  parties  in  actions  upon 
contract  apply  to  actions  by  the  purchaser  for  damages  for  breach  of 
contracts  for  the  sale  of  land.^**  If  the  breach  of  a  vendor's  title  bond 
is  the  basis  of  the  action,  the  obligee  of  the  bond,^°  or  in  case  of  his 
death,  his  administrator,^^  or  in  case  of  the  death  of  one  of  two  joint 
obligees,  the  survivor,^^  is  a  proper  party  plaintiff. 

5.  Declaration  or  Complaint.  —  The  complaint  or  declaration  by  a 
purchaser  for  breach  of  a  contract  of  sale  must  allege  a  cause  of  action 
in  accordance  with  the  general  rules  relating  to  pleadings  in  actions 
upon  contract.^^    It  must  allege  the  sale  contract,^*  or  the  bond  for  ti- 


17.  Carroll  v.  "Wilson,  22  Ark.  32. 
[aj    Equity  Is  Without  Jurisdiction. 

Carroll  v.  Wilson,  22  Ark.  32. 

A  justice  of  the  peace  has  jurisdic- 
tion of  an  action  for  damages  for  fail- 
ure to  convey  or  for  delay  in  execut- 
ing a  conveyance.  See  17  Standard 
Peoc.  950. 

18.  Mott  V.  Coddington,  1  Eobt.  267, 
1  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  (N.  Y.)  290;  Hogg  v. 
Mack,  53  Hun  (N.  Y.)  463,  6  N.  Y. 
Supp.  301,  17  Civ.  Proc.  338,  25  N.  Y. 
St.  374;  Lucas  ». -Patton,  49  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  62,  107  S.  W.   1143. 

19.  See  the  titles,  '  'Implied  and  Ex- 
press Agreements;"  "Parties;"  and 
Beardsley  v.  Duntley,  69  N.  Y.  577, 
action  by  wife  on  contract  of  husband 
as  her  agent. 

[a]  If  the  contract  of  sale  is  under 
seal,  only  a  party  to  the  contract  can 
sue  upon  it.  Boyden  v.  Hill,  198  Mass. 
477,  85  N.  E.  413. 

[b]  Joint  purchasers  must  join. 
Porter  v.  Fletcher^  25  Minn.  493. 

[c]  The  fact  that  after  the  conrey- 
ance  the  statute  annexed  to  the  title 
the  incidents  of  a  tenancy  in  common 
and  not  a  joint  tenancy  does  not  auth- 
orize a  severance  if  the  wrong  is 
against  the  purchasers  as  joint  con- 
tractors. Porter  v.  Fletcher,  25  Minn. 
493. 

20.  Bedell 's  Admr.  v.  Smith,  37  Ala. 
619. 

[a]  By  Assignee.  —  See  MoCutchen 
V.  Keith,  2  Ohio  262,  and  the  titles, 
' '  Assignments ; "   "  Parties. ' ' 

21.  Gibson  v.  Carreker,  82  Ga.  46, 
9  S.  E.  124. 

[a]       Heirs   cannot    sue.     Gibson   v. 
Carreker,   82    Ga.   46,   9  S,   B,   J24. 
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22.  Field  v.  Martin,  49  Ga.  268. 

23.  See  the  title,  "Implied  and  Ex- 
press Agreements." 

[a]  In  an  action  by  the  surviving 
obligee  of  the  bond  for  titles,  he  should 
allege  and  describe  himself  as  survivor. 
But  the  defect  is  cured  by  verdict. 
Field  V.   Martin,  49   Ga.   268. 

Form  of  declaration  against  vendor 
for  not  making  good  title,  see  9 
Standard  Pboc.  1242;  form  of  com- 
plaint by  purchaser  for  breach  of  con- 
tract by  the  vendor,  see  9  Standard 
Proc.  1244. 

[b]  Complaints  held  suf^cient,  see 
the  following:  Clark  v.  Yocum,  116 
Cal.  515,  48  Pae.  498;  Grau  v.  Grau, 
37  Iijd.  App.  635,  77  N.  E.  816. 

[c]  If  the  contract  is  conditioned 
upon  the  title  being  clear,  plaintifiC 
must  allege  that  the  vendor  had  a  clear 
title,  or  at  least,  one  which  the  plain- 
tiff was  willing  to  accept  as  a  clear 
title.  Adams  v.  Bridges,  141  Ga.  418, 
81  S.  E.  203. 

24.  Tyler  Bldg.  &  L.  Assn.  v.  Forse, 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  69  S.  W.  818.  See 
Wetkopsky  v.  New  Haven  Gas  Light 
Co.,  88  Conn.  1,  90  Atl.  30,  Ann.  Cas. 
1916D,  968;  Bundy  v.  Dare,  62  Iowa 
295,  17  N.  W.  534. 

[a]  Contract  Need  Not  be  Pleaded 
in  Haec  Verba.  —  Britton  •;;.  Erickson, 
80   Wis.  466,  50  N.   W.  342. 

[b]  When  the  instrument  pleaded  is 
a  mere  offer  to  sell,  the  petition  must 
allege  an  acceptance  of  the  offer,  which 
must  be  shown  to  be  before  the  vendor 
withdrew  his  offer  and  refused  to  con- 
vey, and  within  the  time  of  the  offer. 
Houghtling  v.  Eubank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
186  S.  W.  364. 
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tle,^°  its  breach  by  vendor,^*  as  well  as  the  resulting  dama^e.^^     The 
plaintiff  must  allege  a  performance^*  by  him  of  his  part  of  the  contract 


[o]  Must  Not  Appear  that  Contract 
Is  Void  Under  Statute  of  Frauds. 
Hutchinson  v.  Bozemau  (Ala.  App.), 
76  So.  406. 

[d]  An  allegation  of  a  promise  to 
pay  a  specified  sum  imports  a  cash  pay- 
ment in  the  absence  of  a  stipulation 
for  credit  and  is  sufficiently  definite. 
Brady  v.  Green,  159  Ala.  482,  48  So. 
807. 

[e]  If  the  description  of  the  prop- 
er^ in  the  contract  is  not  complete, 
the  complaint  must  contain  the  aver- 
ments of  such  extrinsic  matter  as  is 
necessary  to  complete  the  description. 
Marriner  v.  Dennison,  78  Cal.  202,  20 
Pae.  386.  See  Spaulding  v.  Smith  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  169  S.  W.  627. 

25.  See  infra  this  note. 

[a]  A  consideration  for  the  execu- 
tion of  the  hond  need  not  he  alleged, 
as  the  bond  itself  imports  a  suflS.cient 
consideration.  Northern  Kansas  Town 
Co.  V.  Oswall,  18  Kan.  336. 

26.  Ala.  —  Brady  v.  Green,  159  Ala. 
482,  48  So.  807;  Hawkins  v.  Merritt, 
109  Ala.  261,  19  So.  589,  sufficient  al- 
legation. Md.  —  Clagett  v.  Easterday, 
42  Md.  617.  N.  Y.  — Van  Schaick  v. 
Winne,  16  Barb.  89. 

[a]  Conclusion.  —  An  allegation  that 
the  vendor  has  failed  to  fulfill  his  ob- 
ligations by  virtue  of  the  contract  is 
bad  as  being  a  conclusion  of  law. 
Van  Schaiek  v.  Winne,  1'6  Barb.  (N. 
T.)   89. 

[b]  A  breach  of  covenant  to  convey 
may  be  assigned  in.  the  negative  of  the 
covenant  generally,  or  according  to  its 
legal  effect.  Clagett  v.  Easterday,  42 
Md.   617. 

[e]  A  complaint  alleging  that  the 
vendor  after  the  sale  to  the  plaintiff 
parted  with  the  title  to  another  must 
further  plead  that  the  vtodor  did  this 
without  reserving  and  protecting  the 
vendee's  rights  under  the  executory 
contract.  Brimmer  v.  Salisbury,  167 
Cal.  522,  140  Pac.  30. 

[d]  As  to  alleging  an  eviction  by 
paramount  title,  (1)  see  Hutchinson  v. 
Bozeman  (Ala.  App.),  76  So.  406.  (2) 
In  alleging  an  eviction,  the  plaintiff 
should  allege  that  the  eviction  was  by 
a  title  paramount  to  that  of  the  ven- 
dor. Stacy  V.  Coleman,  10  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
78.   (3)  But  an  allegation  that  the  ven- 


dor is  wholly  unable  to  make  a  war- 
ranty deed  as  he  agreed  and  promised 
to  do,  supplies  this  lack.  Stacy  v.  Cole- 
man, 10  Ky.  L.  Kep.  78. 

27.  Cal.  —  Marriner  v.  Dennison,  78 
Cal.  202,  20  Pae.  385.  See  Clark  v. 
Yocum,  116  Cal.  515,  48  Pae.  498.  Ind. 
Axtel  V.  Chase,  77  Ind.  74.  N.  Y.— Good- 
man V.  Wolf,  95  App.  Div.  522,  88  N.  Y. 
Supp.  934.  W.  Va.  —  See  Mullen  v. 
Cook,  69  W.  Va.  456,  71  S.  E.  566,  as 
to  wrong  measure  of  damages. 

[a]  As  Affected  by  Measure  of 
Damages.  —  If  the  consideration  paid 
is  the  measure  of  damages,  the  plaintiff 
must  allege  a  payment  of  the  considera- 
tion or  a  part  thereof.  If  the  value  of 
the  land  at  the  date  of  the  contract  of 
sale  in  excess  of  the  consideration  price 
is  the  measure,  the  declaration  must 
allege  that  the  land  at  that  time  was  of 
a  greater  value  than  the  price  agreed  to 
be  paid.  Freeman  v.  Falconer,  201  Fed. 
785,  120  C.  C.  A.  32. 

[b]  To  recover  special  damages,  (1) 
they  must  be  pleaded.  Cal.  —  Moore 
V.  Fredericks,  24  Cal.  App.  536,  141 
Pae.  1049.  N.  Y.  —  Shepman  Mortgage 
&  E.  Corp.  V.  Sussman,  147  App.  Div. 
25,  131  N.  Y.  Supp.  645.  Tex.  —  Sutton 
V.  Page,  4  Tex.  142.  But  see  Emerson- 
Brantingham  Co.  v.  Breunan,  35  N.  D. 
94,  159  N.  W.  710.  (2)  Damages  due 
to  expenses  incurred  in  examining  title 
do  not  necessarily  arise  from  a  breach 
of  the  contract  and  must  be  specially 
pleaded.  Moore  v.  Fredericks,  24  Cal. 
App.  536,  141  Pae.   1049. 

[e]  The  purchaser  must  ask  for  the 
value  of  the  improvements.  He  cannot 
recover  their  value  in  a  subsequent 
action  as  this  would  be  a  splitting  of 
the  cause  of  action.  Crocker  v.  Inger- 
soll  E.  &  C.  Co.,  249  Fed.  31,  161  C.  C. 
A.  91. 

[d]  Nonpayment  of  the  damage 
need  not  be  alleged.  Grau  f.  Grau,  37 
Ind.  App.  635,  77  N.  E.  816,  quoting' 
Singleton  v.  O'Blenis,  125  Ind.  151,  23 
N.  E.  154. 

28.  Ala.  —  Brady  v.  Green,  159  Ala. 
482,  48  So.  807.  Cal.  —  Easton  v.  Mont- 
gomery, 90  Cal.  307,  318,  27  Pae.  280, 
25  Am.  St.  Rep.  123.  Ga.  — Norton  v. 
Fleming,  145  Ga.  475,  89  S.  E.  573. 
la  — Caldwell  v.  Richmond,  64  111.  30. 
N.  Y.  —  New  York  City  Estates  Co.  v. 
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and  of  all  conditions  precedent  to  suit,  such  as  the  payment,^'  or  a  tender 
of  the  purchase  money, ^°  and  a  demand  for  a  deed  or  performance,^^ 
or  an  excuse  for  these  things,^^  and  it  has  been  held,  allege  plaintiff's 
readiness  to  perform.^*  But  a  surrender  of  possession  need  not  be 
alleged,  because  such  surrender  is  not  a  condition  precedent.'*  If  a 
wrongful  recovery  of  possession  by  the  vendor  after  a  waiver  of  for- 
feiture is  relied  on,  the  waiver  must  be  pleaded. '' 

6.  Defendant's  Pleadings.  —  The  defendant's  pleadings  must  eon- 
form  to  the  general  rules  elsewhere  treated.'^    The  vendor  cannot  recoup 


Central  Eealty  Co.,  118  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1054;  Van  Schaick  v.  Winne,  16  Barb. 
89.  Va.  —  Newberry  v.  Euffin,  102  Va. 
73,  45  S.  E.  733.  Wis.  — Britton  v, 
Erickson,  80  Wis.  466,  50  N.  W.  342.  , 
See  11  Standakd  Proc.  998. 

[a]  Time  of  performance  must  be 
alleged.  Mitchell  v.  Sheppard,  13  Tex. 
484,  491. 

[b]  General  Allegation.  —  Murphy 
V.  Hart,  1^2  App.  Div.  548,  107  N.  Y. 
Supp.  452.  See  11  Standard  Proc.  1002. 

29.  Ind.  —  Cunningham  v.  Plinn,  1 
Blackf .  266.  Ky.  —  Bane  v.  McMeekin, 
4  Bibb  27.  N.  Y.  — Kaplan  v.  Cohen, 
34  Misc.  91,  68  N.  Y.  Supp.  766.  Eng. 
Callonel  v.  Briggs,  1  Salk.  112,  91  Eng. 
Reprint  104. 

[a]  The  time  and  place  of  payment 
must  be  stated  as  against  an  objection 
by  special  demurrer;  but  an  averment 
of  payment  before  the  commencement 
of  suit  is  sufficient  as  against  a  gen- 
eral demurrer.  Cunningham  v.  Elinn, 
1  Blackf.  (Ind.)   266. 

30.  Ky.  —  Bane  v.  McMeekin,  4 
Bibb  27.  N".  J.  —  Ackley  v.  Eichman, 
10  N.  J.  L.  304.  BT.  Y.  — Higgins  v. 
Eagleton,  155  N.  Y.  466,  50  N.  E.  287. 
Ohio.  —  Eaudabaugh  v.  Hart,  61  Ohio 
St.  73,  89,  55  N.  E.  214,  76  Am.  St. 
Eep.  361;  Campbell  v.  Gittings,  19 
Ohio  347.  Eng.  —  Callonel  v.  Briggs,  1 
Salk.  112,  91  Eng.  Eeprint  104. 

[a]  An  allegation  of  readiness  and 
willingness  to  perform,  without  an  al- 
legation showing  an  attempt  to  ap- 
prise the  vendor  of  the  readiness,  or  a 
tender  of  performance  in  any  way,  is 
not  sufficient.  N.  J.  —  Ackley  v.  Eich- 
man, 10  N.  J.  L.  304.  N.  y.  — Van 
Schaick  v.  Winne,  16  Barb.  89.  Ohio. 
Eaudabaugh  v.  Hart,  61  Ohio  St.  73,  92, 
55  N.  E.  214,  76  Am.  St.  Eep.  361. 

31.  Gibson  v.  Oarriker,  82  Ga.  46,  9 
S.  B.  124;  Higgins  r.  Eagleton,  155  N. 
Y.  466,  473,  50  N.  E.  287. 

[a]  An  allegation  of  a  demand  for 
a  deed  at  divers  times  is  not  subject  to 
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demurrer  because  no  demand  is  alleged 
to  have  been  made  before  suit  brought. 
Standifer  v.  Davis,  13  Smed.  & '  M. 
(Miss.)   48. 

32.  Fla.  —  Duval  Inv.  Co.  v.  Stock- 
ton, 54  ria.  296,  45  So.  497.  Oa.— Gib- 
son V.  Carreker,  82  Ga.  46,  9  S.  E.  124. 
111.  —  Tichenor  v.  Newman,  186  111.  264, 
57  N.  E.  826.  N.  Y.  — Higgins  v. 
Eagleton,  155  N.  Y.  466,  50  N.  E.  287; 
Holmes  v.  Holmes,  12  Barb.  137.  Ohio. 
Gebbie  v.  Efros,  95  Ohio  St.  215,  116  N. 
E.  31.  Wash. —- Palmer  v.  Clark,  62 
Wash.  345,  100  Pae.  749.  See  Green  v. 
McLaughlin  Eealty  Co.,  64  Wash.  147, 
116  Pac.  641. 

[a]  When  the  complaint  shows  that 
the  vendor  cannot  comply  with  the  con- 
tract or  absolutely  repudiates  it  by 
denying  its  existence,  a  tender  need 
not  be  pleaded.  Palmer  v.  Clark  52 
Wash.  345,  100  Pac.  749. 

33.  Stow  V.  Stevens,  7  Vt.  27,  29 
Am.  Dec.  139.  Contra,  Damon  v.  Wes- 
ton, 77  Iowa  259,  42  N.  W.  187. 

[aj  On  averring  an  excuse  for  per- 
formance the  plaintiff  must  allege  his 
readiness  to  perform.  Stow  -v.  Stevens, 
7  Vt.  27,  29  Am.  Dec.  139. 

34.  Taylor  v.  Browder,  1  Ohio  St. 
225.   See  supra,  II,  D,  2. 

35.  Allen  v.  Gheer,  98  Kan.  228,  158 
Pac.  17. 

[a]  Unless  the  Evidence  Is  Beceived 
Without  Objection.  —  Allen  v.  Gheer 
98  Kan.  228,  158  Pae.  17.  Enlargement 
of  issues  by  failure  to  object  to  evi- 
dence, see  20  Standabd  Proc.   706. 

36.  See  11  Standard  Proc.  1010,  .et 
seq.,  and  Gruhn  ■».  Eppig,  175  App.  Div. 
787,  161  N.  Y.  Supp.  629. 

[a]  A  general  plea  of  performance 
or  readiness  to  perform  is  insufficient 
in  answer  to  an  averment  that  a  con- 
veyance was  demanded  and  refused  and 
has  not  been  made.  The  plea  must 
show  specifically  the  manner  of  per- 
formance. Taylor  v.  vBrowder,  1  Ohio 
St.  225.   See  Galletly  v.  Board  of  Jus- 
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the  value  of  the  use  and  occupation  of  ,the  land.^' 

7.  Replication  and  Reply.  —  The  necessity  for  and  sufficiency  of  a 
replication  and  reply  are  governed  by  rules  elsewhere  discussed.^' 

8.  Trial  and  Judgment.  —  The  trial  of  an  action  By  the  vendee  for 
breach  of  the  vendor's  contract  follows  the  usual  practice  in  contract 
actions^^  as  to  proof  and  variance,*"  questions  of  law  and  fact,*^  instruc- 
tions,*^ and  verdict  or  findings.*^    And  the  same  is  true  as  to  the  judg- 


tices,  2,Blackf.  (Ind.)  221;  Tinhey  v. 
Ashley,  15  Pick.  (Mass.)  546,  26  Am. 
Dec.  620. 

[b]  A  plea  of  tender  of  deed  must 
(1)  show  the  deed  tendered.  Sook  v. 
Knowles,  1  Bibb  (Ky.)  283.  (2)  The 
deed  should  be  set  out  in  the  plea  or 
a  profert  should  be  made  of  it.  Taylor 
V.  Browder,  1  Ohio  St.  225.  See  the 
title,  "Oyer  and  Profert." 

[c]  Nil  debet  is  not  a  good  plea  to 
a  special  count  on  a  penal  bond  to  con- 
vey land.  Caldwell  v.  Eichmond,  64 
111.    30. 

37.  Greene  v.  Allen,  32  Ala.  215; 
Herndou  v.  Venable,  7  Dana  (Ky.)  371, 
following  and  approving  Combs  v.  Tarl- 
ton's  Admrs.,  2  Dana  (Ky.)  464. 

[a]  When  Vendor's  Title  Fails. 
The  vendor  cannot  recoup  for  rents  and 
profits  in  an  action  for  breach  of  con- 
tract when  the  breach  alleged  is  a  fail- 
ure of  the  vendor's  title,  for  this  may 
subject  the  purchaser  to  a  double  re- 
covery, first  to  the  vendor  and  second 
to  the  true  owner.  Greene  v.  Allen, 
32  Ala.  215.  But  see  Lancoure  v.  Dupre, 
53  Minn.  301,  55  N.  W.  129;  Ander- 
son v.  Ohnoutka,  84  Neb.  517,  121  N.  W. 
577.  In  both  these  cases  a  rule  con- 
trary to  the  text  seems  to  be  laid 
down,  but  they  seem  on  the  facts,  to 
be  cases  of  rescission  rather  action  for 
breach  of  contract. 

[b]  Unlawful  occupation  previous 
to  the  making  of  the  contract  cannot 
be  made  the  basis  of  a  counterclaim, 
since  it  is  a  cause  of  action  in  tort  not 
arising  out  of  transaction  or  subject 
of  the  action.  McLane  v.  Kelly,  72 
Minn.  395,  75  K.  W.  601. 

38.  See  the  title,  "EepUcation  and 
Eeply,"   and  11   Standard  Pboc.  1033. 

[a]  In  an  action  for  deficiency  in 
quantity,  a  plea  that  the  sale  was  by 
the  acre,  ma3e  for  the  first  time  in  the 
reply,  is  a  distinct  cause  of  action  and 
evidence  based  on  the  reply  is  inad- 
missible. Johnson  v.  Trump,  161  Iowa 
512,  143  N.  W.  510. 

[b]  Alleging  fraud,  se?  Johnson  v. 


Trump,  161  Iowa  512,  143  N'.  W.  510. 
39.    See  the  titles,  "Juries  and  Jur- 


ors;' 


'Trial.' 


40.  See  the  title,  "Variance  and 
Failure  of  Proof;"  11  Standard  Proc. 
1036;  and  Eobinson  v.  Trofitter,  106 
Mass.  51. 

[a]  A  plaintiff  who  has  alleged  a 
demand  must  stand  on  his  allegation. 
If  unable  to  prove  a  demand,  he  must 
amend  by  alleging  an  excuse  therefor 
if  he  wishes  to  rely  upon  such  excuse. 
Gibson  v.  Carreker,  82  Ga.  46,  9  S.  E. 
124. 

[b]  An  averment  of  offer  and  ten- 
der of  payment  may  be  proved  by  show- 
ing an  offer  to  pay  in  banknotes  which 
were  not  refused  oii  account  of  the 
character  of  the  medium,  or  the  plain- 
tiff may  show  that  when  about  to  pro- 
duce the  money  or  thing  to  be  ten- 
dered, the  vendor  told  him  it  would 
not  be  necessary  and  he  would  not  ac- 
cept it,  or  any  other  act  dispensing 
with  a  strict  legal  tender.  Holmes  v. 
Holmes,  12  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  137. 

41.  See  the  title,  "Province  of 
Judge  and  Jury;"  11  Standard  Proc. 
1054;  and  Brooks  v.  Miller,  103  Ga. 
712,  30   S.  B.  630. 

[a]  The  date  of  the  breach  of  the 
contract  is  a  question  for  the  jury. 
Hartzell  v.  Crumb,  90  Mo.  629,  3  S.  "W. 
59. 

[b]  Wliether  the  contract  was  exe- 
cuted in  a  reasonable  time  is  a  question 
for  the  jury  when  the  facts  are  dis- 
puted. McMurry  -c.  Fletcher,  28  Kan. 
337. 

42.  HI.  — Dady  v.  Condit,  188  111. 
234,  58  N.  E.  900,  209  111.  488,  70 
N.  E.  1088.  la.  —  Welch  v.  Browning, 
115  Iowa  690,  87  N.  W.  430.  Pa.  — Orr 
V.  Greiner,  254  Pa.  314,  98  Atl.  953. 

See  the  title,  "Instructions"  and  11 
Standard  Proc.  1066. 

43.  See  the'  titles,  "Verdict;" 
"Findings  and  Conclusions." 

[a]  In  debt  on  a  penal  bond  to  con- 
vey, the  verdict  should  specify  the  debt 
and  damages.     Caldwell  v.   Eichmond, 
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ment  which  is  rendered.^* 

'  E.  Action  foe  Damages  for  Fraud  and  Deceit.  —  1.  Nature  and 
Form  of  Action.  —  An  action  by  the  purchaser  for  damages  resulting 
from  the  fraud  or  misrepresentation  of  the  vendor  should  be  in  form  an 
action  on  the  case  for  deceit,*^  not  assumpsit.*^  The  action  is  not  ex- 
contractu  but  ex  delicto  when  the  gist  of  the  action  is  fraud.*'^ 

2.  Conditions  Precedent.  —  Neither  a  performance  of  the  balance 
of  the  contract,*^  a  rescission  of  the  contract,*^  or  a  return  of  the  prop- 
erty received,'"  is  a  condition  precedent  to  an  action  for  deceit. 

3.  Parties.  —  The  usual  rules  respecting  parties  in  an  action  for 
fraud  or  deceit,  govern  the  purchaser's  action  on  this  ground.'^ 

4.  Pleadings.  —  The  declaration  or  complaint  must  allege  a  cause  of 
action  for  deceit,'^  in  accordance  with  the  general  rules.''  It  must  al- 
lege the  facts  constituting  the  fraud,'*  and  the  resulting  damage."    It 


64  111.  30. 

44.  See  generally  the  title,  "Judg- 
ments." 

[a]  The  Recovery  Is  Personal. 
Mott  V.  Coddington,  1  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.) 
290,  1  Eobt.   (N.  Y.)  267. 

[b]  A  simple  money  judgment  is  re- 
covered. Hogg  V.  Mack,  53  Hun  463, 
6  *r.  Y.  Supp.  301,  17  Civ.  Proc.  338, 
25   N.  Y.   St.   374. 

45.  Ala.  —  Morgan  v.  Patrick,  7  Ala. 
185.  ni.  — Ilett  V.  Collins,  102  111.  402. 
N.  Y.  — Ward  v.  Wiman,  17  Wend.  193. 
Vt.  — Harlow  v.  Green,  34  Vt.  379. 

See  generally  the  title,  "Fraud  and 
Deceit." 

46.  Morgan  d.  Patrick,  7  Ala.  185. 

47.  Ahrens  v.  Adler,  33  Cal.  608; 
Couch  V.  Crane,  142  Ga.  22,  82  S.-E. 
459,  463. 

48.  See  10  Standard  Proc.  42. 

49.  Ahrens  v.  Adler,  33  Cal.  608, 
619. 

As  to  action  for  rescission,  see  infra, 
II,  H. 

50.  Maxwell  v.  Sherman,  172  Ala. 
626,  55  So.  620;  Hurlbert  v.  T.  D.  Kel- 
logg Lumber  &  Mfg.  Co.,  115  Wis.  225, 
91  N.  W.  673. 

As  to  rule  generally,  see  10  Standard 
Peoc.  42. 

51.  See  the  title  "Parties"  and  10 
Standard  Proc.  46. 

[a]  Joinder  and  Assignment.  —  The 
purchasers  on  whom  the  deceit  was 
practiced  jointly  must  join  or  the 
action  must  be  brought  by  the  assignee 
succeeding  the  right  of  action  in  all. 
An  averment  that  W.  sold,  transferred 
all  his  interest  in  the  premises  acquired 
by  the  deed  of  conveyance  is  not  suf- 
ficient to  show  a  right  of  action  in  the 
plaintiff  as  the  action  is  personal,  and 
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not  upon  a  covenant  in  a  deed  running 
with  the  land.  Lawrence  v.  Montgom- 
ery, 37  Cal.  183. 

52.  See  Allred  v.  Tate,  113  Ga.  441, 
39  S.  E.  101,  holding  the  petition  stated 
a  cause  of  action  for  rescission  not  for 
deceit. 

Form  of  declaration  and  complaint 
for  fraudulently  misrepresenting  quan- 
tity, see  9  Standard  Proc.  514,  516. 

[a]  Complaints  held  sufficient,  see 
the  following:  U.  S.  —  W.  P.  Walker 
&  Co.  V.  Walbridge,  136  Fed.  19,  68  C. 
C.  A.  569.  Colo.  —  Connell  v.  El  Paso 
Gold  Min.  &  Mill.  Co.,  33  Colo.  30,  78 
Pac.  677.  na.  —  Grady  v.  Jeffares,  25 
Pla.  743,  6  So.  828.  N.  J.  —  Steip  v. 
Seguine,  66  N.  J.  L.  370,  49  Atl.  715. 
Wis.  —  Koepke  v.  Winterfield,  116  Wis. 
44,  92  N.  W.  437. 

53.  See  the  title,  "Fraud  and  De- 
ceit." 

[a]  It  is  similar  in  substance  to  the 
plaintiff's  pleading  in  the  correspond- 
ing action  based  on  a  sale  of  person- 
alty. Harlow  v.  Green,  34  Vt.  379. 
See  the  title  "Sales." 

54.  Ala.  —  Hutchinson  v.  Bozeman 
(Ala.  App.),  76  So.  406.  Ind.  — Langs- 
dale  V.  Girton,  51  Ind.  99;  Equitable 
Trust  Co.  r.  Milligan  (Ind.  App.),  64 
N.  E.  673.  N.  Y.  — Kingsland  v. 
Haines,  62  App.  Div.  146,  70  N.  Y.  Supp. 
873.  . 

[a]  The  word  "fraud"  or  "fraud- 
ulent" need  not  be  used.  Ashley  v. 
Holland  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  180  S.  W. 
635. 

As  to  allegations  required  generally, 
see  10  Standard  Proc.  52,  et  seq. 

55.  Marriner  f . .  Dennison,  78  Cal. 
202,  20  Pac.  386.  See  generally,  10 
Standard  Prqc.  57, 
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need  not  allege  an  offer  to  return  the  property,''  or  a  payment,"  or  offer 
or  readiness  to  pay  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money  called  for  by  the 
contract.'*  Nor  need  it  allege  that  the  defendant  conveyed  the  land  to 
the  plaintiff.'^ 

The  joinder  of  causes  follows  the  general  principles  elsewhere  treated.'" 

The  defendant's  pleadings  follow  the  general  rules.''- 

F.  Action  for  Breach  of  Covenant.  —  A  purchaser  suing  for  breach 
of  covenant  must  proceed  in  accordance  with  the  general  rules  discussed 
elsewhere  in  this  work'^  both  as  to  parties'^  and  pleadings.'*  A  declara- 
tion or  complaint  must  allege  facts  constituting  a  breach  of  covenant." 
If  the  covenant  is  one  of  general  warranty,  there  must  be  alleged  an 
eviction  by  a  paramount  title,"  or,  it  has  been  held,  an  entire  want  of 
title  in  the  grantor.'^  To  show  breach  of  covenant  of  seisin,  the  plaintiff 
must  show  the  defendant  had  no  title  at  all.'*    If  the  covenant  is  one 


56.  Fordtran  v.  Cunningham  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.)  141  S.  W.  562. 

[a]  The  absence  of  such  allegation 
indicates  that  the  action  is  for  dam- 
ages for  fraud  rather  than  for  rescis- 
sion, even  though  the  plaintiff  prayed 
for  a  cancellation  of  the  deed  and  a 
surrender  of  the  notes.  Fordtran  v. 
Cunningham  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  141  S. 
W.  562. 

57.  Grady  v.  Jeffares,  25  Fla.  743,  6 
So.  828. 

58.  Grady  v.  Jeffares,  25  Fla.  743, 
747,  6  So.  828,  distinguishing  Sanford 
V.  Cloud,  17  Fla.  532. 

59.  Harlow  v.  Green,  34  Vt.  379. 
[a]      The  plaintiff  has  a  cause   of 

action  even  though  he  has  not  taken  a 
deed.     Harlow  v.  Green,  34  Vt.  379. 

60.  See  the  title,  "Joinder  of 
Actions,"  and  10  Standard  Pkoc.  50. 

[a]  Breach  of  warranty  cannot  be 
joined  with  the  action  for  fraud.  The 
court  may  require  an  election.  Seymore 
■V.  Eice,  94  Ga.  ,183,  21  S.  E.  293. 

61.  See  Blumenfield  v.  Stiue,  96 
App.  Div.  160,  89  N.  Y.  Supp.  85;  10 
Standard  Proc.  58;  the  titles,  "An- 
swers;" "Denials;"  and  titles  dealing 
with  particular  pleas  and  defenses. 

[a]  Defendant  cannot  counterclaim 
an  unpaid  portion  of  the  purchase 
price.  Heidelbaeh  v,  Kilpatriek,  3  Civ. 
Proe.  (N.  T.)  209.  See  the  title,  "Set- 
Oif,    Counterclaim   and   Eecoupment." 

62.  See  the  titles,  "Covenant, 
Action  of;"  "Implied  and  Express 
Agreements." 

63.  See  the  title  "Parties'^  and 
S  Standard  Proc.  136. 

[a]  The  person  purchasing  the  land 
tot  the  use  of  himself  and  another  to 


whom  the  warranty  was  made  should 
sue.  Wasserman  v.  Fleisher,  249  Pa. 
29,  94  Atl.  454. 

[b]  Any  subsequent  vendee  may  (1) 
sue  for  breach  of  a  covenant  of  war- 
ranty of  title,  as  it  runs  with  the  land. 
Morrow  v.  Baird,  114  Tenn.  552,  86  S. 
W.  1079.  See  generally  6  Standard 
Proc.  136.  (2)  But  he  cannot  sue  on 
the  covenants  of  seisin  and  of  right  to 
convey  as  they  are  not  assignable. 
Lawrence  v.  Montgomery,  37  Cal.  183. 
See  6  Standard  Proc.  138. 

[c]  Joint  purchasers  must  join  in 
the  action.  Lawrence  v.  Montgomery, 
37  Cal.  183. 

[d]  A  municipal  corporation  with- 
out authority  to  convey  with  covenants 
cannot  be  sued  for  breach  of  covenant. 
Harrison  v.  Palo  Alto  Co.,  104  Iowa  383, 
73  N".  W.  872. 

64.  See  the  title,  "Covenant,  Ac- 
tion of." 

65.  Woodford  ii.  Leavenworth,  14 
Ind.  311. 

Forms  of  complaint  on  covenant 
against  incumbrances,  for  quiet  enjoy- 
ment, of  seisin  or  power  to  convey, 
and  of  warranty  of  title,  see  9  Stand- 
ard Proc.  1262,  et  seq.;  on  covenant 
against  nuisances,  see  9  Standard 
Peoc.  1247;  on  covenant  to  maintain 
a  fence,  see  9  Standard  Proc.  1247;  of 
declaration  for  breach  of  covenant  of 
good  title,  see  9  Standard  Peoc.  1260. 

66.  Ind.  —  Woodford  v.  Leaven- 
worth, 14  Ind.  311.  Miss.  —  Dyer  v. 
Britton,  53  Miss.  270.  Va.  —  Koger  v. 
Kane's   Admr.,  5  Leigh   (32  Va.)   606. 

67.  Woodford  v.  Leavenworth ,  14 
Ind.  311. 

68.  Axtel  V.  Chase,  77  Ind.  74. 
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of  good  title,  an  eviction  need  not  be  alleged. ««  Under  statute,  a  copy  of 
the  deed  should  be  set  out  in  the  pleading." 

G.  Action  for  Compensation  for  Depicienct.  —  1.  At  Law.  —  In 
ease  of  deficiency  in  quantity  of  land  sold  by  the  acre  the  vendee  who 
has  the  agreed  price  has  a  remedy  at  law  by  action  for  damages  or  for 
money  had  and  received  for  the  overpayment.'^ 

2.  In  Equity.  —  Equity  has  no  jurisdiction  of  an  action  for  com- 
pensation for  deficiency  in  the  quantity  of  land,  except  where  fraud  or 
other  equitable  grounds  exist.^^  Such  a  suit  in  equity  is  transitory." 
The  general  rules  as  to  parties,'*  pleadings'^  and  decree"  should  be 
followed  in  such  a  suit.  The  bill  must  set  up  the  deficiency  in  quan- 
tity," and  allege  the  fraud,  mistake,  or  other  ground  of  equitable  relief.'^ 

H.  Action  for  Rescission  and  CAifCELLATioN.  —  1.  Nattire.  Juris- 
diction and  Venue.  —  Notwithstanding  a  remedy  at  law  for  the  re- 
covery of  the  purchase  price,  on  the  theory  of  a  previous  rescission''  the 
vendee  may,  under  proper  circumstances,  maintain  an  action  in  equity 
to  secure  a  rescission.'"    The  latter  action  is  of  equitable  cognizance'^ 


[a]  An  averment  that  the  defend- 
ant had  not  a  good  title  in  fee  is  not 
equivalent  to  an  averment  of  no  title 
at  all  and  is  insufficient  to  show  a 
breach  of  covenant  of  seisin.  Axtel  v. 
Chase,  77  Ind.  74. 

69.  Koger  v.  Kane's  Admr.,  6  Leigh 
(32  Va.)   606. 

70.  Woodford  v.  Leavenworth,  14 
Ind.   311.     See   the   title,   "Exhihits." 

71.  See  supra,  II,  A,  4. 

72.  Ala.  —  Kelly's  Heirs  v.  Allen, 
34  Ala.  663.  la.  —  Notson  v.  Barrett, 
1  G.  Gr.  302.  W.  Va.  — Lewis  v.  Cre- 
gor,  73  W.  Va.  564,  80  S.  E.  957. 

[a]  When  the  deficiency  in  quantity 
is  the  result  of  mistake,  equity  has 
jurisdiction,  notwithstanding  the  exist- 
ence of  a  complete  and  adequate  rem-* 
edy  at  law;  for  the  reason  that  the 
action  comes  within  the  scope  of  equi- 
ty's elementary  jurisdiction.  Frazier 
V.  Tubb,  2  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  662;  Hull 
V.  Watts,  95  Va.  10,  27  S.  E.  829. 

73.  Williams  v.  Burnett,  6  Mon. 
(Ky.)  322.  See  generally  the  title, 
"Venue." 

74.  See  the  title,  "Parties." 

[a]  Joinder. —  When  the  purchaser 
with  warranty,  resells  the  property 
with  warranty,  he  and  his  subpurchas- 
ers may  join  in  an  action  in  equity 
against  the  vendor  for  reimbursement 
for  losses  sustained  by  reason  of  an 
eviction  from  a  portion  of  the  premises 
under  paramount  title.  Gannard  v.  Es- 
lava,  20  Ala.   732. 

75.  See  the  titles,   "Bills  and  An- 
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swers;"      "Equity     Jurisdiction     and 
■procedure." 

[a]  Eviction  sufficiently  averred,  see 
Gordon  i:  Weaver  (Tenn.  Ch.),  53  S. 
W.   740,   753. 

76.  See  the  titles,  "Decrees;" 
"Judgments." 

[a]  A  decree  should  bear  interest 
from  the  date  of  the  deed  from  the 
grantor.  Hull  v.  Watts,  95  Va.  10,  27 
S.  E.  829. 

77.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  A  bill  for  compensation  because 
of  misrepresentations  as  to  boundaries 
of  the  land  must  allege  a  deficiency  in 
quantity  or  that  the  land  represented 
to  be  within  the  boundary  possessed 
peculiar  value  .above  the  balance  of 
the  tract.  Kelly's  Heirs  v.  Allen,  34 
Ala.  663,  671. 

78.  Notson  v.  Barrett,  1  G.  Gr. 
(Iowa)  302;  Meek  v.  Bearden,  5  Yerg. 
(Tenn.)   467. 

[a]  The  bill  need  not  specifically 
allege  that  the  relief  sought  is  founded 
upon  mistake,  when  it  alleges  facts 
which  clearly  show  either  a  mutual 
mistake  or  fraud.  Hull  v.  Watts  95 
Va.  10,  27  S.  E.  829. 

79.  See  supra,  II,  B. 

Remedy  at  law  as  defeating  equitable 
relief,  see  22  Standard  Proc.  981,  and 
the  title,  "Legal  Bemedy." 

80.  Vail  V.  Reynolds,  118iN.  T.  297, 
23  N.  E.  301. 

81.  Howard  v.  Linnhaven  Orchard 
Co.,  228  Fed.  523;  Andrews  t;.  Thayer 
(Oila.),  171  Pao.  1117. 
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although  the  recovery  of  the  purchase  price  is  also  sought  as  an  incident 
thereto.^^  The  suit  is  transitory  and  need  not  be  brought  in  the  county 
where  the  land  is  situated,'^  ui^less  the  enforcement  of  the  lien  for  the 
consideration  paid  is  sought.^* 

2.  Conditions  Precedent.  —  A  purchaser  suing  for  a  rescission  on 
the  ground  of  the  vendor's  default,  must  not  himself  be  in  default," 
and  must,  therefore,  in  this  class  of  cases,  have  performed  or  tendered 
performance  of  all  acts  of  which  performance  is  then  due  from  him,*' 
unless  a  tender  or  offer  would,  under  the  circumstances,  be  useless.*'  In 
actions  at  law  based  upon  rescission  it  is  necessary  for  a  vendee  in  pos- 
session to  restore  or  offer  to  restore  possession  of  the  premises  before  he 
can  sue.**  Some  authorities  hold  that  this  rule  is  not  applicable  in  suij^ 
in  equity  for  rescission,*^  it  being  sufficient  to  offer  in  the  bill  of  cofiiT 
plaint  to  return  what  has  been  received  and  to  make  a  tender  of  it  i&a 
the  trial.'"  Other  authorities,  however,  require  a  prior  surrendet:"Wf 
possession  or  tender  or  offer  thereof  as  a  condition  precedent  to  ^p?* 
save  in  exceptional  cases,*^  as,  according  to  some  of  them,  where  'MW)i» 

i  .'J  Jio 
equitable  remedy,  reaches  also  to  JpQ-e- 
scission  by  judicial  action,  b&sed  ''•Wi 
the  right  to  rescind  for  the  I'iaSBiiB 
charged  in  the  bill."  Du  B*S8(«i'Nti- 
gent,  69  N.  J.  Eq.  145,  60  Mi.  SSSl',   o  i 

90.  Eohrof  V.  Schulte,<W4  Indl  IfeSI 
55  N.  E.  427;  Vail  v.  E^fladsi  inm 
Y.  297,  23  N.  E.'  301.  «o§uM..-j  eiocfna 

[a]  This  Matter  ^AffeTrf^  gM*  #4 
Question  of  Costs.  -^  mbo&  ?«  MggiftJ 
69  N.  J.  Eq.  145,  tfo  sAtl.-oeSSf.Bo  riA 

91.  Ala.  — .^ee  ^mim"'^'^  :6§ftkp« 
Ala.  772  {qaeijr).fi-mkmVe,'^'^ytAGv. 
Goss,  154  Ala.  iW^lSa*  IS'BS9.oi231i 
Cai.  —  Ca.morni^'^ii&m^mi^  dd'Av. 
Schiappa-Pietra /'  ^St^'Qa^.  <¥5Z/9n  Eaes 
593:  Buena  Xika'-t.  «P¥?<C(/J%.  mniWji^ 
107  Cal.  243,  &T^&'%^m"in:!^&ify 
V.  Cole,  164  ™^116','il#fc''Kf4Si8'.wigid;f 
Patten  c.-^t^aA?,  ^^Sfe.  ^§A     [  cf  ] 

Sees«pra,  T7*^?^"'^'S'-'-"I9f  l£«o3ioq  eid 

[a]  TKoWe  mt^Msii^^mUi&Sxf? 
If  the  ven'de¥'i^  g^oP"iiit'J?^¥eSs8)4i 
and  wish^'fo^lfesliW  il^finM"fiVtfi 
fair  notice  *b|  ■&  miM¥d^  t'6^«t  %6rf 
and  mum  ■'Mi6me¥^T^'mS/-'jS^^ 
ender  ®t%l^?e  W.Mi  ^^^»  of  »iis 


82.  Andrews  v.  Thayer  (Okla.),  171 
Pac.  1117. 

83.  Bullitt  V.  Eastern  Kentucky 
Land  Co.,  99  Ky.  324,  36  8.  W.  16  j 
Lewis  V.  Morton,  5  T.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  1. 

84.  Bullitt  V.  Eastern  Kentucky 
Land  Co.,  99  Ky.  324,  36  S.  W.  16. 

Enforcement  of  lieu,  see  supra,  II,  C. 

85.  Norris  v.  Letehworth,  167  Mo. 
App.  563,  152   S.  W.  421. 

86.  Ayres  v.  Mitchell,  3  Smed.  & 
M.  (Miss.)  683. 

87.  Hawkins  v.  Merritt,  109  Ala. 
261,  19  So.  589j  Eunkle  v.  Johnson,  30 
ni.   328,  83   Am.  Dec.   191. 

[a]  As  when  the  vendor  has  no  title 
and  is  not  able  to  perform.  Hawkins 
V.  Merritt,  109  Ala.  261,  19  So.  589; 
Read  v.  Walker,  18  Ala.  323;  Wilhelm 
V.  Fimple,  31  Iowa  131,  7  Am.  Eep.  117. 

88.  See   supra,   II,   B,   2. 

89.  Ky.  —  Shields  v.  Lewis,  20  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  1601,  49  S.  W.  803.  N.  J.— Du- 
bois V.  Nugent,  69  N.  J.  Eq.  145,  60  Atl. 
339.  N.  Y.  — Vail  v.  Eeynolds,  118  N. 
Y.  297,  23  N.  E.  301,  quoted  in  Davis  v. 
Eosenzweig  Realty  O.  Co.  192  N.  Y.  128, 
84  N.  E.  943,  127  Am.  St.  Eep.  890. 
Wis.  — Hall  v.  Baldwin,  143  Wis.  303, 
127  N.  W.  969. 

See  also  Spalding  v.  Hedges,  2  Pa. 
240. 

[a]  "The  distinction  between  the 
two  classes  of  remedies  is,  that  the 
action  brought  at  law  is  generally  based 
on  the  theory  that  the  rescission  "has 
already  been  legally  completed  by  the 
action  of  the  injured  party,  while  tl^ 


succeasj/f/lfi  m^^8W''?&%^>^" 
death,^  +.-XftP'3-i,.l  j^„ 


.o/!  .bbO  .bo 


•A  A 


286,  29^;'    ^ 

92!.  "'C^-tiioi^lkfaM'  ^'mvtii  d4:''V. 
SeMiaipiia-Pietra,''  ifel  W  *.7'S'2!  739^  51 

pijifei^sqs'.!',  '■'"'  ''V' ;  '-'  f"''  '"'"■'  ''■"-'" 

ta]  "i»fior  teiid^if  -W  ei^cii^l^l,  (1), 
where  the,,  taking  of  ,an  accouttt  is' 
4cls^TOPth§4sc^dft^ffimSilT  oTtiie 
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is  the  ground  for  rescission.^' 

3.  Parties.  —  The  general  rules  as  to  parties  in  suits  in  equity  apply 
to  a  suit  by  a  purchaser  for  rescission  of  the  contract  of  sale.'* 

4.  Bill  or  Complaint.^'' —  A  bill  or  complaint  by  a  purchaser  for  re- 
scission of  a  contract  of  sale  must  state  a  cause  of  action  for  rescission 
in  accordance  with  the  general  rules.'"  It  must  clearly  show  the  grounds 
relied  upon  for  rescission,'^  such  as  defect  of  title,'*  fraud  or  misrepre- 


evidence  of  facts  independent  of  the 
terms  of  the  contract  itself  (California, 
Farm  &  Fruit  Co.  v.  Schiappa-Pietra, 
151  Cal.  732,  91  Pae.  593;  or  (2)  when 
the  vendee  has  been  defrauded  in  tha 
sale  and  has  paid  a  part  or  all  the  pur- 
chase money,  or  made  improvements 
more  valuable  than  the  use  and  oc- 
pation  (Bailey  v.  Jordan,  32  Ala.  50); 
or  (3)  when  the  vendor  is  insolvent. 
Eead  v.  Walker,  18  Ala.  323,  331;  Elli- 
ott V.  Boaz,  9  Ala.  772. 

93.  Ala.  —  Earden  v.  Badham,  142 
Ala.  50O,  38  So,  1029;  Orendorff  v.  Tall- 
man,  90  Ala.  441,  7  So.  821;  Martin  v. 
Martin,  35  Ala.  560;  Eead  v.  Walker, 
18  Ala.  323.  Ind.  —  Eohrof  v.  Sehulte, 
154  Ind.  183,  55  N.  E.  427.  Minn. 
Kiefer  v.  Eogers,  19  Minn.  32.  N.  J. 
Dubois  «.  Nugent,  69  N.  J.  Eq.  145,  60 
Atl.  339.  Wis.  —  Hansen  v.  Allen,  117 
Wis.  67,  93  N.  W.  1135. 

An  oSer  in  the  bUl  to  do  eauity  is 
required  though.    See  infra,  II,  H,  4. 

94.  See  the  titles,  "Parties;"  "Re- 
scission .  and  Cancellation. ' ' 

[a]  The  original  rendor  is  a  neces- 
sary party  to  a  cross-bill  for  rescission 
filed  in  an  action  by  his  assignee  to 
collect  the  purchase  money.  Thompson 
V.  Shoemaker,  68  111.  256. 

t;b]  After  death  of  the  purchaser, 
his  personal  representative  is  the  prop- 
er party  plaintiff  where  the  return  of 
the  purchase  money  is  the  only  relief 
demanded,  and  when  the  vendor's  title 
has  been  divested.  Bryant's  Exr.  v. 
Boothe,  30  Ala.  311,  68  Am.  Dec.  117. 

[c]  Though  he  has  conveyed  his  in- 
terest in  the  premises,  the  grantee  may 
be  joined.  Mason  v.  Crosby,  1  Woodb. 
&  M.  342,  16  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,234. 

[i]  Persons  not  parties  to  the  con- 
tract or  the  fraud  alleged  and  against 
whom  no  relief  is  asked  are  not  neces- 
sary parties.  Dinwiddle  v.  Kelley,  46 
Ind.  392. 

[e]  The  wldo-w  and  children  of  a 
decedent  are  not  necessary  parties  to 
a  bill  for  rescission  of  a  sale  on  ac- 
count  of   the  fraud  of  the  vendor  in 
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,  falsely  representing  he  had  a  contract 
of  purchase  from  the  administrator  of 
said  decedent.  Dinwiddie  v.  Kelley,  46 
Ind.  392. 

[f  J  A  mortgagee  whose  debt  is  as- 
sumed by  the  purchaser  is  not  a  neces- 
sary party  when  it  is  not  alleged  that 
he  accepted  the  purchaser  as  a  debtor 
in  lieii  of  the  original  debtor  or  that  he 
was  otherwise  connected  with  the 
transaction.  Orendorff  v.  Tallman,  90 
Ala.  441,  7  So.  821. 

[g]  Lessee  of  purchaser  is  neces- 
sary party.  Davis  v.  Hall,  4  Mon.  (Ky.) 
23. 

95.  Apparent  laches  should  be  ex- 
cused. Axtel  V.  Chase,  77  Ind.  74.  See 
22  Standard  Peoc.  1006,  and  the  title 
"Laches." 

96.  Cal.  — Salfield  v.  Sutter  Co. 
Land  I.  &  E.  Co.,  94  Cal.  546,  29  Pac. 
1105;  Shopbell  v.  Boyd,  9  Cal.  App. 
136,  98  Pac.  69,  complaint  held  sufS- 
cient.  Tex.  —  Hagelstein  v.  Blaschke 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  149  S.  W.  718  (peti- 
tion held  sufficient);  Clay  County  L. 
&  C.  Co.  V.  Skidmore,  26  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
472,  64  S.  W.  815;  Bolin  v.  Guieral 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  37  S.  W.  618.  Wis. 
Hall  17.  Bank  of  Baldwin,  143  Wis.  303, 
127  N.  W.  969. 

See  the  titles  '"'Bills  and  Answers;" 
"Bescission  and  Cancellation." 

[a]  Multifariousness.  —  The  fact 
that  the  plaintiff  bases  his  right  to  re- 
scission on  two  distinct  grounds  does 
not  render  the  petition  multifarious. 
Allred  v.  Tate,  113  Ga.  441,  39  S.  E. 
101.   See  the  title  "Multifariousness." 

[b]  Matters  of  Defense.  —  The 
plaintiff  need  not  negative  the  exer- 
cise by  the  vendor  of  the  option  or 
election  to  declare  the  contract  at  an 
end  as  this  is  a  matter  of  defense.  Bur- 
cum  V.  Gaston  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  196  S. 
W.  257.  See  generally  6  Standard 
Proc.  681;  4  Standard  Peoc.  118;  22 
Standard  Peoc.  1006. 

97.  See  22  Standaed  Proc.  996. 

98.  Ala.  — Eead  v.  Walker,  18  Ala. 
323,    bill    Buficient.    Cal.  —  Walker   v. 
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sentation,^'  or  accident  or  mistake.^  The  bill  must  allege  a  performance 
of  conditions  precedent,''  or  an  excuse  for  non-performance,'  and  an 
offer  to  do  equity,*  including  an  offer  to  restore  what  was  received  under 
the  contract,^  and  to  account  for  the  rent  and  profits.'  It  should,  of 
cause,  pray  for  a  rescission  of  the  contract,^  and  may  ask,  in  addition, 
that  the  deed  be  cancelled,*  that  the  uncollected  notes  be  restored,'  and 
that  judgment  be  rendered  for  the  purchase  money  paid.^" 

5,  Defendant's    Pleadings. —  Defendant's    pleadings    should    be 
framed  in  accordance  with  the  general  rules  elsewhere  treated.** 

6.  Trial  or  Hearing  and  Reference.  —  The  trial  or  hearing  proceeds 


Sedgwick,  8  Cal.  398;  Poheim  v.  Mey- 
ers, 9  Cal.  App.  31,  98  Pac.  65.  Miss. 
Alexander  v.  Moye,  38  Miss.  640;  Ayres 
V.  Mitchell,  3  Smed.  &  M.  683;  Moss  v. 
Davidson,  1  Smed.  &  M.  112.  Tenn. 
Compare  Topp  v.  White,  12  Heisk.  165, 
180. 

[a]  The  nature  of  the  incumhrances 
or  outstanding  titles  must  be  shown. 
Ayres  v.  Mitchell,  3  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.) 
683. 

[b]  An  allegation  that  the  vendor 
has  no  title  whatever  is  insufficient. 
Alexander  v.  Moye,  38  Miss.  640. 

[c]  Allegation  on  information  and 
belief  as  to  incumbrances  does  not  ren- 
der the  bill  defective.  Eead  v.  Walker, 
18  Ala.  323.  But  see  Clay  County  L.  & 
C.  Co.  V.  Skidmore,  26  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
472,  64  S.  W.  815,  and  generally  the 
title  "information  and  Belief." 

99.  Ala.  —  Orendorff  v.  Tallman,  90 
Ala.  441,  7  So.  821,  allegation  held  suf- 
ficient. Ind.  —  Dinwiddle  v.  Kelley,  46 
Ind.  392,  complaint  held  sufficient. 
Miss.  —  Moss  V.  Davidson,  1  Smed.  & 
M.  112.  Ore.  —  Society  of  Independent 
Doukhobors  v.  Hecker,  83  Ore.  65,  162 
Pac.  851. 

See  22  Standakd  Peoc.  997,  and  the 
title  "Fraud  and  Deceit." 

[a]  A  fraudulent  intent  is  not 
necessary,  and  allegations  as  to  the 
wilful  and  fraudulent  character  may 
be  treated  as  superfluous  if  the  repre- 
sentations and  their  falsity  are  proved. 
Dubois  V.  Nugent,  69  N.  J.  Eq.  145,  60 
Atl.  339. 

1.  Ayres  v.  Mitchell,  3  Smed.  &  M. 
(Miss.)  683.  See  22  Standard  Pkoc. 
997,  1002;  8  Standard  Peoc.  416;  and 
the  title  "Mistake." 

2.  See  supra,  II,  H,  2. 

[a]  Demand  for  Deed.  —  Axtel  v. 
Chase,  77  Ind.  74. 
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[b]  Notice  to  Vendor  To  Comply 
With  Contract.  —  Menzies  v.  Tasker- 
Halsted  Realty  Co.,  164  N.  Y.  Supp. 
403. 

[c]  Must  allege  a  restoration  of 
possession  where  this  is  a  condition 
jrecedent.  Davis  v.  Tarwater,  15  Ark. 
286.  See  supra,  11,  H,  2. 

An  allegation  of  abandonment  of 
possession  is  insufficient.  Davis  v.  Tar- 
water, 15  Ark.  286. 

3.  Orendorff  v.  Tallman,  90  Ala.  441, 
7  So.  821;  Elliott  V.  Boaz,  9  Ala.  772. 

[a]  If  the  plaintiif  alleges  that  he 
has  not  now  and  never  had  possession, 
he  need  not  allege  a  restoration  of  pos- 
session. Orendorff  v.  Tallman,  90  Ala. 
441,  7  So.  821. 

4.  See  22  Standard  Peoc.  1008. 

5.  Eohrof  V.  Schulte,  154  Ind.  1S3, 
55  N.  E.  427;  Axtel  v.  Chase,  77  Ind. 
74;  Eabenau  v.  Harrell  (Mo.),  213  S. 
W.  92,  tender  of  reconveyance  in  bill. 

6.  Axtel  V.  Chase,  77  Ind.  74. 

7.  Allred  v.  Tate,  113  Ga.  441,  39  S. 
E.  101.   See  22  Standard  Peoc.  1015. 

8.  Allred  v.  Tate,  113  Ga.  441,  39  S. 
E.  101. 

9.  Allred  v.  Tate,  113  Ga.  441,  39  S. 
E.  101. 

10.  Allred  V.  Tate,  113  Ga.  441,  39 
S.  E.  101. 

11.  See  22  Standaed  Proc.  1015, 
1017,  1019,  and  the  titles  "Answers;" 
"BlUs  and  Answers;"  "Denials;" 
"Pleas  in  Equity;"  and  the  titles  deal- 
ing with  particular  defenses. 

[a]  Vendor's  title  should  be  set 
forth  in  his  answer.  Topp  v.  White,  12 
Heisk.   (Tenn.)  165,  180. 

fb]  Defense  of  Laches.  —  Tracy  v. 
Smith,  175  Cal.  161,  165  Pac.  535. 

[c]  Counterclaim  on  unpaid  notes 
taken  up  by  vendor.  Knupp  v.  Bell, 
243  Fed.  157,  156  C.  C.  A.  23. 
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as  in  other  similar  eases."    A  reference  may  be  taken,  under  proper 
circumstances,  in  the  court's  discretion." 

7.  Judgment  or  Decree.  —  The  judgment  or  decree  should  be  in 
accordance  with  the  general  principles  elsewhere  treated.^*  The  nature 
of  the  relief  awarded  is,  within  proper  limits,  subject  to  a  sound  judicial 
discretion.^'  On  decreeing  a  respission  on  the  application  of  a  pur- 
chaser, the  court  should  decree  full  relief."  The  court  should  direct  a 
return  of  the  land^'  and  a  reconveyance  where  necessary,^^  and  an  ac- 
counting for  the  use  and  occupation  and  for  any  waste  committed,^^  as 
well  as  for  any  permanent  and  valuable  improvements  erected  by  the 
purchaser;^"  and  should,  as  an  incident  to  the  main  relief,  direct  a 
return  of  the  amounts  paid  on  the  contract.^*    The  court,  in  the  exercise 


12.  iSee  22  Standard  Pboc.  1022; 
the  titles  "Hearing;"  «' Trial;"  and 
titles  dealing  with  particular  aspects 
of  trial  practice.  , 

[a]  Variance.  —  See  22  Standard 
Pboc.  1023  and  the  title  "Variance 
and  Failure  of  Proof."  (l)Iminaterial 
variance  as  to  time  and  place  of  con- 
tract. Pennington  v.  Eoberge,  122 
Minn.  295,  142  N.  W.  710.  (2)  "When 
a  fraudulent  misrepresentation  of  a 
material  fact  is  alleged,  proof  of  an 
honest  mistake  only  is  not  a  fatal  vari- 
ance. Lanier  v.  Hill,  25  Ala.  554.  See 
Mason  v.  Crosby,  1  Woodb.  &  M.  342, 
16  Ped.  Cas.  No.  9,234,  query.  (3)  Un- 
der an  allegation  of  conveyance  to  two 
of  the  complainants,  proof  of  convey- 
ance to  one  only  is  not  a  material  vari- 
ance.  Lanier  v.  Hill,  25  Ala.  554. 

13.  See  the  title  "References,"  and 
Buchanan  v.  Alwell,  8  Humph.  (Tenn.) 
516. 

[a]  When  the  bm  charges  a  defect 
in  the  vendor's  title,  either  party  may 
move  a  reference  to  ascertain  whether 
a  good  title  can  be  made.  Bead  v. 
Walker,  18  Ala.  323. 

14.  See  22  Standard  Proc.  1030,  and 
generally  the  titles  "Decrees;"  "Judg- 
ments." 

15.  See  22  Standard  Pboc.  1030. 
[a]    If  it  appears  that  the  vendor 

can  complete  his  title  in  a  reasonable 
time,  the  chancellor  may  afford  him  a 
reasonable  time  therefor.  Bead  v. 
Walker,  18  Ala.  323. 

16.  Ala.  —  Scruggs  v.  Driver 's  Exrg., 
31  Ala.  274;  Homer  v-  Purser,  20  Ala. 
573.  Ind.  — Eohrof  v.  Schulte,  154  Ind. 
183,  55  N.  E.  427.  N.  Y.  — Davis  v. 
Eosenzweig  Eealty  O.  Co.,  192  ,N.  Y. 
328,  84  N.  E.  943,  127  Am.  St.  Bep. 
890.    S.   D.  —  Wolfinger  v.  Thomas,  22 
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S.  D.  57,  115  N.  W.  100,  133  Am.  St. 
Eep.  900. 
See  22  Standard  Pboc.  1032. 

[a]  Form  of  judgment,  see  Haga- 
dorn  Inv.  Co.  v.  Sinn,  61  Colo.  224,  155 
Pac.  384. 

[b]  If  a  rescission  cannot  be  had, 
damages  for  fraud  may  be  allowed 
when  the  petition  prays  such  relief  as 
the  facts  alleged  and  the  proof  may 
show  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to.  Hagel- 
stein  V.  Blaschke  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  149 
S.  W.  718.  See  22  Standaed  Pboc.  3037. 

17.  Isou  V.  Sanders,  163  Ky.  605, 
174  S.  W.  505;  Williams  v.  Eogers, 
2  Dana  (Ky.)  374.  See  Anderson  v. 
Ohnoutka,  84  Neb.  517,  121  N.  W.  577. 

18.  Homer  i;.  Purser,  20  Ala.  573; 
Ison  17.  Sanders,  163  Ky.  605,  174  S.  W. 
505.    See  22  Standard  Proc.  1034. 

[a]  If  the  contract  of  sale  has  been 
filed  of  record,  the  court  may  suspend 
the  issuance  of  execution  until  the  exe- 
cution and  filing  of  a  release.  Colpe  v. 
Lindblom,  57  Wash.  106,  106  Pac.  634. 

19.  Ison  V.  Sanders,  163  Ky.  605, 
174  S.  W.  505;  Williams  v.  Bogers,  2 
Dana  (Ky.)  374.  See  Lancoure  v.  Du- 
pre,  53  Minn.  301,  55  N.  W.  129;  An- 
derson V.  Ohnoutka,  84  Neb.  517,  121 
N.  W.  577. 

20.  Williams  v.  Eogers,  2  Dana  (Ky.) 
374.  See  Lancoure  v.  Dupre,  53  Minn. 
301,  55  N.  W.  129;  Anderson  f.  Oh- 
noutka, 84  Neb.  517,  121.  N.  W.  677, 
and  22  Standard  Proc.  1041. 

21.  la.  —  Eohrof  v.  Schulte,  154 
Ind.  183,  55  N.  E.  427.  Ky.  — Williams 
V.  Eogers,  2  Dana  374.  N.  Y.  —  Davis 
V.  Eosenzweig  Eealty  O.  Co.,  392  N.  T. 
128,  84  N.  E.  943,  127  Am.  St.  Eep.  890. 
Tenn.  —  Pilcher  v.  Smith,  2  Head  208. 
Vt.  — Newberry  v.  French,  98  Vt.  479, 
36  S.  E.  519. 

See  22  Standard  Pboc.  1035. 
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of  its  equity  powers,  may  make  the  judgment  for  repajrment  a  lien 
on  the  premises  until  repayment,^^  and  order  the  land  to  be  sold  if  the 
money  is  not  paid  by  a  specified  tirne.^^  The  court  may  direct  a  return 
for  cancellation  of  the  purchase  money  notes  given  by  the  plaintiff,^*  or 
it  may  enjoin  their  collection.^^  On  rescission  of  the  sale,  the  purchase 
money  mortgage  f  alls.^® 

I.  Injunction  Against  Collection  of  Purchase  Money.  —  1.  Gen- 
erally. —  In  accordance  with  the  general  rules  relating  to  injunctive 
relief,  in  similar  cases,^^  a  purchaser  may,  in  a  proper  case,  enjoin  the 
collection  of  the  purchase  money,^*  unless  he  has  an  adequate  remedy  at 
law,^^  as  where  the  particular  ground  upon  which  the  action  is  based  is 
available  as  a  defense  in  the  action  for  the  purchase  money.^"    The  in- 


22.  Ala.  —  MeWilliams  v.  Jenkins, 
72  Ala.  480;  Foster  r.  Gressett's  Heirs, 
29  Ala.  393.  Ky.  —  Bullitt  v.  Eastern 
Kentucky  Land  Co.,  99  Ky.  324,  36  S. 
"W.  16;  Bibb  v.  Prather,  1  Bibb  313. 
Mich.  —  "Witham  v.  Walsh,  156  Mich. 
582,  121  N.  W.  309.  S.  D.  — Wolfinger 
V.  Thomas,  22  S.  D.  57,  115  N.  "W.  100, 
133  Am.  St.  Eep.  900.  Term.  —  PDcher 
V.  Smith,  2  Head  208.  Tex.  —  McFalls 
V.  Brown  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  37  S.  W. 
784.  Wis.  — Hall  v.  Bank  of  Baldwin, 
143  Wis.  303,  127  N.  W.  969. 

See  22  Standard  Pkoc.  1036,  and 
supra,  II,  C. 

Contra,  Davis  v.  Eosenzweig  Realty 
Operating  Co.,  192  N.  Y.  128,  84  N.  E. 
943,  127  Am.  St.  Eep.  890,  20  L.  E.  A. 
N.  S.  175. 

[a]  But  where  the  contract  was  not 
recorded  and  liens  have  been  acquired, 
the  decree  will  not  be  made  a  charge 
on  the  land.  Newberry  v.  French,  98 
Va.  479,  488,  36  S.  E.  519. 

23.  Foster  v.  Gressett's  Heirs,  29 
Ala.  393;  Matthew\  v.  Crowder,  111 
Tenn.  737,  69  S.  W.  779,  a  life  estate 
of  vendor.  See  22  Standard  Proc.  1036. 

24.  Ala.  —  Scruggs  v.  Driver 's  Exrs., 
31  Ala.  274.  Colo.  —  Hagadorn  Inv.  Co, 
V.  Sinn,  61  Colo.  224,  155  Pae.  384.  Ky. 
Isoa  V.  Sanders,  163  Ky.  605,  174  S.  W. 
505. 

25.  Lanier  v.  Hill,  25  Ala.  554;  Ison 
V.  Sanders,  163  Ky.  605,  174  S.  W.  505. 
See  infra,  II,  I. 

26.  Coffman  v.  Huek,  19  Mo.  435. 

27.  As  to  injunction  against  suits 
and  actions  generally,  see  the  title, 
"Suits  and  Actions." 

Equitable  Belief  against  judgments, 
see  15  Standard  Peoc.  256. 

28.  Ind. —  Wimberg  v.  Schwegeman, 
97  Ind.  528;  Fehrle  v.  Turner,  77  Ind. 
530;  Eeed  v.  Tioga  Mfg.  Co.,  66  Ind. 


21.  N.  Y.  — MUler  v.  Avery,  2  Barb. 
Ch.  582,  explaining  Johnson  v.  Gere,  2 
Johns.  Ch.  546.  B.  I. — iBlaekstone  Hall 
Co.  V.  Rhode  Island  Hospital  Trust  Co., 
39  E.  I.  69,  97  Atl.  484. 

[aj  When  the  suit  is  brought  in  an- 
other state  to  avoid  a  statute  of  the 
state  in  which  the  parties  reside.  Ban- 
dage V.  Btudebaker  Bros.  Mfg.  Co.,  142 
Ind.  148,  41  N.  E.  380,  51  Am.  St.  Eep. 
165,  34  L.  E.  A.  363.  See  the  title 
"Suits  and  Actions." 

[b]  A  deficiency  in  quantity,  when 
the  land  is  sold  by  the  acre  not  in 
gross,  has  been  held  to  be  a  ground  for 
injunction  against  the  collection  of  the 
purchase  price.  Koger  v.  Kane 's  Admr., 
5  Leigh  (32  Va.)  606.  See  also  More- 
dock  V.  Eawlings,  3  Mon.  (Ky.)  73; 
Shelby  V.  Smith's  Heirs,  2  A.  K.  Marsh. 
(Ky.)   5-04. 

[cj  An  offer  to  rescind  is  not  a  pre- 
requisite when  a  rescission  of  the  con- 
tract is  not  sought,  but  merely  an  in- 
junction until  the  vendor  shall  make 
good  his  representations  as  to  title. 
Warren  v.  Carey,  5  Ind.  319;  Addleman 
V.  Mormon,  7  Blackf.  (Ind.)  31.  Com- 
pare Williamson  v.  Eaney,  Freem.  Ch. 
(Miss.)  112. 

29.  Williams  v.  Neely,  134  Fed.  1, 
67  C.  C.  A.  171,  69  L.  E.  A.  232. 

30.  Ga.  —  Norton  v.  Graham,  130 
Ga.  391,  60  S.  B.  1049;  Moore  v.  Hill, 
59  Ga.  760.  Ind.  — Bicker  v.  Pratt,  48 
Ind.  73.  la.— -Smith  v.  Short,  11  Iowa 
523.  Mass.  —  Anthony  v.  Valentine,  130 
Mass.  119. 

See  the  title,  "Suits  and  Actions." 

Compare  infra,  II,  I,  2. 

[a]  The  diversity  of  opinion  as  to 
whether  a  partial  defect  of  title  can 
be  set  up  as  a  defense  to  an  action  on 
a  purchase  money  note  affects  the  right 
to  injunctive  relief.   Williams  v.  Neely, 
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junction  may  be  permanent,  or  it  may  be  temporary  merely  until  the 
termination  of  a  suit  with  reference  to  the  land.^^ 

2.  Failure  or  Defect  of  Title.  —  a.  Generally.  —  Where  a  defect  or 
failure  of  title  is  the  ground  relied  on  the  authorities  are  somewhat  at 
variance  as  to  when  a  court  of  equity  will  intervene  and  grant  injunctive 
relief.^^  The  right  to  relief  in  this  class  of  cases  seems  to  depend  in 
part  upon  whether  the  parties  have  provided, a  remedy  by  the  contract 
or  deed  upon  which  the  court  is  justified  in  compelling  them  to  rely 
under  the  circumstances.^'  When  no  deed  or  bond  for  deed  has  been 
executed  and  the  vendee  is  entitled  to  a  conveyance  of  good  title  upon 
payment,  equity  will  enjoin  the  collection  of  the  purchase  price  if  the 
grantor  is  unable  to  convey  a  good  title,^*  unless,  perhaps,  failure  of  the 
vendor's  title  is  admissible  as  a  defense  in  the  action  at  law.'"  If,  how- 
ever, the  obligations  to  pay  and  to  convey  are  independent,  equity  will 
not  interfere  unless  some  further  ground  of  equitable  relief  appears, 
such  as  insolvency  of  the  vendor." 


134  Fed.  1,  8,  67  C.  C.  A.  171,  69  L.  E. 

A.  232. 

[b]  If  the  defense  could  not  have 
been  Interposed  at  common  law,  a  stat- 
ute authorizing  the  defense  does  not 
take  away  equity  jurisdiction.  Harvey 
V.  Eyah,  59  W.  Va.  134,  53  S.  E.  7,  115 
Am.  St.  Eep.  897,  7  L.  E.  A.  N.  S.  445. 

31.  See  infra,  this  section. 

32.  See  Harvey  v.  Eyan,  59  W.  Va. 
134,  53  S.  E.  7,  115  Am.  St.  Eep.  897, 
7  L.  E.  A.  N.  S.  445  note,  and  infra 
this  section. 

[a]  In  Virginia  and  West  Virginia 
the  doctrine  has  been  extended  farther 
than  in  any  other  jurisdiction.  See 
Ralston  v.  Miller,  3  Band.  (24  Va.)  44, 
15  Am.  Dee.  704;  Harvey  v.  Eyan,  59 
W.  Va.  434,  53  S.  E.  7,  115  Am.  St. 
Eeu.  897,  7  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  445. 

33.  iSee  infra,  this  section. 

34.  Ky.  —  Vittitoe  v.  Jones,  6  J.  J. 
Marsh.  515.  Md.  —  Dorsey  v.  Hobbs, 
10  Md.  412.  See  also  Hilleary  v.  Crow, 
1  Har.  &  J.  542.  N".  C  — Brittain  v. 
McLain,  41  N.  C.  165.  Tenn.  —  Buchan- 
an V.  Alwell,  8  Humph.  616. 

[a]  When  a  vendor,  pretending  he 
has  a  title  bond  to  certain  land,  sells 
it,  and  afterwards  fraudulently  insists 
he  has  assigned  the  bond,  and  seeks  to 
enforce  the  collection  of  the  purchase 
money,  the  purchaser  may  perpetually 
enjoin  its  collection.  Brannum  v.  Elli- 
son, 58  N.  C.  435. 

[bl  A  tender  of  the  price  and  de- 
mand for  the  conveyance  to  which  he 
is  entitled  must  have  been  made  by 
the  vendee  so  as  to  put  the  vendor  in 
default.     Harris    v.    Bolton,     7    How. 
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(Miss.)  167,  See  McGehee  r.  Jones,  10 
Ga.  127.  Compare  the  cases  supra,  this 
note,  and  also  Smith  v.  Eobinson,  11 
Ala.  840,  holding  that  the  bill  must 
show  either  a  previous  tender  or  con- 
tain an  ofEer  to  pay  upon  conveyance 
of  a  good  title. 

35.  See  supra,  II,  I,  2,  b,  (I). 

36.  Long  V.  Brown,  4  Ala.  622.-  But 
compare  Vittitoe  v.  Jones,  6  J.  J.  Marsh. 
(Ky.)  515;  Brittain  v.  McLain,  41  N. 
C.  165. 

[a]  "Equity  will  not  interfere  be- 
tween the  parties  to  a  contract,  al- 
though it  be  executory,  where  no  fraud 
has  intervened,  but  will  leave  them  to 
seek  that  redress  for  its  violation 
which,  by  their  contract  they  have 
stipulated  for,  unless  there  exists  some 
special  ground  for  the  interposition  of 
a  court  of  equity."  Long  v.  Brown,  4 
Ala.  622,  627. 

[bl  In  case  of  executory  contracts 
in  which  the  purchase  price  is  payable 
in  installments  before  the  vendor  is 
bound  to  convey,  an  action  for  one  or 
more  installments  will  be  enjoined  until 
the  time  comes  for  the  vendor  to  per- 
form or  the  title  is  quieted,  on  a  show- 
ing that  the  vendor  has  not  a  market- 
able title,  and  is  insolvent,  or  there  is 
reasonable  ground  for  believing  the 
vendee,  if  required  to  pay  the  install- 
ments, will  lose  both  the  land  and  the 
money,  because  of  facts  unknown  to 
hira  when  he  made  the  contract.  Love- 
ridge  V.  Coles,  72  Minn.  57,  74  N.  W. 
1109.  See  also  Heavner  v.  Morgan,  30 
W.  Va.  335,  4  S.  E.  406,  8  Am.  St.  Rep. 
55. 
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b.  Covenant  of  Warranty.  —  (I.)  Permajient  Injunction.  —  Thus  a  pur- 
chaser who  is  in  possession  under  covenants  has  a  remedy  for  a  breach 
by  action  at  law  upon  the  covenants,^'  which  is  deemed  adequate,  and 
which  consequently  precludes  injunctive  relief  in  the  absence  of  special 
circumstances,^^  however  defective  the  vendor's  title  may  he.^^  Hence, 
according  to  the  weight  of  authority,*"  a  purchaser  in  possession  of  land 
under  a  deed  containing  covenants  of  warranty  or  under  a  bond  stipu- 
lating for  the  conveyance  of  title  with  covenants  of  warranty,  cannot 
permanently  enjoin  an  action  for  the  purchase  money  on  the  ground  of 
failure  of  consideration  arising  from  want  of  title,*^  or  of  a  partial  fail- 
ure of  consideration  on  account  of  defects  in  the  title,*^  when  no  fraud** 
or  insolvency,**  or  nonresideney*°  is  alleged  and  proved,  and  when  there 
is  no  eviction  under  a  paramount  title,  actual  or  eonstructive,*^  and 
when  no  suit  has  been  brought  against  him  by  the  rightful  owner  of  the 
land,*'  though  it  has  been  suggested  that  an  eviction  or  surrender  of  pos- 
session is  no  longer  necessary  to  the  plaintiff 's  cause  of  action.**   When, 


37.  See  supra,  II,  A. 

38.  U.  S.  —  Waiiams  v.  Neely,  134 
Fed.  1,  67  C.  G.  A.  171,  69  L.  B.  A.  232. 
Del.  —  Houston  v.  Hurley,  2  Del.  Ch. 
247.  Ind.  —  Wimberg  v.  Schwegeman, 
97  Ind.  528.  liliss.  —  Vick  v.  Percy,  7 
Smed.  &  M.  256.  Mo.  —  Jones  v.  Stan- 
ton, 11  Mo.  433;  Swain  v.  Burnley,  1 
Mo.  404.  N.  Y.  —  Edwards  v.  Bodine, 
26  Wend.  109;  Bumpus  v.  Platner,  1 
Johns.  Ch.  213.  N.  C.--Wilkins  v. 
Hogue,  55  N.  C.  479.  Wis.  —  Walker  v. 
Wilson,  13  Wis.  522. 

39.  Houston  v.  Hurley,  2  Del.  Ch. 
247,  255. 

40.  For  contrary  cases  see  infra, 
this  section,  the  catchline  "Relaxation 
of  Rule  in  Some  States." 

4,1.  Ala.  —  Blanks  v.  Walker,  54 
Ala.  117.  Md..  — Gayle  v.  Pattle,  14 
Md.  69.  Mo.  —  Swain  v.  Burnley,  1  Mo. 
404.  N.  Y.  —  Miller  v.  Avery,  2  Barb. 
Ch.  682  overruling  Johnson  v.  Gere,  2 
Johns.  Ch.  546);  Bumpus  v.  Platner,  1 
Johns.  Ch.  213.  N.  0.  — Henry  v.  El- 
liott, 59  N.  C.  175;  Merritt  v.  Hunt,  39 
N.  C.  406.  Wis.  —  Walker  v.  Wilson,  13 
Wis.  522. 

[a]  But  equity  ma.y  enjoin  the 
money  due  on  the  judgment  until  the 
plaintiff  can  prosecute  his  action  on 
the  covenants,  and  may  compel  an  off- 
set in  case  of  recovery.  A  perpetual 
injunction  cannot  be  granted  however. 
Swain  V.  Burnley,  1  Mo.  404. 

42.  Ala.  —  Blanks  v.  Walker,  54  Ala. 
117.  HI.  —  Harding  v.  Commercial 
Loan  Co.,  84  111.  261.  Ky.  — Taylor  v. 
Lvon,  2  Dana  276.  Miss.  —  Vick  «. 
Percy,  7  Smed-  &  M.  256.   Mo.  — Jones 


V.  Stanton,  11  Mo.  433.  N.  J.  —  Hile  v. 
Davison,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  228.  Tenn. 
Merriman  v,  Norman,  9  Heisk.  269; 
Buchanan  v.  Alwell,  8  Humph.  516. 

43.  Ala.  — Gillham  v.  Walker,  135 
Ala.  459,  33  So.  537.  Del.  — Houston 
V.  Hurley,  2  Del.  Ch.  247.  Ind.  — See 
Strong  V.  Downing,  34  Ind.  300,  over- 
ruled by  Fehrle  v.  Turner,  77  Ind.  530, 
Mo.  —  Jones  v.  Stanton,  11  Mo.  433 
N.  Y,  — Abbott  V.  Allen,  2  Johns.  Ch. 
519,  7  Am.  Dec.  554.  Tenn.  —  Merri- 
man V.  Norman,  9  Heisk.  269.  Wis, 
Walker  v.  Wilson,  13  Wis.  522. 

44.  Ala.  —  Gillham  v.  Walker,  135 
Ala.  459,  33  So.  537;  Strong  v.  Waddell, 
66  Ala.  471.  Ind.  —  Wimberg  i>. 
Schwegeman,  97  Ind.  528.  Ohio. — ^Kyle 
V.  Thompson's  Admr.,  11  Ohio  St.  616. 
Tenn. —  Merriman  v.  Norman,  9  Heisk. 
269. 

45.  See  infra,  this  section. 

46.  Ind.  —  Wimberg  v.  Schwegeman, 
97  Ind.  528.  Ky.  —  Simpson  v.  Haw- 
kins, 1  Dana  303.  N.  Y.  —  Bumpus  v. 
Platner,  1  Johns.  Ch.  213.  Ohio.  —  Kyle 
V.  Thompson's  Admr.,  11  Ohio  St.  616. 
Tenn.  —  Merriman  v.  Norman,  9  Heisk. 
269.  Tex.  —  Frantz  v.  Masterson  (Tex. 
t!iv.  App.),  133  S.  W.  740. 

[a]  An  eviction  Is  an  indispensable 
part  of  plaintiff's  claim  for  relief  on 
the  ground  of  a  failure  of  considera- 
tion. Bumpus  V.  Platner,  1  Johns.  Ch. 
(N.  T.)  213.  See  also  Walker  v.  Gil- 
bert, 7  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)  456. 

47.  Miller  v.  Avery,  2  Barb.  Ch.  (N. 
T.)  582.  See  Strong  v.  Downing,  34 
Ind.  300. 

48.  Williams  v.  Neely,  134  Fed.  1, 
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however,  the  covenant  of  warranty  has  been  actually  broken,  as  when 
there  has  been  an  eviction,  either  actual  or  constructive,  and  when  the 
vendor  is  insolvent,^^  or  when  he  is  a  nonresident  without  sufficient 
property  in  the  state  to  make  good  damages  for'  the  breach  of  the 


9,  67  C.  C.  A.  171,  69  L.  R.  A.  232.  Con- 
tra, MeGehee  v.  Jonas,  10  Ga.  127,  134. 
[a]  "There  is  much  diversity  of 
opinion  in  the  courts  of  the  states  upon 
the  question  when  a  partial  defect  of 
title  is  available  to  reduce  a  recovery 
in  an  action  at  law  for  the  purchase 
price.  *  *  *  Naturally  the  use  of  the 
equitable  remedy  of  an  injunction 
against  the  prosecution  of  an  action 
at  law  for  the  purchase  price  varies  in 
the  different  states  with  the  different 
rules  which  they  have  adopted  for  the 
admission  of  this  defense  at  law.  *  *  * 
A  class  of  authorities  is  cited  to  the 
effect  that  a  partial  or  total  failure  of 
the  title  conveyed  by  a  warranty  deed 
presents  no  defense  in  equity  to  the 
payment  of  the  purchase  price,  unless 
the  vendee  has  been  evicted  from,  or 
has  surrendered  possession  of,  the  land, 
because  until  that  time  there  is  no 
breach  of  the  covenant  against  rightful 
claims  for  title  and  possession.  Pattou 
V.  Taylor,  7  How.  133,  159,  12  L.  ed. 
637;  Elliott  v.  Thompson,  4  Humph. 
(Tenn.)  99,  40  Am.  Dee.  630;  Buchanan 
V.  Alwell,  8  Humph.  516,  518;  "Wim- 
berg  V.  Schwegeman,  97  Ind.  529,  530; 
Wilkins  v.  Hogue,  55  N.  C.  479,  481; 
Viek  V.  Percy,  7  Smedes  &  M.  [Miss.] 
256,  46  Am.  Dec.  303.  These  decisions 
seem  to  adopt  the  ancient  rule  of  the 
common  law  that  a  partial  failure  of 
consideration  is  no  defense  to  a  prom- 
issory note.  That  rule  has  long  since 
been  abolished  both  at  law  and  in 
equity,  and  an  application  of  the  mod- 
ern rule  evidenced  by  the  decisions 
cited  in  the  earlier  part  of  this  opin- 
ion leads  logically  to  a  different  con- 
clusion from  that  announced  in  these 
opinions.  If,  however,  we  concede 
their  correctness,  they  go  no  farther 
than  to  hold  that  until  the  covenant 
against  rightful  claims  to  the  title  and 
possession,  which  was  under  consider- 
ation in  those  cases,  is  completely 
broken,  and  all  the  possible  damage 
from  the  breach  has  accrued,  equity 
will  grant  no  relief.  The  relief  sought 
in  those  eases  was  denied  because  the 
covenant  against  lawful  claims  to  title 
and  possession  was  not  broken,  and  the 
damage   from    it    had   not   accrued,    so 
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long  as  the  vendee  enjoyed  the  undis- 
turbed possession  and  use  of  the  land, 
and  because  an  action  upon  that  cove- 
nant, when  broken,  would  furnish  a 
complete  remedy  to  the  vendee.  *  *  * 
The  covenant  in  question  here  is  not  - 
the  covenant  against  rightful  claims 
to  title  and  pdssession,  but  the  cove- 
nant against  incumbrances.  That  cove- 
nant was  broken  when  it  was  made. 
•  •  •  An  action  upon  it  will  furnish 
the  complainants  no  adequate  remedy;" 
and  an  injunction  will  be  allowed.  Wil- 
liams t:  Neely,  134  Fed.  1,  8,  9,  67  C. 
C.  A.  171,  69  L.  R.  A.  232. 

[b]  It  seems  that  a  judgment  of  a 
court  at  law  establishing  the  failure  of 
title  is  sufficient  to  sustain  the  suit  in 
equity  without  an  eviction.  Green  v. 
McDonald,  13  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)  445, 
454. 

49.  Ala.  —  Long  v.  Brown,  4  Ala. 
622>  Fla.  —  Tonge  v.  McCormick,  6  Tla. 
368,  63  Am.  Dec.  214.  Ga.  — See  Me- 
Gehee V.  Jones,  10  Ga.  127,  136.  Ind. 
Gillett  v.  Sullivan,  127  Ind.  327,  26  N. 
E.  827;  Wimberg  v.  Schwegeman,  97 
Ind.  528.  Ky.  —  Taylor  v.  Lyon,  2  Dana 
276;  Rawlins  v.  Timberlake,  6  Mon.  225, 
233;  Jones  v.  Waggoner's  Admr.,  7  J. 
J.  Marsh.  144;  Morrison's  Admrs.  v. 
Beckwith,  4  Mon.  73,  16  Am.  IJec.  136. 
Mo.  —  Jones  v.  Stanton,  11  Mo.  433.  W. 
Y.  —  Woodruff  i;.  Bunce,  9  Paige  443, 
38  Am.  Dec.  559.  Ohio.  —  Kyle  v. 
Thompson's  Admr.,  11  Ohio  St.  616, 
holding  the  decree  in  the  injunction 
suit  established  a  constructive  eviction 
to  the  extent  of  the  mortgage.  Tenn. 
Young  V.  Butler,  1  Head  640;  Ingram 
V.  Morgan,  4  Humph.  66,  40  Am.  Dec. 
626. 

[a]  "The  settled  rule  *  *  *  is, 
where  there  has  been  no  eviction,  a 
court  of  chancery  will  not  rescind  the 
contract,  or  stay  the  collection  of  the 
purchase-money,  if  the  case  be  free  of 
fraud,  for  a  mere  defect  of  title,  but 
will  leave  the  party  to  his  remedy  upon 
the  covenants  taken.  »  *  *  Andthis 
is  so  if  the  covenants  have  been  actu- 
ally broken,  unless  the  grantor  is  in- 
solvent, in  which  event  a  court  of 
equity  may  restrain  him  from  proceed- 
ing to  collect  the  whole  amount  due 
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covenant,""  equity  will  enjoin  the  collection  of  the  purchase  money, 
unless,  according  to  some  authorities,  the  purchaser  at  the  time  of  the 
sale,  had  notice  of  the  defects  in  the  title,"^  or  the  defect  in  title,  and  the 
insolvency  or  nonresidence  of  the  vendor  can  he  availed  of  hy  way  of 
defense  in  the  law  action.^^  There  is  also  an  exception  to  the  rule 
against  granting  an  injunction  in  the  case  of  fraud,"^  or  mistake,''*- un- 
less the  defense  is  available  in  the  action  for  the  purchase  money.^^  And, 
it  has  been  held,  when  the  purchaser  makes  a  case  which  would  entitle 
him  to  a  rescission  and  a  refund  of  the  purchase  money  if  it  had  been 
paid,  equity  will  enjoin  the  collection  of  the  purchase  money  without 
regard  to  the  vendor's  solvency."* 

Relaxation  of  Eule  in  Some  States.  —  According  to  some  cases,  equity 
will  enjoin  the  collection  of  the  purchase  money  to  the  extent  of  the  loss 
caused  by  the  defect  of  title,  when  the  vendee  is  in  possession  under  con- 
veyance under  covenants  of  general  warranty,  and  when  the  title  to  the 
land  is  questioned  by  suit  pending  or  threatened,  or  where  it  is  clearly 
shown  to  be  defective."'    It  will  do  so,  even  though  there  is  no  insolvency 


for  the  purchase-money,  and  may  off- 
set the  damages  occasioned  by  the 
breach  of  the  covenant  of  seizin,  etc., 
against  such  unpaid  purchase-money." 
Young  V.  Butler,  1  Head  (Tenn.)  639, 
648,  649. 

[b]  "When  the  defense  relied  on 
is  a  defect  in,  or  incumbrance  upon  the 
title,  and  the  vendor  is  insolvent,  or 
unable  to  respond  to  damages;  or,  if 
the  incumbrance  be  of  such  a  character 
that  it  does  not  admit  of  reduction  to 
a  money  value,  chancery  will  interfere, 
and  indemnify  the  purchaser,  by  ar- 
resting, pro  tanto,  the  collection  of  the 
purchase-money."  Kelly's  Heirs  v. 
Allen,  34  Ala.  663. 

[c]  When  the  solvency  of  the  grant- 
or is  doubtful,  the  court  may  grant  an 
injunction  until  the  vendor  furnishes 
an  indemnity  bond.  Jones  v.  Stanton, 
11  Mo.  433. 

50.  Eichardson  v.  Williams,  56  N.  C. 
116.  See  McGehee  v.  Jones,  10  Ga.  127, 
136. 

51.  Worthington  v.  Curd  &  Co.,  22 
Ark.  277;  Eawlins  i).  Timberlake,  6 
Mon.   (Ky.)   225,  232. 

5a.  Norton  v.  Graham,  130  Ga.  391, 
60  S.  E.  1049.   See  sv/pra,  II,  I,  1. 

53.  McGehee  v.  Jones,  10  Ga.  127, 
133;  Harvey  v.  Ryan,  59  W.  Va.  134, 
53  S.  B.  7,  115  Am.  St.  Rep.  897,  7  L. 
R.  A.  (N".  8.)  445. 

[a]  If  the  vendor  fraudulently  rep- 
resents his  title  to  be  good  equity  will 
enjoin  the  collection  of  the  purchase 
money  until  the   title  has  been   made 


good   as   represented.    Hinile   v.   Mar- 
gerum,  50  Ind.  240. 

[b]  Insolvency  of  the  vendor  must 
be  alleged  even  though  there  is  fraud 
according  to  some  authorities.  Smith 
V.  Short,  11  Iowa  523. 

54.  Harvey  v.  Ryan,  59  W.  Va.  134, 
53  S.  E.  7,  115  Am.  St.  Rep.  897,  7  L. 
R.  A.  (N.  S.)  445,  note. 

55.  Norton  v.  Graham,  130  Ga.  391, 
60  S.  E.  1049.    See  supra,  II,  I,  1. 

56.  Lanier  v.  Hill,  25  Ala.  554.  See 
Walker  v.  Gilbert,  7  Smed.  &  M. 
(Miss.)  456. 

57.  Fla.  —  Yonge  v.  MeCormick,  6 
Pla.  368,  63  Am.  Dee.  214.  Va.  — Mor- 
gan V.  Glendy,  92  Va.  86,  22  S.  E.  854; 
Ralston  v.  Miller,  3  Rand.  (24  Va.)  44, 
15  Am.  Dec.  704.  W.  Va.  —  Harvey  v. 
Ryan,  59  W.  Va.  134,  53  S.  E.  7,  115 
Am.  St.  Rep.  897,  7  L.  R.  A.  N.  S.  445; 
Kinports  v.  Rawson,  29  W.  Va.  487,  2 
S.  E.  85;  Thompson's  Admr.  v.  Catlett, 
24  W.  Va.  524;  Lovell  v.  Chilton,  2  W. 
Va.  410. 

[a]  In  Virginia  and  West  Virginia, 
injunctions  have  been  granted  against 
proceedings  to  collect  purchase  money, 
when  there  is  a  complete  failure  of 
title,  though  the  vendee  is  in  the  un- 
disturbed possession  of  the  property, 
and  the  vendor  is  neither  insolvent  nor 
a  nonresident,  and  though  no  suit  by 
the  real  owner  against  the  vendee  has 
been  prosecuted  or  threatened.  Harvey 
V.  Ryan,  59  W.  Va.  134,  53  S.  E.  7,  116 
Am.  St.  Rep.  897,  7  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
445. 
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of  the  vendor,^^  or  eviction  of  the  purchaser.^^ 

(II.)  Temporary  Injunction.  —  In  a  proper  case,  equity  may  temporarily 
enjoin  collection  of  the  purchase  money.*"  If  there  is  a  serious  question 
as  to  the  title,  and  a  suit  has  been  actually  eomxaenced  to  recover  a  por- 
tion of  the  land  sold  by  warranty,  equity  may  enjoin  the  vendor  from 
proceeding  at  law  until  the  title  has  been  tried.*^  And  it  has  been  held 
a  purchaser  in  possession  under  covenants  may  obtain  an  injunction 
until  he  can  have  the  question  of  doubtful  title  settled,  even  when  there 
is  no  eviction  or  fraud,  if  he  shows  he  is  in  imminent  danger  of  eviction, 
and  that  he  may  sustain  irreparable  damage  or  unreasonable  eviction 
in  the  event  of  a  future  eviction.*^ 

c.  Covenants  of  Seisin  and  Good  Title.  —  A  covenant  of  seisin  made 
by  one  who  has  no  title  gives  a  right  of  action  as  soon  as  it  is  made,*' 
and  therefore  equity  will  enjoin  the  collection  of  the  purchase  money 
when  the  vendor  is  insolvent,  even  though  there  has  been  no  eviction,** 


[b]  The  reason  is,  that  the  breach 
of  the  covenant  does  not  occur  until 
actual  or  constructive  eviction.  The 
vendee  has  no  right  of  action  until  that 
time  and  he  should  not  be  required  to 
take  the  hazard  of  the  future  insolv- 
ency of  his  vendor.  Harvey  v.  Eyan, 
59  W.  Va.  134,  53  S.  E.  7,  115  Am.  St. 
Eep.  897,  7  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  445. 

[c]  Though  the  purchaser's  demand 
is  in  the  nature  of  unliquidated  dam- 
ages, an  injunction  may  be  had.  Koger 
V.  Kane's  Admr.,  5  Leigh  (32  Va.)  606. 

58.  Harvey  v.  Eyan,  59  W.  Va.  134, 
53  S.  E.  7,  115  Am.  St.  Eep.  897,  7  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  445;  Eeniek  v.  Eenick, 
6  W.  Va.  285. 

59.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  An  eviction  is  not  essential, 
■when  the  purchaser  can  clearly-  show 
the  title  is  defective.  Koger  i>.  Kane's 
Admr.,  5  Leigh  (32  Va.)  606. 

60.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Bule  Stated.  —  "The  general 
rule  upon  this  subject  may  be  safely 
stated  in  these  words:  A  court  of 
equity  should  issue  an  injunction  to 
stay  an  action  at  law  upon  a  promis- 
sory note  for  the  purchase  price  until 
the  defense  of  reduction  arising  out  of 
the  same  transaction  is  allowed  when- 
ever the  remedy  at  law  is  less  certain, 
prompt  and  efficient  to  attain  the  ends 
of  justice,  either  because  the  interests 
of  the  parties  require  that  the  title  to 
the  land  should  be  perfected,  that  their 
rights  should  be  adjudicated,  and  that 
the  litigation  over  it  should  be  closed — 
a  result  which  no  remedy  at  law  is  ade- 
quate to  accomplish — or  because  it  en- 
tails circuity  of  action,  or  because  there 
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is  serious  danger  of  unjustifiable  loss 
or  injury  to  the  vendee,  which  a  court 
of  equity  may,  but  a  court  of  law  can- 
not, prevent."  Williams  v.  Neely,  134 
Fed..  1,  8,  67  C.  C.  A.  171,  69  L.  E.  A. 
232. 

61.  Harding  v.  Commercial  Loan 
Co.,  84  111.  251,  260  (dictum) ;  Edwards 
i;.  Bodine^  26  "Wend.  (N.  Y.)  109.  See 
also  Pehrle  v.  Turner,  77  Ind.  530. 

[a]  '  But  the  mere  bringing  of  an 
ejectment  suit  against  the  purchaser 
by  persons  claiming  a  paramount  title, 
without  establishing  the  fact  that  the 
plaintiff  in  such  suit  is  the  real  owner, 
affords  no  ground  for  an  injunction 
against  an  action  for  the  purchase 
money.  Ind.  —  Strong  v.  Downing,  34 
Ind.  300.  N.  Y.  — Miller  v.  Avery,  2 
Barb.  Ch.  582,  explaining  and  limiting 
Johnson  v.  Gere,  2  Johns.  Ch.  546.  W. 
Va.  —  Harvey  v.  Eyan,  59  W.  Va.  134, 
53  S.  E.  7,  115  Am.  St.  Eep.  897,  7  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  445. 

62.  Taylor  v.  Lyon,  2  Bana    (Ky.) 

[a]  Pending  a  quiet  title  suit  by 
the  vendee  against  the  vendor  and 
claimants  to  the  land,  an  injunction  re- 
straining a  suit  for  the  purchase  money 
pending  the  quiet  title  suit  may  be 
granted.  Blackstone  Hall  Co.  v.  Ehode 
Island  Hospital  Trust  Co.,  39  E.  I.  69, 
97  Atl.  484. 

63.  Leird  v.  Abernathy,  10  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)  626;  Wamsley  v.  Stalnaker,  24 
W.  Va.  214. 

64.  Leird  v.  Abernathy,  10  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)  626.  See  Walker  v.  Wilson,  13 
Wis.  522.    But  see  infra,  II,  I,  2,  d. 
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but  not,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  if  the  vendor  is  solvent  and  able  to 
respond  in  damages.*^ 

d.  When  Purchaser  Is  in  Possession  Without  Covenants.  —  When  the 
purchaser  is  in  possession  under  a  deed  without  covenants,  he  is  remedi- 
less, if  he  accepted  the  deed  without  being  deceived."  There  must  be 
fraud  to  warrant  injunctive  relief."'  But  if  the  deed,  contrary  to  the 
contract,  contains  no  covenants  against  incumbrances,  the  purchaser 
may  obtain  an  injunction  pro  tanto  particularly  when  the  grantor  is 
insolvent, ^^  unless,  it  has  been  held,  the  incumbrance  or  defect  of  title, 
can  be  set  up  in  the  law  action."' 

3.  Injunction  Against  Judgment  for  Purchase  Money.  —  The  en- 
forcement of  a  judgment  obtained  in  such  a  suit  for  purchase  money 
may  be  enjoined  in  accordance  with  rules  elsewhere  discussed.'" 

4.  Injunction  Against  Sale  Under  Trust  Deed.  —  A  sale  under  a 
deed  of  trust  to  secure  the  purchase  money,  may  be  enjoined  on  a 
proper  showing.'^ 

5.  Proceedings  To  Obtain  Injunction.  —  a.  Generally.  —  Suits  to  en- 
join the  collection  of  the  purchase  price  of  land  proceed  as  in  other 
similar  cases.'^    The  general  rules  as  to  parties  in  equity  suits  apply.'* 

b.  Pleadings.  —  The  complainant's  pleading  must  state   the  facts 


65.  N.  C.  —  Wilkins  v.  Hogue,  55 
N.  0.  479.  Va.  —  Koger  v.  Kane's 
Admr.,  5  Leigh  (32  Va.)  606.  W.  Va. 
Wamsley  v.  Stalnaker, '24  W.  Va.  214. 

66.  Del. —  Houston  v.  Hurley,  2  Del. 
Ch.  247.  Miss.  —  Green  v.  McDonald,  13 
Smed.  &  M..  445,  454;  Williamson  v. 
Eaney,  Preem.  Ch.  112.  Mo.  —  Jones  v. 
Stanton,  11  Mo.  433.  Vt.  — Bowen  v. 
Thrall,  28  Vt.  382. 

67.  Houston  v.  Hurley,  2  Del.  Ch. 
247,  255;  Bowen  v.  Thrall,  28  Vt.  382. 

[a]  But  the  mere  acceptance  of  a 
deed  without  covenants  does  not  in  it- 
self prove  fraud.  Houston  v.  Hurley, 
2  Del.  Ch.  247. 

68.  Bowen  v.  Thrall,  28  Vt.  382,  the 
incumbrance  exceeded  the  note,  and 
the  court  granted  an  injunction  until 
the  incumbrance  was  removed. 

69.  Eieker  v.  Pratt,  48  Ind.  73.  See 
supra,  II,  I,  1. 

70.  Wimberg  v.  Schwegeman,  97 
Ind.  528;  Hilleary  v.  Crow,  1  Har.  &  J. 
(Md.)  542.    See  supra,  II,  I,  1  and  !2. 

As  to  when  an  injunction  against  a 
judgment  for  purchase  money  will  be 
granted,  see  15  Standard  Pkoc.  308. 

71.  Miller  v.  Argyle's  Bxr.,  5  Leigh 
(32  Va.)  460;  Harvey  v.  Eyan,  59  W. 
Va.  134,  53  S.  E.  7,  115  Am.  St.  Eep. 
897,  7  L.  E.  A.  N.  S.  445,  463.  See  su- 
pra, IT,  I,  1  and  2. 

[a]  There  is  a  distinction  between 
an  injunction  against  a  sale  under  a 


deed  of  trust  and  one  against  a  judg- 
ment, for  it  is  not  equitable  to  permit 
a  sacrifice  by  sale  under  a  doubtful 
title,  though  it  may  be  just  that  the 
vendor  should  be  suffered  to  enforce  a 
judgment  for  his  purchase  money  when 
the  vendee  is  in  possession  since  the 
doubt  about  title  may  prove  frivolous. 
Miller  v.  Argyle's  Exr.,  5  Leigh  (32 
Va.)  460. 

[b]  If  there  is  a  cloud  hanging 
over  title,  the  sale  may  be  enjoined. 
Miller  V.  Argyle's  Exr.,  5  Leigh  (32 
Va.)  460. 

72.  See  the  titles  "Injunctions;" 
"Suits  and  Actions." 

73.  See  the  title,  "Parties." 

[a]  An  infant  purchaser  is  a  neces- 
sary party  to  a  suit  by  the  guardian 
who  executed  the  purchase  money  notes 
for  an  injunction  against  their  collec- 
tion. iSmith  V.  Todd,  5  J.  J.  Marsh. 
(Ky.)  7. 

[b]  In  an  action  by  the  surety,  the 
purchaser  is  a  necessary  party.  Walker 
V.   Gilbert,  7  Smed.  &  M.   (Miss.)   456. 

[c]  The  vendor  is  a  necessary  party 
(1)  to  a  suit  against  the  assignee  of 
the  purchase  money  notes  to  enjoin 
their  collection,  when  a  rescission  of 
the  contract  of  sale  is  sought.  Smith 
V.  Todd,  5  J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  7.  (2)' 
When  the  sale  was  made  by  an  agent 
for  the  vendor,  the  vendor  is  a  neces- 
sary party  although  the  bond  is  made 
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authorizing  injunctive  relief/*  It  should  allege  the  contract  of  pur- 
chase," stating  its  date"  and  terms.'''  The  other  facts  which  must  be 
alleged  depend  upon  the  grounds  relied  upon  and  what  is  regarded  in 
the  particular  jurisdiction  as  essential  to  justify  equitable  interference/' 
Thus  if  a  failure  or  refusal  to  make  the  conveyance  to  which  the  vendee 
is  entitled,  is  relied  upon,  the  facts  putting  the  vendor  in  default,  such 
as  previous  tender  and  demand,  must  be  alleged,''  or,  according  to  some 
authority,  the  complaint  must  at  least  aver  his  readiness  to  pay  upon  a 
sufficient  conveyance  being  made.*"  So,  where  relied  upon,  a  covenant 
and  its  breach  must  be  alleged.'^  The  same  is  true  as  to  a  deficiency  in 
the  quantity  of  land,®^  or  as  to  the  want  or  defect  of  title,"'  including 


payable  to  the  agent.    Davis  v.  Peake, 
2  A.  K.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  543. 

74.  McGehee  v.  Jones,  10  Ga.  127, 
133.  See  Smallwood  v.  Hatton,  4  Ind. 
Ch.  95;  infra  this  section;  and  gener- 
ally the  title,  "Suits  and  Actions." 

[a]  A  cross-complaint  for  an  in- 
junction is  sufficient  which  alleges  that 
the  notes  sued  on  were  given  for  pur- 
chase money  in  part  of  certain  land 
sold  and  conveyed  by  warranty  deed, 
that  the  vendor  at  the  time  of  the  exe- 
cution of  the  deed  was  not  seized  of 
the  land,  that  the  paramount  title  was 
and  still  is  in  a  specified  person,  where- 
by the  covenants  of  the  deed  are  brok- 
en, that  at  the  time  of  the  sale  the 
vendor  knowingly,  falsely  and  fraud- 
ulently represented  to  the  purchaser 
he  had  a  good  and  perfect  title  in  fee, 
that  the  purchaser  relied  on  said  repre- 
sentations, and  believing  them  to  be 
true,  was  induced  thereby  to  purchase 
the  said  real  estate  and  take  a  deed  of 
conveyance,  that  the  purchaser  took 
possession  and  held  the  same  until  he 
ascertained  the  vendor  had  no  title 
thereto,  that  he  surrendered  the  pos- 
session to  the  holder  of  the  legal  title 
and  has  been  out  of  possession  ever 
since  and  that  the  vendor  is  wholly  in- 
solvent. Hiukle  V.  Margerum,  50  Ind. 
240. 

[b]  Exhibits.  —  When  the  breach 
of  covenant  is  not  the  foundation  of 
the  action,  there  is  no  need  of  setting 
out  a  copy  of  the  deed  containing  the 
covenants.  Hinkle  v.  Margerum,  50 
Ind.  240.    See  the  title,  "Exhibits." 

[c]  Certainty.  —  Long  v.  Brown,  4 
Ala.  622;  McGehee  v.  Jones,  10  Ga.  127. 

[d'J  Fraud.  —  Bailey  v.  Jordan,  32 
Ala.  50. 

75.  Moore  v.  Hill,  59  Ga.  760. 

76.  Moore  v.  Hill,  59  Ga.  760. 

77.  Moore  v.  Hill,  59  Ga.  760, 
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As  to  alleging  contracts  generally 
see  the  title  "Implied  and  Express 
Agreements." 

78.  See  supra,  II,  I,  1  and  2. 

79.  See  supra,  II,  I,  1,  and  infra, 
this  note. 

[a]  Whether  the  covenants  are  de- 
pendent or  independent,  the  purchaser 
must  allege  a  tender  of  the  money  and 
demand  of  conveyance.  Harris  v.  Bol- 
ton, 7  How.  (Miss.)  167. 

[b]  An  allegation  of  tender  is  a 
conclusion  of  law  unless  it  state  the 
facts.  McGehee  v.  Jones,  10  Ga.  127. 
See  the  title  "Tender." 

80.  Smith  v.  Robinson,  11  Ala.  840. 

81.  See  supra,  II,  I,  2,  and  Hinkle  v. 
Margerum,  50  Ind.  240. 

[a]  As  to  covenants  of  seisin  and 
right  to  convey,  it  is  necessary  to  nega- 
tive the  words  of  the  covenant.  Young 
V.  Butler,  1  Head  (Tenn.)  640. 

[b]  As  to  the  covenant  against  inr 
cumbrances,  the  plaintiff  must  allege 
the  paramount  title  with  all  the  par- 
ticularity of  a  plaintiff  in  ejectment. 
Young  V.  Butler,  1  Head   (Tenn.)   640. 

82.  See  supra,  II,  I,  2,  b. 

83.  Long  V.  Brown,  4  Ala.  622;  Mc- 
Gehee V.  Jones,  10  Ga.  127,  133. 

[a]  When  averring  the  defects  of 
title,  the  plaintiff  (1)  must  allege  facts 
showing  in  what  respect  the  defect  in 
title  exists.  Strong  v.  Downing,  34  Ind. 
30O;  Harvey  v.  Eyan,  59  W.  Va.  134, 
53  S.  E.  7,  115  Am.  St.  Eep.  897,  7  L. 
B.  A.  (N.  S.)  445.  (2)  He  must  set 
forth  the  defect  of  title,  show  in  what 
it  consists,  to  what  portion  of  the  land 
it  applies,  and  what  its  value  is.  Mc- 
Gehee V.  Jones,  10  Ga.  127,  137. 

[b]  The  nature  of  the  adverse  claim 
or  incumbrance  must  be  alleged.  Gayle 
V.  Fattle,  14  Md.  69,  75. 

[c]  A  clear  ou'tstanding  title  in  a 
Stranger  must  be  alleged,    Harvey  v. 
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an  eviction,'*  or  the  fact  that  an  action  to  recover  a  portion  of  the  prem- 
ises, is  pending,^^  or  threatened.^^  Where  essential  to  or  relied  upon 
as  the  basis  of  injunctive  relief,  the  fraud,'^  insolvency'*  or  nonresi- 
dence''  of  the  vendor  must  be  alleged. 

Prayer.  —  Where  a  permanent  injunction  is  sought  by  a  vendee  in 
possession  he  should,  it  has  been  held,  pray  for  a  rescission  as  well  as 
injunction.^"  In  view,  however,  of  the  court's  power  to  adjust  its  decree 
to  the  equities,^^  this  would  not  seem  to  be  essential,  and  obviously 
would  not  be  necessary  where  a  mere  temporary  injunction  is  sought 
pending  the  making  of  a  good  title.^^ 

e.  Decree.^^ —  In  awarding  relief  the  court  will  adjust  its  decree  to 
the  equities  and  necessities  of  the  case.'* 


Eyan,  59  W.  Va.  134,  53  S.  E.  7,  115 
Am.  St.  Kep.  897,  7  L.  E.  A.  N.  S.  445. 
[d]  If  other  persons  claim  the  land, 
the  plaintiff  must  allege  their  names, 
and  show  by  what  title  they  claim. 
Lovell  V.  Chilton,  2  W.  Va.  410. 

84.  Wimberg  v.  Schwegeman,  97 
Ind.  528;  Gayle  v.  Fattle,  14  Md.  69, 
75.  Compare  Green  •;;.  McDonald,  13 
Smed  &  M.  (Miss.)  445,  454. 

85.  Green  v.  McDonald,  13  Smed.  & 
M.  (Miss.)  445. 

[a]  If  an  action  is  brought  by  the 
claimant  of  a  paramount  title,  it  must 
be  shown  that  he  is  the  real  owner  of 
the  land.  Miller  t;.  Avery,  2  Barb.  Oh. 
(N.  Y.)  582,  595;  Senter  v.  Hill,  5 
Sneed  (Tenn.)  505. 

86.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  If  a  suit  is  threatened  the 
ground  on  which  it  is  based  must  be 
alleged.  Kinports  v.  Eawson,  29  W.  Va. 
487,  2  S.  E.  85. 

87.  U.  S.  —  Patton  v.  Taylor,  7  How. 
132,  12  L.  ed.  637.  Ind.— Strong  v. 
Downing,  34  Ind.  300.  Ky.  —  Wiley  v. 
Fitzpatrick,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  582.  Ore. 
Britt  V.  Marks,  20  Ore.  223,  25  Pac.  636. 

See  generally  the  title,  "fraud  and 
Deceit." 

[a]  When  charging  fraud,  the  bill 
must  show  a  case  which  would  enable 
the  court  to  set  aside  the  contract  on 
that  ground.  Walker  v.  Gilbert,  7  Smed. 
&  M.  (Miss.)  456. 

88.  Ala.  —  Graham  v.  Tankersley, 
15  Ala.  634;  Long  v.  Brown,  4  Ala.  622. 
6a.  — McGehee  v.  Jones,  10  6a.  127. 
Ind.  —  Wimberg  v.  Schwegeman,  97 
Ind.  528.  N.  0.  —  Sparkes  v.  Kearney, 
55  N.  C.  481 .  Tenn.  —  Young  v.  Butler, 
1  Head  640.   W.  Va.  —  Contra,  Harvey 


V.  Eyan,  59  W.  Va.  134,  53  S.  E.  7,  115 
Am.  St.  Eep.  897,  7  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
445. 

89.  McGehee  v.  Jones,  10  Ga.  127, 
137;  Eiehardson  v.  Williams,  56  N.  C. 
116. 

[a]  An  allegation  in  the  alternative 
that  the  defendant  resides  out  of  the 
jurisdiction,  or  remains  for  the  greater 
part  of  his  time  without  the  jurisdic- 
tion, is  insufScient.  McGehee  v.  Jones, 
10  Ga.  127,  137. 

90.  Williamson  v.  Eaney,  Freem.  Ch. 
(Miss.)  112,  for  the  reason  he  will  not 
be  allowed  to  withhold  both  the  pur- 
chase money  and  possession. 

91.  See  infra,  II,  I,  c,  and  6  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  773;  13  Standard  Peoc.  192, 
198,  et  seq. 

92.  See  supra,  II,  I,  2,  b,  and  War- 
ren V.  Carey,  5  Ind.  319. 

93.  See  generally  the  titles  "De- 
crees; "  "  Judgments. ' ' 

94.  See  6  Standaed  Proc.  773;  13 
Standard  Peoc.  192,  198,  et  seq. 

[a]  Off-Setting  Damages  Against 
Price.  —  When  equity  restrains  a  pro- 
ceeding to  collect  purchase  money  on 
account  of  a  defect  of  title  and  the  in- 
solvency of  the  vendor,  it  may  offset 
the  damages  occasioned  by  the  breach 
against  the  unpaid  purchase  money. 
Young  V.  Butler,  1  Head  (Tenn.)  640, 
649.  See  also  McGehee  v.  Jones,  10  Ga. 
127. 

fb]  Eescission.  —  When  the  con- 
tract is  executory  and  the  vendor  has 
no  title,  the  court,  in  granting  relief, 
may  decree  a  repayment  of  the  sum 
advanced,  on  surrender  of  possession 
of  the  land  by  the  purchaser.  Bran- 
num  r.  Ellison,  58  N.  C.  435. 
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J.  Suit  foe  Specific  Performance.  —  The  procedure  in  a  suit  for 
specific  performance  is  elsewhere  diseussed.^^ 

III.  ACTIONS  BETWEEN  VENDOR  OR  PURCHASER  AND 
THIRD  PERSONS.  —  Actions  by  Vendor.  —A  vendor  in  possession  of 
the  premises  may  bring  an  action  of  trespass  against  persons  trespassing 
upon  the  land  sold,^'  but  he  cannot  maintain  such  action  for  trespasses 
occurring  after  having  parted  with  possession.^^  He  may  by  appropri- 
ate action  against  a  depositary  recover  the  deposit  made  by  the  pur- 
chaser and  forfeited  by  his  noncompliance  with  the  contract.^^ 

Actions  by  Purchaser.  —  When  the  contract  of  sale  lias  been  executed 
by  a  conveyance,  the  purchaser  is  entitled  to  the  same  remedies  as  his 
vendor  would  have  had  if  the  conveyance  had  not  been  made.^^  A  pur- 
chaser under  an  executory  contract  of  purchase  cannot  bring  an  action 
such  as  ejectment,  to  recover  the  property  from  a  third  person,^  except 
when  it  is  held  that  the  equitable  title  in  the  plaintiff  is  sufficient"  to  sup- 
port of  the  action.^  But  trespass  is  an  injury  to  possession,  and  a  pur- 
chaser, under  an  executory  contract  granting  him  possessory  rights,  may 
bring  an  action  of  trespass  against  a  third  person  for  injuries  com- 
mitted after  he  entered  into  possession.^    A  purchaser  cannot  maintain 


95.  See  the  title  "Specific  Per- 
formance." 

96.  Shaw  V.  Eobinson,  111  Ky.  715, 
64  S.  W.  620.  See  Texas  &  P.  B.  Co.  v. 
Bullard  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  127  S.  W. 
1152,  and  the  title  "Trespass." 

97.  Hueston  v.  Mississippi  &  K.  B. 
Boom  Co.,  76  Minn.  251,  79  N.  W.  92. 
See  the  title  "Trespass." 

As  to  action  on  the  case,  see  4 
Standard  Pboc.  630. 

98.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  The  vendor,  suing  a  depositary 
for  the  deposit  made  by  the  purchaser, 
must  allege  that  the  abstract  of  title 
furnished  by  him  showed  a  good  title 
to  the  land,  when  this  is  required  by 
the  contract.  Bowles  v.  XJmberson 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  I'Ol  S.~"W.  842. 

99.  Webb  v.  Seekins,  62  Wis.  26,  21 
N.  W.  814. 

1.  Young  V.  Latham,  132  Ala.  341, 
31  So.  448;  Johnson  v.  Collins,  17  Ala. 
318. 

2.  Cal.  —  Stephens  v.  Hambleton, 
115  Cal.  xvii,  47  Pae.  51.  Ga.  — See 
Lytle  V.  Anchor  Duck  Mills,  117  Ga. 
869,  45  S.  E.  271.  Kan.  — Jones  v.  Hol- 
lister,  51  Kan.  310,  32  Pac.  1115.  N.  Y. 
See  Murphy  v.  Loomis,  26  Hun  659.  Pa. 
Ohio  Eiver  Junction  E.  Co.  v.  Penn- 
sylvania Co.,  222  Pa.  573,  72  Atl.  271. 
Tex.  —  Sanderson  v.  Wellsford,  53  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  637,  116  S.  W.  382  (trespass 
to  try  title);  Mason  v.  Bender  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  97  S.  W.  715.   See  Brown 
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V.  Brown,  62   Tex.   Civ.  App.  308,  132 
S.  W.  887. 

[a]  Prior  possession  alone  is  suffi- 
cient to  support  ejectment  against  an 
intruder.  Stephens  v.  Hambleton,  115 
Cal.  xvii,  47  Pae.  51. 

[bj  A  purchaser  who  takes  posses- 
sion under  a  bond  for  a  deed  may  main- 
tain ejectment.  Jones  v.  HoUister,  51 
Kan.  310,  32  Pae.  1115. 

[e]  When  the  plaintiff  aUeges  pos- 
session and  ownership,  (1)  and  the  de- 
fendant's answer  is  simply  a  general 
denial,  a  nonsuit  is  improper  on  proof 
that  the  plaintifE  was  entitled  to  pos- 
session under  a  contract  of  purchase. 
Murphy  v.  Loomis,  26  Hun  (N.  Y.)  659. 
(2)  But  compare  Bennett  v.  Gray,  92 
Hun  (N.  Y.)  86,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  372, 
71  N.  Y.  St.  142,  which  holds  that  the 
purchaser  cannot  maintain  ejectment 
when  he  is  in  defalult  and  his  rights 
under  the  contract  are  purely  equit- 
able. 

3.  Minn.  —  Hueston  v.  Mississippi 
&  B.  E.  Boom  Co.,  76  Minn.  251,  79 
N.  W.  92.  Neb.  —  Gartner  v.  Chicago 
E.  L  &  P.  E.  Co.,  71  Neb.  444,  98  N. 
W.  1052.  Tex.  — Hooper  v.  Hall,  30 
Tex.  1S4;  Texas  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Bullard 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  127  S.  W.  1152.  Va. 
Virginian  E.  Co.  v.  Jeffries'  Admr.,  110 
Va.  471,  66  wS.  E.  731. 

[aj  If  the  contract  does  not  give 
the    purcbaser    possessory    ligbts^    h9 
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trespass  for  injuries  committed  prior  to  the  execution  of  his  deed,  or 
the  taking  of  possession,*  but  if  the  injury  is  a  continuing  one  he  may 
sue  for  the  damage  resulting  from  a  continuance  of  the  injury.^ 

Actions  Against  Purchaser.  —  Equity  may  in  a  proper  ease  enjoin  a 
vendee  with  notice  from  ejecting  a  person  in  possession  of  the  land.* 

"Parties. — The  general  rules  as  to  parties  apply  to  actions  between  a 
vendor  or  purchaser  and  third  persons.'' 

IV.  BONA  FIDE  PURCHASERS.  —  A.  Negativing  Bona  Fide 
Purchase.  —  The  claim  of  bona  fide  purchase,  being  in  its  nature 
affirmative  defensive  matter,®  need  not  be  negatived  in  a  bill  or  com- 
plaint." But  in  an  action  against  a  vendee  in  an  executory  contract 
by  one  claiming  under  a  subsequent  conveyance  from  the  grantor,  the 
defendant  must  allege  facts  showing  that  plaintiff  was  not  a  bona  fide 
purchaser.^" 

B.  Asserting  Claim  op  Innocent  Purchase.  —  1.  As  Plaintiff.  —  A 
plaintiff  claiming  as  an  innocent  purchaser  is  in  an  affirmative  attitude 
with  respect  to  such  claim  similar  to  that  of  a  defendant  relying  upon  it 
as  a  defense,  and  must  allege  it  in  substantially  the  same  language." 

2.  As  Defendant.  —  Unless  the  bill  or  complaint  discloses  the 
facts,^^  the  defense  that  the  defendant  was  a  bona  fide  purchaser 
for  value  cannot  be  taken  by  demurrer,^^  but  must  be  specially^*  pleaded 


eannot  sue  in  trespass.   Moyer  v.  Scott, 
30  Mich.  345,  347. 

i.  Benjamin  v.  American  T.  &  T. 
Co.,  196  Mass.  454,  82  N.  E.  681;  Ben- 
jamin V.  American  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.,  196 
Mass.  454,  82  N".  E.  681;  Litchfield  v. 
Norwood  Mfg.  Co.,  22  App.  Div.  569, 
48  N.  Y.  Supp.  496.  But  see  Texas  & 
P.  E.  Co.  V.  BuUard  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
127  S.  W.  1152,  holding  that  for  in- 
juries to  the  property  done  before  the 
purchaser  entered  into  possession,  he 
may  sue,  as  his  title,  on  completion  of 
the  purchase,  will  be  held  to  relate 
back  to  the  inception  of  his  claim. 
Texas  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  BuUard  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  127  S.  "W.  1152. 

5.  Benjamin  v.  American  Tel.  &  Tel. 
Co.,  196  Mass.  454,  82  N.  E.  681. 

6.  McEae  v.  MeMinn,   17  Fla.   876. 

7.  See   the  title,   "Parties." 

[a]  The  lienholder  is  not  a  neces- 
sary party  to  an  action  upon  an  in- 
fltrument  by  which  one  of  the  parties 
to  an  exchange  of  land  obligated  him- 
self to  remove  a  certain  lien  from  the 
land.    Scobey  v.  Finton,  39  Ind.  275. 

[b]  In  a  suit  against  a  rendee  by  a 
claimant  of  an  incumbrance,  a  person 
who  joined  the  vendor  in  the  deed  for 
the  purpose  of  relinquishing  a  collater- 
al claim  is  not  a  necessary  party.  Blair 
V.  Owles,  1  Munf.   (15  Va.)  38. 

8.  See  infra,  IV,  B,  2. 


9.  Eozell  V.  Chicago  Mill  &  L.  Co., 
76  Ark.  525,  89  6.  W.  469.  But  see 
Perkins  v.  Hays,  Cooke  (Tenn.)   163. 

[a]  An  allegation  that  the  defend- 
ant is  a  holder  in  bad  faith  is  an  al- 
legation of  a  conclusion  of  law.  State 
V.  Hackley,  124  La.  854,  50  So.  772. 

10.  Hamilton  v.  Williford,  90  Ga. 
210,  15  S.  E.  753;  Martin  v.  Thomas, 
56  W.  Va.  220,  49  S.  E.  118. 

[a]  Must  allege  possession  in  him- 
self when  the  plaintiff  acquired  his 
title,  or  that  the  latter  had  notice  actu- 
al or  constructive  of  the  outstanding 
title.  Hamilton  v.  Williford,  90  Ga. 
210,  15  S.  E.  753. 

11.  Young  V.  Schofield,  132  Mo.  650, 
660,  34  S.  W.  497.  See  also  Chew  v. 
Calvert,  Walk.  (Miss.)  54.  See  infra, 
IV,  B,  2. 

Necessity  of  negativing  bona  fide 
purchase  in  answer,  see  supra,  IV,  A. 

12.  Fountain  v.  Pateman,  189  Ala. 
153,  66  So.  75;  Hogau  v.  Scott,  186  Ala. 
310,  65  So.  209;  Kelley  v.  Chandler, 
184  Ala.   358,  63   So.  941. 

13.  Hogan  v.  Scott,  186  Ala.  310,  65 
So.  209;  Kelley  v.  Chandler,  184  Ala. 
358,  63  So.  941. 

14.  la.  —  Blackman  v.  Henderson, 
116  Iowa  578,  87  N.  W.  655,  56  L.  E.  A. 
902.  Ky.  — Brogan  v.  Porter,  145  Ky. 
587,  140  S.  W.  1007;  Carr  v.  Callag- 
han,  3  Litt.  365.    Mo.  —  See  Young  v. 
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either  in  a  plea  or  answer.^^  In  alleging  this  defense^^  the 
defendant  must  allege,  with  all  the  certainty  of  a  plea,^'  that  his 
■vendor  was  in  actual  or  constructive  possession  of  the  land,^^  and  was 
seized  or  claimed,  or  pretended  to  be  seized  in  fee  ;^'  he  must  allege  the 
purchase  of  the  premises,^"  and  must  briefly  set  out  the  parties,  the  date 
and  contents  of  the  deed  of  purchase  f'-  he  must  state  the  nature  of  the 
consideration  fully, ^^  and  distinctly  aver  that  it  was  bona  fide  and  truly 
paid  ;^^  and  he  must  allege  that  he  had  no  notice,  actual  of  constructive, 


Schofieia,  132  Mo.  650,  34  S.  "W.  497. 
Neb.  —  Arlington  State  Bank  v.  Paul- 
sen, 67  Neb.  717,  78  N.  W.  303.  N.  J. 
Bridgewater  v.  Ocean  City  Assn.,  88 
N.  J.  Eq.  351,  102  Atl.  1052.  Okla. 
Bruce  v.  Overton,  54  Okla.  350,  154  Pac. 
340.  S.  C  — Merck  v.  Merck,  95  S.  C. 
328,  78  S.  E.  10'27;  Carr  v.  Mouzon, 
93  S.  C.  161,  76  S.  E.  201,  Ann.  Cas. 
1914C,  731;  Eobert  v.  Ellis,  59  S.  0. 
137,  37  S.  E.  250. 

[aj  New  Matter.  —  Wyrick  v.  Week, 
68  Cal.  8,  8  Pae.  522. 

15.  Ala.  —  Kelley  v.  Chandler,  184 
Ala.  358,  63  So.  941.  Ark.  —  Pearce  v. 
Foreman,  29  Ark.  563,  668.  Ind.  —  See 
Larranee  v.  Lewis,  51  Ind.  App.  1,  98 
N.  E.  892,  answer  held  sufficient.  N.  Y. 
Seymour  v.  McKinstry,  106  N.  Y.  230, 
240,  12  N.  E.  348,  14  N.  E.  94.  Tenn. 
Grier  v.  Canada,  119  Tenn.  17,  107  8. 
W.  97'0;  Dunham  v.  Harvey,  111  Tenn. 
620,  69  S.  W.  772;  Cardwell  v.  Cheat- 
ham, 2  Head  14;  Ellis  v.  Temple,  4 
Coldw.  315,  94  Am.  Dec.  200. 

16.  Form  of  answer  that  the  defend- 
ant is  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  see  9 
Standard  Pboc.  70.  See  also  Young  v. 
Schofield,  132  Mo.  650,  34  S.  W.  497. 

[a]  "To  make  out  the  defense  of 
innocent  purchaser  for  ralue,  it  is 
necessary  that  the  purchaser  should,  in 
his  answer  or  plea,  state  the  deed  of 
purchase,  the  date,  parties  and  con- 
tents briefly,  and  that  the  vendor  was 
seized  in  fee  and  in  possession,  and 
should  state  the  consideration,  with  a 
distinct  averment  that  it  was  bona  fide 
and  truly  paid,  independent  of  the 
rental  of  the  deed;  and  should  deny 
notice  previous  to,  and  down  to  the 
time  of  paying  the  money  and  the  de- 
livery of  the  deed;  and  if  notice  is 
specially  charged,  should  deny  all  cir- 
cumstances referred  to  from  which 
notice  can  be  inferred.  The  notice 
must  be  positively,  and  not  evasively 
denied,  whether  it  be  or  be  not  charged 
by  the  bill."  Pearce  v.  Foreman,  29 
Ark.  563,  568. 
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17.  Hooper  v.  Strahan,  71  Ala.  75; 
Ehea  v.  Allison,  3  Head  (Tenn.)  176. 

18.  Ark.  —  Gerson  v.  Pool,  31  Ark. 
85.  Cal.  —  Lindley  v.  Blumberg,  7  Cal. 
App.  140,  93  Pae.  894.  N.  J.  —  Havens 
V.  Bliss,  26  N.  J.  Eq.  363.  Tenn.— Ehea 
V.  Allison,  3  Head  176. 

19.  U.  S.  — Smith  v.  Orton,  131  U. 
S.  Ixxv,  18  li.  ed.  62;  Flagg  v.  Mann, 
2  Sumn.  486,  9  Fed.  '  Cas.  No.  4,847. 
Ala.  —  May  v.  Wilkinson,  76  Ala.  543; 
Hooper  v.  Strahan,  71  Ala.  75.  Ark. 
Gerson  v.  Pool,  31  Ark.  85;  Pearce  v. 
Foreman,  29  Ark.  563;  Tuley  ■;;.  Eeady, 
27  Ark.  98.     N.  J.  —  Havens  v.  Bliss, 

26  N.  J.  Eq.  363.  Ohio.  — Ludlow's 
Heirs  v.  Kidd,  3  Ohio  541,  551.  Tenn. 
Hhea  v.  Allison,  3  Head  176. 

20.  Lindley  v.  Blumberg,  7  Cal. 
App.   140,  93  Pac.  894. 

[a]  Conveyance  by  deed  must  be  al- 
leged. Smith  V.  Orton,  131  U.  S.  liiv, 
18  L.  ed.  62. 

21.  Ala.  —  May  v.  Wilkinson,  76 
Ala.  543;  Hooper  v.  Strahan,  71  Ala. 
75.  Ark.  — Gerson  v.  Pool,  31  Ark.  85; 
Pearce  v.  Foreman,  29  Ark.  563;  Tuley 
V.  Eeady,  27  Ark.  98;    Buck  v.  Martin, 

27  Ark.  6.  S.  C.  —  Snelgrove  v.  Snel- 
grove,  4  Desaus.  274. 

22.  Ala.  —  May  v.  Wilkinson,  76 
Ala.  543;  Hooper  v.  Strahan,  71  Ala. 
75.  Ark.  —  Gerson  v.  Pool,  31  Ark.  85; 
Pearce  v.  Foreman,  29  Ark.  563;  Tuley 
V.  Eeady,  27  Ark.  98.  Ohio. —  Lud- 
low's Heirs  v.  Kidd,  3  Ohio  541,  551. 
Wis.  —  Everts  v.  Agnes,  4  Wis.  343,  65 
Am.  Dec.  314. 

23.  U.  S.— Smith  v.  Orton,  lai  U.  S. 
Ixxv,  18  L.  ed.  62.  Ala.  —  May  v.  Wil- 
kinson, 76  Ala.  543;  Hooper  v.  Stra- 
han, 71  Ala.  75;  Wells  v.  Morrow,  38 
Ala.  125.  Ark.  —  Pearce  v.  Foreman, 
29  Ark.  563;  Tuley  v.  Eeady,  27  Ark. 
98.  Cal.  —  Lindley  v.  Blumberg,  7  Cal. 
App.  140,  146,  93  Pac.  894.  Ky.  —  Des- 
kins  V.  Big  Sandy  Co.,  121  Ky.  601,  89 
S.  W.  695.   N.  Y.—  Harris  v.  Norton,  16 
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of  the  complainant's  equity,^*  previous  to  and  down  to  the  time  of  pay- 
ing the  money  and  the  delivery  of  the  deed,^*  although  notice  is  not 
charged.^"  If  notice  is  specially  charged,  the  defendant  should  deny 
all  the  circumstances  referred  to  from  which  notice  can  be  inferred.^' 
C.  Questions  of  Law  ai^d  Fact.^'  —  Questions  as  to  notice^*  or 


Barb.  264.     Ore.  —  Eichards  v.  Snyder, 
11  Ore.  501,  6  Pac.  186. 

[a]  There  must  be  a  distinct  aver- 
ment independent  of  the  recitals  in  the 
deed,  that  the  consideration  was  bona 
fide  and  truly  paid.  Gerson  v.  Pool,  31 
Ark.  85. 

24.  xr.  S.  — Smith  t:  Orton,  131  U. 
S.  Ixxv.,  18  L.  ed.  62.  Ala.  —  May  v. 
Wilkinson,  76  Ala.  543;  Hooper  v. 
Strahan,  71  Ala.  75.  Ark.  — Pindall 
V.  Trevor,  30  Ark.  249,  267;  Pearce  v. 
Foreman,  29  Ark.  563,  568;  Duncan  v. 
Johnson,  13  Ark.  190.  Cal.  —  Scott  v. 
TJmbarger,  41  Cal.  410;  Lindley  v. 
Bluraberg,  7  Cal.  App.  140,  93  Pac.  894. 
Ind.  —  Gallion  v.  McCaslin,  1  Blackf . 
91,  12  Am.  Dee.  208.  Minn.  —  Minor  17. 
Willoughby,  3  Minn.  225.  Mo. —  Holds- 
worth  V.  Shannon,  113  Mo.  508,  21  S. 
W.  85,  35  Am.  St.  Eep.  719.  N.  J. 
Wilson  V.  Hillyer,  1  N.  J.  Eq.  63.  N. 
Y.  —  Grimstone  v.  Carter,  3  Paige  421, 
24  Am.  Dec.  230.  Tenn.  —  Smitheal  v. 
Gray,  1  Humph.  491,  34  Am.  Dec.  664; 
Pillow's  Heirs  v.  Shannon's  Heirs,  3 
Yerg.  508.  Va.  —  Hoover  v.  Donally, 
3  Hen.  &  M.   (13  Va.)    316. 

[a]  Positive  denial  requisite.  Pearce 
V.  Foreman,   29   Ark.   563. 

[b]  He  must  deny  fuUy  and  in  the 
Hiost  precise  terms  every  circumstance 
from  which  notice  could  be  inferred. 
Frost  V.  Beekman,  1  Johns.  Ch.  (N.  Y.) 
288,  per  Kent  C. 

25.  U.  S.  — McDonald  v.  Belding, 
145  U.  S.  492,  12  Sup.  Ct.  892,  36  L.  ed. 
788.  Ala.  — Wells  v.  Morrow,  38  Ala. 
125.  Ark.  —  Gerson  v.  Pool,  31  Ark. 
85;  Pearce  v.  Foreman,  29  Ark.  563, 
568;  Buck  v.  Martin,  27  Ark.  6;  By- 
ars  V.  Fowler,  12  Ark.  218,  286,  54  Am. 
Dec.  271.  Mich.  —  Thomas  v.  Stone, 
Walk  Ch.  117.  N.  J.  — Dean  v.  Ander- 
son, 34  N.  J.  Eq.  496. 

[a]  Before  Payment.  —  There  must 
be  a  denial  of  notice  before  the  pur- 
chase and  before  payment.  Smith  v. 
Orton,  131  V.  S.  Ixxv,  18  L.  ed.  62; 
Lindley  v.  Blumberg,  7  Cal.  App.  140, 
93  Pac.  894. 

[b]  As  Dependent  on  Time  of  Pay- 


ment and  Delivery  of  Deed.  —  When 
the  payment  of  the  consideration  and 
the  acceptance  of  a  deed  occur  at  dif- 
ferent times,  the  denial  of  the  notice 
must  relate  both  to  the  time  when  the 
deed  is  delivered,  and  to  that  when  the 
consideration  is  paid.  But  where  it 
appears  on  the  face  of  the  answer  tha,t 
the  purchase  for  a  certain  price  and 
the  delivery  of  the  deed  were  at  the 
same  time,  and  as  parts  of  one  trans- 
action, the  denial  of  notice  until  de- 
fendant had  made  the  purchase  is 
equivalent  to  a  denial  of  notice  at  the 
delivery  of  the  deed.  McDonald  v. 
Belding,  145  U.  S.  492,  12  Sup.  Ct.  892, 
36  L.  ed.  788. 

26.  Ark.  —  Pearce  v.  Foreman,  29 
Ark.  563.  N.  J.  — Wilson  v.  Hillyer,  1 
N.  J.  Eq.  63.  N.  Y.  —  Frost  v.  Beek- 
man,  1  Johns.   Ch.  288. 

27.  U.  S.  — Smith  v.  Orton,  131   U. 

5.  Ixxv,  18  L.  ed.  62.  Ala.  —  Johnson 
V.  Toulmin,  18  Ala.  50,  52  Am.  Dec. 
212.  Ark.  —  Pearce  v.  Foreman,  29 
Ark.  563,  668;    Buck  v.  Martin,  27  Ark. 

6.  Miss.  —  Jenkins  v.  Bodley,  Smed.  & 
M.  Ch.  338. 

28.  See  the  title,  "Province  of 
J'udge  and  Jury." 

29.  Ga.  — Oas.  Smith  &  Son  v. 
HinMe,  136  Ga.  809,  72  S.  E.  345; 
Eodgers  v.  Elder,  108  Ga.  22,  33  S.  E. 
662.  R.  I.  —  Bova  v.  Norigian,  28  E.  I. 
319,  67  Atl.  326,  125  Am.  St.  Eep.  741. 
Tex.  —  Hume  v.  Ware,  87  Tex.  380,  28 
S.  W.  935;  Harris  v.  Hamilton  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  185  S.  W.  409;  Arlington 
Heights  E.  Co.  v.  Citizens'  E.  &  L.  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  160  S.  W.  1109. 

[a]  Whether  the  Possession  of  a 
Purchaser  Is  Such  as  to  Affect  a  Sub- 
sequent Purchaser  With  Notice. — Pon- 
ton V.  Ballard,  24  Tex.  619.  See  also 
Denison  Lumber  Co.  v.  Milburn  (Tex. 
Civ.   App.),   107   S.    W.   1161. 

[b]  Circumstances  which  would  put 
a  prudent  man  on  inquiry  may  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury  on  the  question  of 
notice,  as  where  the  price  paid  is  so 
grossly  inadequate  as  to  call  attention 
to  the  fact  that  there  must  be  a  defeo- 
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knowledge  as  to  the  adequacy  of  consideration,"'  are  usually  questions 
of  fact  for  the  jury,  unless  the  facts  are  undisputed  and  are  reasonably 
subject  to  but  one  inference,'^  or  the  alleged  defect  or  infirmity  appear 
on  the  face  of  the  instrument  and  is  a  matter  of  ocular  inspection,^^  and 
the  question  whether  the  purchaser  made  due  inquiry,^^  or  acted  with 
due  diligence,^*  is  a  question  for  the  jury  under  the  instructions  of 
the  court. 

V.  QUESTIONS  OP  LAW  AND  PACT  GENERALLY.  —  Questions 
of  law  and  fact  arising  out  of  the  relation  of  vendor  and  purchaser  are 
subject  to  the  ordinary  rules.^*  The  construction  of  a  deed'®  or  of  the 
contract  of  sale,^'  and  the  question  as  to  what  constitutes  possession,** 
or  whether  the  title  is  good  and  free  from  material  defects,'"  are  ques- 
tions of  law  for  the  court.  It  is  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  a  eon- 
tract  of  sale  was  made  between  the  parties,*"  whether  the  plaintiff  was 
induced  by  fraud  to  enter  into  the  contract,*^  whether  the  contract  was 
broken,**  whether  or  not  there  was  a  rescission  of  the  contract  of  sale,** 
whether  the  vendor  has  waived  the  breach**  or  has  done  acts  excusing 
performance  by  the  purchaser,*'  whether  there  has  been  an  eviction  un- 
der a  paramount  title,*'  whether  the  vendor  delivered  a  deed  within  a 


tive  title  or  some  improper  motive  in 
making  the  conveyance.  Hume  v.  Ware, 
87  Tex.  380,  28  S.  "W.  935. 

30.  Downs  V.  Stevenson,  56  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  211,  119  S.  W.  315. 

[a]  But  if  the  consideration  Is  so 
Inadequate  as  to  shock  the  conscience, 
the  court  might  so  declare.  Downs  v. 
Stevenson,  56  Tex.  Civ.  App.  211,  119 
S.  W.  315. 

31.  Oliver  v.  Sanborn,  60  Mich.  346, 
27  N.  W.  527;  Birdsall  v.  Eussell,  29 
N.  Y.  220.  See  Hall  v.  Hilley,  134  Ga. 
77,  67  S.  E.  428,  as  to  payment. 

32.  Birdsall  v.  Eussell,  29  N.  T. 
220,  249. 

33.  Nute  V.  Nute,  41  N.  H.  60. 

34.  Penrose  v.  Cooper,  86  Kan.  597, 
121  Pac.  1103. 

35.  See  the  title,  "Province  of 
Judge  and  Jury,"  and  Gehr  v.  Hager- 
man,  26  111.  438. 

Questions  relating  to  bona  fide  pur- 
chase, see  supra,  IV,  C. 

[a]  Whether  there  was  a  redemp- 
tion on  which,  under  the  contract,  the 
money  paid  was  to  be  refunded,  is  a 
question  for  the  jury.  Jenners  v. 
Spraker,  2  Ind.  App.  100,  27  N.  E.  117. 

36.  Venable  v.  McDonald,  4  Dana 
(Ky.)  336. 

37.  Standiford  v.  Kloman,  234  Pa. 
443,  83  Atl.  311;  Blair  v.  Baird,  43 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  134,  94  S.  W.  116. 

38.  See  21  Standard  Pboc.  843. 

39.  Mead  v.  Altgeld,  136  111.  298,  26 
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N.  E.  388. 

40.  Mass.  —  Beach  &  Clarridge  Co. 
17.  American  Steam  Gauge  &  V.  Mfg. 
Co.,  202  Mass.  177,  88  N.  E.  924.  Pa. 
Parry  v.  Miller,  247  Pa.  45,  93  Atl.  30. 
Tex.  —  Alexander  &  Kneeland  v.  Von 
Koehring  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  77  S.  W. 
629. 

41.  la.  —  Peterson  v.  McManus,  172 
N.  W.  460.  Md.--McGrath  v.  Peter- 
son, 127  Md.  412,  96  Atl.  551.  Minn. 
Nelson  v.  Berkner,  139  Minn.  301,  166 
N.  W.  347;  Ballard  v.  Lyons,  114  Minn. 
264,  131  N.  W.  320,  38  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
301. 

As  to  questions  of  fact  in  actions  for 
fraud  generally,  see  10  Standard  Paoo. 
61. 

[a]  As  to  Beliance  on  Bepresenta- 
tions.  —  Williamson  v.  Harris,  167  Mo. 
App.  347,  151  S.  W.  500;  Lasbury  v. 
Soarpulla,  156  N".  T.  Supp.  744.  See 
10  Standard  Peoc.  62,  note  81. 

42.  Wead  v.  Helpert  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  118  S.  W.  1112;  Alexander  & 
Kneeland  v.  Von  Koehring  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  77  S.  W.  629. 

43.  Merrill  v.  Merrill,  102  Cal.  317, 
36  Pac.  675;  Ballard  v.  Lyons,  114 
Minn.  264,  131  N.  W.  320,  38  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  301. 

44.  Younger  v.  Welch's  Exi.,  22 
Tex.  417. 

45.  Sickler  v.  Tuckahoe  Nat.  Bank, 
90  N.  J.  L.  336,  100  Atl.  165. 

46.  McDonald  v.  Beall,  55  Ga.  288. 
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reasonable  time,*^  whether  a  demand  for  deed  was  made  before  suit 
brought,**  whether  the  purchaser  had  notice  of  the  defects  in  the  ven- 
dor 's  title,*'  who  is  in  possession,^"  sind  whether  there  is  a  deficiency  in 
quantity.^^  Unless  it  depends  on  the  construction  of  writings  the  ques- 
tion of  ownership  of  real  property  is  a  question  for  the  jury.^''  The 
identity  of  the  land  is  for  the  jury.°* 


47.  Zavala  Land  &  Water  Co.  v. 
Tolbert  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  184  S.  "W. 
523.   See  21  Standard  Pboc.  847. 

48.  Standifer  v.  Davis,  13  Smed.  & 
M.   (Miss.)   48. 

49.  Goodman    v.    Fangert     (Mich.) 
170  N.  W.  29. 


50.  See  21  Standakd  Pboc.  843. 

51.  Ashley    v.    Holland     (Tex.    Civ. 
App.),  180  S.   W.  635. 

52.  See  21  Standard  Pboc.  842,  and 
the   title,   "Title." 

53.  Venable   v.   McDonald,    4   Dana 
(Ky.)  336. 


VENDOR'S  LIEN.— See  Liens;  Vendor  and  Purchaser. 


VENIRE. —  See  Grand  Jury;  Juries  and  Jurors. 
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I.  NATURE  OF  THE  WRIT,  850 

II.  WEEN  THE  WRIT  MAY  BE  GRANTED,  850 

III.  APPLICATION  FOR  WRIT  AND  WAIVER,  852 

CROSS-KEFEKENCES : 

New  Trial;  Verdict. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this  work 
and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 


I.  NATURE  OF  THE  WRIT.  —  Venire  de  novo,  or  venire  facias  de 
novo,  is  a  writ  granting  a  new  trial.^  But  while  the  object  of  the  writ  is 
a  new  trial,  and  the  proceeding  to  obtain  it  is,  in  substance,  the  same  as 
a  motion  for  a  new  trial,^  it  is  granted  only  for  error  appearing  on  the 
record,*  a  new  trial  being  granted  not  only  for  defects  apparent  on  the 
record  but  also  for  extrinsic  matter.* 

II.  WHEN  THE  WRIT  MAY  BE  GRANTED.  — A  venire  de  novo 
is  awarded  when,  by  reason  of  some  irregularity  or  defect  on  the  first 


1.  United  States  v.  Hawkins'  Heirs, 
10  Pet.  (U.  S.)  125,  9  L.  ed.  369;  Sewall 
V.  Glidden,  1  Ala.  52. 

[a]  Ancient  Practice.  —  The  setting 
aside  of  verdicts  by  the  court,  and  the 
awarding  of  a  venire  de  novo  for  ir- 
regularities in  the  conduct  of  the  jury, 
and  other  causes  connected  with  the 
merits  of  the  verdict,  is  very  ancient, 
and  antedate  the  practice  of  granting 
new  trials.  Several  cases  are  cited 
in  Viner  (Viner's  Ab.  Trial)  from  the 
reign  of  Edward  III,  downward.  Thus 
a  new  venire  was  awarded  because  the 
former  jury  had  received  meat  and 
drink.  Broke's  Ab.  Verdict,  pi.  17. 
Also  in  Loveday's  Case,  8  Coke  66a,  a 
new  venire  wag  awarded  because  the 
verdict  did  not  fully  decide  the  matter 
in  issue. 

2.  Spencer  v.  Haines,  73  N.  J.  L. 
325,  62  Atl.  1009. 

3.  Ind.  —  Peed  v.  Brenneman,  72 
Ind.  288.    N.  C— State  v.  Miller,  18  N. 
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C.   500.      Eng.  —  Witham   v.   Lewis,     1 
Wils.  48,  95  Eng.  Reprint  485. 

[a]  For  error  in  the  practical  course 
of  proceedings,  rather  than  upon  the 
merits.  Spencer  v.  Haines,  73  N.  J.  L. 
325,  62  Atl.  1009. 

[b]  Defective  in  form  as  distin- 
guished from  substance,  the  remedy  not 
being  available  in  the  latter  ease.  Citi- 
zens' Bank  17.  Bolen,  121  Ind.  301,  23 
N.  E.  146;  Boos  V.  State,  11  Ind.  App. 
257,  39  N.  E.  197. 

[o]  If  a  special  verdict  is  silent  as 
to  any  fact  or  issue,  such  silence  is  not 
an  omission  apparent  on  the  record 
constituting  ground  for  granting  a 
venire  de  novo.  Lafayette  v.  Allen,  81 
Ind.  166;    Ex  parte  Walls,  73  Ind.  95. 

4.  Bosseker  v.  Cramer,  18  Ind.  44; 
Witham  v.  Lewis,  1  Wils.  48,  95  Eng. 
Reprint  485.  See  the  title  "New 
Trial." 

[aj  In  early  times,  it  is  true,  how- 
ever, that   the   court  of  King's  Bench 


VENIBE  DE  NOVO 


851 


trial,  the  proper  effect  of  the  venire  has  been  frustrated,'  or  an  uncer- 
tain, ambiguous,  or  defective  verdict,  whether  general  or  special,  has 
been  rendered.''  In  some  jurisdictions  its  application  has  been  extended 
to  the  findings  of  a  court.'  So  the  writ  is  granted  when  the  verdict  on 
its  face  is  so  imperfect  that  no  judgment  can  be  given  upon  it,^  as  when 
a  special  verdict  is  so  uncertain  or  ambiguous  that  the  court  cannot  say 
for  which  party  judgment  should  be  given,'  or  when  the  jury  fails  to 
assess  damages,^"  or  omits  to  find  the  essential  facts  in  a  special  ver- 


granted  a  new  trial  only  for  matter  ap 
pearing  of  record.  See  Martyn  v.  Jack- 
son, 3  Keb.  398;  Elk.  Com.  3,  388,  84 
Eng.  Eepront  787. 

[bj  Venire  de  Novo  and  New  Trial 
Distinguished.  —  There  is  a  marked 
distinction  between  the  awarding  of  a 
new  venire  because  of  the  verdict  be- 
ing thus  declared  bad,  and  the  setting 
aside  of  the  verdict,  and  granting  of  a 
new  trial.  The  former  must  be  for 
matters  apparent  only  on  the  record, 
and  is  of  right.  The  other  may  be 
for  matter  not  appearing  on  the  record, 
and  is  addressed  to  the  discretion  of 
the  court.  The  former  is  a  matter  of 
error,  and  must  be  noticed  by  the  ap- 
pellate court;  the  latter  is  ordinarily 
not  a  matter  of  error,  nor  elsewhere 
examinable.  State  v.  Miller,  18  N.  C. 
500,  517.  See  also  Bosseker  v.  Cramer, 
18  Ind.  44. 

5.  See  Bosseker  v.  Cramer,  18  Ind. 
44  (improperly  disallowing  a  challenge) ; 
Spencer  v.  Haines,  73  N.  J.  L.  325,  62 
Atl.  1009  (jury  improperly  chosen); 
Tidd's  Pr.  854,  922,  improperly  chosen 
or  irregularly  returned. 

6.  U.  S.  —  Carrington  v.  Pratt,  18 
How.  63,  15  L.  ed.  267;  Harden  v.  Fish- 
er, 1  Wheat.  300,  4  L.  ed.  96;  Livingston 
V.  Maryland  Ins.  Co.,  6  Cranch  274,  3 
L.  ed.  222.  Conn.  —  White  v.  Bailey, 
14  Conn.  271.  111. —  Wiggins  v.  Chicago, 
68  111.  372.  Ind.  — Maxwell  v.  Wright, 
160  Ind.  515,  67  N.  E.  267;  Dolan  v. 
State,  122  Ind.  141,  23  N.  E.  761;  Bos- 
seker V.  Cramer,  18  Ind.  44,  46.  la. 
State  V.  Funck,  17  Iowa  365.  Mass. 
Lincoln  v.  Hapgood,  11  Mass.  350,  358. 
N.  J.  —  Spencer  v.  Haines,  73  N.  J.  L. 
325,  62  Atl.  1009.  N.  C  — State  v. 
Banner,  143  N.  C.  632,  57  S.  E.  154,  24 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1,  and  note  p.  74. 

[a]  Failure  of  Verdict  To  Find  on 
All  Issues.  —  Brehm  v.  Hennings  (Ind. 
App.),   123   N.   E.   821. 

[b]  Not  Confined  to  Special  Ver- 
dicts. —  Spencer  v.  Haines,  f  3  N.  J.  L. 
325,  62  Atl.  1009.  | 


7.  Sheeks  v.  State,  156  Ind.  508,  60 
N.  B.  142;  Waterbury  v.  Miller,  13 
Ind.  App.   197,  41   N.   E.   383. 

[a]  In  no  other  way  can  the  ques- 
tion of  insufficient  or  indefinite  findings 
be  presented.  Waymire  v.  Lank,  121 
Ind.  1,  22  N.  E.  735;  Waterbury  v. 
Miller,  13  Ind.  App.  197,  41  N.  E.  383. 

8.  U.  S.  — United  States  v.  Wat- 
kins,  3  Cranch  C.  C.  441,  28  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  16,649.  Ind.  —  Goodman  v.  State, 
121  N.  E.  826;  Briekley  v.  Weghorn,  71 
Ind.  497.  Va.  —  Brown  v.  Ealston,  4 
Rand.  (25  Va.)  504;  Brown  &  Sons  v. 
Ferguson,  4  Leigh  (31  Va.)  37.  Eng. 
Witham  v.  Lewis,  1  Wils.  48,  95  Eng. 
Keprint  485. 

[a]  The  most  frequent  instance  of 
the  allowance  of  the  writ,  venire  de 
novo,  is  where  a  special  verdict  is  so 
imperfect,  by  reason  of  the  failure  to 
find  some  fact,  that  no  judgment  can  be 
entered  upon  the  verdict.  Bouvier  v, 
Baltimore  &  N.  Y.  By.  Co.,  65  N.  J.  L. 
313,  328,  47  Atl.  772. 

9.  XT.  S.  — Ward  v.  Cochran,  150  U. 
S.  597,  14  Sup.  Ct.  230,  37  L.  ed.  1195; 
Graham  v.  Bayne,  18  How.  60,  15  L.  ed. 
265;  Prentice  v.  Zane,  8  How.  470,  484, 
12  L.  ed.  1160;  Harden  v.  Fisher,  1 
Wheat.  300,  4  L.  ed.  96;  Bellows  v. 
Hallowell  &  Augusta  Bank,  2  Mason 
31,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,279.  AJa.  —  Stod- 
der  V.  Powell,  1  Stew.  287.  Ind. 
Spraker  v.  Armstrong,  79  Ind.  577; 
Whitworth  v.  Ballard,  56  Ind.  279.  la. 
State  V.  Arthur,  21  Iowa  322.  N.  O. 
State  V.  Yount,  110  N.  C.  597,  15  S.  E. 
231;  State  v.  Wallace,  25  N.  C.  195; 
State  V.  Arrington,  7  N.  C.  571.  S.  C. 
Charleston  v.  G-adsden,  8  Rich.  L.  180. 

10.  111.  —  Lawrence  v.  People,  2  111. 
414;  Arnburg  v.  People,  68  111.  App.  80. 
Ind.  —  Briekley  v.  Weghorn,  71  Ind. 
497;  Whitworth  v.  Ballard,  56  Ind.  279. 
Smith  V.  Jeffries,  25  Ind.  376.  N.  J. 
Spencer  v.  Haines,  73  N.  J.  L.  325,  62 
Atl.  1009. 
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diet,^^  or  states  conclusions  of  law  or  matters  of  evidence  intead  of  the 
ultimate  facts/^  or  when  the  verdict  is  not  responsive  to  the  issues  sub- 
mitted.^^ 

III.  APPLICATION  FOR  WRIT  AND  WAIVER.  — The  applica- 
tion for  a  venire  de  novo  should  be  addressed  to  the  trial  court  in  the 
form  of  a  motion^*  at  the  time  the  verdict  is  returned,'^  or  before  judg- 
ment thereon  is  rendered,"  and  if  not  made  at  such  time  the  right  to 
have  a  venire  de  novo  is  waived." 


11.  U.  S.  —  Saltonstall  v.  Birtwell, 
150  U.  S.  417,  14  Sup.  Ct.  169,  37  L.  ed. 
1128;  Stewart  v.  Salamon,  97  U.  S. 
S61,  24  L.  ed.  1044;     Stickney  v.  Wilt, 

23  Wall.  150,  23  L.  ed.  50;  Prentice  v. 
Zane's  Admr.,  8  How.  470,  12  L.  ed. 
1160.  Ind.  — Maxwell  c.  Wright,  160 
Ind.  515,  67  N.  E.  267.  Bosseker  v. 
Cramer,  18  Ind.  44.  N.  T.  — Seward  v. 
Jackson,   8   Cow.   406. 

[a]  Illustration.  —  Where  the  right 
of  foreign  heirs  to  bring  an  action  in 
this  country  to  recover  certain  lands 
of  which  the  subject  of  a  foreign  coun- 
try died  seized,  depended  upon  the 
showing  of  title  in  decedent  at  the 
time  of  the  making  of  a  treaty  with 
such  foreign  country,  and  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  it  was  not  sufBcient  to  find 
merely  the  time  wlien  lie  acquired 
title;  for,  although  nothing  was  found 
to  show  that  he  did  not  part  with  it, 
the  court  could  not  presume  that  he 
had  not  done  so.  Harden  v.  Fisher,  1 
Wheat.   (U.  S.)   300,  4  L.  ed.  96. 

12.  U.   S.  —  Suydam  v.   Williamson, 

24  How.  427,  16  L.  ed.  742;  Graham  v. 
Bayne,  18  How.  60,  15  L.  ed.  265; 
Barnes  v.  Williams,  11  Wheat.  415,  6 
L.  ed.  508;  Chesapeake  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Stark,  6  Cranch  268,  3  L.  ed.  220.  Ind. 
Boyer  v.  Eobertson,  144  Ind.  604,  43 
N.  E.  879;  Dixon  v.  Duke,  85  Ind.  434; 
Jones  V.  Baird,  76  Ind.  164;  Waterbury 
V.  Miller,  13  Ind.  App.  197,  41  N.  E. 
883.  N.  C  — State  v.  Hrfnner,  143  N. 
C.  632,  57  S.  E,  154,  24  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
1,  and  note  p.  74;  Cherry  v.  Slade's 
A.dmr.,  7  N.  C.  82. 
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[a]  Although  there  may  he  sufficient 
evidence  in  the  special  verdict,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  from  which  the 
jury  might  find  the  fact,  yet  when  they 
do  not  find  it,  the  court  cannot  treat  it 
as  found.  The  special  verdict  is  de- 
fective in  stating  the  evidence  of  the 
fact,  instead  of  the  fact  itself,  for 
which  a  venire  de  novo  will  be 
awarded.  Prentice  v.  Zane's  Admr.,  8 
How.  (U.  S.)  470,  12  L.  ed.  1160. 

13.  State  V.  Arrington,  7  N.  C.  571. 
[a]     Special  Verdict  Not  Bespousive 

to  the  Indictment.  —  State  v.  Whit- 
aker,  89  N.  C.  472.  See  also  State  v. 
Banner,  143  N.  C.  632,  57  S.  E.  154, 
24  L.  K.  A.  (N.  S.)   1. 

14.  Reeves  v.  Grottendiek,  131  Ind. 
107,  3'0  N.  E.  889;  Bosseker  v.  Cramer, 
18  Ind.  44;  Spencer  v.  Haines,  73  N. 
J.  L.  325,  62  Atl.  1009. 

15.  See  United  States  v.  Watkins, 
3  Cranch  C.  C.  441,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
16,649. 

16.  Parker  v.  Hubble,  75  Ind.  580; 
Spencer  v.  Haines,  73  N.  J.  L.  325,  62 
Atl.  1009. 

[a]      Although  judgment  as  to  one 
defendant  has  been  entered,  a  motion 
for  venire  de  novo  as  to  other  defend- 
ants before  judgment   as   to   them,   is  _ 
timely.    Bruce  «.  Hubbell  (Ind.  App.), ' 
123  N.  B.  416. 

17.  Nicodemus  v.  Simons,  121  Ind. 
564,  23  N.  E.  521;  Bosseker  v.  Cramer, 
18  Ind.  44;  State  v.  Blue,  134  La.  561, 
64  So.  411;  State  v.  Jeanisse,  125 
La.  360,  51  So.  290. 
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8.  Actions  Triable  Where  the  Cause  of  Action  Arose,  882 
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(B.)  The  Besident  Defendant  Must  Be  a  Neces- 
sary Party,  889 

(C.)     As  Affected  by  Character  of  Liability,  891 
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(III.)     Where  the  Defendant  Is  a  Nonresident  of 

the  State,  892 
(IV.)     Where  the  Besidence  of  the  Defendant  Is 

Unknown,  893 

b.  Where  Either  the  Plaintiff  or  Defendant  Besides,  893 

c.  Where  the  Defendant  Besides  or  May  Be  Summoned, 

895 

d.  Besidence  and  Domicile  Defined,  895 

e.  Time  of  Besidence,  897 

f.  Effect  of  Assignments,  897 

g.  Particular  Actions  Within  the  Bule,  897 

10.  Actions  Triable  Where  Party  Has  a  Place  of  Business,  899 

11.  Actions  Upon  Contract,  899 

12.  Actions  By  and  Against  Executors  and  Administrators, 

Guardians  and  Trustees,  901 

F.  Pleading  and  Proof,  903 

G.  Traverse  of  Allegation  of  Venue,  903 

H.    Stipulation  or  Agreement  as  to  Place  of  Trial,  903 
I.      Objections  and  Waivers,  904 

1.  Whether  Defect  Goes  to  Jurisdiction,  904 

2.  Who  May  Baise  Objection,  906 
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J.     Effect  of  Amendments  and  Subsequent  Proceedings,  914 
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State,  919 
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15.  Perjury  and  False  Swearing,  933 
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CBOSS-REFEBEITCliS : 

Change  of  Venue;      Jurisdiction. 
Admiralty,  suits  in,  see  1  Standabd  Peoc.  425. 

Joinder  of  Actions,  as  affected  by  different  places  of  trial,  see  14 
Standard  Proc.  688. 

Jurisdiction  over  causes  of  action  and  property  without  the  state, 
see  17  Standard  Proc.  761. 

Presumptions,  burden  of  proof,  and  other  matters  of  evidence,  see  13 
Ency.  op  Ev.  926,  et  seq. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 


I.  IN  CIVIL  OASES.  —  A.  Definitions.  —  In  modern  practice,  the 
word  "venue"  meads  the  county  where  a  cause  is  to  be  tried.^  It  is 
synonymous  with  the  code  expression,  "place  of  trial.'"'  The  term 
"venue"  is  also  used  in  the  sense  of  being  a  formal  part  of  pleadings 


1.  Mich.  —  Sullivan  v.  Hall,  86  Mich. 
7,  48  N.  W.  646,  13  L.  E.  A.  556.  Mo. 
Orthwein  v.  Germania  L.  Ins.  Co.,  261 
Mo.  650,  170  S.  W.  885;  Leslie  v.  Chase 
&  Son  Mere.  Co.,  200  Mo.  363,  98  S.  W. 
523.  N.  Y.  — Bangs  v.  Selden,  13  Boyr. 
Pr.  374. 

[a]  Synonyms.  —  The  terms  "place 
of  trial,"  "proper  county,"  "county 
where  the  action  must  be  tried,"  and 
"the  county  in  which  the  plaintiff  de- 
sires the  trial  to  be  had,"  all  mean  the 
venue  in  the  action.  Bangs  v.  Selden, 
13  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  374;  Hinchman 
V.  Butler,  7  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  462. 

[b]  Other  Definitions.  —  (1)  Venue 
means  the  county  or  jurisdiction  in 
which  the  acts  are  alleged  to  have  oc- 
curred and  from  which  the  jury  are  to 
come  to  try  the  issue.  Konold  v.  Eio 
Grande  Western  Ey.  Co.,  16  Utah  161, 
51  Pae.  256.     (2)   Venue  is  the  SOunty 
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or  district  in  which  an  action  is  brought 
for  trial  and  which  is  to  furnish  the 
panel  of  jurors.  Armstrong  v.  Em- 
met, 16  Tex.  Civ.  App.  242,  41  S.  W. 
87. 

[e]  Belaxation  of  Definition.  —  A 
transfer  of  a  cause  from  one  judge  to 
another  in  a  circuit  is  sometimes  loose- 
ly spoken  of  as  a,  change  of  venue. 
Leslie  v.  Chase  &  Son  Merc.  Co.,  200 
Mo.  363,  98  S.  W.  523. 

2.  Cal.  —  In  the  matter  of  McDon- 
ald, 20  Cal.  App.  641,  129  Pac.  957. 
Colo.  —  Fletcher  «.  Stowell,  17  Colo.  94, 
28  Pac.  326.  N.  Y.  —  Hinchman  v.  But- 
ler, 7  How.  Pr.  462.  But  see  Barnard 
v.  Wheeler,  3  How.  Pr.  71.  Ohio. 
Grahn  v.  State,  9  Ohio  Dec.  816. 

See  also  British  African  Co.  v.  Com- 
panhia  de  Mocambique,  [1893]  A.  C. 
(Eng.)  602,  63  L.  J.  Q.  B.  70,  69  U  T, 
N,  S.  604,  per  Lord  Halsbury. 
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and  other  papers.*  But  it  is  in  the  first  sense,  that  the  term  will  be 
used  and  discussed  in  this  article. 

Ihe  "proper  county"  is  the  county  in  which  actions  are  required  to  be 
tried,  subject  to  the  power  of  the  court  to  change  the  place  of  trial.* 

B.  Nature  and  Kinds  of  Venue.  —  Venue  has  been  said  to  be  of  two 
kinds,  one  for  determining  jurisdiction,  which  is  international,  the  other 
for  determining  the  place  of  trial,  which  is  municipal.^  The  former  is 
essentially  a  question  of  jurisdiction,"  while  the  latter,  as  a  general  rule, 
is  not  a  questioii  of  jurisdiction,  but  a  matter  of  procedure,^  and  is 
subject  to  legislative  regulation.^  The  rules  relating  to  the  venue  can 
be  applied  only  after  a  determination  of  the  question  of  jurisdiction,^ 
and  after  it  has  been  ascertained  that  a  court  has  general  jurisdiction 
over  the  subject  matter  of  the  action,  the  court  may  proceed  with  the 
trial  of  a  cause  not  brought  in  the  proper  county,^"  and  render  a  judg- 
ment which  is  valid  and  binding,^^  unless  the  defendant  interposes  a 
timely  objection  on  this  ground.^"  Opposed  to  this  general  rule,  some 
courts  hold  that  in  local  actions,  the  question  relates  to  jurisdiction,  and 
if  the  action  is  not  brought  in  the  proper  county,  the  proceedings  are 
void.^^ 


3.  Kesler  v.  Lapham,  46  W.  Va.  293, 
33  S.  E.  289. 

[a J  There  is  venue  laid  in  the  mar- 
gin of  the  declaration  at  its  commence- 
ment, stating  merely  the  name  of  the 
county.  Eeed  v.  Wilson,  41  N.  J.  L.  29, 
31. 

[b]  Absence  of  venue  in  affidavit 
does  not  vitiate  it.  See  3  Standabd 
F'boc.  442  (afiSdavit  for  attachment); 
18  Standard  Peoc.  209,  note  92,  affi- 
davit for  appeal  from  justice's  court. 

4.  Cook  V.  Pendergast,  61  Cal.  72, 
78. 

5.  Companhia  de  Mocambique  v. 
British  South  Africa  Co.,  61  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
(Eng.)  663,  66  L.  T.  N.  S.  773,  40  Wkly. 
Eep.  650. 

6.  And  it  is  so  treated  in  this  work. 
See  17  Standard  Proc.  761,  et  seq.,  and 
Allin  V.  Connecticut  Eiver  Lumb.  Co., 
150  Mass.  560,  23  N.  E.  581,  6  L.  E.  A. 
416;  Little  v.  Chicago  St.  P.  M.  &  O. 
Ey.  Co.,  65  Minn.  48,  67  N.  W.  846,  60 
Am.  St.  Eep.  421,  33  L.  E.  A.  423  hold- 
ing that  although  statutes  make  action 
for  injury  to  real  property  in  the  state 
local,  an  action  for  injury  to  realty 
■without  the  state  is  not  necessarily 
local. 

7.  See  infra,  I,  I,  1. 

[a]  Between  wrong  venue  and  want 
of  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter, 
there  is  a  diflference.  Loeb  v.  Mathis, 
37  Ind.  306. 


[b]  An  action  transitory  as  be- 
tween counties  may  be  local  as  between 
states,  or  vice  versa.  Allin  v.  Connect- 
icut Eiver  Lumb.  Co.,  150  Mass.  560, 
23  N.  E.  581,  6  L.  E.  A.  416. 

8.  Security  L.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Kauffman, 
108  Cal.  214,  222,  41  Pac.  467;  Bond  v. 
Karma-Ajax  Consol.  Min.  Co.,  15  Cal. 
App.  469,  115  Pac.  254;  Interstate 
Cooperage  Co.  v.  Eureka  Lumb.  Co., 
151  N.  C.  455,  66  S.  E.  434;  State  v. 
Woodard,  123  N.  C.  710,  31   S.  E.  219. 

As  to  constitutional  right  to  be  sued 
in  the  county  of  one's  residence,  see 
Ann.  Cas.  1912C,  614,  note. 

9.  Companhia  de  Mocambique  v. 
British  South  Africa  Co.,  61  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
(Eng.)  663,  66  L.  T.  N.  S.  773,  40  Wkly. 
Eep.  650,  per  Lord  Esher. 

10.  Colo.  —  Burton  v.  Graham,  36 
Colo.  199,  84  Pac.  978;  Fletcher  v. 
Stowell,  17  Colo.  94,  28  Pac.  326.  N.  Y. 
Marsh  v.  Lowry,  26  Barb.  197,  16  How. 
Pr.  41.  Tex.  —  Martin  v.  Eobinson,  67 
Ter.  368,  382,  3  S.  W.  550;  Knoles  v. 
Clark  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  163  S.  W.  369; 
Parker  v.  Clay  Eobinson  &  Co.  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  156  S.  W.  588.  Utah. 
Snyder  v.  Pike,  30  Utah  102,  112,  83 
Pac.  692,  mortgage  foreclosure. 

11.  See  14  Standard  Pb;oc.  781. 

12.  See  infra,  I,  I. 

13.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hesser,  14 
Okla.  116,  77  Pac.  36;  McGrath  v.  Pied- 
mont Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  74  S.  C.  69,  54  S. 
B.  218;   Ware  v.  Henderson,  25  S.  C. 
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C.  At  Common  Law.  —  1.  History  of  Local  and  Transitory  Actions. 
Originally  at  common  law,  all  actions  were  local.'*  This  arose  out  of  the 
constitution  of  the  old  jury,  who  were  but  witnesses  and  who  were  pre- 
sumed to  have  personal  knowledge  of  the  parties  as  well  as  of  the  facts.'* 
"With  thie  development  of  the  jury  system,  this  rule  of  the  common  law 
was  changed  in  fact,  but  not  in  form,  by  a  fiction,'^  out  of  which  certain 
actions  came  to  be  known  as  transitory,  and  certain  other  actions  as 
local." 

2.  Distinction  Betvs^een.  —  Actions  were  deemed  transitory  when  the 
transaction  on  which  they  were  founded  might  have  taken  place  any- 
where, and  local,  when  the  transaction  was  necessarily  local,  and  could 
have  happened  only  in  a  particular  place.'^    The  unerring  test  by  which 


385,  the  judgment  is  a  nullity  for  want 
of  jurisdiction.    See  infra,  I,  I,  1. 

14.  See  the  following  cases:  U.  S. 
Livingston*  v.  Jefferson,  1  Brock.  203, 
4  Hughes  606,  15  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,411. 
Minn. -^Little  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  & 
O.  Ey.  Co.,  65  Minn.  48,  67  N.  "W.  846, 
60  Am.  St.  Eep.  421,  33  L.  K.  A.  423. 
Neb.  —  Omaha  &  E.  V.  E.  Co.  v.  Brown, 
29  Neb.  492,  46  N.  W.  39.  Ohio.  —  Gen- 
in  V.  Grier,  10  Ohio  209.  Pa.  —  Oliphant 
V.  Smith,  3  Pen.  &  W.  180.  Eng. 
Companhia  de  Mocambique  v.  British 
South  Africa  Co.,  61  L.  J.  Q.  B.  663, 
66  L.  T.  N.  S.  773,  40  Wkly.  Eep.  650 
per  Lopes  L.  J. 

15.  Little  V.  Chicago  St.  P.  M.  &  O. 
Ey.  Co.,  65  Minn.  48,  67  N.  W.  846,  60 
Am.  St.  Eep.  421,  33  L.  E.  A.  423;  Hunt 
V.  Pownal,  9  Vt.  411. 

16.  Minn.  —  Little  v.  Chicago  St.  P. 
M.  &  0.  Ey.  Co.,  65  Minn.  48,  67  N.  W. 
846,  60  Am.  St.  Eep.  421,  33  L.  E.  A. 
423.  Miss.  —  Oliver  v.  Loye,  59  Miss. 
320.  Eng.  —  British  South  African  Co. 
V.  Companhia  de  Mocambique,  [1893] 
A.  C  602,  63  L.  J.  Q.  B.  70,  69  L.  T. 
N.  S.  604. 

[a]  By  this  fiction,  a  party  was  per- 
mitted to  allege,  under  a  videlicet,  that 
the  place  where  the  contract  was  made 
or  the  transaction  occurred  was  in  any 
county  in  England.  The  courts  took  it 
upon  themselves  to  determine  when  this 
fictitious  averment  should  and  when  it 
should  not  be  traversable.  They  would 
hold  it  not  traversable  for  the  purpose 
of  defeating  an  action  it  was  invented 
to  sustain,  but  always  traversable  for 
the  purpose  of  contesting  a  jurisdic- 
tion not  intended  to  be  protected  by 
the  fiction.  Those  actions  in  which  it 
was  held  not  traversable  came  to  be 
known  as  transitory,  the  others  as 
local.    Little  V.   Chicago,  St.   P.  M.   & 

Vol.  XXV 


0.  Ey.  Co.,  65  Minn.  48,  67  N.  W.  846, 
60  Am.  St.  Eep.  421,  33  L.  E.  A.  423. 
See  also  Mostyn  v.  Fabrigas,  1  Comp. 
461,  98  Eng.  Eeprint  1021. 

[b]  In  real  or  local  actions,  the  fic- 
tion was  never  used.  Companhia  de 
Mocambique  v.  British  South  Africa 
Co.,  61  L.  J.  Q.  B.  (Eng.)  663,  66  L.  T. 
N.  S.  773,  40  Wkly.  Eep.  650. 

17  Little  V.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O. 
Ey.  Co.,  65  Minn.  48,  67  N.  W.  846,  60 
Am.  St.  Eep.  421,  33  L.  E.  A.  423. 

18.  XJ.  S.  —  Livingston  v.  Jefferson, 
1  Brock.  203,  4  Hughes  606,  15  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  8,411,  per  Marshall  J.  lU. 
Eachus  V.  Illinois  &  M.  Canal,  17  111. 
534.  Kan.  —  McGonigle  v.  Atchison, 
33  Kan.  726,  7  Pac.  550.  Md.  — Gun- 
ther  V.  Dranbauer,  86  Md.  1,  38  Atl.  33; 
Crook  ».  Pitcher,  61  Md.  510.  Minn. 
Little  V.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  Ey. 
Co.,  65  Minn.  48,  67  N.  W.  846,  60  Am. 
St.  Eep.  421,  33  L.  E.  A.  423.  Neb. 
Dhooghe  v.  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co., 
91  Neb.  613,  136  N.  W.  1075.  N.  0. 
Perry  v.  Seaboard  Air  Line  Ey.  Co., 
153  N.  C.  117,  68  S.  E.  1060.  Tex. 
Morris  v.  Missouri  Pac.  Ey.  Co.,  78 
Tex.  17,  14  S.  W.  228,  22  Am.  St.  Eep. 
17,  9  L.  E.  A.  349.  Eng.  —  Companhia 
de  Mocambique  v.  British  South  Africa 
Co.,  61  L.  J.  Q.  B.  663,  66  L.  T.  N.  S. 
773,  40  Wkly.  Eep.  650. 

[a]  Change  by  Form  of  Process. 
The  nature  of  an  action,  whether  local 
or  transitory,  cannot  be  changed  by 
the  form  of  process  used  to  institute 
them.  Nashville  v.  Webb,  114  Tenn. 
432,  85  S.  W.  404,  4  Ann.  Cas.  1169. 
'  [b]  The  distinction  depends  on  the 
nature  of  the  matters  involved,  and  not 
on  the  place  at  which  the  trial  had  to 
take  place.  It  was  not  a  local  action 
because  the  venue  was  local,  or  a  trans- 
itory action  because  the  venue  might 
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it  may  be  determined  whether  a  cause  of  action  is  local  or  transitory, 
inheres  in  the  nature  of  the  subject  of  the  injury  as  differing  from  the 
means  whereby  or  the  place  at  which  the  injury  was  inflicted."  The 
distinction  is  not  between  actions  in  rem  and  actions  in  personam.*" 
And  the  origin  of  the  right  of  action  is  immaterial." 

3.  What  Actions  Are  Transitory.  —  Transitory  actions  are  those 
based  upon  transactions  which  might  take  place  anywhere.^''  They  in- 
clude actions  upon  contract,"  even  though  the  contract  relates  to  land," 


be  laid  in  any  county  but  the  venue 
was  local  according  as  the  action  was 
local  or  transitory.  British  South  Af- 
rican Co.  V.  Companhia  de  Mocam- 
bique  [189S]  A.  C.  602,  (Bng.)  63  L. 
J.  Q.  B.  70,  69  L.  T.  N.  S.  604. 

19.  U.  S.  —  Potomac  Milling  &  Ice 
Co.  V.  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.,  217  Fed. 
665.  Md.  —  Gunther  v.  Dranbauer,  86 
Md.  1,  38  Atl.  33.  Mo.  — Mason  v. 
Warner,  31  Mo.  508.  Tenn.  —  Mattix 
V.  Swepston,  127  Tenn.  693,  155  S.  W. 
928. 

[a]  niustiation.  —  "My  horse  or 
my  steamboat  being  movable,  is  the 
subject  of  injury  as  well  in  one  county 
as  another,  as  well  in  one  state  as  an- 
other; but  this  cannot  be  aflElrmed  of 
my  land,  which  is  immovable.  If  an 
agistor  of  cattle  open  a  pit  in  his  field, 
and  negligently  leave  it  open,  whereby 
my  horse  at  pasture  is  permitted  to 
fall  into  it  and  is  killed,  the  means 
and  place  of  injury  are  local,  but  the 
subject  of  the  injury — the  horse — is 
transitory,  and  capable  of  injury  as 
well  at  one  place  as  another.  But  if 
my  horse  trespass  upon  the  agistor's 
field,  break  the  close,-  and  tread  down 
and  eat  his  grass,  here  the  means  of 
injury — the  horse — is  movable,  transi- 
tory; but  the  subject  of  the  injury — 
the  realty — is  immovable,  local,  and 
therefore  is  not  capable  of  being  in- 
jured at  any  other  place."  Mason  v. 
Warner,  31  Mo.  508,  510,  quoted  in 
Dunn  V.  District  Court,  35  Okla.  38,  40, 
128  Pao.  114. 

20.  Livingston  v.  Jefferson,  1  Brock. 
203,  4  Hughes  606,  15  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
8,411;  Fresno  National  Bank  v.  Super- 
ior Court,  83  Cal.  491,  24  Pae.  157.  See 
Nelson  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  E.  Co.,  88 
Va.  971,  974,  14  S.  B.  838,  15  L.  E.  A. 
583;  Vinal  v.  Core,  18  W.  Va.  1,  20. 
Although  in  Mostyn  v.  Fabrigas,  1 
Cowp.  161,  98  Eng.  Reprint  1021,  Lord 
Mansfield  says  "The  substantial  dis- 
tinction is,  where  the  proceeding  is  in 
rem,  and  where  the  effect  of  the  judg- 


ment cannot  be  had,  if  it  is  laid  in  a 
wrong  place." 

Personal  actions  may  be  either  local 
or  transitory,  see  21  Standakd  Peoc. 
336. 

21.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Although  the  right  to  recover 
depends  upon  the  statute  of  a  foreign 
state  or  couaitry,  the  action  is  as  trans- 
itory as  if  the  right  of  action  was  given 
at  common  law.  Hanna  v.  Grand  Trunk 
E.  Co.,  41  111.  App.  116,  125. 

22.  See  supra,  I,  C,  2. 

23.  V.  S.  — Selover,  B.  &  Co.  v. 
Walsh,  226  U.  S.  112,  33  Sup.  Ct.  69, 
57  L.  ed.  146.  Ark.  —  PuUen  v.  Chase, 
4  Ark.  210.  Cal.  —  McCann  v.  Pennie, 
100  Cal.  547,  35  Pac.  158.  Ky.  —  Camp, 
bell  V.  Eitter  Lumb.  Co.,  140  Ky.  312, 
131  S.  W.  20.  Minn.  — Little  v.  Chi- 
cago, St.  P.  M.  &  O.  Ey.  Co.,  65  Minn. 
48,  67  N.  W.  846,  60  Am.  St.  Eep.  421, 
33  L.  E.  A.  423.  Va.  — Nelson  v.  Ches- 
apeake &  O.  E.  Co.,  88  Va.  971,  14  S. 
E.  838,  15  L.  E.  A.  583.  Eng.- Com- 
panhia de  Mocambique  v.  British  South 
Africa  Co.,  61  L.  J.  Q.  B.  663,  66  L.  T. 
N.  S.  773,  40  Wkly.  Eep.  650. 

[a]  Assumpsit.  —  Henwood  v. 
Cheeseman,  3  Serg.  &  E.  (Pa.)  500, 
503. 

[b]  Actions  on  public  contractor's 
bond  are  transitory.  State  ex  rel.  Wil- 
kins  V.  Tryholm,  139  Minn.  389,  166  N. 
W.  533. 

Actions  on  insurance  policies  are 
transitory,  see  14  Standakd  Proc.  5. 

24.  U.  S.  —  Livingston  v.  Jefferson, 
1  Brock.  203,  4  Hughes  606,  15  Fed. 
Cas.  No;  8,411.  Minn.  — Little  v.  Chi- 
cago, St.  P.  M.  &  O.  Ey.  Co.,  65  Minn. 
48,  67  N.  W.  846,  60  Am.  St.  Eep.  421, 
33  L.  E.  A.  423.  Pa.  —  Henwood  v. 
Cheeseman,  3  Serg.  &  E.  500. 

Except  when  the  liability  is  fixed  by 
privity  of  estate,  see  infra,  I,  C,  4. 

[a]  Action  for  breach  of  covenant 
of  warranty,  founded  on  privity  of 
contract.   Luther  v.  Brown,  132  Mo.  70, 
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28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 


actions  of  debt,^*  actions  for  injury  to  the  person,"  or  character,^' 
actions  for  death  by  wrongful  act,^^  bastardy  proceedings,'"  divorce 
actions,^"  actions  for  injury  to  '^  or  for  conversion  of  ^^  personal  prop- 
erty, and  trespass,''  or  trespass  on  the  case  "  against  a  sheriff  for  mis- 
feasance in  office. 

4.  What  Actions  Are  Local.  —  Local  actions,  as  already  shown,  are 
those  based  on  transactions  which  are  necessarily  local,  by  reason  of  the 
character  and  situation  "of  the  subject  of  action."  They  include  the  fol- 
lowing :  all  real  and  mixed  actions,'*  actions  for  damages  to  real  prop- 

33  S.  W.  442;  Henwood  v,  Cheeseman, 
3  Serg.  &  E.  (Pa.)  500. 

[b]  Debt  or  covenant  for  rent 
founded  on  privity  of  contract  is  trans- 
itory. Eaehus  ii.  Illinois  &  M.  Canal, 
17  111.  534. 

[c]  Action  for  Rents  and  Profits  of 
ILand.  —  Healey  v.  Humphrey,  81  Fed. 
990,  27  C.  C.  A.  39. 

[dj  Action  for  Use  and  Occupation. 
See  Sheppard  v-  Coeur  D  'Alene  Lumber 
Co.,  62  Wash.  12,  112  Pac.  932,  Ann. 
Cas.  1912C,  909  (note),  44  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  267;  18  Standard  Peoc.  475. 

[e]  When  the  title  is  only  incident- 
ally involved,  the  court  possessing  jur- 
isdiction of  the  contract,  which  is  in 
its  nature  transitory,  may  even  inquire 
into  the  very  title,  let  the  lands  lie 
where  they  may.  Henwood  v.  Cheese- 
man,  3  Serg.  &  E.  (Pa.)  500. 

25.  Prim  v.  Davis,  2  Ala.  24;  Jones 
r.  Pemberton,  7  N.  J.  L.  350. 

26.  Conn.  —  Lillibridge  v.  Barber, 
65  Conn.  366,  11  Atl.  850.  Kan.  — Mc- 
Gonigle  v.  Atchison,  33  Kan.  726,  7 
Pac.  550.  Ky.  —  Watts  v.  Thomas,  2 
Bibb  458.  Md.  —  Gunther  v.  Dran- 
bauer,  86  Md.  1,  38  Atl.  33;  Eedgrave 
V.  Jones,  1  Harr.  &  McH.  195.  Minn. 
Little  V.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  Ey. 
Co.,  65  Minn.  48,  67  N.  W.  846,  60  Am. 
St.  Eep.  421,  33  L.  E.  A.  423.  Mo. 
Mason  v.  Warner,  31  Mo.  508.  Tex. 
Brown  v.  Sullivan,  71  Tex.  470,  10  S. 
W.  288;  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  v. 
Mills,  53  Tex.  Civ.  App.)  359,  116  S. 
W.  852.  Eng.  — Eafael  v.  Verelst,  2  W. 
Bl.  1055,  96  Eng.  Eeprint  621. 

[a]  Whatever  the  means  by  or 
wherever  the  injury  to  the  person  is 
inilicted,  an  action  for  injury  to  the 
person  is  transitory.  Gunther  v.  Dran- 
bauer,  86  Md.  1,  38  Atl.  33. 

Assault  and  battery,  3  Standard 
Peoc.  38. 

Actions  for  injuries  from  defects  in 
highway  are  transitory,  see  11  Standard 
Pboc.  198. 


Malicious  prosecution,  see  19  Stand- 
ard Pboc.  80. 
27.    See  18  Standard  Peoc.  892. 
See  6  Standard  Proc.  377, 
See  4  Standard  Peoc.  59. 
See  the  title,  "Divorce." 
Mason  v.  Warner,  31   Mo.  508; 
Blackford  v.  Lehigh  Valley  E.  Co.,  63 
N.  J.  L.  56,  20  Atl.  735. 

[a]  An  action  of  Trespass.  —  Gard- 
ner V.  Kiehl,  182  Pa.  194,  199,  37  Atl. 
829. 

An  action  for  damages  for  fraud  and 
deceit  is  transitory.  See  10  Standard 
Proc.  46. 

32.  Mich.  —  Greeley  v.  Stilson,  27 
Mich.  153.  N.  0.  —  Brady  v.  Brady, 
161  N.  C.  324,  77  S.  E.  235,  44  L.  E.  A. 
(]Sr.  S.)  279.  Tex.  —  Banco  Minero  v. 
Boss,  106  Tex.  522,  172  S.  W.  711.  Wis. 
Tyson  v.  McGuineas,  25   Wis.  656. 

See  the  title  "Trover  and  Conver- 
sion." 

33.  Gardner  v.  Kiehl,  182  Pa.  194, 
37  Atl.  829,  in  selling  personalty  of  a 
third  person. 

[a]  The  statute  of  21  James  I,  Ch. 
12,  providing  that  actions  brought 
against  an  officer  shall  be  laid  in  the 
county  where  the  fact  was  committed, 
is  not  a  part  of  our  common  law.  Gard- 
ner V.  Kiehl,  182  Pa.  194,  37  Atl.  829. 

34.  Foster  v.  Baldwin,  2  Mass.  569, 
for  refusal  to  deliver  plaintiff  a  bail 
bond. 

Trespass  on  the  case  for  escapes  and 
false  returns,  see  Gould's  PI.  117. 

35.  See  supra,  I,  C,  2. 

36.  TJ.  S.  —  Ellenwood  17.  Marietta 
Chair  Co.,  158  U.  S.  105,  15  Sup.  Ct. 
771,  39  L.  ed.  913.  Ala.  —  Howard  v. 
Ingersoll,  17  Ala.  780.  Pa.  — Oliphant 
V.  Smith,  3  Pen.  &  W.  180.  Tenn. 
Nashville  v.  Webb,  114  Tenn.  432,  85 
S.  W.  404,  4  Ann.  Cas.  1169;  Draper  v. 
Kirkland,  1  Head  260.  W.  Va.  -^  Vinal 
V.  Core,  18  W.  Va.  1. 

Ejectment,  see  7  Standard  Peoo. 
1023, 
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erty,"  the  action  of  waste,'*  actions  of  debt  or  covenant  where  the 
liability  is  fixed  by  a  privity  of  estate,^"  and,  by  virtue  of  an  early 
English  statute,  actions  on  penal  statutes  for  penalties.*" 

The  action  of  replevin  is  also  local  at  common  law,*^  though  the  matter 
is  now  frequently  regulated  by  statute.*^ 

Actions  for  injuries  to  land  can  only  be  committed  where  the  land  lies 
and  are  necessarily  local,  at  common  law.*^  This  rule,  although  often 
criticized,  is  followed  by  the  great  weight  of  authority,"  both  in  eases 
of  injuries  by  forcible  trespass,*"  and  injuries  for  which  trespass  on  the 
case  may  be  brought.*"  Thus,  actions  on  the  case  for  nuisances  to  real 
property,*^  actions  for  damages  to  real  property  caused  by  negligence,** 
actions  for  the  obstruction  of  a  right  of  way,*'  and  actions  for  the  diver- 


In  eminent  domain,  8  Standard  Feoc. 
265. 

37.  See  infra,  this  section, 

38.  Me.  — Hall  v.  Decker,  48  Me. 
255.  N.  J,  —  Ackerson  v.  Erie  E.  Co., 
31  N.  J.  L.  309.  Pa.  —  Oliphant  v. 
Smith,  3  Pen.  &  W.  180. 

39.  U.  S.  —  Burt  &  Brabb  Lumb.  Co. 
V.  Bailey,  175  Fed.  131.  HI.  — Eachus 
V.  Illinois  &  M.  Canal,  17  HI.  534.  Ky. 
Birney  v.  Haim,  2  Litt.  262.  Mass. 
Clark  V.  Scudder,  6  Gray  122.  Mo. 
See  Coleman  v.  Lucksinger,  224  Mo.  1, 
123  ,S.  W.  441,  26  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  934. 
K.  Y.  —  Keyes  &  Marshall  Bros.  E.  Co. 
V.  Trustees,  205  N.  Y.  593,  98  N.  E. 
1105.  Tenn.  —  Mattix  v.  Swepston,  127 
Teun.  693,  155  S.  W.  928.  Eng.—  Way 
V.  Vally,  6  Mod.  194,  87  Eng.  Eeprint 
948,  2  Salk.  651,  91  Bug.  Eeprint  554. 

[a]  By  this  rule,  all  actions  liy  an 
assignee  of  an  estate  conveyed  with 
covenants  running  with  the  land, 
brought  against  the  covenantor  to  en- 
force the  covenants  are  local.  Tillot- 
son  V.  Prichard,  60  Vt.  94,  104,  14  Atl. 
302,  6  Am.  St.  Eep.  95.  To  same  ef- 
fect, Burt  &  Brabb  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Bailey, 
175  Fed.  131,  137;  Coleman  v.  Luck- 
ginger,  224  Mo.  1,  123  S.  W.  441,  26  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  934. 

40.  See  21  Standabd  Proc.  267. 

[a]  But  actions  on  a  penal  statute 
by  the  party  aggrieved  for  injuries 
sustained  are  transitory.  McLeod  v. 
Connecticut  &  P.  E.  Co.,  58  Vt.  727,  6 
Atl.  648. 

41.  XJ.  S. —  Healey  v.  Humphrey,  81 
Fed.  990,  27  C.  C.  A.  39.  Me.  — Hall  v. 
Decker,  48  Me.  255.  Mass.  —  Eobinson 
V.  Mead,  7  Mass.  353.  N.  Y.— WU- 
liams  V.  Welch,  5  Wend.  290;  Boyd  v. 
Howden,  3  Daly  455.   Pa.  —  See  Powell 


V.  Smith,  2  Watts  126;  Mather  v.  Trin- 
ity Church,  3  Serg.  &  E.  509,  8  Am. 
Dee.  663. 

[a]  Even  when  trespass  de  bonis 
asportatis  would  lie  for  the  cause  of 
action  on  which  replevin  is  brought. 
Williams  v.  Welch,  5  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
290. 

See  22  Standard  Pboc.  891. 

42.  See  22  Standard  Prog.  89. 

43.  Ala.  —  Howard  v.  IngersoU,  17 
Ala.  780.  Kan.  —  McGonigle  v.  Atchi- 
son, 33  Kan.  726,  7  Pac.  550.  Minn. 
See  Little  v.  Chicago  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  Ey. 
Co.,  65  Minn.  48,  67  N.  W.  846,  60  Am. 
St.  Eep.  421,  33  L.  E.  A.  423.  Md. 
Gunther  v.  Dranbauer,  86  Md.  1,  38 
Atl.  33;  Crook  v.  Pitcher,  61  Md.  510; 
Ireton  v.  Baltimore,  61  Md.  432.  N.  J. 
Koorie  v.  Wichmann  (N.  J.  L.),  56  Atl. 
148;  Deacon  v.  Shreve,  23  N.  J.  L.  204. 
Tenn.  —  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Weaks,  13  Lea  148. 

See  the  title  "Trespass." 

44.  See  infra,  this  section. 

45.  See  the  title,  "Trespass,"  and 
19  Standard  Proc.  19,  as  to  conversion 
of  timber. 

46.  Eachus  v.  Hlinois  &  M.  Canal, 
17  HI.  534;  Thayer  v.  Brooks,  17  Ohio 
489,  49  Am.  Dec.  474. 

47.  Me.  —  Hall  v.  Decker,'  48  Me. 
255,  nuisance  to  houses.  Md.  —  Crook 
V.  Pitcher,  dl  Md.  510.  N.  J.  —  Deacon 
V.  Shreve,  23  N.  J.  L.  204.  N.  Y. 
Home  V.  Buffalo,  49  Hun  76,  1  N.  Y. 
Supp.  801,  15  Civ.  Proc.  81,  17  N.  Y. 
St.  212.  Pa.  — Oliphant  v.  Smith,  3 
Pen.  &  W.  180. 

48.  Blackford  v.  Lehigh  Valley  B. 
Co.,  53  N.  J.  L.  56,  20  Atl.  735. 

49.  Hall  V.  Decker,  48  Me.  255; 
Crook  V.  Pitcher,  61  Md.  510. 
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Bion  of  a  watercourse,^"  are  deemed  local.  Some  courts,  however,  evade 
the  rule  by  distinguishing  between  faults  of  omission  and  commission, 
the  former  being  held  to  be  transitory."^ 

Actions  against  municipal  corporations  are  local."^ 

5.  Where  Action  Brought. — At  common  law,  transitory  actions 
could  be  brought  in  any  county  selected  by  plaintiff,"^  or  wherever  the 
defendant  might  be  found  and  served  with  process,'*  regardless  of  the 
place  where  he  resided  or  where  the  cause  of  action  arose.''  So  also  a 
nonresident  of  the  state,  however  transiently  he  may  be  in  the  state, 
may  be  sued  wherever  he  can  be  found,'*  provided  he  is  not  fraudulent- 
ly induced  to  come  into  the  state." 

Local  actions  affecting  realty  must  be  brought  in  the  courts  of  the 
county  where  the  land  is  situated,'^  even  though  both  parties  reside  else- 
where where  the  action  is  attempted  to  be  maintained,'^  and  though  a 
party  would  practically  be  deprived  of  all  remedy  because  of  the  non- 
residence  of  the  defendant.*"'  If  a  tract  of  land  is  divided  by  county 
lines,  separate  ejectment  suits  must  be  brought  in  each  county.*^  But 
where  land  in  one  county  is  injured  by  an  act  done  in  another,  the 


50.  Hall  V.  Decker,  48  Me.  265.  See 
the  title,  "Waters  and  Watercourses." 

51.  Titus  V.  Prankfort,  15  Me.  89, 
98. 

[a]  Land  Without  the  State.  —  The 
local  statute  regulating  the  venue  of 
actions  for  injuries  to  land  ' '  within 
the  state,"  has  no  application  to  ac- 
tions for  injuries  to  land  without  the 
state.  An  action  for  injury  to  such 
land  which  is  caused  by  negligence  is 
transitory  and  may  be  brought  in  the 
state.  Little  v.  Chicago  St.  P.  M.  &  0. 
By.  Co.,  65  Minn.  48,  67  N.  W.  846,  60 
Am.  St.  Eep.  421,  33  L.  K.  A.  423. 

52.  Phillips  V.  Baltimore,  110  Md. 
431,  72  Atl.  902,  25  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
711;  Piercy  p.  Johnson  City,  130  Tenn. 
231,  169  S.  W.  765,  L.  E.  A.  1915F, 
1029,  note;  Nashville  v.  Webb,  114 
Tenn.  432,  85  S.  W.  404,  4,  Ann.  Cas. 
1169.    See  20  Standard  Pboc.  98. 

53.  Jones  v.  Pemberton,  7  N.  J.  L. 
350;  Companhia  de  Mocambique  v. 
British  South  Africa  Co.,  61  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
(Eng.)  663,  66  L.  T.  N.  S.  773,  40  Wkly. 
Rep.  650  (per  Lopes  L.  J.);  Mostyn  •». 
Fabrigas,  1  Cowp.  161,  98  Eng.  Re- 
print 1021. 

54.  Kan.  —  McGonigle  v.  Atchison, 
33  Kan.  726,  7  Pac.  550.  N.  Y.  — Hull 
V.  Vreeland,  18  Abb.  Pr.  182,  42  Barb. 
543;  Hall  v.  Coe,  4  Cow.  15.  Tex. 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  E.  Co.  v.  Godair  Com. 

Vol,  XXV 


Co.,  39  Tex.  Civ.  App.  298,  87  S.  W. 
871.  W.  Va.  — Vinal  v.  Core,  18  W. 
Va.  1. 

[a]  But  attorneys  were  sworn  not 
to  bring  suit  in  counties  foreign  to 
the  defendant.  4,  Hen.  IV,  c.  18.  See 
Carlisle  v.  Cowan,  85  Tenn.  165,  2  S. 
W.  26. 

When  the  cause  of  action  arose  in 
another  state  or  abroad,  see  17  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  761. 

55.  Vinal  v.  Core,  18  W.  Va.  1,  20. 

56.  Smith  v.  Gibson,  83  Ala.  284,  3 
So.  321;  Vinal  v.  Core,  18  W.  Va.  1. 

[a]  Statutes  requiring  suits  to  be 
brought  in  the  county  of  the  residence 

of  a  freeholder  have  no  application. 
Smith  V.  Gibson,  83  Ala.  284,  3  So.  321. 

57.  Smith  v.  Gibson,  83  Ala.  284,  3 
So.  321.  See  the  title  "Service  of  Pro- 
cess and  Papers." 

58.  Ala.  —  Howard  v.  IngersoU,  17 
Ala.  780.  Miss.  —  Oliver  v.  Loye,  59 
Miss.  320.  N.  J.  —  Ackerson  v.  Erie  E. 
Co.,  31  N.  J.  L.  309.  Vt.  — McLeod  v. 
Connecticut  &  P.  E.  Co.,  58  Vt.  727,  6 
Atl.  648. 

59.  Clark  17.  Scudder,  6  Gray  (Mass.) 
122. 

60.  Clark  v.  Scudder,  6  Gray  (Mass.) 
122;  Oliver  v.  Loye,  59  Miss.  320. 

61.  See  7  Standard  Pboc.  1023. 
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remedy  may  be  enforced  in  either.'^    The  same  rule  applies  where  the 
act  done  and  the  injury  occur  in  different  states.*^ 

D.  In  Equity.  —  In  England,  the  question  of  residence  of  the  de- 
fendant could  not  arise  in  an  equity  case,  because  the  court  of  chancery 
sat  in  one  place."*  But  this  is  not  true  in  the  United  States,  where 
equitable  relief  is  administered  by  the  superior  courts.^'  Here,  the 
venue  in  equity  cases  is  usually  regulated  by  statute.""  But  in  the  ab- 
sence thereof  equity  will  follow  the  law,"'  and  will  require  equity  suits 
to  be  brought  in  the  county  where  one  of  the  defendants  resides,"*  un- 
less there  is  some  other  equity  authorizing  a  different  course."  Equity 
cannot  directly  lay  hold  of  either  personal '"  or  real  '^  property  in  an- 
other county  or  jurisdiction  and  adjninister  it.  But,  if  the  relief  sought 
does  not  require  the  court  to  deal  directly  with  the  estate  itself,  equity 
may  entertain  the  bill  and  by  its  decree  indirectly  affect  property  in 
another  county,  by  virtue  of  its  jurisdiction  over  the  person."    Thus, 


62.  m.  — Ohio  &  M.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Combs,  43  111.  App.  119;  Pilgrim  v. 
Mellor,  1  111.  App.  448.  Ky.  — See 
Smith  V.  Southern  Ey.  Co.,  136  Ky.  162, 
123  S.  W.  678,  26  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  927. 
Mass.  —  Mannville  Co.  v.  Worcester, 
138  Mass.  89,  52  Am.  Eep.  261;  Barden 
V.  Crocker,  10  Pick.  383.  Ohio.  —  Thay- 
er V.  Brooks,  17  Ohio  489,  49  Am.  Dec. 
474.  Pa.  —  Oliphant  v.  Smith,  3  Pen. 
&  W.  180,  the  erection  of  a  nuisance 
in  one  county  to  injury  of  laud  in  an- 
other. Bug.  —  Bulwer's  Case,  7  Coke 
la,  77  Eng.  Eeprint  411. 

[a]  The  true  reason  is  that  the  in- 
jury and  wrongful  act  are  regarded  as 
having  occurred  together  or  in  imme- 
diate connection  and  in  the  same  jur- 
isdiction or  in  either  of  the  two  juris- 
dictions. Smith  D.  Southern  Ey.  Co., 
136  Ky.  162,  171,  123  S.  W.  678,  26  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  927. 

63.  XJ.  S.  —  Eundle  v.  Delaware  & 
E.  Canal,  1  Wall.  Jr.  275,  21  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  12,139.  Ky.  —  Smith  v.  Southern 
Ey.  Co.,  136  Ky.  162,  123  S.  W.  678,  26 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  927.  Mass.  — Mann- 
ville Co.  V.  Worcester,  138  Mass.  89,  52 
Am.  Eep.  261.  Ohio.  —  Thayer  v. 
Brooks,  17  Ohio  489,  49  Am.  Dec.  474. 
Tex. — Armendiaz  v.  Stillman,  54  Tex. 
623,  an  action  in  Texas  for  injuries 
caused  by  placing  an  obstruction  in  the 
Eio  Grande  which  diverted  the  water 
to  the   destruction  of  land  in  Mexico. 

64.  Eailroad  Commission  v.  Palmer 
Hdw.  Co.,  124  Ga.  633,  53  S.  E.  193 
(and  every  person  must  be  sued  there, 
regardless  of  his  place  of  residence); 
Carter  v.  Jordan,  15  Ga.  76. 


65.  Eailroad  Commission  v.  Palmer 
Hdw.  Co.,  124  Ga.  633,  53  S.  E.  193. 

66.  See  the  statutes  and  see  infra, 
I,  E. 

[a]  But  a  statute  prescribing  venue 
"in  all  civil  cases"  does  not  fix  venue 
in  equity  cases.  Eice  v.  Tarver,  4  Ga. 
571. 

67.  Carswell  v.  Macon  Mfg.  Co.,  38 
Ga.  403;  Eice  v.  Tarver,  4  Ga.  571;  Bay 
State  Iron  Co.  i?.-Goodall,  39  N.  H.  223, 

75  Am.  Dec.  219.  See  Caufman  v. 
Sayre,  2  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  202. 

68.  Carswell  v.  Macon  Mfg.  Co.,  38 
Ga.  403;  Hayes  v.  O'Brien,  149  111.  403, 
37  N.  E.  73,  23  L.  E.  A.  555.  See  also 
Vizard  v.  Moody,  115  Ga.  491,  41  S.  B. 
997;  Clayton  v.  Stetson,  101  Ga.  634,  28 
S.  E.  983. 

69.  Carswell  v.  Macon  Mfg.  Co.,  38 
Ga.  403,  citing  Eice  v.  Tarver,  4  Ga. 
571.   See  infra,  this  section. 

70.  Johnson  v.  Gibson,  116  111.  294, 
6  N.  E.  205. 

71.  HI.  — Hayes  v.  O'Brien,  149  HI. 
403,  37  N.  B.  73,  23  L.  E.  A.  555;  John- 
son V.  Gibson,  116  111.  294,  6  N.  E.  205. 
Ky.  —  Austin's  Heirs  v.  Bodley,  4 
Mon.  434.  Va.  —  Poindexter  v.  Burwell, 
82  Va.  507;  Guerrant  v.  Towler,  1  Hen. 
&  M.  (11  Va.)  5. 

72.  TJ.  S. —  Hart  v.  Sansom,  110  TJ. 
S.  151,  3  Sup.  Ct.  586,  28  L.  ed.  101; 
See  Pennoyer  v.  Neff,  95  U.  S.  714,  723, 
24  L.  ed.  565;  Memphis  Sav.  Bank  v. 
Houchens,  116  Fed.  96,  52  C.  C.  A.  176. 
Ala.  —  See    Stone   v.   Davenport   Bros., 

76  So.  312.  111.  —  Johnson  v.  Gibson, 
116  111.  294,  6  N.  E.  205.  Kan.  —  Cald- 
well V,  Newton,  99  Kan.  846,  163  Pae. 
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suits  in  equity  for  an  aecounting/^  for  specific  performance  of'  ^  con- 
tract for  sale  of  land,''*  for  an  injunction/"  and,  it  has  been  held,  suits 
for  the  foreclosure  of  mortgages,''  are  transitory  and  should  be  brought 
in  the  county  of  the  defendant's  residence.  But  actions  for  partition  " 
and  to  enjoin  threatened  trespasses  to  real  property '°  are  local. 

BUls  anciUary  to  suits  at  law,  as  for  injunction,  discovery,  etc.,  may  be 
brought  where  the  suit  is  pending,  provided  no  relief  is  prayed  as  to 
matters  not  included  in  such  litigation.'" 

E.  Under  Statute.  —  1.  In  General.  —  The  venue  of  actions,  under 
the  modern  practice,  is  generally  fixed  by  statute,'"  and  sometimes  by 


163.  Ky.  —  McQuerry  v.  Gilliland,  89 
Ky.  434,  12  S.  W.  1037,  7  L.  E.  A.  454; 
Austin's  Heirs  v.  Bodley,  4  Mon.  434. 
Minn.  —  State  v.  District  Court,  94 
Minn.  370,  102  N.  W.  869,  3  Ann.  Cas. 
725.  Va.  —  Poindexter  v.  Burwell,  82 
Va.  507,  513.  W.  Va.  —  Wilson  v. 
Braden,  48  W.  Va.  196,  36  S.  E.  367. 

[a]  Thus  the  state  through  its  tri- 
bunals may  compel  persons  domiciled 
within  its  limits  to  execute,  in  pursu- 
ance of  their  contracts  respecting  prop- 
erty elsewhere  situated,  instruments  in 
such  form  and  with  such  solemnities 
as  to  transfer  the  title.  Pennoyer  v. 
Neff,  95  U.  S.  714,  723,  24  L.  ed.  565. 

[b]  It  is  the  conveyance  pursuant 
to  the  decree,  not  the  decree  which 
passes  title.  "Wilson  v.  Bradley,  48  W. 
Va.  196,  36  S.  E.  367. 

[c]  lu  a  case  of  fraud,  trust,  or 
contract,  equity  has  jurisdiction  wher- 
ever the  person  may  be  found,  al- 
though lands  not  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court  may  be  affected  by 
the  decree.  Massie  v.  Watts,  6  Cranch 
(U.  S.)  148,  163,  3  L.  ed.  181. 

[d]  An  action  to  compel  production 
of  title  deeds  is  not  local.  Roberts  v. 
Eoberts,  124  Mich.  414,  83  N.  W.  132, 

73.  See  1  Standard  Peoc.  303. 
Against  partnerships,  see  21  Stand- 
ard Proc.  24. 

74.  U.  S.  — Hart  v.  Sansom,  110  U. 
S.  151,  3  Sup.  Ct.  586,  28  L.  ed.  101. 
Ind. — Parker  v.  M:cAllister,  14  Ind;  12. 
Kan.  —  Horner  v.  Ellis,  75  Kan.  675, 
90  Pac.  275,  121  Am.  St.  Eep.  446; 
Close  V.  Wheaton,  65  Kan.  830,  70  Pac. 
891.  But  see  present  statute  of  Kansas. 
Mass.  — Spurr  v.  Scoville,  3  Cush.  578. 
Minn.  —  See  State  ex  rel.  Johnston 
Land  Co.  v.  District  Court,  138  Minn. 
336,  164  N.  W.  1014. 

See  the  title,  "Specific  Perform- 
ance. ' ' 

75.  See  12  Standard  Prog.  1021. 
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Venue  of  suits  to  restrain  suits  at 
law  or  judgments^  see  12  Standard 
Peoc.  1022. 

76.  See  19  Standard  Proc.  921.  But 
see  Ducker  v.  Gray,  3  J.  J.  Marsh. 
(Ky.)  .163. 

[a]  As  Affected  by  the  Relief. — ^ 
A  bill  for  foreclosure  only  is  altogether 
in  personam,  but  as  a  sale  of  the  mort- 
gaged land  operates  in  rem,  cognizance 
over  a  bill  for  a  sale  may  be  exercised 
by  the  court  of  .equity  of  the  county 
in  which  the  land  lies,  and  would, 
upon  common  law  principles,  be  re- 
stricted to  that  court,  if  the  prayer 
for  a  sale  were  the  only  grounds  of 
jurisdiction.  But  a  bill  for  ascertain- 
ing and  settling  the  amount  due  and 
for  both  foreclosure  and  sale,  is  per- 
sonal as  well  as  local;  and  either  the 
person  of  a  necessary  defendant  or  the 
locality  of  the  land  may  give  jurisdic- 
tion. Caufman  v.  Sayre,  2  B.  Mon. 
(Ky.)  202. 

77.  Austin's  Heirs  v.  Bodley,  4  Mon. 
(Ky.)  434.   See  the  title,  "Partition. v 

78.  See  the  title,  "Trespass,"  and 
19  Standard  Peoc.  504. 

79.  Bishop  V.  Brown,  138  Ga.  771, 
76  S.  B.  89;  Carswell  v.  Macon  Mfg. 
Co,  38  Ga.  403;  Eiee  v.  Tarver,  4  Ga. 
571.  See  12  Standard  Peoc.  1024,  and 
the  title  "Discovery." 

[a]  Illustration.  —  When  a  joinder 
of  legal  and  equitable  causes  is  per- 
mitted, there  may  be  joined  with  an 
action  on  a  debt  brought  where  the 
defendant  resideg,  a  supplementary 
cause  of  action  to  set  aside  fraudulent 
conveyances,  if  necessary  to  enforce 
the  judgment.  But  the  action  cannot 
be  brought  in  the  county  of  the 
grantee's  residence.  Fourth  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Mooty,  143  Ga.  137,  84  S.  E.  546. 

80.  See  the  statutes  and  the  follow- 
ing: Interstate  Cooperage  Co.  v.  Eu- 
reka Lumb.  Co.,  151  N.  C.  455,  66  8.  E. 
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constitutional  provisions." 

Application  of  Statutes  to  Ectuity  Suits.— Under  the  reformed  procedure, 
the  statutes  and  codes  Apply  to  equitahle  as  well  as  legal  actions.'^  But 
in  some  states  statutes  specifically  regulating  venue  in  equity  cases  have 
been  enacted." 

Causes  of  Action  Arising  Without  the  State.  —  The  statutes  relating  to 
venue  have  been  held  not  to  apply  to  causes  of  action  arising  without 
the  state.'* 

2.  Retention  of  Common  Law  Distinctions  Under  the  Statutes. 
The  statutes  relating  to  venue  make  complete  provision  for  the  venue  of 
all  civil  actions,  superseding  altogether  the  common  law  distinctions,*^ 
so  that  no  actions  are  local  unless  made  so  by  the  statute.*"    The  com- 


434;  Snyder  v,  Pike,  30  Utah  102,  83 
Pae.  692  (holding  statutes  constitu- 
tional) ;  Sherman  v,  Croubay,  27  Utah 
47,  74  Pac.  348. 

[a]  In  the  federal  courts,  see  25 
U.  S.  St.  483,  U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1916 
§1033,  5  Fed.  St.  Ann.  2  Ed.  486,  and 
the  title  "United  States  Courts." 

[b]  In  Florida,  the  statute  provides 
that  "suits  shall  be  begun  only  in  the 
county  *  *  *  -where  the  defendant 
resides,  or  where  the  cause  of  action 
accrued,  or  where  the  property  in  liti- 
gation is."  ria.  Comp.  Laws  1914 
§1383.  Santa  Eosa  v.  Trobuek,  77 
Pla.  86,  80  So.  748;  Gibbs  v.  Davis,  27 
Fla.  531,  557,  8  So.  633;  Bucki  v. 
Cone,  25  Fla.  1,  6  So.  160  (action  on 
the  case);  Euss  v.  Mitchell,  11  Fla.  80. 

81.  See  the  constitutions. 

[a]  The  Utah  constitution  provid- 
ing (1)  that  all  civil  and  criminal  busi- 
ness arising  in  any  county  must  be 
tried  in  such  county,  etc.,  is  simply  an 
announcement  of  the  common  law  on 
the  subject  of  venue.  Gibbs  v.  Gibbs, 
26  Utah  382,  73  Pac.  641.  (2)  It  does 
not  grant  or  limit  jurisdiction,  fix  or 
define  the  loci  of  actions  or  destroy  the 
distinction  between  local  and  transi- 
tory actions.  It  relates  merely  to  the 
subject  matter  of  a  change  of  venue. 
Sanipoli  v.  Pleasant  Valley  Coal  Co., 
31  Utah  114,  86  Pac.  865.  See  Mosby 
V.  Gisborn,  17  Utah  257,  54  Pac.  121. 
(3)  Transitory  actions  can  be  insti- 
tuted in  any  county  where  the  defend- 
ant may  be  found  and  served  with 
process.  Sanipoli  v.  Pleasant  Valley 
Coal  Co.,  31  Utah  114,  86  Pac.  865. 

82.  Jones,  McDowell  &  Co.  v. 
Fletcher,  42  Ark.  422,  439;  Gem  City 
Acetylene  Gen.  Co.  v.  Coblentz,  86  Ohio 
St.  199,  99  N.  E.  302,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D, 


660.   And  see  infra,  I,  E,  7,  and  9. 

83.  See  the  statutes  of  Alabama 
and  Georgia,  for  example. 

84.  Little  V.  Chicago  St.  P.  M.  &  O. 
E.  Co.,  65  Minn.  48j  67  N.  W.  846,  60 
Am.  St.  Eep.  421,  33  L.  R.  A.  423; 
Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  E.  Co., 
11  Hun  (N.  Y.)  182;  Barney  v.  Burn- 
stenbinder,  7  Lans.  (N.  Y.)  21'0;  64 
Barb.  212.  See  Smith  v.  Southern  Ey. 
Co.,  136  Ky.  162,  123  S.  W.,  678,  26  L. 
E.  A,  (N.  S.)  927;  Companhia  de  Mo- 
cambique  v.  British  South  Africa  Co., 
61  L.  J.  Q.  B.  (Eng.)  663,  66  L.  T.  N. 
S.  773,  40  Wkly.  Eep.  650. 

85.  Mo. —  Kirkwood  v.  Handlan,  182 
Mo.  App.  626,  168  S.  "W.  346.  Ohio. 
Fostoria  v.  Fox,  60  Ohio  St.  340,  54 
N.  E.  370;  Genin  v.  Grier,  10  Ohio 
209.  Tex.  —  Armendiaz  v.  Stillman, 
54   Tex.   623,  633. 

[a]  Reason.  —  The  appearance  of 
the  defendant  not  being  compellable 
except  in  the  county  where  the  pro- 
cess is  issued,  the  commonlaw  distinc- 
tion between  local  and  transitory 
actions  sometimes  causes  a  failure  of 
justice.  All  actions  then  are  transi- 
tory which  are  personal  and  sound  in 
debt  or  dainages.  Genin  v.  Grier,  10 
Ohio  209. 

86.  Cal.  —  Fresno  National  Bank  v. 
Superior  Court,  83  Cal.  491,  24  Pac. 
157.  Miss.  —  Oliver  v.  Loye,  59  Miss. 
320,  the  only  local  actions  are  eject- 
ment and  trespass  for  injuries  to  land. 
Mo.  —  Coleman  v.  Lucksinger,  224  Mo. 
1,  123  S.  W.  441,  26  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
934.  Ohio.  —  Fostoria  v.  Fox,  60  Ohio 
St.  340,  54  N.  E.  370;  Eailroad  Co.  v. 
Morey,  47  Ohio  St.  207,  24  N.  E.  269,  7 
L.  E.  A.  701;  Genin  v.  Grier,  10  Ohio 
209.  Tex.  —  Armendiaz  v.  Stillman,  54 
Tex.  623. 
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mon  law  distinctions,  however,  are  observed  in  the  main,''  but  the 
tendency  is  to  enlarge  the  field  of  transitory  actions,"  although  to  a 
limited  extent  all  actions,  even  those  which  are  transitory,  are  made 
local,  the  venue  being  the  residence  of  some  party." 

In  England,  it  is  now  provided  by  rule,  that  there  shall  be  no  local 
venue  for  the  trial  of  any  action,  except  when  otherwise  provided  by 
statute.^" 

"Brought"  and  "Tried."  —  It  is  worthy  of  note  that  some  of  the  codes 
and  statutes  require  actions  to  be  "tried"  in  certain  counties  whereas 
others  require  them  to  be  "brought"  or  "commenced"  in  certain 
counties.*^  The  latter  statute  means  more  than  that  the  action  must  be 
"commenced"  in  the  county  designated.  It  must  be  both  commenced 
and  tried  there,*'  unless  transferred  to  another  county  under  the  stat- 
utes relating  to  change  of  venue.^' 

3.  Classification  of  Actions  Under  the  Statutes.  —  There  is  consider- 
able similarity  in  the  statutes,  yet  many  of  them  differ  in  various  de- 
tails, making  it  necessary  to  consult  the  statutes  of  the  different  juris- 
dictions.** Generally  the  statutes  and  codes  divide  actions  into  three 
general  classes:  those  which  must  be  tried  in  the  county  in  which  the 
subject  of  action  or  some  part  thereof  is  situated;  those  which  must  be 
tried  in  the  county  where  the  cause  or  some  part  thereof  ar^,se;  and 
'  those  which  must  be  tried  in  the  county  in  which  the  defendants  or  some 
of  them  reside  at  the  commencement  of  the  action,"*  subject,  in  each 
case,  however,  to  the  power  of  the  court  to  change  the  place  of  trial  as 


Compare,  Harris  v.  Smith,  133  Ark. 
250,  202  S.  W.  244;  Jones,  McDowell 
&  Co.  V.  Fletcher,  42  Ark.  422,  439, 
holding  that  all  actions  which  operate 
directly  upon  the  estate  or  title  are 
local  whether  specifically  enumerated 
in  the  statute  or  not. 

87.  U.  S.  —  Bundle  v.  Delaware  & 
E.  Canal,  1  Wall.  Jr.  275,  21  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  12,139.  Aik,  —  Jacks  v.  Moore,  33 
Ark.  31.  Kan.  —  McGonigle  v.  Atchi- 
son, 33  Kan.  726,  7  Pac.  560.  Minn. 
State  V.  District  Court,  94  Minn.  370, 
102  N.  W.  869. 

88.  See  cases  in  next  note  preced- 
ing. 

89.  Barnard  v.  Wheeler,  3  How.  Pr. 
(N.  X)  71.     And  see  infra,  I,  E.  9. 

90.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  The  rule  does  not  purport  to 
touch  the  distinction  between  local 
and  transitory  actions.  "It  deals  only 
with  the  place  of  trial,  and  enables 
actions,  whatever  their  nature,  to  be 
tried  in  any  county.  But  it  is,  in  my 
opinion,  a  mere  rule  of  procedure,  and 
applies  only  to  those  cases  in  which 
the  courts  at  that  time  exercised  juris- 
diction. *  *  *    The    rules    relating   to 
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venue  did  no  more  than  regulate  the 
manner  in  which  the  right  was  to  be 
enforced.  But,  in  respect  of  a  trespass 
to  land  situated  abroad,  there  was  no 
right  of  action,  for  an  alleged  right," 
and  the  court  will  refuse  to  take  juris- 
diction. British  South  African  Co.  v. 
Companhia  de  Mocambique,  [1893]  A. 
C.  (Eng.)  602,  63  L.  J.  Q.  B.  70,  69 
L.  T.  N.  S.  604,  610. 

91.  See  the  codes  and  statutes  and 
Parker  v.  McAllister,  14  Ind.   12. 

92.  Cat.  —  Santa  Eosa  c.  Fountain 
Water  Co.,  138  Cal.  579,  71  Pac.  1123, 
1136;  California  Southern  E.  Co.  v. 
Southern  Pacific  E.  Co.,  65  Cal.  394, 
4  Pac.  344.  Mich.  —  See  Atkins  v. 
Borstler,  46  Mich.  552,  9  N.  W.  850. 
Mont. — Helena  v.  Eogan,  26  Mont.  452, 
470,  68  Pac.  798. 

As  affecting  jurisdiction,  see  infra, 
I,  I,  1. 

93.  Santa  Eosa  v.  Fountain  Water 
Co.,  138  Cal.  579,  71  Pae.  1123,  1136. 
See  the  title,  "Change  of  Venue." 

94.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

95.  State  '  ex  rel.  Calderwood  V. 
Schomber,  23  Wash.  573,  63  Pac.  221. 
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provided  by  law."  The  last  class  named  is  the  general  rule,  the  others 
being  exceptions  to  it,*'  and  consequently  the  conditions  tinder  which 
the  exception  is  claimed  must  be  clearly  and  distinctly  shown." 

4.  How  Character  of  Action  Is  Detenmned.-^Whether  the  character 
of  the  action  is  determined  from  the  plaintiff 's  pleading  or  upon  proof 
seems  to  depend  somewhat  upon  how  and  when  the  objection  is  raised." 

5.  Venue  Where  Several  Causes  of  Action  Are  Joined,  or  Different 
Kinds  of  Relief  Are  Sought.  —  From  the  fact  that  local  actions  are  re- 
garded as  exceptions  to  the  general  rule,^  it  has  been  frequently  held 
that  to  bring  a  case  within  the  exception  it  must  be  wholly  local ;  that  is, 
exclusively  within  the  exception,^  otherwise  it  will  fall  within  the  gen- 
eral rule,  and  must  be  tried  in  the  county  of  the  defendant's  residence.' 
Thus  it  is  held,  that  if  local  and  transitory  causes  of  action  are  joined, 
the  action  must  be  tried  in  the  county  of  the  defendant's  residence.* 
But,  on  the  other  hand,  if  the  primary  and  principal  relief  is  local,  the 
action  is  local,  notwithstanding  otKer  relief  not  local  is  sought  as  an 
incident  to  the  principal  relief.* 


96.  See  the  title,  "Change  of 
Venue." 

97.  Cal.  — Booker  v.  Aitken,  140 
Cal.  471,  74  Pac.  11;  Smith  v.  Smith, 
88  Cal.  572,  576,  26  Pac.  356;  Las 
Animas  &  S.  J.  Land  Co.  v.  Fatjo,  9 
Cal.  App.  318,  99  Pac.  393.  Minn. 
State  V.  District  Court,  85  Minn.  283, 
88  N.  W.  755;  Smith  v.  Barr,  76  Minn. 
513,  79  N.  W.  507.  Tex.  —  Lindheim 
V.  Muschamp,  72  Tex.  33,  12  S.  W.  125; 
Thomson  v.  Locke,  66  Tex.  883,  1  S. 
W.  112. 

98.  Oal.  — Smith  v.  Smith,  88  Cal. 
572,  26  Pac.  356.  Colo.  — Brewer  v. 
Gordon,  27  Colo.  Ill,  59  Pac.  404,  83 
Am.  St.  Eep.  45.  Tex.  —  Liadheim  v. 
Muschamp,  72  Tex.  33,  12  S.  W,  125; 
Cohen  v.  Munson,  59  Tex.  236;  John- 
son V.  Lanford,  52  Tex.  Civ.  App.  397, 
114  S.  W.  693. 

[a]  The  petition  must  show  the 
existence  of  facts  authorizing  suit  in 
a  county  other  than  defendant's  resi- 
dence. Thomson  v.  Locke,  66  Tex.  383, 
1  S.  W.  112. 

99.  See  infra,  I,  L 

1.  See   supra,  I,   B,   3. 

2.  Ala.  —  Ashurst  v.  Gibson,  57  Ala. 
684.  Cal.  — White  v.  Adler,  110  Cal. 
XVIII,  42  Pac.  1070;  Booker  v.  Aitken, 
140  Cal.  471,  74  Pac.  11;  Smith  v. 
Smith,  88  Cal.  572,  26  Pac.  356;  Le 
Breton  v.  Superior  Court,  66  Cal.  27, 
4  Pac.  777;  Terry  v.  Eivergarden 
Farms  Co.,  29  Cal.  App.  59,  154  Pac. 
476.     Minn.  —  State    ex  rel.    Johnston 


Land  Co.  v-  District  Couit,  138  Minn. 
336,  164  N.  W.  1014. 

[a]  An  action  for  specific  perform- 
ance of  a  contract  to  convey  land  is 
not  wholly  local,  and  is  therefore  tran- 
sitory. State  ex  rel.  Johnston  Land  Co. 
V.  District  Court,  138  Minn.  336,  164 
N.  W.  1014. 

Actions  for  penalties,  see  21  Stand- 
ard Pboc.  269. 

3.  White  V.  Adler,  110  Cal.  xviii,  4j2 
Pac.  1070;  Le  Breton  v.  Superior 
Court,  66  Cal.  27,  4  Pac.  777;  State 
ex  rel.  Johnston  Land  Co.  v.  District 
Court,  138  Minn.  336,  164  N.  W.  1014. 

4.  White  V.  Adler,  110  Cal.  xviii,  42 
Pac.  1070;  Nason  v.  Feldhusen,  34  Cal. 
App.  789,  168  Pac.  1162;  Terry  v. 
Eivergarden  Farms  Co.,  29  Cal.  App. 
59,  154  Pac.  476. 

[a]  If  the  plaintiff  join  with  a  local 
cause  of  action  another  not  embraced 
within  the  statute  providing  for  local 
actions,  or  if  he  seek  a  remedy  upon 
matters  not  within  the  statute,  his 
action  becomes  transitory.  Smith  v. 
Smith,   88   Cal.   572,   26  Pac.   356. 

[b]  If  a  real  and  personal  action 
are  joined,  the  venue  should  be  changed 
to  the  defendant's  place  of  residence. 
Terry  v.  Eivergarden  Farms  Co.,  29 
Cal.   App.   59,  154  Pac.  476. 

5.  Cal.  —  Grocers '  Fruit  Growing 
Union  v.  Kern  etc.  Co.,  150  Cal.  466, 
89  Pac.  120.  Minn.  —  Stat,e  ex  rel. 
Batlord-Trimble  L.  Co.  v.  District 
Court,   120   Minn.   99,   139   N.   W.   135. 
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According  to  some  authorities  when  two  or  more  causes  of  action  are 
properly  joined,  the  venue  as  to  one  will  confer  venue  as  to  the  others,' 
but  some  courts  hold  otherwise.' 


Compare,  Hunt  c.  Dean,  91  Minn.  96, 
97  N.  W.  674;  Smith  i;.  Barr,  76  Minn. 
513,  79  N.  W.  507,  not  deciding  the 
point. 

[a]  Illustrations.  —  (1)  In  an  action 
to  establish  a  trust  in  land  in  which 
an  accounting  is  merely  incidental, 
and  is  necessary  to  show  how  much  the 
plaintiCE  shall  pay  the  defendant  to  en- 
title him  to  the  relief  demanded,  the 
declaration  of  a  trust,  the  sole  object 
of  the  action  within,  the  rule  is  the 
establishment  of  the  trust.  It  would 
be  otherwise  if  an  accounting  as  to 
other  matters  is  demanded  also  and  a 
personal  judgment' against  the  defend- 
ant is  sought.  Hannah  v.  Canty,  1  Cal. 
App.  225,  81  Pac.  1035,  distinguishing 
Smith  V.  Smith,  88  Cal.  572,  26  Pac.  356. 
(2)  So  also  a  cause  of  action  which  is 
local  is  not  triable  in  the  county  of  the 
defendant 's  residence  where  the  allega- 
tions as  to  personal  property  and  other 
transactions  are  admissible  only  as 
tending  to  establish  real  action.  Booker 
«.  Aitken,  140  Cal.  471y  74  Pae.  11. 

[b]  In.  trespass,  when  the  trespass 
to  realty  is  the  principal  thing  and 
the  conversion  of  personalty  incidental 
only,  the  entire  cause  of  action  is 
local.  Ellenwood  v.  Marietta  Chair 
Co.,  158  U.  S.  105,  15  Sup.  Ct.  771,  39 
L.  ed.  913;  Jemez  Land  Co.  v.  Garcia, 
15  N.  M.  316,  107  Pac.  683.  See  also 
Indiana  Bloomington  &  "W.  E.  Co.  v. 
Poster,  107  Ind.  430,  8  N.  B-.  264,  and 
the  title,  "Trespass." 

[e]  An  action  to  recover  possession 
of  land  with  a  prayer  for  incidental  re- 
lief for  the  value  of  timber  cut  is 
local.  Frankfort  Land  Co.  v.  Hughett, 
137  Tenn.  32,  41,  191  S.  W.  530. 

[d]  An.  action  for  specific  perform- 
ance with  incidental  relief  (1)  by  way 
of  accounting  is  local.  Grocers'  Fruit 
Growing  Union  v.  Kern  etc.  Co.,  150 
Cal.  466,  89  Pac.  120.  (2)  Even  though 
it  should  be  determined  that  payment 
in  excess  of  the  consideration  had 
been  actually  made,  and  personal  judg- 
ment would  follow,  this  is  but  incident- 
al. Grocers'  Fruit  Growing  Union  «. 
Kern  etc.  Co.,  150  Cal.  466,  89  Pac.  120. 

[e]  An  action  to  rescind  a  contract 
of  sale  of  land  and  enforce  a  lien  re- 
sulting   from    the    rescission    is    local. 
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Bullitt  V.  Eastern  Ky.  Land  Co.,  99  Ky. 
324,  36  S.  W.  16,  followed  in  Burt  & 
Brabb  Lumb.  Co.  ».  Bailey,  22  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  1264,  60  S.  W.  486. 

6.  na.  —  Comp.  Laws,  1914,  §  1385. 
See  Temple  v.  Florida  L.  &  Imm.  Co., 
23  Fla.  400,  2  So.  773.  Ky.  —  Honore  v. 
Colmesnil,  4  Dana  291.  Tex.  —  Mid- 
dlebrook  v.  Bradley  Mfg.  Co.,  86  Tex. 
706,  26  S.  W.  935;  International  &  G. 
N.  E.  Co.  V.  Anderson  Co.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  150  S.  "W.  239;  First  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Valenta,  33  Tex.  Civ.  108,  75  S.  W. 
1087.  But  see  Altgelt  v.  Harris  (Tex.) 
11  S.  "W.  857. 

[a]  Joinder  of  Note  Specifying  No 
Place  of  Payment.  —  If  two  notes  are 
payable  in  one  county,  the  suit  may  be 
brought  there,  and  a  cause  of  action  on 
another  note  may  be  joihed  although 
no  place  of  payment  is  named  therein. 
Middlebrook  v.  David  Bradley  Mfg. 
Co.,  86  Tex.  706,  26  S.    W.  935. 

Suits  where  contract  is  payable,  sea 
infra,  I,  E,  11. 

[b]  An  action  for  damages  to  land 
and  to  personalty  may  be  brought 
where  the  land  is  situated,  or  in  the 
county  where  an.  action  for  the  latter 
alone  is  triable.  Wilson  v.  Pecos  &  N. 
T.  Ey.  Co.,  23  Tex.  Civ.  App.  706,  58 
S.  W,  183. 

7.  XT.  S.  —  Healey  v.  Humphrey,  81 
Fed.  990,  27  C.  C.  A.  39,  holding  that 
although  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction 
of  an  action  for  ejectment  as  to  land  in 
another  district,  that  part  of  the 
judgment  for  rents  and  profits  is  valid, 
the  latter  action  being  transitory. 
Ala.  —  Karthaus  v.  Nashville  C.  &  St. 
L.  Ey.  Co.,  140  Ala.  433,  37  So.  268, 
holding  that  where  counts  in  trover 
and  trespass  are  joined,  the  count  as  to 
trespass  to  land  in  another  county 
must  be  dismissed,  on  plea  in  abate- 
ment. Ga.  —  Cooper  v.  Oglethorpe  Sav. 
&  T.  Co.,  147  Ga.  570,  94  S.  E.  1006, 
holding  where  a  legal  cause  triable  in 
county  of  the  residence  of  either  de- 
fendant, and  an  equitable  cause,  triable 
in  the  county  of  the  residence  of  a 
substantial  defendant,  are  joined,  the 
petition  must  be  dismissed  unless  the 
equitable  cause  is  stricken.  la.  —  First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Shriver,  152  Iowa  504, 
132  N.  W.  848,  the  defendant's  remedy 
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.    The  effect  of  changes  by  amendment  as  to  cause  of  action,  or  relief,  is 
treated  elsewhere  in  tliis  article.* 

6.  Election  Between  Counties.  —  Under  some  statutes,  some  of  the 
exceptions  to  the  general  rule  are  permissive,  so  that  the  plaintiff  may 
have  an  election  as  to  which  of  two  or  more  counties  in  which  to  bring 
his  action."  He  may  also  have  an  election  when  a  part  of  the  subject 
matter  is  located  in  different  counties.^" 

7.  Actions  Triable  Where  the  Subject  of  Action  Is  Situated, 
a.  In  General}^  —  The  statutes  differ  somewhat  in  their  enumeration  of 
actions  required  to  be  brought  in  the  county  where  the  subject  of  action 
or  a  part  thereof  is  situated.^^  The  actions  most  commonly  enumerated 
are  those  for  the  recovery  of  real  property,  or  of  an  estate  or  interest 
therein,^*  or  for  the  determination  in  any  form  of  such  right  or  inter- 
est,^*  or  suits  whereby  the  title  to  real  estate  may  be  affected,^^  actions 
for  injuries  to  real  property,^"  and  actions  for  the  foreclosure  of  all 
liens  and  mortgages  on  real  property.^^  In  addition  to  these,  some  stat- 
utes specifically  enumerate  actions  to  quiet  title  to  land,^*  for  dower,^" 
for  waste,^"  for  partition  of  real  property,"^  for  a  nuisaiice,^^suits  to 


is  to  have  one  of  the  causes  stricken 
out.  Ky.  —  Wilson  v.  Louisville  &  N. 
R.  Co.,  33  Ky.  L.  Rep.  985,  112  S.  W. 
585;  Gregory  c.  Bennett,  7  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
381.  N".  C.  —  Edgerton  v.  Gaines,  142 
N.  C.  223,  65  S.  B.  145,  holding  that  if 
one  cause  of  action  is  local,  a  change 
of  venue  to  the  county  where  the 
property  is  situated  is  proper. 

See  14  Standard  Pboc.  688,  causes  of 
action  joined  must  not  require  differ- 
ent places  of  trial. 

[a]  An  action  for  damages  to  real 
property  and  to  personal  property 
caused  by  the  same  act  must  be  brought 
•where  the  real  property  is  situated. 
Blackford  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.,  53 
N.  J.  L.  56,  20  Atl.  735. 

8.  See  infra,  I,  J. 

9.  Holeomb  v.  Williams  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  194  S.  W.  631.  See  infra,  I,  E, 
11,  and  8,  a. 

Actions  for  recovery  of  personalty, 
see  infra,  I,  E,  7,  e,  (V). 

[a]  If  an  action  falls  within  two 
exceptions,  one  permissive  and  the 
other  mandatory,  the  former  is  con- 
trolled by  the  latter.  Mitchell  v.  Por- 
ter (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  194  S.  W.  981; 
Dickson  v.  ScharfE  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
142  S.  W.  980. 

10.  Bond  V.  Karma-Ajax  Consol. 
Min.  Co.,  15  Gal.  App.  469,  115  Pac. 
254.    See  infra,  I,  E,  7,  e. 

11.  Issuance  of  process  to  other 
counties  when   the  property  described 


in  the  complaint  is  real  estate,  see  21 
Standabd  Pkoo.  700. 

12.  See  the  statutes  and  infra,  this 
section. 

In  eminent  domain,  see  8  Standard 
Peoc.  265. 

13.  See  infra,  I,  E,  7,e,  (I). 

14.  See  infra,  I,  E,  7,  e,  (II). 

15.  See  infra,  I,  E,  7,  e,  (II). 

16.  iSee  infra,  1,  E,  7,  e,  (IV). 

17.  See  infra,  I,  E,  7,  e,  (III). 

18.  Pacific  Yacht  Club  v.  Sausalito 
Bay  Water  Co.,  98  Cal.  487,  33  Pac. 
322;  Stark  v.  Burr,  56  Tex.  130.  Sea 
more  fully,  21  Standard  Proc.  1000. 

[a]  A  complaint  for  an  injunction 
alleging  title  to  the  plaintiff,  and  ad- 
verse claims  in  the  defendant  under 
which  he  justifies  his  acts  is  essential- 
ly a  quiet  title  suit  within  the  consti- 
tution. But  a  complaint  for  an  injunc- 
tion alleging  title  in  the  plaintiff  and 
an  interference  therewith  is  not.  Paci- 
fic Yacht  Club  v.  Sausalito  Bay  Water 
Co.,  98  Cal.  487,  33  Pac.  322. 

19.  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Proc.  §  982. 

20.  See  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  §982  and 
the  title,  "Waste." 

21.  See   the   title,    "Partition." 

22.  Home  v.  Buffalo,  49  Hun  76,  1 
N.  Y.  Supp.  801,  15  Civ.  Proc.  81,  17 
N.  Y.  St.  212.  See  20  Standard  Proc. 
684. 

[a]  The  common  law  action  for  a 
nuisance,  for  damages  and  abatement 
is   mqant.     Litchfield   i;.    International 
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prevent  or  stay  waste  on  lands,="  actions  to  remove  incumbrances  upon 
the  title  to  land,"  and  sometimes  actions  for  the  recovery  of  specific 
personalty.^^ 

In  Equity.  —  Some  statutes  specifically  require  equity  suits  to  be 
brought  where  the  property  is  situated  when  the  subject  matter  of  the 
action  is  local,^°  or  when  real  estate  is  the  subject  matter  of  the  suit,*^ 
or  when  the  suit  may  affect  real  estate.^*  The  codes  apply  to  suits  in 
equity  as  well  as  suits  at  law.^* 

Actions  against  corporations  as  well  as  against  natural  persons  are  em- 
braced by  the  statute.^" 

That  the  defendant  is  a  resident  of  another  coimtyis  immaterial  in  actions 
local  to  the  county  of  the  subject  matter.*^ 

b.  "Subject  af  Action"  Defined.  —  The  "subject  of  action,"  as  that 
term  is  used  in  the  venue  statutes,  has  been  held  to  be  that  which  is  to 
be  directly  affected  by  the  relief  granted. ^^  In  ejectment,  the  land 
described  in  the  complaint  is  the  subject  of  action.^^  In  an  action  for 
abatement  or  enjoining  a  nuisance,  the  subject  of  the  action  has  been 
held  to  be  the  object  or  structure,  complained  of,'*  the  acts'^  or  odingsi 


Paper  Co.,  27  Misc.  8,  57  N.  Y.  Supp. 
275.  See  also  Cogswell  v.  New  York, 
N.  H.  &  H.  E.  Co.,  105  N.  Y.  319,  11 
N.  E.  518.  Com.pare,  Home  v.  Buf- 
falo, 49  Hun  76,  1  N.  Y.  Supp.  801,  15 
Civ.  Proc.  81,  17  N.  Y.  St.  212,  holding 
the  statute  applies  to  all  actions  to 
abate  a  nuisance,  whether  legal  or 
equitable  in  character. 

23.  Vern  Sayles  Civ.  St.  (Tex.), 
1914,  act.  1830,  sub.  14.  See  the  title 
"Waste." 

24.  Thomson  v.  Locke,  66  Tex.  383, 
1  S.  W.  112;  Ogbura-Dalchau  Lumb. 
Co.  V.  Taylor,  59  Tex.  Civ.  App.  442, 
126  S.  W.  48;  Moore  V.  Byars  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.O,  47  S.  W.  752. 

[a]  An  action  to  cancel  a  trust 
deed  is  within  the  statute.  Moore  v. 
Byars   (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  47  S.  W.  752. 

25.  See  infra,  I,  E,  7,  e,  (V). 

26.  Lawrence  v.  Hathaway,  128 
Mich.  119,  87  N.  W.  84  (bill  to  set 
aside  a  foreclosure  sale) ;  Chapin  v. 
Dodds,  104  Mich.  232,  62  N.  W.  351. 

27.  Prickett  v.  Prickett,  147  Ala. 
494,  42  So.  408;  Harwell  v.  Lehman, 
Durr  &  Co.,  72  Ala.  344;  Ashurst  v. 
Gibson,  57  Ala.  584. 

28.  See  infra,  I,  E,  7,  e,  (II). 

29.  See  supra,  1,  E,  1. 

30.  Grocers'  Emit  Growing  Union 
V.  Kern  etc.  Co.,  150  Cal.  466,  89  Pae. 
120.    See  5  Standard  Proc.  585,  592. 

31.  Cal.  —  McFarland  v.  Martin,  144 
Cal.  771,  78  Pac.  239.    N.  Y.  — Hall  v. 
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Gilman,  77  App.  Div.  464,  79  N.  Y. 
Supp.  307.  S.  0.  —  Pierce  v.  Marion 
County  Lumb.  Co.,  103  S.  C.  261,  88  S. 
E.  135. 

32.  Home  v.  Buffalo,  49  Hun  76,  1 
N.  Y.  Supp.  801,  15  Civ.^  Proc.  81,  17 
N.  Y.  St.  212.  See  Grocers'  Fruit  Grow- 
ing Union  v.  Kern  Co.  Land  Co.,  150' 
Cal.  466,  474,  89  Pac.  120;  Baker  v. 
Fireman's  Fund  Ins.  Co.,  73  Cal.  182,  14 
Pac.  686. 

[a]  The  subject  of  action  refers  to 
that  specific  tangible  property  involved 
in  the  action.  McArthur  v.  Moffet,  143 
"Wis.  564,  128  N.  W.  445,  33  L.  E.  A. 
(N.   S.).  264. 

Subject  of  action  within  the  statute 
authorizing  service  by  publication,  see 
the  title,  "Service  of  Process  and 
Papers." 

[b]  Subject  of  action  as  used  in  the 
statutes  relating  to  counterclaim,  see 
the  title,  "Set-off,  Counterclaim  and 
Becoupment." 

33.  Home  v.  Buffalo,  49  Hun  76,  1 
N.  Y.  Supp.  801,  15  Civ.  Proc.  81,  17 
N.  Y.  St.  212. 

34.  Home  v.  Buffalo,  49  Hun  76,  1 
N.  Y.  Supp.  801,  15  Civ.  Proc.  81,  17 
N.  Y.  St.  212. 

35.  Helena  v.  Eogan,  26  Mont.  452, 
471,  68  Pac.  798;  Horns  v.  Buffalo,  49 
Hun  76,  1  N.  Y.  Supp.  801,  15  Civ.  Proe. 
81,  17  N.  Y.  St.  212. 

[a]  In  an  action  to  enjoin  a  nuis- 
ance  in   polluting   a   stream   so   as   to 
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complained  of,  and  where  the  injury  alleged  is  to  the  land,  the  land  in- 
jured.^^  In  the  latter  case  some  courts  hold  the  action  may  be  brought 
in  either  county,^'^  and  others  hold  the  action  may  be  brought  only  in 
the  county  in  which  the  land  is  situated.^^  In  an  action  for  injuries  to 
real  property  the  injury  has  been  held  to  be  the  subject  of  action.^' 
c.  Where  the  Subject  Is  in  Two  or  More  Counties. — ^  Where  the 
subject  of  action  is  located  in  several  counties,  a  separate  suit  in  each 
county  need  not  be  brought.*"  The  action  may  be  brought  in  any  county 
in  which  a  part  of  the  subject  matter  is  situated,*^  and  the  court  of  the 
county  in  which  a  part  of  the  subject  matter  is  situated  may  grant  relief 
as  to  those  parts  situated  in  other  counties.*^   It  seems  that  the  subject 


lender  it  unfit  for  domestie  use,  the 
subject  of  the  action  is  the  acts  com- 
plained of.  Home  v.  BuflEafo,  49  Hun  76, 
1  N.  T.  Supp.  801,  15  Civ.  Proc.  81,  17 
N.  T.   St.   212. 

36.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Selby  Smelt.  & 
L.  Co.,  163  Cal.  84,  124  Pac.  692,  1135, 
Ann.  Cas.  1913E,  1267;  Marysville  v. 
North  Bloomfield  Gravel  Min.  Co.,  66 
Cal.  343,  5  Pac.  507;  McClatchy  v.  La- 
guna  Lands  Ltd.,  32  Cal.  App.  718,  164 
Pac.  41.  Mont.  —  Helena  v.  Eogan,  26 
Mont.  452,  471,  68  Pac.  798.  Wis, 
Lohmiller  v.  Indian  Pord  W.  P.  Co., 
51  Wis.  683,  8  N.  W.  601,  ^.etion  for 
abatement  and  damages. 

37.  Helena  i).  Eogan,  26  Mont.  452, 
471,  68  Pac.  798,  citing  Oliphant  v. 
Smith,  3  Pen.  &  "W.  (Pa.)  180,  the  sub- 
ject is  the  acts  and  the  land  too  so 
that  the  action  may  be  brought  in 
either  county. 

38.  People  v.  Selby  Smelt,  ate.  Co., 
163  Cal.  84,  124  Pae,  692,  1135,  Ann. 
Cas.  191 3E,  1267;  McCIatchy  v.  Lagu- 
na  Lands  Ltd.,  32  Cal.  App.  718,  164 
Pac.  41;  Las  Animas  &  S.  J.  Land  Co. 
V.  Fatjo,  9  Cal.  App.  318,  99  Pae.  393. 

39.  Interstate  Cooperage  Co.  v.  Eur- 
eka Lumb.  Co.,  151  N.  0.  455,  66  S.  E. 
434. 

[a]  In  an  action  for  injuries  to  real 
property,  the  injury  is  the  subject  of 
the  action.  If  the  injury  is  located 
exclusively  in  one  county,  and  the  de- 
fendant disclaims  title  to  the  contigu- 
ous tract  in  an  adjoining  county,  the 
proper  county  is  that  in  which  the  in- 
jury is  caused.  Interstate  Cooperage 
Co.  V.  Eureka  Lumb.  Co.,  151  N.  C.  455, 
66  S.  E.  434. 

40.  Lindell  Eeal  Estate  Co.  v.  Lin- 
dell,  133  Mo.  386,  33  S.   W.  466. 

41.  Cal.  —  Middlecoff  «.  Cronise,  155 
Cal.   185,  100   Pac.   232;      Kimball  v. 


Tripp,  136  Cal.  631,  69  Pac.  428;  Lower 
Kings  Eiver  Water  Ditch  Co.  v.  Kings 
Eiver  &  P.  C.  Co.,  60  Cal.  408;  Tolo 
Co.  Cons.  Water  Co.  v.  Adamson,  22 
Cal.  App.  493,  135  Pac.  48.  Fla.  —  Tam- 
pa  &  J.  E.  Co.  V.  Trammell,  70  Pla. 
409,  70  So.  400.  Ga.—t  Whitney  v. 
Central  Greorgia  Power  Co.,  134  Ga. 
213,  67  S.  E.  197.  111.  — St.  Louis  & 
C.  E.  Co.  V.  Postal  Tel.  Co.,  173  111. 
608,  51  N.  E.  382.  Ind.  — Brown  v. 
Anderson,  90  Ind.  93;  Holmes  v.  Tay- 
lor, 48  Ind.  169,  Kan.  —  Atchison  & 
N.  E.  Co.  V.  Gough,  29  Kan.  94.  Ky. 
Harlan  v.  Howard,  79  Ky.  373.  Minn. 
Fletcher  v.  Glencoe  Ditching  Co.,  141 
Minn.  440,  170  N.  W.  592,  882;  Hunt 
V.  Dean,  91  Minn.  Q&,  97  N.  W.  574. 
Neb.  —  Omaha  &  E.  V.  E.  Co.  v.  Brown, 
29  Neb.  492,  500,  46  N.  W.  39.  N.  O. 
Interstate  Cooperage  Co.  v.  Eureka 
Lumb.  Co.,  151  N.  C.  455,  66  S.  E.  434. 
S.  a  — Kirby  v.  Kelly,  90  S.  C.  378, 
73  S.  E.  780.  See  Connor  v.  McCoy,  83 
S.  C.  165, 65  S.  E.  257,  by  consent.  Tenn. 
Campbell  v.  Hampton,  11  Lea  440; 
Drapeir  v.  Kirkland,  1  Head  260.  Tex. 
Eyan  v.  Jackson,  11  Tex.  391. 

42.  Ind. — Shaw  v.  State,  97  Ind. 
23;  Caldwell  v.  Shaefer  ,(Ind.  App.), 
121  N.  B.  549.  la.  —  Long  v.  Garey 
Inv.  Co.,  135  Iowa  398,  112  N.  W.  550. 
Minn.  —  Hunt  v.  Dean,  91  Minn.  96,  97 
N.  W.  574.  Tex.  —  Miller  v.  Edinburgh- 
American  etc.  Mortg.  Co.,  14  Tex.  Civ. 
App.   309,  37  S.   W.  181. 

[a]  The  right  to  the  whole  may  be 
passed  upon,  although  a  part  of  the 
realty  is  in  a  different  county.  Camp- 
bell V.  Hampton,  11  Lea  (Tenn.)  440. 

[b]  If  the  petition  should  be  dis- 
missed as  to  land  in  the  county  where 
the  court  sits,  the  court  is  not  deprived 
of  jurisdiction  as  to  the  part  in  an- 
other county.  Long  v.  Garey  Inv.  Co., 
135  Iowa  398,  112  N.  W.  550. 
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of  action  within  the  rule  may  consist  of  different  tracts  of  land  not  con- 
nected with  each  other/^  but  some  courts  hold,**  and  some  statutes  ex- 
pressly provide*"  otherwise. 

d.  Where  New  County  Is  Created. — ^The  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
over  a  pending  action  is  not  divested  by  a  division  of  the  county  by 
which  the  subject  of  the  action  is  included  in  the  new  county.*"  "Whether 
the  action  shall  be  transferred  to  the  new  county  depends  on  the  statute 
creating  the  county.*! 

e.  Particular  Actions.  — •  (I.)  Actions  for  Recovery  of  Realty.  —  Actions 
for  the  recovery  of  real  property,**  or  of  some  estate  or  interest  there- 


43.  Ind.  —  Shaw  v.  State,  97  Jnd.  23, 
an  action  to  enforce  a  lien  for  drainage 
where  the  lands  affected  by  the  ditch 
are  situated  in  different  counties.  la. 
Long  V.  Garey  Inv.  Co.,  135  Iowa  398, 
112  N.  W.  550.  Mo.^Lindell  Eeal 
Estate  Co.  v.  Lindell,  133  Mo.  386,  394, 
33  S.  W.  466.  Neb.  — Omaha  &  E.  V. 
E.  Co.  ■».  Brown,  29  Neb.  492,  500,  46 
ISr.  W.  39,  by  statute.  N.  Y.-i- Smith 
V.  Van  Veghten,  184  App.  Div.  813,  172 
N.  Y.  'Supp.  697.  N.  O.  — Kanawha 
Hardwood  Co.  v.  Waldo,  161  N.  C.  196, 
76  8.  E.  680. 

[a]  A  creditor  who  acquires  title  to 
the  lands  of  a  debtor  at  an  execution 
sale  may  maintain  one  action  to  set 
aside  the  instrument  by  which  differ- 
ent tracts  of  land  located  in  different 
counties  are  conveyed  in  fraud  of  cred- 
itors. Lindell  Eeal  Estate  Co.  v.  Ian 
dell,  133  Mo.  386,  395,  33  S.  W,  466. 

[b]  An  action  to  vacate  several 
land''  grants  may  be  brought  in  the 
county  where  one  tract  is  situated, 
when  the  allegations  of  fraud  involve 
one  and  the  same  transaction,  affecting 
each  ana.  all  of  the  grants,  the  subject 
of  the  litigation.  Kanawha  Hardwood 
Co.  V.  "Waldo,  161  N.  0.  196,  76  S.  E. 
680. 

Where  several  tracts  of  land  in  dif- 
ferent counties  are  Included  in  one 
mortgage,  see  19  Standard  Proc.  923. 

[c]  But  where  the  lands  in  different 
counties  involve  different  parties,  the 
lands  cannot  be  regarded  as  part  of  the 
same  subject-matter.  Harris  v.  Smith, 
133  Ark.  250,  202  S.   W.  244. 

[d]  The  fact  that  the  plaintiff  relies 
on  the  same  facts  for  the  recovery  of 
distinct  tracts  of  land  iu  different 
counties,  does  not  authorize  a  suit  for 
all  the  land  in  one  county.  Martin  v, 
Eobinson,  67  Tex.  368,  382,  3  S.  W.  550. 

44.  m.  — Toluca  M.  &  N.  E.  Co.  v. 
Haws,  194  HI.  92,  62  N.  E.  312.  Kan. 
Martin  v.  Battey,  87  Kan.  582, 125  Pac. 
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88,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A,  440.  Wash.— Wil- 
son V.  Mills,  91  Wash.  71,  157  Pac.  467, 
an  action  to  rescind  a  contract  for  ex- 
change of  land  in  different  counties  ia 
as  local  to  one  as  the  other.  Wis. 
Hackett  v.  Carter,  38  Wis.  394. 

[a]  Although  the  same  parties  are 
contesting  for  each  of  several  tracts 
of  land,  separate  actions  must  be 
brought  in  the  counties  where  they  are 
situated.  Martin  v.  Battey,  87  Kan. 
582,  125  Pac.  88,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A,  440; 
Jones  V.  Eedemption  &  Inv.  Co.,  79 
Kan.  477,  99  Pac.  1129. 

[b]  Suit  for  lands  in  different  coun- 
ties which  are  in  no  way  connected 
cannot  be  brought  in  one  county  un- 
less the  improper  veue  as  to  the  other 
tracts  is  waived.  Martin  v.  Eobinson, 
67  Tex.  368,  382,  3  S.  W.  550. 

45.  See  the  statutes  and  Ohio  Eev. 
St.  §5020;  Benton  v.  Shafer,  47  Ohio 
St.  117,  125,  24  N.  E.  197,  7  L.  E.  A. 
812. 

46.  Cal.  —  Security  Loan  &  T.  Co. 
V.  Kauffman,  108  Cal.  214,  41  Pae.  467; 
Tolman  v.  Smith,  85  Cal.  280,  24  Pac. 
743.  Ind.— Milk  v.  Kent,  60  Ind.  226; 
Buckinghouse  l).  Gregg,  19  Ind.  401. 
Wis.  —  Cornell  University  v.  Wisconsin 
Cent.  E.  Co.,  49  Wis.  158,  5  N.  W.  329. 

47.  Oal.  —  Security  Loan  &  T.  Co.  v. 
Kauffman,  108  Cal.  214,  41  Pac.  467. 
Ga.— Pope  V.  State,  124  Ga.  801,  53 
S.  E.  384,  110  Am.  St.  Eep.  197,  4  Ann. 
Cas.  551;  Perkins  v.  Patten,  10  Ga. 
241.  '  Hont,  —  Bookwalter  v.  Conrad, 
16  Mont.  464,  39  Pae.  573,  851. 

[a]  Where  statute  requires  actions 
to  be  "tried"  in  certain  counties,  the 
defendant  may  have  the  venue 
changed  to  the  new  county.  Pope  v. 
State,  124  Ga.  801,  53  S.  E.  384,  110 
Am.  St.  Eep.  197,  4  Ann.  Cas.  551. 

48.  See  the  statutes  and  Ark. 
Jones,  McDowell  &  Co.  v.  Eletcher,  42 
Ark.  422,  438.  N.  O.  —  Lucas  v.  Caro- 
lina Cent.  By.  Co.,  121  N.  C.  506,  29 
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in,*'  are  required  to  be  brought  or  tried  in  the  county  where  the  subject 
of  action,  or  a  part  thereof,  is  situated.  The  statute  does  not  include 
merely  the  law  action  of  ejectment,*"  or  forcible  detainer,^ ^  but  any 
action,  legal  or  equitable,^*  to  fix  an  estate  or  interest  in  real  estate.^'  ' 
The  statute  includes,  it  has  been  held,  actions  to  set  aside  conveyances 
of  real  property,**  or  contracts  for  the  sale  thereof,^*  and  actions  to 
foreclose  vendors'  liens.**  But  it  does  not  include  an  action  for  specific 
performance  of  a  contract  to  convey  land,*'  or  a  suit  to  enjoin  a  sale 
of  land  under  a  fraudulent  mortgage.** 

(II.)  Actions    for   the   Beterminatioa   of    a   Right   or   Interest   in   Iiand. 


S.  K  265.  Tenn.  —  Campbell  v.  Hamp- 
ton, 11  Lea  440.  Tex.  —  Thomson  v. 
Locke,  66  Tex.  383,  1  S.  W.  112;  Mc- 
Donald. V.  Alford,  32  Tex.  35.  Va. 
Clayton  v.  Henley,  32  Gratt.  (73  Va.) 
65. 

[a]  The  effect  of  the  judgment  or 
decree  will  be  considered.  Jones,  Mc- 
Dowell &  Co.  V.  Fletcher,  42  Ark.  422, 
439. 

[b]  In  Texas,  the  "recOTery  of 
land."  has  to  do  with  possession,  and 
means  an  action  of  ejectment,  trespass 
to  try  title,  or  a  isuit  to  recover  the 
land  itself.  Thomson  v.  Locke,  66  Tex. 
383,  1  S.  "W.  112;  Miller  ■c.  Busk,  17 
Tex.  170. 

[c]  Action  for  appointment  of 
trustee  to  land  is  not  within  the  stat- 
ute. Cone  V.  Cone,  61  S.  C.  512,  520, 
39  S.  E.  748. 

49.  Ind.  —  XJrmston  v.  Evans,  138 
Ind.  285,  37  N.  E.  792.  Ky.  — Central 
Kentucky  Natural  Gas  Co.  v.  Stevens, 
134  Ky.  306,  120  iS.  W.  282.  N.  Y, 
See  Hogg  v.  Mack,  53  Hun  463,  6  N.  T. 
Supp.  301,  25  N.  T.  St.  374,  17  Civ. 
Proc.  338.  Ohio.  —  Gem  City  Acety- 
lene Gen.  Co.  V.  Coblentz,  86  Ohio  St. 
199,  99  N.  E.  302,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  660. 

[a]  Because  title  to  land  is  involved 
does  not  bring  it  within  the  statute 
necessarily.  Central  Ky.  Nat.  Gas  Co. 
V.  Stevens,  134  Ky.  306,  120  S.  W.  282. 

[b]  An  action  for  the  recovery  of  a 
royalty  is  not  one  to  recover  land  or 
an  interest  therein  although  the  right 
thereto  may  depend  upon  title.  Central 
Kentucky  Natural  Gas  Co.  v.  Stevens, 
134  Ky.  306,  120  S.  "W.  282. 

50.  Gem  City  Acetylene  Gen.  Co.  v. 
Coblentz,  86  Ohio  St.  199,  99  N.  E.  302, 
Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  660. 

51.  Gem  City  Acetylene  Gen.  Co.  v. 
Coblentz,  86  Ohio  St.  199,  99  N.  E.  302, 
Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  660. 

52.  Jones,  McDowell  &  Co.  v.  Fletch- 
er, 42  Ark.  422,  439;  Gem  City  Acety- 


lene Gen.  Co.  v.  Coblentz,  86  Ohio  St. 
199,  99  N.  E.  302,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D, 
660. 

53.  Gem  City  Acetylene  Gen.  Co.  v. 
Coblentz,  86  Ohio  St.  199,  99  N.  E.  302, 
Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  660. 

54.  la, — Long  v.  Garey  Inv.  Co., 
135  Iowa  398,  112  N.  W.  550.  Bliim. 
Hunt  V.  Dean,  91  Minn.  96,  97  N.  W. 
574.  Ohio.  —  Gem  City  Acetylene  Gen. 
Co.  V.  Coblentz,  86  Ohio  St.  199,  99 
N.  E.  302,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  660. 

'Contra,  Jones,  McDowell  &  Co.  v. 
Fletcher,  42  Ark.  422;  Vandever'a 
Admr.  v.  Freeman,  20  Tex.  333,  70  Am. 
Dec.  391.  Compare,  infra,  I,  E,  7,  e, 
(II). 

[a]  A  proceeding  to  set  aside  trans- 
fers of  realty  as  in  fraud  of  creditors. 
Gem  City  Acetylene  Gen.  Co.  v.  Cob- 
lentz, 86  Ohio  St.  199,  99  N.  E.  302, 
Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  660. 

55.  Neal  v.  Reynolds,  38  Kan.  432, 
16  Pac.  785.  See  Wilson  v.  Mills,  91 
Wash.  71,  157  Pac.  467.  Contra, 
Hearst's  Heirs  v.  Kuykendall's  Heirs, 
16  Tex.  327;  Morris  v.  Eunnells,  12 
Tex.  175.     Compare,  I,  E,  7,  e,  (II). 

56.  Mackey  v.  Craig,  144  Ind.  203, 
43  N.  E.  6  (note  the.  Indiana  statute 
does  not  specifically  mention  liens  on 
real  property  other  than  mortgages); 
Holcomb  V.  Williams  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
194  S.  W.  631.  Compare,  I,  E,  7,  e, 
(III). 

57.  Cavin  v.  Hill,  83  Tex.  73,  18 
S.  W.  323;  MHler  v.  Rusk,  17  Tex. 
170;  Burkitt  v.  Wynne,  62  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  560,  132  S.  W.  816;  Lucas  v.  Pat- 
ton,  49  Tex.  Civ.  App.  62,  107  S.  W. 
1143.     See  infra,  I,  E,  7,  e,  (II). 

[a]  Reason.  —  The  decree  would  re- 
quire only  a  conveyance  of  the  title 
and  would  not  affect  possession.  Mil- 
ler V.  Rusk,  17  Tex.  170. 

58.  Jones,  McDowell  &  Co.  *. 
Fletcher,  42  Ark,  422, 
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Statutes  frequently  provide  that  actions  for  the  determination  in  any 
form  of  a  right  or  interest  in  real  property  must  be  brought  or  tried  in 
the  county  where  the  subject  of  the  action  or  a  part  thereof  is  situated.'^ 
Some  statutes  make  local,  suits  affecting  property/"  affecting  real 
estate,'^  or  affecting  title  to  real  property.^^  The  word  "affect"  means 
to  act  upon,"'  and  is  not  synonymous  with  the  word  "  involve.  "°* 

These  statutes  relate  only  to  actions  in  which  such  result  is  sought  by 
means  operating  directly  upon  the  property,^*  and  do  not  apply  to  those 


69.  Cal.  —  MeFarland  ».  Martin, 
144  Cal.  771,  78  Pac.  239.  Ind.  —  New 
Albany  &  S.  E.  Co.  v.  Huff,  19  Ind. 
444.  Minn.  —  State  ex  rel.  Johnston 
Land  Co.  v.  District  Court,  138  Minn. 
336,  164  N.  W.  1014;  Gill  t;.  Bradley, 
21  Minn.  15.  N.  M.  —  Jemez  Land 
Co.  V.  Garcia,  15  N.  M.  316,  107  Pac. 
683.  N.  Y.  — Eothleia  v.  Hewitt,  29 
Misc.  664,  61  N.  Y.  Supp.  97.  Ohio. 
But  see  Gem  City  Acetylene  Gen.  Co. 
17.  Coblentz,  86  Ohio  St.  199,  99  N.  E. 
302,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  660,  this  pfovi- 
aion  is  not  in  the  Ohio  Code. 

[a]  Action  to  rescind  a.  logging 
contract  is  local.  Seymour  v.  La  Fur- 
gey,  47  Wash.   450,   92  Pac.   267. 

[b]  Action  to  determine  boundaries 
between  counties.  People  ex  rel.  Board 
of  Comrs.  V.  District  Court  (Colo.),  179 
Pac.  875.     See  18  Standabd  Pkoc.  656. 

[c]  Suit  to  enjoin  a  trespass  and 
enjoin  defendant  from  claiming  any 
right  or  interest  in  the  premises. 
Jemez  Lan4  Co.  v.  Garcia,  15  N.  M. 
316,  107  Pafe.  683. 

[d]  An  action  for  dissolution  of  a 
mining  partnership  and  for  an  account- 
ing is  not  local.  Clark  v.  Brown,  83 
Cal.  181,  23  Pac.  289. 

60.  See  Kirby  v.  Union  Pac.  Ey. 
Co.,  51  Colo.  509,  119  Pac.  1042,  1052, 
Ann.  Cas.  1913B,  461., 

61.  Munger  v.  Crowe,  219  111.  12,  76 
N.  E.  50  (suits  in  equity  which  may 
affect  real  estate) ;  Eppstein  v.  Nath- 
an, 71  111.  App.  192;  Birmingham  v. 
Squires,  139  App.  Div.  129,  123  N.  Y. 
Supp.  906  (actions  "to  procure  a  judg- 
ment establishing,  determining,  defin- 
ing, forfeiting,  annulling,  or  otherwise 
affecting  an  estate,  right,  title,  lien  or 
oiher  interest,  in  real  property,  or  a 
chattel  real");  Barnes  v.  Barnhart, 
102  App.  Div.  424,  92  N.  Y.  Supp.  459; 
Hogg  V.  Maei,  53  Hun  463,  6  N.  Y. 
Supp.  301. 

[a]  The  statute  is  but  declaratory 
Of  tbe  general  principle  which  governs 
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courts  of  .eauity.  If  the  relief  sought 
does  not  require  the  court  to  deal 
directly  with  the  estate  itself,  the  casfe 
does  not  affect  real  estate  and  is  main- 
tainable, where  control  over  the  per- 
son of  the  defendant  may  be  had,  even 
though  the  land  is  not  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court.  Johnson  v. 
Gibson,  116  111.  294,  6  N.  E.  205. 

62.  G-a.  —  Martin  v.  Gaissert,  1 34 
Ga.  34,  67  S.  E.  536;  Clayton  v.  Stet- 
son, 101  Ga.  634,  28  S.  E.  983  (suits 
"respecting  titles  to  land");  Eoys- 
ton  V.  Eoyston,  21  Ga.  161.  Mo. — Cole- 
man -v.  Lueksinger,  224  Mo.  1,  123  S. 
"W.  441,  26  L.  E.  A.  N.  S.  931;  State 
ex  rel.  South  Missouri  Pine  Lumb.  Co. 
V.  Dearing,  180  Mo.  53,  79  S.  W.  454. 
Wash.  —  Sheppard  v.  Coeur  D  'Alene 
Lumber  Co.,  62  Wash.  12,  112  Pac.  932, 
Ann.  Cas.  1912C,  909,  44  L..  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  267  (actions  "for  the  determina- 
tion of  all  questions  affecting  the  title 
.  .  .  to  real  property");  Seymour  v. 
La  Furgey,  47  Wash.  450,  92  Pac.  267. 
W.  Va.  —  Wirgman  v.  Provident  Life 
&  T.  Co.,  79  W.  Va.  562,  92  S.  B.  415, 
l;  E.  a.  1918E,  715. 

63.  Munger  v.  Crowe,  219  111.  12, 
76  N.  E.  50. 

64.  State  ex  rel.  Kirkwood  v.  Eey- 
nolds,  265  Mo.  88,  175  S.  W.  575. 

[a]  The  word  "affect"  in  this  sec- 
tion is  not  synonymous  with  the  word 
"involve"  in  the  provision  conferring 
jurisdiction  where  the  title  is  "in- 
volved." Anything  which  casts  a 
cloud  upon  title  to  real  estate  affects 
the  title.  State  ex  rel  Kirkwood  v. 
Eeynolds,  265  Mo.  88,  175  S.  W.  575. 

65.  Cal.  — Smith  v.  Smith,  88  Cal. 
572,  26  Pac.  356.  Colo.  — Kirby  v. 
Union  Pac.  Ey.  Co.,  51  Colo.  509,  119 
Pac.  1042,  Ann.  Cas.  1913B,  461.  la. 
Wagner  17.  Glick,  177  Iowa  623,  159  N. 
W.  233.  Kan.  —  Zane  v.  Vawter,  102 
Kan.  887,  172  Pac.  37;  Martin  v.  Bat- 
tey,  87  Kan.  582,  125  Pac.  88,  Ann. 
C89,  1914A,  440,     Mo.  — Colema»    v. 
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actions  in  which  the  title  is  only  incidentally  brought  in  issue,""  or  by 
which  the  conduct  of  the  defendant  is  sought  to  be  controlled,  although 
the  title  to  the  property  may  be  affected  thereby,"'  or  to  those  actions 
which  are  specifically  provided  for.'*  Of  course,  the  right  or  interest 
to  be  determined  must  be  one  in  real  property." 

Statute  Applied.  —  Within  these  provisions  of  the  statute  are  included 
actions  of  ejectment,"'  actions  for  partition,"  actions  to  quiet  title," 
actions  to  set  aside  deeds  and  fraudulent  conveyances,"  actions  for  the 


Lucksinger,  224  Mo.  1,  123  S.  W.  441, 
26  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  934.  N.  Y.  —  Chase 
V.  Knickerbocker  Phosphate  Co.,  32 
App.  Div.  400,  53  N.  T.  Supp.  220. 

[a]  When  the  subject-matter  of  the 
action  is.  local,  and  the  judgment  sought 
is  to  operate  directly  upon  that  sub- 
ject matter,  the  action  is  local.  Smith 
V.  Smith,  88  Cal.  572,  26  Pac.  356. 

[b]  This  section  applies  only  to 
cases  in  which  the  title  to  land  is  the 
subject  of  the  controversy  and  (1)  in 
which  the  judgment  lien  operates 
directly  on  the  title  (State  v.  Bearing, 
180  Mo.  53,  79  S.  W.  454;  Kirkwood 
V.  Handlan,  182  Mo.  App.  626,  168  S. 
W.  346),  or  (2)  in  which  the  suit  is  in 
the  nature  of  a  proceeding  in  rem 
affecting  the  land  itself.  Hannibal  & 
St.  Joseph  K.  Co.  v.  Mahoney,  42/  Mo. 
467.  (3)  It  applies  to  "cases  in  which 
the  plaintiff  asserts  his  title  to  the 
land  in  question,  and  depends  for  a 
recovery  upon  his  maintenance  of  it; 
or  to  supply  a  link  in  the  chain,  want- 
ing by  reason  of  accident  or  other 
cause."  Smith  v.  Bryan,  34  Ga.  53, 
quoted  in  Batson  v.  Higginbothem,  7 
Ga.  App.  835,  68  S.  E.  455. 

[c]  Where  the  relief  sought  is  an 
accounting  pursuant  to  an  agreement 
specifically  declaring  the  title  of  land, 
the  action  is  not  local,  even  though  a 
sale  of  the  land  may  be  necessary  as 
the  agreement  is  not  disturbed  and  the 
title  is  not  affected.  Barnes  v.  Barn- 
hart,  102  App.  Biv.  424,  92  N.  Y.  Supp. 
459. 

66.  Ga.  —  Eoyston  v.  Eoyston,  21 
Ga.  161;  Batson  v.  Higginbothem,  7 
Ga.  App.  835,  68  S.  E.  455.  Mo.  —  Cole- 
man V.  Lueksinger,  224  Mo.  1,  123  S. 
W.  441,  26  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  934;  State 
■ex  re}.  Cooper  v.  Goodrich,  238  Mo.  720, 
142  S.  W.  300;  Hewitt  v.  Price,  204 
Mo.  31,  102  S.  W.  647,  120  Am.  St.  Eep. 
681.  N.  Y.  — Hogg  V.  Mack,  53  Hun 
463,  6  N.  Y.  Supp.  301,  17  Civ.  Proc. 
338,  25  N,  Y.  St.  374.  Pa.  —  Henwood 
V-  Cheeseman,  3  Serg  &  R.  500. 


[a]  It  does  not  suffice  for  the  title 
to  be  incidentally,  collaterally  or  even 
necessarily  inquired  into  if  the  judg- 
ment can  be  satisfied  by  a  payment  of 
money.  Coleman  v.  Lueksinger,  224 
Mo.  1,  123  S.  W.  441,  26  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  934. 

[b]  Actions  for  breach  of  contract 
are  not  local  because  title  is  set  up  in 
the  answer  and  is  incidentally  brought 
in  issue.  Sheppard  v.  Coeur  D'Alene 
Lumber  Co.,  62  Wash.  12,  112  Pac. 
932,  Ann.  Cas.  1912C,  909,  44  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  267. 

67.  Zane  v.  Vawter,  102  Kan.  887, 
172  Pac.  37;  Martin  v.  Battey,  87  Kan. 
582,  125  Pac.  88,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A,  440; 
McQuerry  v.  Gilliland,  89  Ky.  434,  12 
S.   W.  1037,  7  L.  E.  A.  454. 

68.  State  v.  District  Court,  85  Minn. 
283,  88  N.  W.  755. 

69.  Mark  v.  North,  155  Ind.  575,  57 
N.  E.  902,  where  the  action  involved  a 
lease  for  a  term  of  years. 

[a]  When  real  property  of  a  part- 
nership is  (1)  Regarded  as  personalty, 
an  action  affecting  such  realty  is  not 
local.  Simpson  v.  Simpson,  41  App. 
Div.  449,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  882.  (2)  But 
when  the  issue  is  whether  the  prop- 
erty is  partnership  property,  this  rule 
does  not  apply.  Chappell  v.  Chappell, 
125  App.  Div.  127,  109  N.  Y.  Supp.  648. 

70.  Hannibal  &  St.  Joseph  E.  Co.  v. 
Mahoney,-  42  Mo.  467.  Compare  supra, 
r,  B,  7,  e,  (I). 

71.  Hannibal  &  St.  Joseph  E.  Co.  v. 
Mahoney,  42   Mo.   467. 

72.  Dowden  v.  State,  106  Ind.  157, 
6  N.  E.  136.  See  the  title  "Quieting 
Title." 

73.  Cal.  —  Sloss  V.  Be  Toro,  77  Cal. 
129,  19  Pac.  233.  Colo.  —  Campbell  v. 
Equitable  Securities  Co.,  12  Colo.  App. 
544,  56  Pac.  88.  Ind.  —  Dowden  v. 
State,  106  Ind.  157,  6  N.  E.  136;  New 
Albany  &  S.  E.  Co.  v.  Huff,  19  Ind. 
444.  la.  —  Long  v.  Garey  Inv.  Co.,  135 
Iowa  398,  112  N.  W.  550.  Mo.  — Castle- 
man  V,  Castleman,  184  Mo.  432,  438,  83 
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foreclosure  of  mortgages,^*  or  other  liens  on  realty,'^  actions  to  cancel 
a  mortgage  and  expunge  the  record  thereof,"  actions  to  reform  written 
contracts  for  the  sale  of  land,"  actions  to  declare  a  trust  in  certain  real 
property,  where  land  is  the  exclusive  subject  matter  of  the  litigation,^' 
actions  to  have  a  deed  declared  a  mortgage  and  for  a  reconveyance,^' 
and  actions  to  restrain  the  continuance  of  a  nuisance  consisting  of  an 
erection  on -land.*"  But  the  statute  does  not  include  actions  of  tres- 
pass,'^ or  actions  to  injoin  a  trespass  upon  realty,*^  actions  for  rescis- 
sion of  a  contract  for.  the  purchase  or  sale  of  land,*^  actions  to  recover 


S.  W.  757.  N.  O.  —  Wofford-Fain  & 
Co.  V.  Hampton,  173  N.  C.  686,  92  S.  E. 
612. 

See  10  Standard  Peoc.  150,  and 
supra,  1,  E,  7,  e  (I). 

See  also  the  following:  Mo. — Lin- 
dell  Eeal  Estate  Co.  v.  Lindell,  133  Mo. 
386,  33  S.  W.  466.  N".  Y.  — Acker  v. 
Leland,  96  N.  Y.  383  (under  a  statute 
as  to  actions  for  a  judgment  annulliug 
a  title  and  affecting  an  estate  in  real 
property);  Wyatt  v.  Brooks,  42  Hun 
502,  4  N.  Y.  St.  441;  Iron  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Dolge,  46  App.  Div.  327,  61  N.  Y. 
Supp.  680.  Tex. —  Moore  v.  Byars  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  47  S.  W.  752. 

[a]  But  see  Saffold  v.  Scottish 
American  Co.,  98  Ga.  785,  27  S.  E.  208, 
holding  a  suit  for  cancellation  of  deed 
does  not  involve  title  to  land  withia 
the  statute. 

74.  Hannibal  &  St.  Joseph  E.  Co.  v. 
Mahoney,  42  Mo.  467. 

75.  State  ex  rel.  Kirkwood  v.  Eeyn- 
olds,  265  Mo.  88,  175  S.  W.  575;  Han- 
nibal &  St.  Joseph  E.  Co.  v.  Mahoney, 
42  Mo.  467,  mechanics'  and  vendors' 
liens.    Compare,  I,  E,  7,  e,  (III). 

[a]  Action  to  enforce  liens  of  a 
drainage  assessment  is  within  the  spirit 
of  the  statute.  Dowden  v.  State,  106 
Ind.  157,  6  N.  B.  136. 

[b]  An  action  to  enforce  a  tax  lien 
i«  an  action  affecting  title.  State  ex 
rel.  Kirkwood  v.  Eeynolds,  265  Mo.  88, 
175  S.  W.  575,  overruling  Kirkwood  v. 
Handlan,  182  Mo.  App.  626,  168  S.  W. 
346. 

76.  Kommer  v.  Harrington,  83  Minn. 
114,  85  N.  W.  939. 

77.  Franklin  v.  Button,  79  Cal.  605, 
21  Pac.  964,  distinguished  in  Terry  r. 
Eivergarden  Farms  Co.,  29  Cal.  App. 
69,  154  Pac.  476. 

78.  Donohoe  v.  Eogers,  168  Cal.  700, 
144  Pac.  958;  Hannah  v.  Canty,  1  Cal. 
App.  225,  81  Pac.  1035. 

[a]    Eut  suit  to  establisb  a  trust  in 
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real  and  personal  property  is  not  local. 
Le  Breton  v.  Superior  Court,  66  Cal. 
27,  4  Pac.  777. 

7&.  Baker  v.  Fireman's  Fund  Ins. 
Co.,  73  Cal.  182,  14  Pac.  686. 

80.  Hunger  v.  Crowe,  219  111.  12,  76 
N.  E.  50;  Litchfield  v.  International 
Paper  Co.,  27  Misc.  8,  57  N.  Y.  Supp. 
275. 

[a]  Suits  for  an  injunction  to  com- 
pel the  removal  of  a  building  from 
realty  and  suits  to  enjoin  such  removal 
aflfect  real  estate  within  the  rule.  Hun- 
ger V.  Crowe,  219  111.  12,  7B  N.  E.  50. 

81.  Batson  v.  Higginbothem,  7  Ga. 
App.  835,  68  S.  B.  455;  Hannibal  &  St. 
Joseph  E.  Co.  V.  Mahoney,  42  Mo.  467. 
But  see  Freeman  v.  Thomson,  50  Hun 
340,  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  93.  See  infra,  1,  E, 
7,   e,    (IV). 

82.  Powell  V.  Cheshire,  70  Ga.  357, 
48  Am.  Eep.  572. 

83.  Oal.  —  Terry  v.  Eivergarden 
Farms  Co.,  29  Cal.  App.  59,  154  Pac. 
476,  distinguishing  Eobinson  v.  Wil- 
liams, 12  Cal.  App.  515,  107  Pac  705, 
and  Franklin  v.  Button,  79  Cal.  605,  21 
Pac.  964.  Kan.  —  Neal  v.  Eeynolds,  38 
Kan.  432,  16  Pac.  785,  holding  an 
action  to  rescind  an  exchange  of  real 
estate  is  within  the  statute.  Ky. — Bul- 
litt V.  Eastern  Kentucky  Land  Co.,  99 
Ky.  324,  36  S.  W.  16;  Thompson  v. 
Elmore,  13  Ky.  L.  Eep.  692,  18  S.  W. 
235.  Minn.  —  State  v.  District  Court, 
94  Minn.  370,  102  N.  "W.  869.  N.  Y. 
Ely  V.  Lowenstein,  9  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.) 
42.  Contra,  Birmingham  v.  Squires,  139 
App.  Div.  129,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  906. 

[a]  The  reason  is  that  the  main  re- 
lief is  the  recovery  of  the  considera- 
tion paid,  the  cancellation  of  the  con- 
tract being  merely  incidental  thereto. 
Terry  v-  Eivergarden  Farms  Co.,  29  Cal. 
App.  59,  154  Pac.  476. 

[b]  But  if  the  action  is  brought  to 
cancel  a  contract  of  purchase  and  to 
have  it  determined  that  the  defendant 
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the  cost  of  improvements  on  real  property,**  actions  to  set  aside  judg- 
ments, even  though  a  levy  has  been  made,*°  or  actions  sounding  in  dam- 
ages for  breach  of  covenants  in  a  deed,*^  even  when  brought  by  a  remote 
grantee."  "Whether  an  action  for  specific  performance  of  agreements  to 
convey  land  is  included  within  this  statute  is  a  question  upon  which 
the  courts  disagree,  some  holding  the  action  is  included,**  and  some 
holding  otherwise.*^  Other  applications  of  the  statute,  will  be  found  in 
the  notes  below.*" 

(III.)  Actions  To  Enforce  Liens  on  Eeal  Property.  —  Actions  for  the  en- 
forcement of  liens  may  be  included  within  the  general  provisions  of  the 
statute  relating  to  land.'^  Some  of  the  statutes  in  specifying  the 
actions  which  must  be  brought  or  tried  where  the  subject  of  the  action 
is  situated,  specifically  mention  foreclosure  of  mortgages,*^  others  are 


has  no  right,  title  or  interest  in  or  to 
the  land,  the  action  is  local.  Robinson 
V.  Williams,  12  Cal.  App.  515,  107  Pae. 
705,  distinguished  in  Terry  v.  River- 
garden  Farms  Co.,  29  Cal.  App.  59,  154 
Pac.  476. 

84.  Anaheim  O.  F.  Hall  Assn.  v. 
Mitchell,  6  Cal.  App.  431,  92  Pac.  331. 

85.  State  v.  District  Court,  85  Minn. 
283,  88  N.   W.  755. 

86.  Eames  v.  Armstrong,  136  N.  C. 
392,  48  S.  E.  769  (covenant  of  seizure) ; 
Phillips  V.  Homes,  71  N.  C.  250  (coven- 
ant to  pay  for  improvements) ;  Bstes 
-V.  Ferguson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  203  S.  W. 
941. 

87.  Coleman  D.  Lyman,  42  Ind.  289; 
Coleman  v.  Lucksinger,  224  Mo.  1,  123 
S.  W.  441,  26  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  934. 
See  Oliver  v.  Loye,  59  Miss.  320.  But 
see,  Burt  &  Brabb  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Bailey, 
175  Fed.  131,  it  is  an  action  for  an 
interest  in  real  estate. 

88.  Cal.  —  Grocers '  Fruit  Growing 
Union  v.  Kern  etc.  Co.,  150  Cal.  466, 
89  Pac.  120.  Mo.  —  Ensworth  v.  Holly, 
33  Mo.  370.  N.  Y.  —  Turner  v.  Walker, 
70  App.  Div.  306,  75  N.  Y.  Supp.  260. 

89.  Ga.  — Marshall  v.  Whatley,  136 
Ga.  805,  72  S.  E.  244,  36  L.  R.  A.  (N. 
S.)  552;  Lowe  v.  Mann,  74  Ga.  387. 
Ind.  — Bethell  v.  Bethell,  92  Ind.  318, 
disapproving  Parker  v.  McAllister,  14 
Ind.  12.  Kan.  —  Close  v.  Wheaton,  65 
Kan.  830,  70  Pac.  891.  Minn.  —  State 
ex  rel.  Johnston  Land  Co.  v.  District 
Court,  138  Minn.  336,  164  N.  W.  1014. 
Ore.  —  Johnston  v.  Wadsworth,  24  Ore. 
494,  34  Pac.  13.  Wash.  —  Morgan  v. 
Bell,  3  Wash.  554,  28  Pac.  925,  16  L.  R. 
A.  614. 

See  the  title,  "Specific  Perform- 
ance. ' ' 


[a]  Specific  performance  is  not 
wholly  local  and  is  not  within  the  stat- 
ute. State  ex  rel.  Johnston  Land  Co. 
V.  District  Court,  138  Minn.  336,  164 
N.  W.  1014. 

90.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  An  action  to  rescind  a  contract 
for  the  removal  of  standing  timber  is 
local.  Seymour  v.  La  Purgey,  47  Wash. 
450,  92  Pae.  267. 

[b]  Actions  for  damages  for  breach 
of  contracts  relating  to  realty  are  not 
within  the  statute.  Hogg  v.  Mack,  53 
Hun  463,  6  N.  Y.  Supp.  301,  25  N.  Y. 
St.  374,  17  Civ.  Proc.  338,  contract  to 
convey  land. 

[c]  Actions  in  rem  are  not  neces- 
sarily local.  Kirkwood  v.  Handlan,  182 
Mo.  App.  626,  168  S.  W.  346,  action  to 
enforce   tax  lien. 

[d]  Attachment  suits  are  not  con- 
templated. Huxley  d.  Harroldj  62  Mo. 
516. 

[e]  An  action  for  rent  for  use  and 
occupation  of  realty  is  not  within  the 
statute,  although  title  is  set  up  in  the 
answer  and  incidentally  brought  into 
issue.  Sheppard  v.  Coeur  D  'Alene  Lum- 
ber Co.,  62  Wash.  12,  112  Pac.  932, 
Ann.  Cas.  191 20,  909,  note,  44  L.  R.  A. 
(N.  S.)    267. 

[f  ]  A  suit  to  enjoin  the  removal  of 
timber  does  not  affect  title.  State  ex 
rel.  Cooper  v.  Goodrich,  238  Mo.  720, 
142  S.  W.  300. 

[g]  A  suit  to  enjoin  ticket  scalpers 
does  not  "affect  property."  Kirby  v. 
Union  Pac.  Ry.  Co.,  51  Colo.  509,  119 
Pac.  1042,  1052,  Ann.  Oas.  1913B,  461. 

91.  See  supra,  I,  E,  7,  e,  (I)  and 
(ID. 

92.  See  19  Standard  Pboc.  921. 
[a]    A  proceeding  to  foreclose  an  at- 
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broader,  and  specify  actions  for  the  foreclosure  of  "all  liens  and  mort- 
gages" on  real  property,"^  or  all  proceedings  to  enforce  any  charge  or 
lien  on  lands.'*  Under  some  statutes  actions  to  enforce  liens  may  be 
brought  in  the  county  in  which  the  land  is  situated  or  in  the  county 
of  the  defendant's  residence ;®®  or  it  may  be  brought  in  the  county 
where  the  note  is  payable.^" 

The  lien  to  be  enforced  must  be  one  upon  real  property.®'  It  must  be 
in  existence  before  the  conunencement  of  the  action."*  And,  it  has  been 
held,  it  must  be  one  created  by  contract,'®  or  a  judgment  of  a  court,^ 
or  it  must  be  an  equitable  lien.^    The  statute  'embraces  vendors^  and 


torney's  lien  on  realty  must  be  brought, 
as  is  a  mortgage  foreclosure  suit,  in 
the  county  where  the  land  lies.  Moss 
V.  Strickland,  138  Ga.  539,  75  S.  E. 
622. 

93.  Cal.  —  Security  L.  &  T,  Co.  v. 
Kauffman,  108  Cal.  214,  222,  41  Pae. 
467.  Colo. — Burton  v.  Graham,  36  Colo. 
199,  84  Pac.  978.  N.  C— Traley  v. 
March,  68  N.  C.  160.  P.  I.  — Molina 
V.  De  la  Eiva,  7  Phil.  Isl.  302. 

[a]  An  action  on  a  bond  on  a,  pur- 
chase money  bond  enforceable  only 
against  the  land  sbld,  by  agreement  of 
the  parties,  is  substantially  for  the 
foreclosure  of  a  mortgage.  Connor  v. 
Dillard,  129  N.   C.  60,  39  S.  E.  641. 

[b]  But  an  action  on  a  bond  given 
to  release  a  lien  is  not  local.  Nims  v. 
Merritt,  29  Misc.  58,  60  N.  Y.  Supp. 
549. 

[c]  An  action  on  municipal  bonds 
issued  in  aid  of  a  railroad  is  not  local, 
although  the  recovery  is  chargeable  on 
property  in  the  town  subject  to  taxa- 
tion. Becker  v.  Cherry  Creek,  70  Hun 
6,  24  N.  Y.  Supp.  19,  53  N.  Y.  St.  555. 

Suits  to  enforce  logger's  liens,  see 
19  Standard  Proo.  8. 

94.  Abramson  v.  Horner,  115  Md. 
232,   80  Atl.  907. 

[a]  A  "charge"  on  land,  within 
the  statute,  is  "a  lien,  incumbrance  or 
claim,  which  is  to  be  satisfied  out  of 
the  specific  thing  or  proceeds  thereof 
to  which  it  applies."  Abramson  v. 
Horner,  115  Md.  232,  80  Atl.  907,  912, 
quot.  Bouvier  L.  Dist. 

Effect  of  loss  of  lien  by  amendment, 
see  infra,  I,  J. 

95.  Holcomb  v.  Williams  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  194  8.  W.  631;  Connellee  v. 
Eastland  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  31  S.  W. 
552. 

96.  Phelps  V.  Norman  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  55  S.  W.  978  (although  the  land 
is   situated    and   the   parties   reside   in 
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another  county);  Hawes  v.  Parrish,  16 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  497,  41  S.  W.  132.  See 
infra,  I,  E,  11. 

97.  Central  Kty.  Nat.  Gasi  Co.  v. 
Stevens,  134  Ky.  306,  120  S.  W.  282, 
Tilford  V.  Dotson,  106  Ky.  755,  51  S. 
W.  583.  See  Molina  v.  De  la  Eiva,  7 
Phil.  Isl.  302. 

[a]  A  lien  on  standing  trees  which 
are  sold  in  contemplation  of  their  im- 
mediate severance  is  not  included  as 
the  trees  are  personalty.  Tilford  v. 
Dotson,  106  Ky.  755,  51  S.  W.  583. 

[b]  An  action  to  enforce  a  lien  for 
royalties  on  minerals  (1)  after  separa- 
tion is  transitory,  as  the  minerals  are 
personalty.  Central  Ey.  Nat.  Gas  Co. 
V.  Stevens,  134  Ky.  306,  120  S.  W.  282. 
(2)  But  if  the  conveyance  vests  title 
to  the  minerals  in  the  vendee  and  re- 
tains a  lien  for  unpaid  purchase  money 
before  severance,  an  action  to  enforce 
the  lien  is  local.  Kennedy  v.  Hicks, 
180   Ky.   562,  203   S.  W.   318. 

98.  Gem  City  Acetylene  Generator 
Co.  V.  Coblentz,  86  Ohio  St.  199,  99  N. 
B.  302,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  660;  Ogburn- 
Dalchau  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Taylor,  59  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  442,  126  S.  W.  48. 

99.  Hatton  v.  Eogers,  134  Ky.  840, 
121   S.   W.   698. 

1.  Hatton  V.  Eogers,  134  Ky.  840, 
121  S.  W.  698. 

2.  Joiner  v.  Perkins,  59  Tex.  300; 
Capps  f.  Edwards  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
180  S.  W.  137. 

3.  Cal.  —  Southern  Pacific  E.  E.  Co. 
V.  Pixley,  103  Cal.  118,  37  Pac.  194. 
Ihd.  —  Mackey  v.  Craig,  144  Ind.  203, 
43  N.  E.  6.  Ky.  —  New  South  Brew  & 
Ice  Co.  V.  Shuck,  20  Ky.  L.  Eep.  2005, 
50  S.  W.  681.  See  Tilford  v.  Dotson, 
106  Ky.  755,  51  S.  W.  683,  holding 
standing  trees  to  be  constructively 
severed  a7»d  therefore  not  within  the 
statute.  Tex.  —  Joiner  v.  Perkins,  59 
Tex.  ,300;     Holcomb  v.  Williams  (Tex; 
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mechanics'*  liens,  but  does  not  include  attachment  11  ens. ^  Nor  does 
the  statute  include  an  action  for  a  mere  personal  judgment  on  a  mort- 
gage note,'  an  action  in  aid  of  execution  to  set  aside  conveyances,'  or  an 
action  to  compel  an  assignment  of  the  mortgage.^ 

(IV.)  Actions  for  Injuries  to  Real  Property.  —  Some  codes  provide  that 
actions  for  injuries  to  real  property  must  be  brought,  or  tried. in  the 
county  in  which  the  subject  of  the  action  or  some  part  thereof  is 
situated.* 

"Injury"  Defined  and  Applied.—  The  word  "injury"  is  used  in  a  tech- 
nical sense  and  as  meaning  every  wrong  which  in  legal  contemplation 
is  an  injury  to  real  property.^"  It  embraces  not  only  injuries  commit- 
ted directly  and  forcibly,  for  which  trespass  was  the  appropriate  rem- 
edy under  the  former  praetiee,^^  but  such  also  as  nuisances,  the  ob- 
struction of  light  and  air,  diversion  of  watercourses  and  the  like  for 
which  trespass  on  the  case  was  proper.^''    This  includes  also  wrongs 


Civ.  App.),  194  S.  W.  631;  Qonnellee 
t-.  Eastland  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  31 
S.  W.  552. 

[a]  Ectuitable  Vendor's  laen. — 
Joiner  v.  Perkins,  59  Tex.  300;  Capps 
V.  Edwards  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  180  S.  "W. 
137. 

4.  Nims  i;.  Merritt,  29  Misc.  58,  60 
N.  Y.  Supp.  549.  See  19  Standabd 
Peoc.   638. 

Miners'  liens,  see  19  Standard  Peoc. 
811. 

5.  Hatton  v.  Kogers,  134  Ky.  840, 
121  S.  W.  698. 

6.  Connor  v.  Dillard,  129  N.  C.  50, 
39  S.  E.  641. 

7.  Beach  c.  Hodgdon,  66  Cal.  187, 
5  Pac.  77. 

8.  Yates  County  Nat.  Bank  c. 
Blake,  43  Hun  (N.  T.)  162,  6  N.  Y.  St. 
486. 

9.  Ark.  —  Jacks  v.  Moore,  33  Ark. 
31.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Selby  Smelt,  etc. 
Co.,  163  Cal.  84,  124  Pac.  692,  1135,  Ann. 
Cas.  1913E,  1267;  OpMr  Silver  Mia. 
Co.  V.  Superior  Court,  147  Cal.  467,  473, 
82  Pac.  70.  Ky.  —  Gillen  v.  Illinois 
Cent.  B.  Co.,  137  Ky.  375,  125  S.  W. 
10*7.  Mich.  —  Greeley  «.  Stilson,  27 
Mich.  153.  Minn.  —  Little  v.  Chicago 
St.  P.  M.  &  O.  E.  Co.,  65  Minn.  48,  67 
N.  W.  846,  60  Am.  St.  Eep.'421,  33  L. 
E.  A.  423.  S.  C  — Stuckey  v.  Alder- 
man &  Sons  Co.,  107  S.  C.  426,  93  S. 
E.  126.  Tex.  —  Miller  v.  Eusk,  17  Tex. 
170,  actions  for  "damages"  to  land. 

[a]  The  common  law  is  followed, 
by  the  code.  Jacks  v.  Moore,  33 
Ark.  31. 

[b]  Some  Codes  Have  No  Snob 
Provision.  — Neb.  — Omaha  &  E.  V.  E. 


Eailway  Co.,  55 
630;  Jackes  v. 
Ind.  —  Kinser  v. 


Co.  V.  Brown,  29  Neb.  492,  46  N.  W.  39. 
Ohio.— Foatoria  v.  Fox,  60  Ohio  St.  340, 
54  N.  E.  370.  In  such  case  the  action 
is  transitory.  See  infra,  I,  E,  9,  g. 
But  see  Cragin  v.  Lovell,  88  N.  Y.  258; 
Freeman  v.  Thomson,  50  Hun  340,  3 
N.  Y.   Supp.  93. 

10.  Cox  V.  Eailway  Co.,  55  Ark.  454, 
18  S.  W.  630. 

[a]  The  "damages"  to  land,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Texas  statute,  has 
reference  to  an  injury  to  the  posses- 
sion, or  the  freehold  or  estate;  and  not 
damages  for  the  breach  of  the  con- 
tract to  make  title.  Miller  v.  Eusk, 
17  Tex.  170. 

11.  Ark.  —  Cox  V. 
Ark.  464,  18  S.  W. 
Moore,  33  Ark.  31. 
Dewitt,  7  Ind.  App.  597,  34  N.  E.  1014. 
Mich.  —  Greeley  v.  Stilson,  27  Mich. 
153.  S.  O.  —  Pierce  V.  Marion  County 
Lumb.  Co.,  103  S.  C.  261,  88  S.  E.  135. 

See  the  title,  "Trespass" 

[a]  If  the  allegations  would  sustain 
the  old  action  of  trespass  c|.uare  clausum 
fregit,  the  action  must  be  tried  where 
the  land  lies.  Pierce  v.  Marion  County 
Lumb.  Co.,  103  S.  C.  261,  88  S.  E.  135. 

12.  Ark.  —  Cox  V.  Eailway  Co.,  55 
Ark.  454,  18  S.  W.  630.  Cal.  — McClat- 
chy  V.  Laguna  Lands  Ltd.,  32  Cal.  App. 
718,  164  Pac.  41.  Neb.  —  Dhooghe  v. 
Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  E.  Co.,  91  Neb.  613, 
136  N.  W.  1075. 

See  supra,  I,  E,  7,  b. 

[a]  Whether  an  action  is  trespass 
or  trespass  on  the  case  is  immaterial 
in  this  connection.  Las  Animas  &  8.  J. 
Land  Co.  v.  Patjo,  9  Cal.  App.  318,  99 
Pae.  393. 
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caused  by  mere  nonfeasance,  such  as  permissive  waste,^'  and  wrongs  to 
real  property  caused  by  negligence.^*  The  code  section  applies  also  to 
cases  where  the  injury  is  threatened  and  an  action  for  an  injunction 
is  brought.'-®  But  it  does  not  include  an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  on 
the  contract  implied  from  the  injury,^'  actions  for  damages  for  breach 
of  contract  to  convey  land,^'  or  actions  ex  contractu  for  compensation 
for  land  taken  by  a  public  corporation.^' 
Injuries  caused  by  ctuasi-municipal  corporations  are  within  the  statute.^' 
Real  Estate. — By  the  very  terms  of  the  statute,  the  property  injured 
must  be  •' '  real  estate. ' ""'  If  then  the  plaintiff  sues  for  the  injury  to  real 
property,  his  action  is  local.''*    But  if  he  sues  for  the  value^"  of  the 


13.  Cox  V.  Eailway  Co.,  55  Ark.  454, 
18  S.  "W.  630;  Greeley  17.  Stilion,  27 
Mich.  153. 

14.  Cal.  —  Las  Animas  &  S.  J.  Land 
Co.  V.  Fatjo,  9  Cal.  App.  318,  99  Pac. 
393.  Ind.  —  Dubreuil  v.  Pennsylvania 
E.  Co.,  130  Ind.  137,  29  N.  E.  909;  In- 
diana B.  &  "W.  E.  Co.  V.  roster,  107 
Ind.  430,  8  N".  B.  264.  Ky.  —  Gillon  v. 
Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.,  137  Ky.  375,  125 
S.  W.  1047.  N.  C.  —  Perry  v.  Seaboard 
AiV  Line  Ey.  Co.,  153  N.  C.  117,  68  S. 
E.  1060. 

[a]  Action  for  Injury  to  Eealty 
Caused  by  Fir©  Escaping  From  Loco- 
motives.—  Dubreuil  v.  Pennsylvania  E. 
Co.,  130  Ind.  137,  29  N.  E.  909;  Indiana 
B.  &  W.  E.  Co.  V.  Foster,  107  Ind.  430, 
8  N.  E.  264. 

15.  Ark.  —  Cox  v.  Eailway  Co.,  55 
Ark.  454,  18  S.  "W.  630.  Cal.  — Last 
Chance  Water  Ditch  Co.  v.  Emigrant 
Ditch  Co.,  129  Cal.  277,  61  Pac.  960; 
Drinkhouse  v.  Spring  Valley  Water- 
Works,  80  Cal.  308,  22  Pac.  252;  Mc- 
Clatchy  v.  Laguna  Lands  Ltd.,  32  Cal. 
App.  718,  164  Pac.  41;  Yolo  Co.  Cons. 
Water  Co.  v.  Adamson,  22  Cal.  App. 
493,  135  Pac.  48.  N.  Y.  — Leland  *. 
Hathorn,  42  N.  Y.  547,  9  Abb.  Pr»e. 
(N.  S.)   97. 

See  also  the  title  "Trespass." 
[a]  An  action  to  enjoin,  the  erec- 
tion of  a  dam  in  one  county  which 
would  injure  realty  in  another  county 
should  be  tried  in  the  latter.  Drink- 
house  V.  Spring  Valley  Waterworks,  80 
Cal.  308,  22  Pac.  252. 

16.  Asher  v.  Cornett  (Ky.),  113  S. 
W.  131;  Bradley- Watkins  Co.  v.  Circuit 
Judge,  144  Mich.  142,  107  N.  W.  875. 

17.  Miller  v.  Eusk,  17  Tex.  17'0;  Lu- 
eas  V.  Patton,  49  Tex.  Civ.  App.  62,  1'07 
S.   W.   1143. 

18.  Gallup    V.    Sacramento    &    S.    J 
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Drainage  Dist.,  171   CaL  71,  151  Pac. 
1142, 

19.  North  Sterling  Irr.  Dist.  v.  Dick- 
ifaan  (Colo.),  178  Pac.  559,  irrigation 
district. 

20.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  "Seal  estate,"  within  the  stat- 
ute must  be  the  real  estate  of  the 
plaintiff,  an  interest  or  property  dis- 
tinct from  that  of  the  public  at  large, 
and  which  may  be  acquired  by  pur- 
chase, grant  or  prescription,  and  con- 
veyed or  disposed  of  as  property.  Bar- 
nard V.  Hinkley,  10  Mich.  458. 

[b]  An  action  on  the  case  for  ob- 
structing a  navigable  stream  is  not  an 
action  for  injury  to  "real  estate." 
Barnard  v.  Hinkley,  10  Mich.  458. 

21.  Emerson  v.  Turner,  95  Ark.  597, 
130  S.  W.  538;  Wilson  v.  Pecos  &  N.  T. 
E.  Co.,  23  Tex.  Civ.  App. '706,  58  S.  W. 
183. 

[a]  An  action  for  cutting  timber, 
is  an  action  for  injury  to  real  estate. 
Pierce  n.  Marion  County  Lumb.  Co., 
103  S.  C.  261,  88  S.  E.  135. 

[b]  An  action  for  damages  to  turf, 
the  roots  of  grass  and  feneeposts  set 
in  the  land  are  embraced.  Wilson  v. 
Pecos  *  N.  T.  E.  Co.,  23  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
706,  58  S.  W.  183. 

[c]  Wrongful  removal  of  fixtures  is 
an  injury  to  real  estate.  Stuekey  v. 
Alderman  &  Sons  Co.,  107  S.  C.  426,  93 
S.  E.  126. 

Bemoval  of  ore,  see  19  Standard 
Peoc.  805. 

22.  U.  S.  — Stone  v.  United  States, 
167  XT.  S.  178,  17  Sup.  Ct.  778,  42  L. 
ed.  127.  Ark.  —  Emerson  v.  Turner,  95 
Ark.  597,  130  S.  W.  538,  distinguishing 
Jacks  V.  Moore,  33  Ark.  31.  -  Mich. 
Greeley  v.  Stilson,  27  Mich.  153. 

[a]  Reason.  ^-  The  timber  is  not  the 
subject  of  conversion  until  it  has  be- 
come personalty  by  a  severance  from 
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property  severed,  or  if  he  sues  for  injuiy  to  the  property  severed/'  the 
action  is  transitory,  as  the  property  injured  is  personalty. 

Where  the  Laud  Is  Without  the  State.  —  The  statute  does  not  embrace  an 
action  for  injury  to  land  situated  without  the  state."  Where  the  act 
done  and  the  injury  occur  in  different  states,  it  has  been  held  the  com- 
mon law  rule  applies  and  the  action  may  be  brought  in  either.^*  If 
brought  where  the  act  was  done,  it  must  be  brought,  it  has  been  held, 
in  the  county  of  defendant's  residence.''' 

(V.)  Actions  for  Recovery  of  Personal  Property.  —  Under  some  statutes, 
actions  for  the  recovery  of  personal  property,^'  or  for  the  recovery  of 
personal  property  distrained  for  any  cause,*'  or  for  the  determination 
of  questions  involving  the  right  to  the  possession  or  title  to  any  specific 
article  of  personal  property  "^  must  be  brought  where  the  subject  of  the 


the  realty.   Greeley  v.  Stilson,  27  Mieh. 
153. 

[b]  But  where  the  trespass  is  the 
principal  thing  and  the  conversion  is 
incidental  only,  the  entire  action  is 
local.  Ellenwood  v.  Marietta  Chair  Co., 
158  IT.  S.  105,  15  Sup.  Ct.  771,  39  L.  ed. 
913 

23.  Allen  v.  Allen,  47  Utah  145,  151 
Pac.  982. 

24.  Little  V.  Chicago  St.  P.  M.  &  O. 
Ey.  Co.,  65  Minn.  48,  67  N.  W.  846,  60 
Am.  St.  Eep.  421,  38  L.  K.  A.  423. 

The  New  York  statute  expressly  re- 
quires such  actions  to  be  tried  where 
some  one  of  the  parties  reside.  See 
infra,  I,  E,  9,  g. 

25.  Smith  v.  Southern  Ey.  Co.,  136 
Ky.  162,  171,  123  S.  W.  678,  26  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  927,  the  common  law  rule 
applies.  See  Armendiaz  v.  Stillman,  54 
Tei.  623,  holding  that  the  common  law 
rules  do  not  determine  venue  in  Texas, 
but  the  rule  obtains  independently  of 
such  rules. 

26.  Armendiaz  v.  Stillman,  54  Tex. 
6^3.  See  also  Little  v.  Chicago  St.  P. 
M.  &  O.  Ey.  Co.,  65  Minn.  48,  67  N.  W. 
846,  60  Am.  St.  Eep.  421,  33  L.  E.  A. 
423. 

27.  la.  —  Bummelhart  v.  Boone,  147 
Iowa  390,  126  N.  W.  338.  Me.  — Cen- 
tral Maine  Power  Co.  v.  Maine  Central 
E.  Co.,  113  Me.  103,  93  Atl.  41,  "actions 
of  replevin."  Minn.  —  Hinds  v.  Back- 
us, 45  Minn.  170,  47  N.  W.  655.  Mo. 
Allen  i;.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ey.  Co., 

38   Mo.    App.    294.    N.   0 Brown   v. 

Cogdell,  136  N.  C.  32,  48  S.  E.  515. 

[a]  An  action  of  replevin  against 
a,  sheriff  may  be  brought  under  this 
statute.  Hinds  v.  Backus,  45  Minn.  170, 
47  N.  W.  655. 


28.  Ore.  —  Byers  v.  Ferguson,  41 
Ore.  77,  65  Pac.  1067,  68  Pac.  5;  Moor- 
house  V.  Donaca,  14  Ore.  430,  13  Pac. 
112;  Kirk  V.  Matlock,  12  Ore.  319,  7 
Pac.  322.  S.  C  — All  v.  Williams,  87 
S.  C.  101,  68  S.  E.  1041,  Ann.  Cas. 
1912B,  837.  Wis.  — Young  v.  Lego,  38 
Wis.  206. 

[a]  Claim  and  Delivery.  —  All  v. 
Williams,  87  S.  C.  101,  68  S.  E.  1041, 
Ann.  Cas.  1912B,  837. 

[bj  Replevin  is  transitory  if  the 
property  was  not  distrained  for  any 
cause.   Young  v.  Lego,  38  Wis.  206. 

[c]  "While  the  word  'distrain^ 
originally  meant  the  taking  of  the 
property  of  another  as  security  for  the 
performance  of  some  obligation  (3  Bl. 
Com.  231)  the  term  'distrained,'  as 
used  in  the  section  of  the  statute 
quoted,  undoubtedly  signifies  the  hold- 
ing of  the  personal  property  of  another 
for  any  purpose  whatever."  Byers  v. 
Ferguson,  41  Ore.  77,  80,  65  Pac.  1067, 
68  Pac.  5.  The  statute  refers  to 
the  proceeding  of  distress  as  it  existed 
at  common  law  by  which  a  party  might 
take  and  hold  the  personal  property  of 
another  as  a  pledge  or  security  for  the 
payment  of  debt,  the  discharge  of  some 
duty  or  reparation  for  "an  injury  done, 
with  the  right,  in  certain  cases,  to  sell 
it  to  obtain  satisfaction.  Boyd  v.  How- 
den,  3  Daly  (N.  Y.)  455.  As  to  dis- 
tress for  rent,  see  18  Standard  Peoc. 
521. 

In  New  York,  the  action  must  be 
brought  where  the  cause  of  action 
arose.    See  infra,  I,  E,  8,  a. 

29.  State  ex  rel.  Meeker  v.  Superior 
Court,  13  Wash.  607,  43  Pac.  887,  46 
Pac.  342. 

[a]     Choses  in   action  are   not   em- 
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action  or  some  part  thereof  is  situated.  Some  statutes  provide  that 
suits  commenced  by  attachment  shall  be  brought  in  the  county  where 
property  of  the  defendant  may  be  found.'"  In  the  absence  of  such 
provision,  the  action  falls  within  the  section  requiring  actions  to  be 
brought  in  the  county  of  the  residence  of  the  parties,'^  and  some  stat' 
utes  give  the  plaintiff  an  election  between  the  county  where  the  taking 
occurred  or  the  plaintiff  resides.'^ 

8.  Actions  Triable  Where  the  Cause  of  Action  Arose.  —  a.  In  Gen- 
eral. —  Some  statutes  requiring  actions  to  be  brought  where  the  cause 
of  action  or  a  part  thereof  arose  are  very  broad.''  As  a  rule  the  statutes 
specifically  enumerate  the  actions  required  to  be  brought  in  that 
county,'*  and  generally  include  actions  for  the  recovery  of  a  fine,  pen- 
alty or  forfeiture  imposed  by  statute,'^  actions  against  public  officers 


braced  by  the  statute.  State  ■ex  rel. 
Meeker  v.  Superior  Court,  13  Wash.  607, 
43  Pac.  887,  46  Pae.  342. 

[b]  An  action  to  foreclose  a  pledge 
of  promissory  notes  and  stock  is  not 
within  the  rule,  as  they  are  choses  in 
action.  State  ex  rel.  Meeker  v.  Super- 
ior Court,  13  Wash.  607,  43  Pac.  887,  46 
Pap.  342. 

30.  See  the  statutes  and  Grreacen  v. 
Buckley  &  Douglas  Lumb.  Co.,  167 
Mich,  569,  133  N.  W.  538;  State  Bank 
V.  Maxsou,  123  Mich.  250,  82  N.  W.  31, 
81  Am.  St.  Rep.  196;  Huxley  v.  Har- 
rold,  62  Mo.  516;  MonarcTi  Eubber  Co. 
V.  Hutchison,  82  Mo.  App.  603;  Allen  v. 
St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  By.  Co.,  38  Mo. 
App.  294. 

[a]  Whether  the  property  attached 
is  real  or  personal  is  immaterial.  Hux- 
ley V.  Harrold,  62  Mo.  516. 

[b]  The  court  is  without  jurisdic- 
tion to  issue  a  writ  of  attachment  to 
another  county,  if  no  property  of  the 
defendant  is  attached  in  the  county 
where  the  court  sits  and  if  the  defend- 
ant does  not  reside  there.  Monarch 
Eubber  Co.  v.  Hutchison,  82  Mo.  App. 
603. 

Effect  of  abatement  of  attachment 
see  infra,  I,  J. 

31.  See  infra,  I,  E,  9,  g. 

32.  State  v.  District  Court,  92  Minn. 
205,  99  N.  W.  806;  Hinds  v.  Backus,  45 
Minn.  17'0,  47  N.  W.  655.     . 

33.  See  the  statutes. 

In  Florida,  see  supra,  I,  E,  1. 

[a]  In  Virginia,  any  action  at  law 
or  suit  in  equity  with  certain  excep- 
tions may  be  brought  where  the  de- 
fendant resides  or  where  the  cause  of 
action  arose,  although  none  of  the  de- 
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f  endants  reside  there.  Harrison  v.  Wiss- 
ler,  98  Va.  597,  36  S.  E.  982. 

[b]  West  Virginia  has  a  statute 
like  that  of  Virginia.  Another  statute 
prohibits  the  issuance  of  process  in 
such  case  to  any  officer  of  any  county 
other  than  that  in  which  the  suit  is 
brought.  Taken  together,  these  stat- 
utes provide  in  effect  that  the  defend- 
ant may  be  sued  in  a  county  in  which 
the  cause  of  action  arose,  provided  he 
can  be  found  there  and  served  with 
process.  Vinal  v.  Core,  18  W.  Va.  1,  21. 

34.    See  the  statutes. 

Malicious  prosecution,  see  20  Stand- 
ard Pboc.  81,  note  27. 

,35.  Cal.  — Ah  Fong  v.  Sternes,  79 
Cal.  30,  21  Pac.  381.  111.  — Crabb  v. 
Young,  146  HI.  App.  48.  Ohio.  —  Penn- 
sylvania Co.  V.  O'Connell,  84  Ohio  St. 
218,  95  N.  E.  773,  Ann.  Cas.  1912C,  540; 
Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Hollenberger,  76 
Ohio  St.  177,  81  N.  E.  184.  Okla.— Chi- 
cago, R.  I.  &  P.  Ry  Co.  V.  Terr.,  25  Okla. 
238,  105  Pac.  677.  S.  O.  — Jenkins  v. 
Atlantic  Coast  Line  E.  Co.,  84  8.  C. 
343,  66  S.  E.  409. 

See  21  Standard  Proc.  267. 

[a]  An  action  on  a  forfeited  recog- 
nizance is  within  the  statute.  Smith  v. 
Collins,  42  Kan.  259,  21  Pac.  1058.  See 
also  Crisman  v.  People,  8  111.  351. 

[b]  Where  the  penalty  follows  as 
an  incident  to  the  recovery  of  the  prin- 
cipal relief,  as  where  on  recovery  of  a 
specific  amount,  a  certain  percentage  is 
added  for  penalty,  the  action  is  not 
within  the  statute.  Brown  v.  Campbell 
Co.,  44  Kan.  237, 24  Pae.  492,  21  Am.  St. 
Eep.  274. 

[e]  An  action  by  a  creditor  of  a 
corporation  against  its  officers  t;o  re- 
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for  acts  done  in  virtue  of  their  offiees,^'  and  actions  upon  the  officip.l 
bonds  or  undertaMngs  of  public  officers.'''  Some  codes  include  also 
actions  to  recover  a  chattel  distrained,  or  damages  for  distraining  a 
chattel,'*  and  actions  against  corporations.'* 

Tort  Actions.  —  In  addition  to  these,  certain  actions  may,  under  the 
various  statutes,  be  brought  in  the  county  where  the  tort  was  com- 
mitted or  the  injury  was  done,  or  in  the  county  where  the  defendant 
resides.*"  Such  actions  include  the  following:  all  personal  actions,  ex- 
cept actions  upon  contract,*^  actions  for  torts,*"  actions  the  foundation 
of  which  is  some  crime  or  offense,*'  or  trespass,  **  and  actions  for  injury 


cover  his  debt  from  them  on  the  ground 
they  have  been  guilty  of  fraud  is  not 
an  action  for  a  penalty  within  the  stat- 
ute. Flowers  v.  Bartlett,  66  Minn.  213, 
68  N.  W.  976. 

36.  See  infra,  this  section. 

37.  Fay  v.  Edmiston,  28  Kan.  105; 
State  V.  Hill,  38  Neb.  698,  57  N.  W.  548. 

38.  N.  Y.  — Code  Civ.  Proc,  §983 
sub  3.  See  Boyd  v.  Howden,  3  Daly  (N. 
Y.)  455. 

In  some  states  the  action  must  be 
brought  where  the  subject  of  action  is 
situated.   See  supra.,  I,  E,  7,  e,  (V). 

39.  See  5  Standakd  Peoc.  585,  and 
590. 

Actions  against  passenger  carriers, 
see  21  Standard  Peoc.  154. 

Actions  against  insurance  companies, 
see  14  Standard  Peoc.  9. 

Actions  against  cities  and  counties, 
see  the  title,  "Municipal  Corpora- 
tions."  ' 

40.  Forbes  v.  Eogers,  143  Ala.  208, 
38  So.  843;  Eains  f.  Diamond  Match 
Co.,  171  Cal.  326,  153  Pac.  239. 

Actions  against  passenger  carriers 
for  personal  injuries,  see  21  Standard 
Peoc.  130. 

[a]  Torts  committed,  without  the 
state  are  not  within  the  statute.  Atlan- 
tic Coast  Line  E.  Co.  v.  Stephens,  11 
Ga.  App.  520,  75  S.  E.  841. 

41.  Ala.  —  Southern  E.  Co.  v.  Har- 
rington, 166  Ala.  630,  52  So.  57,  139 
Am.  St.  Eep.  59;  Forbes  v.  Eogers,  143 
Ala.  208,  38  So.  843;  Montgomery  Iron 
Wks.  V.  Eufaula  Oil  &  Fert.  Co.,  110 
Ala.  395,  20  So.  300. 

[a]  By  "personal  actions"  is  in- 
tended all  other  than  actions  for  the 
recovery  of  land,  or  the  possession 
thereof  or  for  a  trespass  thereto  if  not 
founded  on  contract.  Montgomery  Iron 
Wks.  V.  Eufaula  Oil  etc.  Co.,  ll'O  Ala. 
395,  20  So,  300. 

[b]  Detinue.   —  Montgomery     Iron 


Wks.  V.  Eufaula  Oil  etc,  Co.,  110  Ala, 
395,   20   So.  300. 

[c]  Action  for  Damages  for  Deceit. 
Hoge  V.  Herzberg,  141  Ala.  439,  37  So. 
591. 

[d]  Trover.  —  Karthaus  v.  Nash- 
ville, C.  &  St.  L.  K.  Co.,  140  Ala.  433,  37 
So'  268. 

[e]  An  action  for  breach  of  con- 
tract in  failing  to  deliver  a  telegram 
is  not  one  for  personal  injuries,  for  the 
reason  that  the  plaintiff  must  first  es- 
tablish his  right  to  nominal  damages, 
and  then  damages  for  mental  pain  and 
anguish  are  "superaddea. "  Western 
Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Morrison,  15  Ala.  App. 
532,  74  So.  88. 

[f]  That  the  injury  should  have 
wholly  occurred  within  the  county  in 
which  suit  is  brought  is  not  required. 
Southern  E.  Co.  v.  Harrington,  166  Ala. 
630,  52  So.  57,  139  Am.  St.  Eep.  59. 

42.  Newell  v.  Giggey,  13  Colo.  16,  21 
Pac.  904;  Oels  v.  Helena  &  L.  S.  &  E. 
Co.,  10  Mont.  524,  26  Pac.  1000. 

43.  ■  Campbell  v.  Trimble,  75  Tex.  270, 
12  S.  W.  863;  Cahn  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  Ben- 
nett, 62  Tex.  674;  Hubbard  v.  Lord,  59 
Tex.  384. 

As  applied  to  malicious  prosecution, 
see  19  Standard  Peoc.  81,  note  27. 

[a]  The  words  "crime"  and  "of- 
fense" are  synonymous.  lilies  v. 
Knight,  3  Tex.  312. 

44.  Wettermark  v.  Campbell,  93 
Tex.  517,  523,  56  S.  W.  331;  Eieker 
V.  Shoemaker,  81  Tex.  22,  16  S.  W.  645; 
Eotan,  V.  Maedgen,  24  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
558,  59  S.  W.  585. 

[a]  The  word  "trespass,"  in  this 
statute,  (1)  embraces  only  actions  for 
such  injuries  as  result  from  wrongful 
acts,  willfully  or  negligently  commit- 
ted and  not  those  which  result  from  a 
mere  omission  of  duty.  Eieker  v.  Shoe- 
maker, 81  Tex.  22,  16  S.  W.  645  (qual- 
ifying Hill  V.  Kimball,  76  Tex.  210,  13 
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to  person,*^  or  property,*"  or  for  injury  to  character,"  or  for  death  from 
wrongful  act,*'  or  for  negligence,*'  or  for  fraud.^" 


S.  W.  59,  7  L.  E.  A.  618);  Connor  v, 
Saunders,  81  Tex.  633,  17  S.  W.  236; 
Stewart  v.  Nichols,  36  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
354,  82  S.  "W.  339;  Eotan  v.  Maedgen, 
24  Tex.  Civ.  App.  558,  59  S.  W.  585.  (2) 
Where  a  party  negligently  injures  an- 
other, it  is  trespass,  but,  where  he  neg- 
ligently leaves  undone  that  which  he 
should  have  done,  it  is  not  a  trespass. 
Winslow  V.  Gentry  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
154  S.  W.  260. 

[b]  A  trespass  by  wrongful  attach- 
ment is  (1)  within  the  statute.  Focke 
V.  Blum,  82  Tex.  436,  17  S.  W.  770; 
Hilliard  Bros.  v.  Wilson,  65  Tex.  286. 
(2)  The  plaintiffs  in  attafchment  who 
instigated  the  acts  of  the  sheriff  are 
suable  with  the  sheriff  in  the  county 
where  the  acts  were  committed,  al- 
though they  reside  in  another  county. 
Hilliard  Bros.  v.  Wilson,  65  Tex.   286. 

[c]  An  action  for  vrrongful  death 
caused  by  a  negligent  act  is  not  an  ac- 
tion founded  upon  "trespass."  Austin 
V.  Cameron,  83  Tex.  351,  18  S.  W.  437. 

[d]  But  an  action  for  damages  for 
keeping  diseased  domestic  animals 
where  other  animals  may  be  exposed 
thereto  is  within  the  statute.  Baldwin 
V.  Eichardson,  39  Tex.  Civ.  App.  348, 
87  S.  W.  353. 

[e]  Trespass  Includes  Conversion. 
Ward  V.  Odem  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  153  S. 
W.  634. 

Action  against  passenger  carriers,  see 
21  Standard  Pkoc.  126,  note  81. 

45.  Ala.  —  Western  Union  Tel.  Co. 
V.  Morrison,  15  Ala.  App.  532,  74  So.  88, 
actions  against  corporations  "for  per- 
sonal injuries. ' '  Cal.  —  Graham  v. 
Mixon,  177  Cal.  88,  169  Pac.  1003,  L. 
E.  A.  1918F,  1023;  Eains  v.  Diamond 
Match  Co.,  171  Cal.  326,  153  Pac.  239; 
Gridley  v.  Fellows,  166  Cal.  765,  138 
Pac.  355.  Kan.  —  Sparks  v.  Fitzgerald, 
86  Kan.  628,  122  Pac.  98,  this  proviso 
applies  only  to  actions  against  railroad 
companies.  Ky.  —  Wood  v.  Downing 's 
Admr.,  110  Ky.  656,  62  S.  W.  487; 
Bright  V.  Hammond,  105  Ky.  761,  49 
S.  W  773;  Louisville  Press  Co.  v.  Ten- 
nelly,  105  Ky.  365,  49  S.  W.  15. 

See  infra,  I,  E,  9,  g. 

[a]  "Injuries  to  the  person"  in- 
clude not  only  direct  physical  hurts  to 
the  body  of  a  person,  but  mental  dis- 
tress, annoyance,  inconvenience,  humil- 
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iation  and  such  other  manifestations 
of  disturbed  or  perturbed  feelings  as 
ordinary  persons  are  supposed  to  be 
subject  to  also.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co. 
V.  Morrison,  15  Aia.  App.  532,  74  So. 
88,  quoting  Hatcher  v.  Southern  E.  Co., 
191  Ala.  634,  68  So.  55. 

[B]  A  libel  is  not  an  ' '  injury  to  per- 
son" within  the  California  statute. 
Graham  v.  Mixon,  177  Cal.  88,  169  Pae. 
1003,  L.  E.  A.  1918F,  1023.  Compare  18 
Standard  Peoc.  892. 

[c]  Injuries  resulting  from  a  breacb 
of  contract,  such  as  actions  for  mal- 
practice of  a  physician  are  not  em- 
braced in  the  statute  relating  to  venue 
of  "every  other  action  for  injury  to 
the  person."  Wood  v.  Downing 's 
Admr.,  110  Ky.  656,  62  S.  W.  487. 

[dj  Actions  against  nonresident  de- 
fendants are  (1)  not  embraced  within 
this  statute.  They  may  be  sued  in  any 
county  the  plaintiff  may  designate. 
Eains  v.  Diamond  Match  Co.,  171  Cal. 
326,  153  Pac.  239.  (2)  A  nonresident 
of  the  state  may  be  sued  in  the  county 
where  the  tort  is  committed,  under  a 
statute  providing  that  an  action  for 
injury  to  the  person  "against  n  de- 
fendant residing  in  this  state"  must 
be  brought  in  the  county  of  the  de- 
fendant's residence  or  where  the  in- 
jury is  done.  Bright  v.  Hammond,  105 
Ky.  761,  49  S.  W.  773. 

46.  Graham  v.  Mixon,  177  Cal.  88, 
169  Pae.  1003,  L.  E.  A.  1918F,  1023. 

47.  Bright  v.  Hammond,  105  Ky.  761, 
49  S.  W.  773.  But  see  Graham  v.  Mix- 
on,  177  Cal.  88,  169  Pac.  1003,  L.  E.  A. 
1918F,  1023.  Compare  18  Standabd 
Pkoc.  892. 

48.  See  6  Standard  Proc.  377. 

49.  See  Graham  v.  Mixon,  177  Cal. 
88,  169  Pac.  1003,  L.  E.  A.  1918F,  1023. 

50.  Day  v.  Steverson  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  145  S.  W.  1062;  Western  Cot- 
tage Piano  &  Organ  Co.  v-  Griffin,  41  ' 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  76,  90  S.  W.  884;  Trin- 
ity Valley  Trust  Co.  v.  Stockwell  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  81  S.  W.  793;  Howe  Grain 

&  M.  Co.  V.  Gait,  32  Tex.  Civ.  App.  193, 
73  S.  W.  828. 

[a]  Fraud  Must  Be  the  Gist  of  the 
Action.  —  Sheffield  v.  Eousey  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  153  S.  W.  653. 

[b]  Between  actual,  positive  fraud, 
and  constructive  fraud,  no  distinction 
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Local  actions  may  be  tried  where  the  cause  of  action  arose  in  some 
states.^^ 

b.  Actions  Against  Public  Officers,  etc.^^  An  action  against  a  public 
officer,  or  person  especially  appointed  to  execute  his  duties  for  an  act 
done  by  him  in  virtue  of  his  office,^'  or  against  a  person  who,  by  his 
command  or  in  his  aid,  does  anything  touching  the  duties  of  such  of- 
ficer,^* is  required  to  be  brought  in  the  county  where  the  cause  of  action 
or  some  part  thereof  arose.    The  defendant  must  be  a  public  officer,'* 


is  made  in  the  statute.   Evans  v.  Mills, 
16  Tex.  196. 

[c]  A  suit  to  set  aside  a  fraudulent 
transaction  may  be  brought  where  the 
fraud  was  committed.  Freeman  v. 
Kueehler,  45  Tex.  592.  But  see  10 
Standard  Proc.  150. 

[d]  An  action  to  rescind  a  contract 
of  sale  because  of  fraud  is  triable 
where  the  fraud  was  committed.  Cal- 
loway V.  Booe  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  195  S. 
"W.  1174. 

[e]  A  refusal  to  comply  with  con- 
tract is  not  a  fraud  within  the  statute. 
McLaughlin  i).  Shannon,  3  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  136,  22  S.  "W.  117. 

51.  Deacon  v.  Shreve,  23  N.  J.  L. 
204,  the  action  must  be  tried  where  the 
land  in  controversy  lies  or  the  cause 
of  action  arose. 

52.  Actions  on  o£B,cial  bonds,  see 
supra,  1,  A,  3. 

53.  Cal.  —  Bonestell,  Eichardson  & 
Co.  V.  Curry,  153  Cal.  418,  95  Pae.  887; 
Thompson  v.  Wood,  115  Cal.  301,  47 
Pae.  50.  Ind.  —  Freeman  v.  Eobinson, 
7  Ind.  321.  la.  —  College  of  Physicians 
&  Surgeons  v.  Guilbert,  100  Iowa  213, 
69  N.  W.  453.  Ky.  —  Layne  v.  Sharp, 
32  Ky.  L.  Eep.  33,  105  S.  "W.  373.  Mich. 
Davis  V.  Frankenlust,  118  Mich.  494, 
76  N.  W.  1045;  Graham  v.  Smith,  62 
Mich.  147,  28  N.  W.  769;  Morse  v.  Dun- 
ham, 48  Mich.  590,  12  N.  W.  865.  Mont. 
State  ex  rel.  Stephens  v.  District  Court, 
43  Mont.  571,  118  Pae.  268,  Ann.  Cas. 
1912C,  343.  Neb.  — Kyd  v.  Exchange 
Bank,  56  Neb.  557,  76  N.  W.  1058;  Ven- 
num  V.  Huston,  38  Neb.  293,  56  N.  W. 
970.  N.  Y.  — Porter  v.  PJlsbury,  11 
How.  Pr.  240;  People  v.  Hayes,  7  How. 
Pr.  248:  Ohio.  — State  v.  Newton,  26 
Ohio  St.  200.  S.  C  — Fishburne  v. 
Minott,  72  S.  C.  572,  52  S.  E.  646. 

See  20  Standard  Proc.  748. 

[a]  Statute  Is  Imperatire.  —  Fish- 
burne V.  Minott,  72  S.  C.  572,  52  S.  E. 
646. 

The  statute  of  21  James  I,  Ch,  12  is 


not  part  of  our  conunon  law,  see  supra, 
I,  C. 

[b]  After  the  expiration  of  his  term 
of  oflace,  as  well  as  while  in  office,  ths 
statute  applies.  People  v.  Tweed,  13 
Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  (N.  Y.)  419.  But  com- 
pare Anonymous,  1  Str.  446,  93  Eng. 
Reprint  626. 

[c]  Actions  for  an  injunction 
against  the  of^cer  are  not  within  the 
statute,  and  must  be  brought  in  county 
of  his  residence.  State  Commission  v. 
Welch,  154  Cal.  775,  99  Pae.  181 ;  Bone- 
stell, Eichardson  &  Co.  v.  Curry,  153 
Cal.  418,  95  Pae.  887.  ■Contra,  Kansas 
City  V.  Public  Utilities  Comn.,  103 
Kan.  473,  176  Pae.  324;  Daniel  v.  New 
Era  Land  Co.,  137  Ky.  535,  126  S.  W. 
108. 

[d]  Mandamus  proceedings  are  not 
within  the  statute.  State  Commission 
V.  Welch,  154  Cal.  775,  99  Pae.  181; 
Kirven  v.  Scarborough,  70  S.  C.  288,  49 
S.  E.  860;  La  Motte  v.  Smith,  50  S.  O. 
558,  27  S.  E.  933. 

Eeplevin,  see  supra,  I,  E,  7,  e,  (V). 

[e]  Actions  by  the  state  are  includ- 
ed in  the  rule.  People  v.  Hayes,  7  How. 
Pr.   (N.  Y.)   248. 

54.  See  the  statutes  and  codes. 

55.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Officers  of  the  state  only,  not 
those  of  the  United  States,  are  re- 
ferred to.  Freeman  v.  Eobinson,  7  Ind. 
321.  Contra,  Layne  v.  Sharp,  32  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  33,  105  S.  W.  373. 

[b]  A  warden  of  the  state  peniten- 
tiary is  a  public  officer  within  the  rule. 
State  ex  rel.  Stephens  v.  District  Court, 
43  Mont.  571,  118  Pae.  268,  Ann.  Cas. 
1912C,  343;  Porter  v.  Pillsbury,  11  How. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  240. 

[c]  State  Board  of  Medical  Exam- 
iners. —  College  of  Physicians  &  Sur- 
geons V.  Guilbert,  100  Iowa  213,  69  N. 
W.  453. 

[d]  Justice  of  the  Peace.  —  Ven- 
num  V.  Huston,  38  Neb.  293,  56  N.  W. 
970, 
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and  the  act  complained  of  must  be  an  affirmative  act,^*  done  by  him  in 
virtue  of  his  office.^'  Mere  omissions  or  neglect  of  duty  are  not  general- 
ly within  the  scope  of  the  statute,^*  though  in  some  states  the  statute  is 
broad  enough  to  include  them.^^  The  fact  that  the  codefendants  of  the 
officer  reside  in  another  county  does  not  make  that  a  proper  county  for 
the  trial  of  the  action."" 
c.  Catise  of  Action  Defined.^^  —  The  term  "cause  of  action,"  as  ap- 


[e]  Officers  of  a  municipal  corpor- 
ation (1)  are  within  the  statute  (Jones 
V.  Statesville,  97  N.  C.  86,  2  S.  B.  346), 
as  (2)  a  board  of  commissioners  of  a 
municipal  corporation.  Brevard  L.  &  P. 
Co.  V.  Board  of  Light  &  W.  Comrs.,  151 
N.  C.  558,  66  S.  E.  569. 

[f  ]  But  an  execu-tor  is  not  a  public 
officer.  Thompson  V.  -Wood,  115  Cal. 
301,  47  Pac.  50. 

56.  State  Commission  v.  Welch,  154 
Cal.  775,  99  Pac.  181;  Bonestell,  Rich- 
ardson &  Co.  V.  Curry,  153  Cal.  418,  95 
Pac.  887. 

57.  Mont.  —  State  ex  ret.  Stephens 
V.  District  Court,  43  Mont.  571,  118 
Pac.  268,  Ann.  Cas.  1912C,  843.  N,  Y. 
Metropolitan  By-Products  Co.  v.  Van 
Name,  176  App.  Div.  545,  163  N.  Y. 
'Supp.  592;  People  v.  Piatt,  10  N.  Y.  St. 
577.  Eng.  —  Anonymous,  1  Str.  446,  93 
Eng.  Eeprint   626. 

[a]  "The  test  seems  to  be  that  if  a 
public  officer,  in  performing  an  act 
■within  tie  general  scope  of  his  author- 
ity, commits  an  error  or  even  abuses 
the  confidence  which  the  law  reposes  in 
him,  yet  he  is  still  acting  virtute 
officii."  Conley  v.  Carney,  126  App. 
Div.  337,  110  N.  Y.  Supp.  528. 

[b]  Tortious  acts,  (1)  an  opportu- 
nity to  commit  which  exists  only  by 
reason  of  the  fact  that  the  defendant 
is  an  officer,  are  acts  "in  virtue  of  his 
office."  State  ex  rel.  Stephens  v.  Dis- 
trict Court,  43  Mont.  571,  118  Pac.  268, 
Ann.  Cas.  1912C,  343.  See  Kyd  v.  Ex- 
change Bank,  56  Neb.  557,  76  N.  W. 
1058.  (2)  Where  the  act  of  an  officer 
is  of  such  a  nature  that  his  office  gives 
him  no  authority  to  do  it,  he  is  not 
protected  by  the  statute.  But  where, 
in  performing  an  act  within  the  scope 
of  his  authority,  he  commits  an  error, 
or  even  abuses  the  confidence  the  law 
reposes  in  him,  the  act  is  one  done  in 
virtue  of  his  office.  The  cases  are  con- 
flicting however.  Brown  v.  Smith,  24 
Barb.  (N.  Y.)  419.  See  also  Conley  v. 
Carney,  126  App.  Div.  337,  110  N.  Y. 
Supp.  528.    But  compare  State  ex  rel. 
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Stephens  «.  District  Court,  43   Mont. 
571,  118  Pac.  268,  Ann.  Cas.  1912C,  343. 

[c]  An  action  for  wrongful  arrest, 
trespass  or  conversion,  etc.,  is  contem- 
plated. McMillan  v.  Eiehards,  9  Cal. 
365,  70  Am.  Dec.  655,  quoted  in  State 
Commission  v.  Welch,  154  Cal.  775,  99 
Pac.  181. 

[d]  An  action  of  fals(e  imprisoo- 
meut  is  within  the  statute.  Shaver  v. 
Huntley,  107  N.  C.  623,  12  S.  B.  316. 
See  also  Ellis  v.  Baker,  62  App.  Div. 
542,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  88. 

[e]  An  Action  for  IVIaking  a  False 
Return.  —  Watson  v.  Mitchell,  108  N. 
C.  364,  12  S.  E.  836. 

58.  State  Commission  v.  Welch,  154 
Cal.  775,  99  Pac.  181;  Bonestell,  Eich- 
ardson  &  Co.  v.  Curry,  153  Cal.  418,  95 
Pac.  887;  McMillan  v.  Viseher,  14  Cal. 
232. 

50.  Ky.  — Code,  §63.  Neb.  — State 
V.  Hill,  38  Neb.  698,  57  N.  W.  548.  N. 
Y.  — People  V.  Piatt,  10  N.  Y.  St.  577. 

[a]  A  failure  to  take  the  oath  of 
office  is  not  an  omission  to  perform  a 
duty  incident  to  the  office.  People  v. 
Piatt,  10  N.  Y.  St.  577. 

60.  Neb.  —  Vennum  v.  Huston,  38 
Neb.  293,  66  N.  W.  970.  N.  Y.  —  Home 
v.  Buffalo,  49  Hun  76,  1  N.  Y.  Supp. 
801,  15  Civ.  Proc.  81,  17  N.  Y.  St.  212. 
But  see  Lamson  Consol.  Store  Service 
Co.  V.  Speir,  6  N.  Y.  Supp.  577,  22  Abb. 
N.  C.  355,  holding  the  statute  does  not 
apply  where  the  officer  is  not  the  sole 
defendant.  This  action  was  brought 
against  a  sheriff  and  a  receiver.  S. 
C— Fishburne  v.  Minott,  72  S.  C.  572, 
52  S.  B.  646  as  the  provision  relating 
to  residence  of  the  parties  is  subject 
to  this  exception. 

[a]  If  the  sheriff  and  others  are 
sued  and  a  nolle  pros,  is  entered  as  to 
the  sheriff,  the  remaining  defendants 
cannot  have  the  venue  changed  to  the 
county  of  the  sheriff.  Harvey  v.  Eich, 
98  N.  C.  95,  3  S.  E.  912. 

61.  What  constitutes  cause  of  ac- 
tion see  4  Standard  Pboc.  802,;  20 
Standabd  Pboc.  349. 
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plied  tjo  venue,  has  been  held  to  be  synonymous  with  ' '  right  of  action ' ' 
and  to  include  the  omission  or  act  without  which  no  right  of  recovery 
could  exist.®^ 

d.  Where  Cause  of  Action  Arises.  —  The  word  "arise"  is  not  syn- 
onymous with  the  word  "  accrue.  "^^  The  cause  of  action  arises  where 
that  act  takes  place  which  first  makes  a  cause  of  action."*  It  arises  at 
the  place  where  the  duty  was  to  be  discharged  and  the  party  omitted 
to  perform,*^  or  where  the  illegal  acts  constituting  it  occur.*^    In  case 


62.  Bach  v.  Brown,  17  Utah  435,  53 
Pac.  991;  Hosley  v.  Wisconsin  Odd  Fel- 
lows Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  86  Wis.  463,  466, 
57  K  W.  48;  Bruil  v.  Northwestern  M. 
E.  Assn.,  72  Wis.  430,  39  N.  W.  529. 
See  also  College  of  Physicians  &  Sur- 
geons c.  Guilbert,  100  Iowa  213,  69  N. 
W.  453;  Bankers'  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bob- 
bins, 55  Neb.  117,  75  N.  W.  585;  Bank- 
ers' L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Bobbins,  53  Neb.  44, 
73  N.  W.  269;  State  ex  rel.  Northwest- 
ern Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Circuit  Court, 
163  Wis.  887,  162  N.  W.  436,  query. 
Compare  Graves  v.  McCoUum  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  193  S.  W.  217. 

[a]  The  "whole  cause  of  action," 
both '  the  contract  and  the  breach  is 
not  meant.  "I  understand  by  cause 
of  action  that  which  creates  the  neces- 
sity for  bringing  the  action,"  the 
breach.  Durham  v.  Spence,  L.  E.  6 
Exch.  (Bng.)  46.  To  same  effect  see 
Harvey  v.  Parkersburg  Ins.  Co.,  37  W. 
Va.  272,  16  S.  E.  580;  Bruil  v.  North- 
western Mut.  Belief  Assn.,  72  Wis.  430, 
39  N.  W.  529. 

63.  State  ex  rel.  Northwestern  M.  L. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Circuit  Court,  165  Wis.  387, 
162  N.  W.  436. 

[a]  Between  the  words  "arise"  and 
"accrue"  as  applied  to  causes  of  ac- 
tion there  is  a  substantial  difference. 
A  cause  of  action  does  not  "accrue" 
until  a  person  is  in  existence  with  a 
present  right  to  sue  upon  it.  But  a 
cause  of  action  may  "arise"  even 
though  the  person  be  not  at  the  time 
competent  to  sue.  State  ex  rel.  North- 
western M.  L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Circuit  Court, 
165  Wis.  387,  162  N.  W.  436. 

64.  Bach  v.  Brown,  17  Utah  435,  440, 
53  Pac.  991;  Bruil  v.  Northwestern  M. 
Belief  Assn.,  72  Wis.  430,  39  N.  W.  529. 
See  Erwin  v.  Perego,  93  Fed.  6'08,  35 
C.  C.  A.  482;  Durham  v.  Spenee,  L.  E. 
6  Exch.  (Eng.)  46,  per  Cleasby  B. 

[a]  The  cause  of  action  does  not 
arise,  within  the  statute,  until  the  ex- 
istence of  such  a  state  of  facts  as  will 
enable  the  person   having  the  proper 


relation  to  the  property  or  persons 
concerned,  to  bring  the  action.  Bruil 
v.  Northwestern  Mut.  Belief  Assn.,  72 
Wis.  430,  39  N.  W.  629.  See  also  State 
ex  rel.  Northwestern  M.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Circuit  Court,  165  Wis.  387,  162  N.  W. 
436;  Hosley  v.  Wisconsin  Odd  Fellows 
M.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  86  Wis.  463,  57  N.  W.  48. 
Where  a  cause  of  action  for  a  penal- 
ty arises,  see  21  Standard  Peoc.  269. 

65.  Baoh  v.  Brown,  17  Utah  435, 
439,  53  Pac.  991. 

[a]  An  action  for  making  a  false 
return  upon  process  issued  from  an- 
other county  must  be  brought  in  the 
county  to  which  the  process  is  return- 
able. Watson  V.  Mitchell,  108  N.  C. 
364,  12   S.   E.   836. 

66.  College  of  Physicians  &  Surge- 
ons V.  Guilbert,  100  Iowa  213,  69  N.  W. 
453;  State  ex  rel.  Stephens  v.  District 
Court,  43  Mont.  571,  118  Pac.  268,  Ann. 
Cas.  193  2C,  343,  note. 

[a]  Where  the  Accident  Causing 
the  Injury  Occurred.  —  Daniels  v.  Yar- 
hola  Pipe  Line  Co.  (Mo.  App.),  206 
S.  W.  600. 

[b]  Nuisance.  —  Where  a  stream 
used  in  one  county  for  drinking  pur- 
poses is  polluted  by  acts  in  another, 
the  cause  of  action  arises  where  the 
acts  take  place.  Home  v.  Buffalo,  49 
Hun  76,  1  N.  Y.  Supp.  801,  15  Civ. 
Proc.  81,  17  N.  Y.  St.  212. 

[e]  Where  highway  offices  in  one 
county  do  acts  which  flood  lands  in  an- 
other county,  the  cause  of  action  arises 
in  the  county  where  the  land  is  situ- 
ated and  where  the  trespass  occurs. 
Davis  V.  Frankenlust,  118  Mich.  494, 
76  N.  W.  1045. 

[d]  An  action  for  false  imprison- 
ment is  triable  (1)  in  the  county  where 
the  plaintiff  was  arrested  as  a  part  of 
the  cause  of  action  arose  there.  Ellis 
V.  Baker,  62  App.  Div.  542,  71  N.  Y. 
Supp.  88.  See  also  Lawton  v.  Parrell, 
178  App.  Div.  376,  164  N.  Y.  Supp. 
838.  (2)  And  a  part  of  the  cause  of 
action  arises  in  that  county  from  which 
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of  a  contract,  the  cause  of  action  arises  where  the  breach  occurs," 
not  where  the  contract  was  made." 

9.  Actions  Triable  Where  a  Party  Resides. —  a.  Where  the  De- 
fendant Besides.  —  (!•)  in  General.  —  After  making  specific  provision  for 
certain  enumerated  actions,  many  codes  and  statutes  provide  that  "in 
all  other  cases"  the  action  must  be  tried  in  the  county  in  which  the 
defendants,  or  some  of  them,  reside  at  the  commencement  of  the  action.*' 
It  is  the  residence  of  the  principal  defendant  rather  than  a  defendant 
in  proceedings  for  ancillary  or  provisional  relief  which  determines  the 
venue.'" 

(II.)  Where  There  Are  Several  Defendants.  —  (A.)  In  General.  —  Where 
there  are  several  defendants  residing  in  different  counties,  the  action 
may  be  brought  in  any  county  where  either  resides,'^  and  a  separate 


an  order  of  arrest  is  telegraphed.  Tap- 
per V.  Morin,  12  N.  Y.  Supp.  310,  25 
Abb.  N.  C.  398. 

Where  passenger  was  wrongfully 
ejected,  see  21  Standard  Proc.  154, 
note  47. 

67.  Maxwell  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F. 
E.  Co.,  34  Fed.  286;  Home  v.  Buffalo, 
49  Hun  76,  1  N.  Y.  Supp.  801,  15  Civ. 
Proc.  81,  17  N.  Y.  St.  212. 

[a]  Where  Bond  Was  Breached. 
Fay  V.  Edmiston,  28  Kan.  105;  State 
V.  Hill,  38  Neb.  698,  57  N.  W.  548. 

[b]  When  the  contract  is  to  he  per- 
formed at  a  stipulated  place,  (1)  the 
act  or  omission  will  be  regarded  as  hav- 
ing occurred  there.  Bach  v.  Brown,  17 
Utah  435,  439,  53  Pac.  991;  Hosley  v. 
Wisconsin  Odd  Fellows  Mut.  L.  Ins. 
Co.,  86  Wis.  463,  57  N.  W.  48.  See 
also  Hibernia  Nat.  Bank  v.  Lacombe, 
84  N.  Y.  367,  38  Am.  Eep.  518.  (2) 
It  does  not  arise  where  the  defendant 
failed  to  mail  a  remittance,  where  the 
parties  have  no  recognized  course  of 
business  or  an  understanding  to  the 
effect  that  such  remittances  are  a  rec- 
ognized mode  of  payment.  State  ex  rel. 
Gurney  L.  Co.  v.  Eisjord,  161  Wis.  118, 
152  N.  W.  847. 

[c]  Since  it  is  the  debtor's  duty 
to  seek  the  creditor  and  pay  his  obliga- 
tion, the  cause  of  action  arises  where 
the  creditor  resides.  Harvey  v.  Park- 
ersburg  Ins.  Co.,  37  W.  Va.  272,  16  S. 
E.  580. 

[d]  In  an  action  on  insurance  policy, 
the  place  of  death  is  where  the  cause 
of  action  arose.  See  14  Standard  Proc. 
9,  and  Harvey  v.  Parkersburg  Ins.  Co., 
37  W.  Va.  272,  16  S.  E.  580. 

68.  Maxwell  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F. 
B.  Co.,  34  Fed.  286;  Harvey  v,  Parkers- 
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burg  Ins.  Co.,  37  W.  Va.  272,  16  S.  E. 
580. 

69.  Ala. —  Stone  v.  Davenport  Bros., 
76  So.  312,  bills  must  be  filed  in  the 
county  of  defendant's  residence.  Cal. 
McFarland  v.  Martin,  144  Cal.  771,  78 
Pac.  239;  Smith  v.  Smith,  88  Cal.  572, 
26  Pac.  356;  Watkins  v.  Degener,  63 
Cal.  600.  Fla.  — See  E.  O.  Painter 
Fertilizer  Co.  v.  Du  Pont,  54  Fla.  288, 
45  So.  507.  Ind.  —  Eobertson  v.  State, 
109  Ind.  79,  10  N.  E.  582,  643.  La. 
See  Lacock  v.  Davidson,  9  La.  Ann. 
162.  Minn.  —  State  v.  District  Court, 
94  Minn.  370,  102  N.  W.  869.  S.  0. 
McGrath  v.  Piedmont  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  74 
S.  C.  69,  54  S.  B.  218.  Wash.  — State 
ex  rel.  Allen  v.  Superior  Court,  9  Wash. 
668,  38  Pac.  206.  W.  Va.  — Vinal  v. 
Core,  18  W.  Va.  1,  20. 

[a]  Even  though  he  may  not  he 
found  there,  he  may  be  sued  in  that 
county.  Vinal  v.  Core,  18  W.  Va.  1, 
20. 

In  the  federal  courts,  see  the  title 
"United  States  Courts." 

[b]  In  Texas,  the  action  must  be 
tried  where  the  defendant  has  his 
domicile.  Pearson  v.  West,  97  Tex. 
238,  77  S.  W.  944;  Brown  v.  Bolden, 
18  Tex.  431;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co. 
V.  Ward,  58  Tex.  Civ.  App.  210,  124  S. 
W.    130. 

The  statute  applies  to  defendant 
corporations,  see  5  Standard  Proc. 
588,  note  2. 

70.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  A  garnishee  defendant  is  not  a 
defendant  within  the  statute.  Fargo 
V.  Schraudenbach  (S.  D.),  167  N. .  W. 
492. 

71.  Cal.  —  Quint  v.  Dimond,  135 
Cal,  572,  67  Pac.  1034;     Greenleaf  v. 
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summons  may  be  issued  to  any  county  where  the  other  defendants  may 
be  found.'^  This  rule  is  subject  to  the  express  exceptions  made  by  the 
statute/^ 

This  right  is  granted  to  the  plaintiff,^*  and  it  has  been  held  that  the 
resident  defendant  cannot  make  a  nonresident  a  party  so  as  to  obtain 
a  judgment  over  against  himJ^ 

Actions  in  which  corporations  or  associations,  and  individuals  are  joined 
may  be  brought  in  the  county  where  the  individual  resides,"*  but  not, 
it  seems,  in  a  county  which  would  be  proper  if  the  corporation  were 
the  sole  defendant." 

(B.)  The  Besident  Defendant  Must  Be  a  Necessary  Party. —  The  de- 
fendant in  the  county  of  whose  residence  the  action  is  brought  must  be 


Jacks,  133  Cal.  506,  65  Pae.  1039; 
Banta  v.  "Wink,  119  Cal.  78,  51  Pae.  17; 
Hirschfeld  v.  Sevier,  77  Cal.  448,  19 
Pae.  819.  Ga.  —  Cooper  v.  Oglethorpe 
Sav.  &  Trust  Co.,  147  Ga.  570,  94  S.  E. 
1006;  Samby  v.  Collier,  136  Ga.  309, 
71  S.  E.  431;  Central  of  Georgia  Ey. 
Co.  ;;.  Brown,  113  Ga.  414,  38  S.  E.  989, 
84  Am.  St.  Rep.  250.  HI.  — Williams 
V.  Morris,  237  111.  254,  86  N.  E.  729. 
Ind.  —  Shearer  v.  Evans,  89  Ind.  400. 
Kan.  —  Close  v.  Wheaton,  65  Kan.  830, 
70  Pae.  891.  Okla.  —  Oklahoma  State 
Bank  v.  Buzzard,  175  Pae.  750.  S.  C. 
Darby  v.  Southern  Ey.  Co.,  108  S.  C. 
145,  93  S.  B.  716;  Elms  v.  Southern 
Power  Co.,  79  S.  C.  502,  60  S.  E.  1110. 
Tex.  —  Erath  v.  Eobinson,  30  Tex. 
435;  Kunz  v.  Eagsdale  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  200  S.  "W.  269;  Ballard  v.  El- 
lerd  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  199  S.  W.  305; 
Cardwell  v.  Masterson,  27  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  591,  66  S.  W.  1121.  Va.  — Porter 
i;.  Young,  85  Va.  49,  6  S.  E.  803. 

72.  See    21    Standard    Peoc.    700. 

73.  Woodling  v.  Mitchell,  127  Iowa 
262,  103  N.  "W.  115.  See  supra,  I,  E, 
7,  8,  10,  11  and  12. 

[a]  If  one  of  the  parties  is  a  county, 
the  action  must  be  brought  within  the 
county,  under  another  section  of  the 
statute.  Montague  County  v.  Meadows 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  31  S.  W.  694. 

74.  Scott  V.  Pitch  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
97  S.  W.  841. 

75.  Holloway  v.  Blum,  60  Tex.  625; 
Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  V.  Boger  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  169  S.  W.  1093;  Seott  v. 
Fitch  (Tex  Civ.  App.),  97  S.  W.  841; 
Mugg  V.  Texas  &  P.  Ey.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  91  S.  W.  876. 

[a]  A  defendant  cannot  plead  agency 
and  have  the  principal,  a  non-resident, 
made  a  party,  as  against  his  plea  of 


privilege.      Scott   v.   Fitch    (Tex.    Civ. 
App.),  97  S.  W.  841. 

[b]  But  a  vendee  may  implead  his 
vendor  on  his  warranty,  although  he 
resides  in  another  county.  Meade  v. 
Jones,  13  Tex.  Civ.  App.  320,  35  S.  W. 
310,  dictum,  as  the  vendor  waived  his 
privilege. 

76.  Griffin  &  Skelley  Co.  v.  Mag- 
nolia &  H.  F.  C.  Co.,  107  Cal.  378,  4Q 
Pae.  495;  Nelson  v.  East  Side  Groe. 
Co.,  26  Cal.  App.  344,  146  Pae.  1055; 
Central  of  Georgia  Ey.  Co.  v.  Brown, 
113  Ga.  414,  38  S.  E.  ff89,  84  Am.  St. 
Eep.  250. 

77.  Griffin  &  Skelley  Co.  v.  Mag- 
nolia &  H.  F.  C.  Co.,  107  Cal.  378,  40 
Pae.  495. 

[a]  The  plaintiff  waives  his  privi- 
lege of  having  his  action  tried  in  a 
county  which  would  be  proper  in  case 
a  corporation  were  the  sole  defendant, 
by  uniting  individuals  as  defendants. 
Griffin  &  Skelley  Co.  v.  Magnolia  & 
H.  F.  C.  Co.,  107  Cal.  378,  40  Pae. 
495. 

[b]  The  individual  defendant  is  en- 
titled to  a  change  of  venue  to  the 
county  of  his  residence  if  the  action 
is  brought  in  a  county  which  would 
be  proper  in  ease  the  corporation 
were  the  sole  defendant.  Griffin  & 
Skelley  Co.  v.  Magnolia  &  H.  P. 
C.  Co.,  107  Cal.  378,  40  Pae.  495 
(action  against  corporation  and  a 
stockholder);  Nelson  v.  East  Side  Groc. 
Co.,  26  Cal.  App.  344,  146  Pae.  1055, 
action  against  an  association  and  its 
members.  But  compare  Moorhouse  v. 
King  County  Land  &  Cattle  Co.  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  139  S.  W.  883,  where  the 
petition  states  a  cause  of  action  against 
the  individual  which  is  separable  from 
that  against  the  corporation,  the  venue 
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more  than  a  mere  nominal  party.'*  He  must  be  a  necessary  party  ;'^ 
one  who  has  a  substantial  interest  in  the  subject  of  the  action  adverse 
to  the  plaintiff  and  against  whom  some  substantial  relief  may  be  ob- 
tained.*" Some  statutes  have  an  express  provision  to  this  effect.*^  The 
resident  defendant  must  have  been  joined  in  good  faith,  and  not  fraud- 
ulently, to  authorize  suit  in  the  county  of  his  residence.*^  If  no  cause 
of  action  is  stated  against  him,  he  is  not  a  necessary  party,  and  the 
other  defendant  is  not  deprived  of  his  right  to  have  the  action  tried  in 


of  the  case  as  against  the  individual 
may  be  changed  to  his  residence. 

78.  Ga.  —  Lawson  v.  Cunningham 
34  Ga.  523.  Kan.  —  Eeiff  v.  Tressler, 
86  Kan.  273,  120  Pae.  360;  Marshall  v. 
Saline  Eive'r  Land  &  Min.  Co.,  75  Kan. 
445,  89  Pae.  905.  Neb.  —  Stewart  v. 
Eosengren,  66  Neb.  445,  92  N.  W.  586. 
Ohio.  —  Allen  v.  Miller,  11  Ohio  St.  374. 

79.  Oal.  —  Sayward  v.  Houghton,  82 
Cal.  628,  23  Pae.  120.  See  also  Hell- 
man  V.  Logan,  148  Cal.  58,  82  Pae.  848; 
O'Brien  v.  O'Brien,  16  Cal.  App.  193, 
116  Pae.  696.  Ga.  — Central  of  Ga.  E. 
Co.  V.  King  Bros.  &  Co.,  137  Ga.  369,  73 
8.  E.  632.  MO.  — State  v.  Bradley,  193 
Mo.  33,  91  S.  W.  483.  Neb.  — Seiver 
V.  Union  Pae.  E.  Co.,  68  Neb.  91,  93 
N.  W.  943,  110  Am.  St.  Eep.  393,  61 
L.  E.  A.  319.  Ohio.  —  Allen  v.  Miller, 
11  Ohio  St".  374.  Tex.  —  Cardwell  v. 
Masterson,  27  Tex.  Civ.  App.  591,  66 
S.  W.  1121,  he  must  be  not  only  a 
proper,  but  a  necessary  party  to  the 
suit.  In  *rexas  &  P.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Man- 
gum,  68  Tex.  342,  346,  4  S.  W.  617, 
the  court  was  not  called  upon  to  make 
any  distinction  when  it  held  the  de- 
fendant must  be  either  a  necessary  or 
proper  party.  See  also  Goggan  &  Bros. 
V.  Morrison  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  163  S. 
W.  119;  Mathis  v.  Pridham,  1  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  58,  81,  20  S.  W.  1015. 

[a]  Although  the  principal  defend- 
ant resides  in  another  county,  the  suit 
is  well  brought  if  a  necessary  party 
resides  where  the  action  is  brought. 
Hellman  v.  Logan,  148  Cal.  58,  82  Pae. 
848. 

80.  Eullman  v.  Hulse,  32  Kan.  598, 
5  Pae.  176;  Allen  v.  Miller,  11  Ohio 
St.  374, 

[a]  A  defendant  within  the  rule,  is 
a  defendant  in  fact,  one  against  whom 
the  plaintiff's  allegations  show  a  cause 
of  action  and  a  right  of  recovery.  Eus- 
sell  &  Co.  V.  Heitmann  &  Co.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  86  S.  W.  75. 

81.  Ala.  —  Gay  r.  Brierfield  Coal  & 
Iron  Co.,  106  Ala.  615,  17  So.  618  (in 
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equity  suits  the  statute  requires  him 
to  be  a  "material"  defendant);  Har- 
well V.  Lehman  Durr  &  Co.,  72  Ala. 
344;  Alabama  G.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Cobb, 
57  Ala.  547,  551.  Ga.  —  Cooper  v.  Og- 
lethorpe Sav.  &  Trust  Co.,, 147  Ga.  570, 
94  S.  E.  1006;  Powell  v.  Heyman,  147 
Ga.  497,  94  S.  E.  766;  Eailroad  Com- 
mission V.  Palmer  Hdw.  Co.,  124  Ga. 
633,  53  S.  E.  193;  Carswell  v.  Macon 
Mfg.  Co.,  38  Ga.  403 ;_  Bice  v.  Tarver, 
i  Ga.  571.  Tenn.  —  Simonton  v.  Porter, 
1  Baxt.  213. 

[a]  A  material  defendant  (1)  within 
the  statute  is  one  whose  interest  is 
antagonistic  to  the  plaintiff  and  against 
whom  relief  is  prayed.  Crawford  v. 
Walter  (Ala.),  80  So.  73;  Waddell  v. 
Lanier,  54  Ala.  440;  Lewis  v.  Elrod, 
38  Ala.  17.  To  the  same  effect,  see 
Simonton  v.  Porter,  1  Baxt.  (Ten"-.) 
213.  (2)  He  is  a  defendant  who  is  a 
necessary  party,  really  interested  and 
against  whom  a  decree  is  sought.  Gay 
V.  Brierfield  Coal  &  Iron  Co.,  106  Ala. 
615,  17  So.  618;  Harwell  v.  Lehman. 
Durr  &  Co.,  72  Ala.  344. 

[b]  Suit  to  cancel  deeds  should  be 
brought  in  county  of  residence  of 
grantee  or  grantor.  Taylor  v.  Colley, 
138  Ga.  41,  74  S.  E.  694. 

82.  III. —  See  Lehigh  Valley  Transp. 
Co.  V.  Post  Sugar  Co.,  228  HI.  121,  132, 
81  N.  E.  819.  Kan.  —  Hawkins  v. 
Brown,  78  Kan.  284,  97  Pae.  479;  Bren- 
ner V.  Egly,  23  Kan.  123.  S.  D.  —  Senn 
V.  Connelly,  23  S.  D.  158,  120  N.  W. 
1097.  Tex.  — Pool  v.  Pickett,  8  Tex. 
122;  Thorndale  Merc.  Co.  v.  Evans 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  146  S.  W.  1053; 
Toland  v.  Sutherlin,  49  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
538,  110  S.  W.  487,  489. 

[a]  The  resident  defendant  must  be 
a  bona  fide  defendant.  Wernimont  v. 
State,  101  Ark.  210,  142  S.  W.  194,  Ann. 
Cas.  19131),  1156. 

[b]  The  test  for  determining 
whether  the  action  is  rightly  brought 
against  the  resident  defendant  is 
whether  he  is  a  bona  fide  defendant  toi 
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the  county  of  his  residence.*'   A  misjoinder  of  causes  of  action  against 
different  defendants  in  order  to  get  jurisdiction  in  a  different  county 
is  as  obnoxious  to  the  rule  as  to  a  joinder  of  nominal  defendants.** 
The  fact  that  the  resident  debtor  is  insolvent  is  immaterial.*^ 
(C.)  As  AFrECTED  BY  Character  OF  Liability. 8s  —  The    rule     authorizing 
suit  in  a  county  where  one  of  several  defendants  resides  applies*^  to 


that  action;  whether  his  interest  in 
the  action  and  in  the  result  is  adverse 
to  that  of  the  plaintiff.  Polenske  v. 
Ennis,  89  Neb.  88,  130  N.  W.  981; 
Barry  -v.  Wachosky,  57  Neb.  534,  77  N. 
W.  1080. 

[c]  Uniting  some  unreal  or  tmagln- 
ary  party  against  whom  no  judgment 
can  be  properly  rendered  does  not 
authorize  suing  a  party  outside  the 
county  of  his  residence.  Brenner  v. 
Egly,  23  Kan.  123;  Waldrep  v.  Boque- 
more,  60  Tex.  Civ.  App.  138,  127  S.  W. 
248. 

[d]  The  fact  that  one  defendant  Is 
in  no  way  liable  does  not  of  itself 
show  that  he  is  fraudulently  joined. 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Waddell 
Bros.,  38  Tex.  Civ.  App.  434,  86  S.  W. 
655. 

83.  Oal.  —  Donohoe  v.  Wooster,  163 
Cal.  114,  124  Pac.  730;  McDonald  v. 
California  Timber  Co.,  151  Cal.  159,  90 
Pac.  548;  Say  ward  v.  Houghton,  82 
Cal.  628,  23  Pac.  120;  Buell  v.  Dodge, 
57  Cal.  645;  Bartley  v.  Fraser,  16  Cal. 
App.  560,  117  Pac.  683.  Ga.  —  Cooper 
V.  Oglethorpe  Sav.  &  Trust  Co.,  147 
Ga.  570,  94  S.  E.  1006.  Ind.  —  Moore- 
Man  sfleld  Const.  Co.  V.  Marion,  B.  &  B. 
T.  Co.,  52  Ind.  App.  548,  101  N.  E.  15. 
Neb.  —  Penney  v.  Bryant,  70  Neb.  127, 
96  N.  W.  1033;  Stewart  v.  Eosengren, 
66  Neb.  445,  92  N.  W.  586.  N.  Y. 
Home  V.  Buffalo,  49  Hun  76,  1  N.  Y. 
Supp.  801,  15  Civ.  Proc.  81,  17  N.  Y. 
St.  212.  Ohio.  —  Dunn  v.  Hazlett,  4 
Ohio  St.  435.  Tex.  —  Freeman  v. 
Kuechler,  45  Tex.  592;  Garrett  v.  First 
State  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  192  S.  W. 
313;  Euasell  &  Co.  v.  Heitmann  &  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  86  S.  W.  75;  Beau- 
champ  V.  Chester,  39  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
234,  86  S  W.  1055. 

[a]  Joining  as  defendajit  of  one 
who  should  have  been  a  plaintiff  but 
who  would  not  consent  to  be  joined 
does  not  prevent  other  defendants  from 
changing  place  of  trial  to  proper  coun- 
ty. Donohoe  v.  "Wooster,  163  Cal.  114, 
124  Pac.  730,    . 


[b]  Master  and  Servant.  —  As  the 
officer  or  agent  is  not  liable  for  a  fail- 
ure to  perform  some  duty  owing  by  the 
corporation  to  a  third  person,  an  action 
against  them  jointly  cannot  be  brought 
in  the  county  of  the  officer's  residence. 
Penney  v.  Bryant,  70  Neb.  127,  96  N. 
W.  1033. 

[c]  Remedy. —  (l)The  nonresident 
may  obtain  a  change  of  venue  (Green- 
leaf  V.  Jacks,  133  Cal.  506,  65  Pac. 
1039;  Say  ward  v.  Houghton,  82  Cal. 
628,  23  Pac.  120;  Buell  v.  Dodge,  57 
Cal.  645;  Garrett  v.  First  State  Bank 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  192  S.  W.  313;  Girand 
V.  Barnard  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  47  S.  W. 
482),  or  (2)  in  some  states,  have  the 
action  abated  as  to  him.  Moore-Mans- 
field Const.  Co.  v.  Marion,  B.  &  E.  T. 
Co.,  52  Ind.  App.  548,  101  N.  E.  15. 

84.  Adams  v.  Williams,  125  Ga.  430, 
43  S.  E.  99;  Penney  v.  Bryant,  70  Neb. 
127,  96  N.  W.  1033;  Stewart  v.  Eosen- 
gren, 66  Neb.  445,  92  N.  W.  586;  Barry 
V.  Wachosky,  57  Neb.  534,  77  N.  W. 
1080.  See  Cooper  v.  Oglethorpe  Sav.  & 
Trust  Co.,  147  Ga.  570,  94  S.  E.  1006.    ' 

[a]  Causes  of  action  on  several  con- 
tracte  with  several  different  persons  re- 
siding in  different  counties  cannot  be 
joined  so  as  to  authorize  suit  upon  all 
the  contracts  in  the  county  where  one 
resides.  The  nonresidents  are  nominal 
defendants  as  to  the  causes  of  action 
on  the  contracts  of  their  codefendants. 
Stewart  v.  Eosengren,  66  Neb.  445,  92 
N.  W.  586. 

85.  Chorn  v.  Zollinger,  143  Mo.  App. 
191,  128  S.  W.  213. 

86.  As  applied  to  guarantors  and 
their  principals,  see  10  Standard  Pkoc. 
669. 

87.  Ark. —  Wernimont  v.  State,  101 
Ark.  210,  142  S.  W.  194,  Ann.  Cas. 
1913D,  1156.  Ga. — Moss  v.  Strickland, 
138  Ga.  539,  75  S.  E.  622.  Ind.  — Lo- 
gansport  Credit  Exchange  v.  Sands,  64 
Ind.  App.  562,  101  N.  E.  19.  Ohio. 
Dunn  V.  Hazlett,  4  Ohio  St.  435.  Okla. 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hesser,  14  Okla.  115, 
77  Pac.  36. 
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actions  against  joint  contractors,  and  joint  tortfeasors.^'  And  it  ap- 
plies where  the  action  is  brought  jointly  against  a  principal  and  his 
sureties,^°  or  against  the  maker  and  indorser  of  a  note,^°  or  against  the 
acceptor  and  drawer, ^^  or  the  drawer  and  drawee  ^^  of  a  bill  of  ex- 
change, or  against  the  debtor  and  the  assignor,^^  if  the  assignment  is 
bona  fide.^*  This  application  of  the  rule  is  sometimes  limited  by  stat- 
ute.''^ 

(i>.)  EFFECT  OF  Dismissal  of,  oe  a  Failueb  To  Eecover  Against  the  Resident 
Defendant.  —  This  matter  is  elsewhere  treated  in  this  article.®^ 

(III.)  Where  the  Befendant  Is  a  Nonresident  of  the  State.  —  If  none  of  the 
defendants  is  a  resident  of  the  state,  the  statutes  authorize  the  plaintiff 
to  bring  the  action  in  any  county  he  may  designate  in  his  complaint,"" 


Partners,  see  21  Standard  Peoc.  48. 

[a]  Obligors  Jointly  amd  Severally 
Liable.  —  Chorn  v.  Zollinger  143  Mo. 
App.  191,  128  S.  W.  213. 

Action  against  joint  obligors  on  an 
injunction  bond,  see  13  Standard  Peoc. 
333. 

[b]  An  action  against  stockholders 
to  collect  unpaid  assessments  may  be 
brought  in  the  county  where  some  re- 
side. Gainey  v.  Gilson,  149  Ind.  58,  48 
N.  B.  633. 

88.  Ga.  —  Cooper  v.  Oglethorpe  Sav. 
&  T.  Co.,  147  Ga.  570,  94  S.  E.  1006; 
Cowart  V.  Fender,  137  Ga.  586,  73  S.  E. 
822,  Ann.  Cas.  1913 A,  932;  Cox  v. 
Strickland,  12'0  Ga.  104,  47  S.  E.  912; 
Central  of  Georgia  Ey.  Co.  v.  Brown, 
113  Ga.  414,  38  S.  E.  989,  84  Am.  St. 
Eep.  250.  Ind.  —  Shearer  v.  Evans,  89 
Ind.  400.  Tex.  —  San  Antonio  &  A.  P. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Graves  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  49 
S.  W.  1103. 

89.  Ala.— W.  T.  Eawleigh  Medical 
Co.  V.  Tarpley,  5  Ala.  App.  412,  59  So. 
512.  Cal.  —  Modoc  v.  Madden,  136  Cal. 
134,  68  Pac.  491.  Ga.  —  Heard  v.  Tap- 
pan,  116  Ga.  930,  43  S.  E.  375;  Lump- 
kin V.  Calloway,  101  Ga.  226,  28  S.  E. 
622.  Ky.  — Austin  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
148  Ky.  587,  147  S.  W.  35.  Neb. 
Kramer  v.  Bankers '  Surety  Co.,  90  Neb. 
301,  133  N.  W.  427.  S.  D.  — Senn  v. 
Connelly,  23  S.  D.  158,  120  N.  W.  1097. 
Tex.  —  Bergstrom  v.  Bruns  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  24  S.  W.  1098. 

And  see  21  Standaed  Peoc.  576. 

90.  Ind.  —  Hall  v.  Suitt,  39  Ind.  316. 
Kan.  —  Hawkins  v.  Brown,  78  Kan.  284, 
97  Pae.  479.  Mo.  —  January  v.  Eice,  33 
Mo.  409.  Okla.  — Steele  v.  Hudson,  30 
Okla.  518,  120  Pac.  616.  Tex.  —  Graves 
V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  77  Tex.  555,  14  S. 
W.  163. 
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91.  Milmo  Nat.  Bank  v.  Cobbs,  53 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  1,  115  S.  W.  345. 

92.  Vaughn  v.  Farmers'  &  Mer- 
chants' Nat.  Bank,  59  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
380,  126  S.  W.  690. 

93.  Kenedy  Town  &  Improvement 
Co.  V.  First  Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
136  S.  W.  558. , 

94.  See  infra,  I,  E,  9,  f. 

95.  Ga.  — See  Ga.  Civ.  Code  §6542 
(suits  against  the  maker  and  indorser 
of  notes,  or  drawer,  acceptor  and  in- 
dorser of  bills  of  exchange  shall  be 
brought  where  the  maker  or  acceptor 
resides);  Adams  v.  Williams,  125  Ga. 
430,  433,  64  S.  E.  99;  Arnold  v.  Atlanta 
Oil  &  Fertilizer  Co.,  11  Ga.  App.  581, 
75  S.  E.  900.  Ind.  — Burns  Ann.  Sta., 
1914,  §315,  an  action  by  an  assignee  of 
a  claim  arising  out  of  contract  must 
be  brought  where  one  or  more  parties 
immediately  liable  to  judgment  reside. 
See  Singleton  v.  O'Blenis,  125  Ind.  151, 
25  N.  E.  154  this  statute  does  not  ap- 
ply to  actions  in  rem  when  the  party 
immediately  liable  is  a  nonresident.  la, 
Darling  v.  Blazek,  142  Iowa  355.  120 
N.  W.  961. 

96.  See  infra,  I,  J. 

97.  Cal.  —  Eains  v.  Diamond  Match 
Co.,  171  Cal.  326,  153  Pac.  239;  Banta 
V.  Wink,  119  Cal.  78,  51  Pae.  17.  Mont. 
State  ex  rel.  Mackey  v.  District  Ct.,  40 
Mont.  359,  106  Pae.  1098,  135  Am.  St. 
Eep.  622.  Ore.  —  Fratt  v.  Wilson,  30 
Ore.  542,  47  Pae.  706,  48  Pac.  356.  S.  C. 
Carolina  Agency  Co.  v.  Garlington,  85 
S.  C.  114,  67  S.  E.  225;  Steele  v.  Bxum, 
22  S.  C.  276.  S.  D.  —  Ivanusch  v.  Great 
Northern  E.  Co.,  26  S.  D.  158,  128  N. 
W.  333. 

[."i]  Attachment  —  An  action  against 
a     nonresident    for     the     recovery     of 
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or  in  any  county  where  the  defendant  may  be  found,  or  may  have  estate 
or  debts  due  him,'»  or  in  the  district,  where  the  subject  of  the  suit  is 
when  the  cause  of  action  arose  or  the  act  on  which  the  suit  is  founded 
was  to  be  performed,'*  or,  in  some  states,  in  the  county  of  the  plaintiff's 
residence.^  If  no  county  is  prescribed  by  the  statute,  the  common-law 
rule  governs,^  and  the  suit  may  be  brought  in  any  county  in  which  the 
defendant  may  be  served.* 

If  a  resident  and  non-resident  defendant  are  joined,  the  former  cannot  be 
sued  except  in  the  county  of  his  residence.* 

(IV.)  Where  the  Residence  of  the  Defendant  Is  Unknown.  —  If  the  resi- 
dence of  the  defendant  is  unknown,  the  action  may,  under  the  varioua 
statutes,  be  brought  in  any  county  the  plaintiff  may  designate,^  or  in 
which  the  plaintiff  resides."  If  such  a  defendant  is  joined  with  one 
whose  residence  is  known,  the  proper  county  is  the  county  of  the 
residence  of  the  latter.' 

b.  Where  EHher  the  Plaintiff  or  Defendant  Besides.  —  Under  some 
statutes,  transitory  actions  shall  be  brought  in  the  county  and  district 


money  may  be  brought  in  any  county 
in  the  state  and  a  writ  of  attachment 
may  issue  therein  directed  to  the  sher- 
iff of  any  other  county  for  service. 
Clements  v.  Utley,  91  Minn.  352,  98  N. 
W.  188. 

98.  Ind.  —  Eeed  v.  Browning,  130 
Ind.  575,  30  N.  B.  704;  Levi  v.  Kauf- 
man, 12  Ind.  App.  347,  39  N.  E.  1045; 
Brown  v.  Underhill,  4  Ind.  App.  77,  30 
N.  E.  430.  Kan.  —  Hembrow  v.  Winsor, 
87  Kan.  714,  125  Pae.  22.  Neb.  — I/amb 
V.  Finch,  87  Neb.  565,  127  N.  W.  903. 
Ohio.  —  Williams'  Admrs.  v.  Welton's 
Admr.,  28  Ohio  St.  451.  W.  Va.  — Marsh 
V.  O'Brien,  96  S.  E.  795;  Coulter  v. 
Blatchley,  51  W.  Va.  163,  41  S.  E.  133. 

[a]  The  common  law  is  simply  re- 
enacted  by  this  provision.  Coulter  v. 
Blatchley,  51  "W.  Va.  163,  41  S.  E.  133. 

[b]  Suit  cannot  be  brought  before 
the  defendant  enters  the  county,  if  he 
has  no  property  or  debts  due  him  there- 
in. Lamb  v.  Finch,  87  Neb.  565,  127 
N.  W.  903. 

99.  Kelly  v.  Browning,  113  Ala.  420, 
21  So.  928,  under  statute  regulating 
equity  practice. 

1.  Eiee  V.  Peteet,  66  Tex.  568,  1  S. 
W.  657;  Liles  v.  Woods  &  Co.,  58  Tex. 
416;  Sublett  V.  Hurst  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
164  S.  W.  448;  Knoles  v.  Clark  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  163  S.  W.  369. 

2.  Vinal  v.  Core,  18  W.  Va.  1,  21. 
[a]    The  common  law  rule  is  not  re- 
pealed.   Vinal  V.  Core,  18  W.  Va.  1,  21. 

3.  Ala.  —  Steen  u.  Swadley,  126  Ala. 


616,  28  So.  620.  Ga.  —  Campbell  v. 
Campbell,  67  Ga.  423;  Murphy  v.  Win- 
ter &  Co.,  18  Ga.  690.  W.  Va.  — Vinal 
V.  Core,  18  W.  Va.  1,  21. 

4.  Ind.  —  McCauley  v.  Murdock,  97 
Ind.  229,  233;  Brown  v.  Underhill,  4 
Ind.  App.  77,  30  N.  E.  43'0.  S.  C  — Bar- 
field  V.  Southern  Cotton  Oil  Co.,  87  S. 
C.  322,  69  S.  E.  603.  Tex.  — Tulane  v. 
McKee,  10  Tex.  335;  Sublett  v.  Hurst 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  164  S.  W.  448;  Hud- 
gins  &  Bro.  V.  Low,  42  Tex.  Civ.  556, 
94  S.  W.  411,  but  the  court  has  juris- 
diction over  the  non-resident,  when 
sued  in  the  county  of  the  plaintiff's 
residence. 

5.  See  the  codes. 

6.  Brooks  v.  Bonner  (Tex.  Civ, 
App.),  149  S.  W.  564. 

[a]  The  plaintiff  need  not  use  due 
diligence  to  ascertain  the  residence  of 
the  defendant.  Hopson  v.  Caswell,  13 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  492,  36  S.  W.  312. 

[b]  If  neither  party  resides  in  the 
state,  and  the  action  is  transitory,  the 
action  may  be  tried  in  any  place  where 
service  can  be  made  on  the  defendant, 
or  where  he  appears  and  makes  defense, 
thereby  waiving  service.  Pegram  v. 
Owens,  64  Tex.  475. 

[c]  Subsequent  knowledge  of  de- 
fendant's residence  will  not  defeat 
jurisdiction.  Hopson  v.  Oaswell,  13  Tex. 
Cir.  App.  492,  36  S.  W.  312;  Kuteman 
17.  Page,  3  Wills.  Civ.  Cas.  (Tex.)  §164. 

7.  Claiborne  v.  Pickens,  4  Wills.  Civ. 
Cas.  (Tex.)  §117,  16  S.  W.  867. 
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where  some  one  of  the  parties  resides,'  or  under  some  statutes,  where 
one  of  parties  in  interest  resides." 

If  there  are  several  defendants  residing  in  different  counties,  the  suit  may 
be  brought  in  any  such  county,^"  or  in  the  county  where  the  plaintiff 
resides.^^ 

Nonresidence  of  Parties.  —  If  none  of  the  parties  is  an  inhabitant  of  the 
state,  the  action  may  be  brought  in  any  county,^"  or  in  the  county  in 


8.     Colo.  —  Brewer     v.     Gordon,     27 

Colo.  Ill,  59  Pac.  404,  83  Am.  St.  Eep. 
45;  Denver  &  E.  G.  By.  Co.  v.  Cahill, 
8  Colo.  App.  158,  45  Pae.  285.  Mich. 
Greaeen  v.  Buckley  &  Douglas  Lumb. 
Co.,  167  Mich.  569,  133  N.  W.  538; 
SmitB  V.  Provident  Sav.  Life  Asaur. 
Soc,  159  Mich.  167,  123  N.  W.  588, 
Haywood  v.  Johnson,  41  Mich.  598,  2 
N.  W.  926.  Mo.  —  Braekett  v.  Brack- 
ett,  61  Mo.  221,  actions  commenced  by 
summons  must  be  brought  in  the  coun- 
ty in  which  the  defendant  resides,  or 
in  which  the  plaintiff  resides  and  the 
defendant  may  be  found.  Mont. 
Bond  V.  Hurd,  31  Mont.  314,  78  Pac. 
579;  McDonnell  v.  Collins,  19  Mont. 
372,  48  Pac.  549,  where  the  defendant 
resides,  or  where  the  plaintiff  resides 
and  the  defendant  may  be  found.  N.  H. 
Bay  State  Iron  Co.  v.  Goodall,  39  N.  H. 
223,  75  Am.  Doc.  219.  N.  Y.  — Code 
Civ.  Proc  §984;  Metropolitan  By-Prod- 
ucts  Co.  V.  Van  Name,  176  App.  Div. 
545,  163  N.  Y.  Supp.  592;  Hislop  v. 
Taaffe,  141  App.  Div.  40,  125  N.  Y. 
Supp.  614.  P.  I.  —  Molina  v.  De  la  Riva, 
6  Phil.  Isl.  12.  Utah.  —  See  Dee  v.  San 
Pedro,  L.  A.  &  S.  L.  E.  Co.,  50  Utah 
167,  167  Pac.  246,  under  statute  as  to 
transitory  actions  arising  without  the 
state. 

[a]  An   administrator   may   sue  in 

the  county  of  his  residence,  as  he,  not 
his  intestate,  is  the  plaintiff.  Turner's 
Admx.  V.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  110 
iKy.  879,  62  S.  W.  1025. 

[b]  Only  PajMiies  of  Eecord  Are 
Meant.  —  Lane  v.  Bochlowitz,  77  App. 
Div.  171,  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  1072;  Brown 
V.  Bache,  66  App.  Div.  367,  72  N.  Y. 
Supp.  687;  Eankin  v.  Allison,  64  N.  C. 
673.  But  see  Hart  v.  Oatman,  1  Barb. 
(ISr.  Y.)  229  (holding  parties  in  inter- 
est, not  parties  to  the  record,  is  meant), 

.  and  compare  Nelson  v.  East  Side  Groc. 
Co.,  26  Cal.  App.  344,  146  Pae.  1055. 

[c]  One  of  a  class  in  whose  tjehalf 
an  action  is  brought  but  who  is  not  a 
party  of  record  is  not  a  party  within 
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the  rule.  Brown  v.  Bache,  66  App.  Div. 
367,  72  N.  Y.  Supp.  687. 

[d]  In  New  Jersey,  transitory  ac- 
tions shall,  at  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  be  tried  in  the  county  (1)  in 
which  the  plaintiff  resides,  or  (2)  in 
which  the  defendant  resides,  or  (3)  in 
which  the  cause  of  action  arose,  or  (4) 
in  which  process  was  served  on  a  non- 
resident defendant.  Chancellor  v.  Mor- 
ris, 82  N.  J.  L.  14,  81  Atl.  347;  Kelly 
V.  Haugh,  60  N.  J.  L.  124,  37  Atl.  435; 
Bell  V.  Morris  Canal  &  Bkg.  Co.,  15  N. 
J.  L.  63;  Dauchy  v.  Taylor,  9  N.  J.  L. 
96. 

9.  Titus  V.  Chippewa  Circ.  Judge, 
168  Mich.  507,  134  ~N.  W.  487  (under 
statute  as  to  equity  suits) ;  Bay  State 
Iron  Co.  V.  Goodall,  39  N.  H.  223,  75 
Am.  Dec.  219,  applying  rule  by  anal- 
ogy to  actions  at  law. 

10.  State  to  use  of  McCormiok  t;. 
McDougal,  16  Mo.  App.  414. 

11.  State  to  use  of  McCormick  v. 
McDougal,  16  Mo.  App.  414. 

12.  Mich.  —  Cofrode  v.  Judge,  79 
Mich.  332,  44  N.  W.  623,  7  L.  E.  A.  511; 
Atkins  V.  Borstler,  46  Mich.  552,  9  N. 
W.  850.  Mo.  —  Baisley  v.  Paisley,  113 
Mo.  544,  21  8.  W.  29,  35  Am.  St.  Eep. 
726;  Bryant  «.  MeCluro,  44  Mo.  App. 
553.  N.  H.  —  Bishop  v.  Silver  Lake 
Min.  Co.,  62  N.  II.  455.  Bay  State  Iron 
Co.  V.  Goodall,  39  N.  H.  223,  75  Am. 
Dec.  219. 

[a]  This  Is  the  Bule  in  the  Absence 
of  Statute.  —  See  Sleight  v.  Swanson, 
127  Mich.  436,  86  N.  W.  1010.  But  many 
statutes  contain  an  express  provision 
to  this  effect.  See  the  statutes  and  the 
eases  cited  supra,  this  note. 

[b]  The  statute  requiring  suit  to  be 
brought  where  a  party  resides  does  not 
apply,  when  both  parties  are  nonresi- 
dents. Sleight  V.  Swanson,  127  Mich. 
436,  86  N.  W.  1010;  Newland  v.  Wayne 
Circuit  Judge,  85  Mich.  151,  48  N.  W. 
544. 

[c]  Actions  against  foreign  insur- 
ance companies  are  included.  Stone  v. 
Travelers'  Ins.  Co.,  78  Mo.  655. 
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which  process  was  served  upon  the  defendant.^'  If  some  of  the  defend- 
ants are  non-residents  of  the  state,  the  suit  may  be  brought  in  any 
county  in  which  any  resident  defendant  resides,^*  or  in  the  county 
where  the  plaintiff  resides,  and  the  defendant  is  found,^^  but  not  in  the 
county  in  which  the  nonresident  is  served,  if  none  of  the  resident  de- 
fendants reside  there.^'  If  the  plaintiff  is  a  resident  and  the  defendant 
a  nonresident,  it  has  been  held  the  action  may  be  brought  wherever  the 
defendant  can  be  found.^^ 

c.  Where  the  Defendant  Besides  or  May  Be  Summoned.  —  Some 
statutes  provide  every  other  action  must  be  brought  in  a  county  where 
the  defendant  resides  or  may  be  summoned  or  found.^* 

d.  Residence  and  Domicile  Defined.  —  The  word  "residejice,"  in  the 
statute  relating  to  venue,  has  been  held  to  be  the  fixed  home  of  a  party 
as  understood  by  himself,  and  his  neighbors  and  friends."    It  depends 


13.  Chancellor  v.  Morris,  82  N.  J.  L. 
14,  81  Atl.  347. 

[a]  Any  county  where  the  defend- 
ant or  his  property  can  be  found  is  a 
proper  venue  when  both  parties  are 
nonresidents.  Bryant  v.  MeClnre,  44 
Mo.  App.  553. 

14.  State  to  use  of  McCormick  v. 
McDougal,  16  Mo.  App.  414;  Ft.  Orange 
Paper  Co.  v.  Eisdon,  62  IST.  J.  It.  579, 
41  Atl.  706. 

15.  Miller  v.  Thurmond,  20  Mo.  477; 
State  to  use  of  McCormick  v.  McDoug- 
al, 16  Mo.  App.  414. 

16.  Fort  Orange  Paper  Co.  v.  Eis- 
don, 62  N.  J.  L.  679,  41  Atl.  706. 

17.  Smith  V.  Provident  Sav.  Life 
Assur.  Soc,  159  Mich.  167,  123  N.  W. 
588;  Atkins  v.  Borstler,  46  Mich.  552, 
9  N.  W.  850.  But  compare  Hall  v. 
Shank,  57  Mich.  36,  23  N.  W.  478,  lim- 
ited in  Sleight  v.  Swanson,  127  Mich. 
436,  86  N.  W.  1010. 

[a]  The  Statute  Eectuiring  the  Suit 
To  Be  Brought  Where  a  Party  Besides 
Does  Not  Apply.  —  Atkins  v.  Borstler, 
46  Mich.  552,  9  N.  "W.  850. 

18.  Kan.  —  McConnell  v.  Hicks,  64 
Kan.  828,  68  Pac.  651.  Ky.  —  Bright 
V.  Hammond,  105  Ky.  761,  49  S.  W. 
773.  Neb.— -Omaha  &  E.  V.  E.  Co.  v. 
Brown,  29  Neb.  492,  46  N.  W.  39.  Ohio. 
Postoria  v.  Fox,  60  Ohio  St.  340,  349, 
54  N.  B.  370;  Dunn  v.  Hazlett,  4  Ohio 
St.  436;  Genin  v.  Grier,  10  Ohio  209. 
Okla.  —  Friedman  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
39  Okla.  486,  135  Pac.  1069,  49  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  548.  Ore.  — Shmit  v.  Day, 
27  Ore.  110,  39  Pae.  870;  Brown  v.  Des- 
ohuttes  Bridge  Co.,  23  Ore.  8,  35  Pac. 
177.     S.  0.  — Tate  v.  Blakeley,  3  Hill 


297.     Wis.  — Half hUl    v.    Maliek,    145 
Wis.  200,  129  N.  W.  1086. 

[a]  This  is  not  a  technical  right  but 
one  of  importance.  Jacobson  v.  Hos- 
mer,  76  Mich.  234,  42  N.  W.  1110. 

But  service  on  a  person  fraudulently 
induced  to  come  in,to  the  county  is  void, 
see  the  title,  "Service  of  Process  and 
Papers." 

[b]  In  Tennessee,  it  is  provided 
that  in  all  transitory  actions  the  right 
of  action  follows  the  defendant  wher- 
ever he  may  be  found.  Under  this  stat-. 
ute  the  defendant  is  not  liable  to  be 
sued  in  a  county  unless  he  is  a  resident 
thereof,  or  is  actually  in  the  county  at 
the  time  of  the  institution  of  the  suit. 
Carlisle  v.  Cowan,  85  Tenn.  165,  2  S. 
W.  26.  See  Nashville  v.  Webb,  114 
Tenn.  432,  85  S.  W.  404,  4  Ann.  Cai. 
1169. 

Where  there  are  several  defendaats, 
see  supra,  I,  E,  9,  a,  (II). 

19.  Younger  v.  Spreckels,  12  Cal. 
App.  175,  106  Pac.  895.  See  also  Ala. 
Taylor  v.  Chattanooga  Medicine  Co.,  5 
Ala.  App.  419,  59  So.  707.  Md.  — Tyler 
V.  Murray,  57  Md.  418.  Mo. —  Wy^iek 
V.  Wyriek,  162  Mo.  App.  723,  145  S.  W. 
144.  N.  Y.  —  Hislop  v.  Taaffe,  141  App. 
Div.  40,  125  N.  Y.  Supp.  614,  refusing 
to  follow  Bischoff  v.  Bischoff,  88  App. 
Div.  126,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.  81;  Cincinnati, 
H.  &  D.  E.  Co.  V.  Ives,  3  N.  Y.  Supp. 
895.  Wash.  —  Carr  v.  Eemele,  74  Wash. 
380,  133  Pac.  593. 

[a]  Other  Definitions. —  (1)  A  resi- 
dence is  a  place  where  a  man's  habi- 
tation is  fixed  without  a  present  pur- 
pose of  removing  therefrom.  MeCarty 
V.  Thornton,  38  N.  D.  551,  165  N.  W. 
499.    (2)  "Eesidence"  means  the  place 
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upon  intention  as  well  as  faet.^"  In  doubtful  cases,  the  statute  should 
be  liberally  construed  in  favor  of  jurisdiction  where  the  suit  is  in- 
stituted.^^      According  to  some  courts,  one  may  have  two  or  more 


where  the  party  has  a  fixed  and  perma- 
nent home.  Taylor  i;.  Chattanooga 
Medicine  Co.,  5  Ala.  App.  419,  59  So. 
707.  (3).  "Eesidenee"  "means  the 
permanent  home  and  the  place  to 
which,  whenever  absent  for  purposes 
of  business  or  pleasure,  one  intends  to 
return."  Hislop  v.  Taaffe,  141  App. 
Div.  40,  125  N.  Y.  Supp.  614.  See  also 
Washington  v.  Thomas,  103  App.  Div. 
423,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  994,  16  N.  Y.  Ann. 
Cas.  160.  (4)  It  is  the  place  where  one 
remains  when  not  called  elsewhere  on 
business,  pleasure  or  for  other  tem- 
porary purposes.  Younger  v.  Spreck- 
els,  12  Cal.  App.  175,  106  Pac.  895. 

[b]  Besidence  and  domicile  are  syn- 
onymous. Hislop  V.  Taaffe,  141  App. 
Div.  40,  125  N.  Y.  Supp.  614,  refusing 
to  follow  Bischofe  v.  Bischoff,  88  App. 
Div.  126,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.  81,  and  Cin- 
cinnati, H.  &  D.  E.  Co.  V.  Ives,  3  N.  Y. 
Supp.  896.  But  see  Pearson  v.  "West, 
97  Tex.  238,  77  S.  "W.  944;  Kelly  v. 
Egan  (Tex.  Civ^  App.),  143  S.  W.  1183. 

[c]  The  words  "inhabitant"  and 
"resident"  mean  the  same.  Brown  v. 
Boulden,  18  Tex.  431. 

[d]  A  temporary  residence  is  not  a 
residence  within  the  venue  statute. 
Taylor  v.  Chattanooga  Medicine  Qo.,  5 
Ala.  App.  419,  59  So.  707.  See  also  Ja- 
cobs V.  Callan,  143  App.  Div.  827,  128 
N.  Y.  Supp.  295. 

[e]  The  party's  place  of  business  Is 
not  his  residence.  Cal.  —  O'Brien  v. 
O'Brien,  16  Cal.  App.  103,  116  Pac.  692. 
Okla.  —  EoflE  Oil  &  Cotton  Co.  v.  King, 
46  Okla.  31,  38,  148  Pae.  90.  Tex. 
Blucher  v.  Milsted,  31  Tex.  621. 

[f  ]  If  a  party  is  in  the  act  of  mov- 
ing from  one  county  to  another  and  his 
affairs  are  in  such  a  state,  that  it  can- 
not be  certainly  known  where  his  resi- 
dence in  fact  is,  he  may  "we  think" 
be  sued  in  either  county.  Brown  v. 
Boulden,  18  Tex.  431,  quoted  in  Faires 
V.  Young,  69  Tex.  482,  6  S.  W.  800.  See 
also  Berry  v.  Gaudy,  15  La.  Ann.  533, 
construing  a  statute. 

[g]  Until  lie  has  effected  an  actual 
and  complete  change  of  residence  to 
another  county,  the  place  of  residence 
(1)  is 'the  place  where  the  party  had 
his   residence   for   a   considerable   time 
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anterior  to  suit.  Brown  «.  Boulden,  18 
Tex.  431.  See  King  v.  Watts,  23  La. 
Ann.  563  (under  a  statute);  Berry  v. 
Gaudy,  15  La.  Ann.  533.  (2)  Where 
everything  that  could  be  done  towards 
a  removal  had  been  done,  and  the  re- 
mainder was  prevented  solely  by  the 
inability  to  remove  the  family  on  ac- 
count of  sickness,  the  county  to  which 
the  defendant  moved  is  the  proper 
county.  Faires  v.  Young,  69  Tex.  482, 
6  S.  W.  800. 

[h]  The  mere  inhabitancy  of  a 
summer  home  at  certain  seasons  would 
not  make  the  party  a  resident  of  the 
county  in  which  the  house  is  situated. 
Younger  v.  Spreckels,  12  Cal.  App.  175, 
106  Pac.  895. 

What  is  residence  of  corporation 
within  statute,  see  5  Standakd  Peoc. 
586. 

[i]  A  municipal  corporation  resides 
in  the  county  where  all  its  territory  is 
and  where  all  its  constituents  reside. 
Buck  V.  Eureka,  97  Cal.  135,  31  Pac. 
845.  See  generally  20  Standard  Psoo. 
98. 

20.  Younger  v.  Spreckels,  12  Cal. 
App.  175,  106  Pac.  895. 

[a]  The  INIaterlal  Question  Is  Animo 
Manendi.  —  Younger  v.  Spreckels,  12 
Cal.  App.  175,  106  Pac.  895. 

[b]  The  intention  of  the  party  is 
the  sole  issue  when  none  of  the  phys- 
ical facts  are  in  dispute.  Benavides  v. 
Gussett,  8  Tex.  Civ.  App.  198,  28  S.  W. 
113. 

[c]  Where  Intention  Is  Unknown. 
If  a  party's  affairs  are  in  such  a  state 
that  it  cannot  be  certainly  known  in 
what  county  his  residence  is  estab- 
lished, where  his  acts  are  to  be  meas- 
ured against  his  mental  reservationj, 
the  fact  that  his  domicile  and  place  of 
business  activity  is  in  the  county  where 
he  is  sued  is  an  important  if  not  a  con- 
trolling circumstance.  Carr  v.  Eemele, 
74  Wash.  380,  133  Pac.  593. 

21.  Oarr  v.  Eemele,  74  Wash.  380, 
133  Pac.  593;  Brown  v.  Boulden,  18  Tex. 
431. 

[a]  The  statute  should  not  be  so 
strictly  construed  as  to  require  the 
plaintiff  to  decide  rightly  at  his  peril. 
Brown  v.  Boulden,  18  Tex.  431. 
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residences  within  the  meaning  of  the  venue  statute.''' 

The  -word  "domicile"  as  used  in  the  statute  has  been  held  to  be  equiv- 
alent to  "residence."" 

The  residence  of  a  minor  is  that  of  his  father,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statutes  relating  to  venue.'* 

e.  Time  of  Residence.  —  The  party  must  be  a  resident  of  the  county 
at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action.'* 

f .  Effect  of  Assignments.  —  A  fictitious  and  colorable  assignment 
made  for  the  puprpose  of  conferring  jurisdiction  on  a  particular  court 
will  not  prevail  against  a  motion  for  change  of  venue.'°  But  if  the  as- 
signment is  actual  and  for  a  valuable  consideration,  the  motives  which 
actuated  the  parties  become  immaterial." 

g.  Particular  Actions  Within  the  Rule.  —  The  actions  which  are 
triable  in  the  county  of  a  party's  residence  embrace  every  form  of 
action  not  included  in  the  preceding  statutes  fixing  venue,'*  regardless 


22.  La.  —  Villere  v.  Butman,  23  La. 
Ann.  615,  under  statute.  N".  Y. —  Bisch- 
off  V.  Bischoff,  88  App.  Div.  126,  85  N. 
Y.  Supp.  81.  Tex.  —  Pearson  v.  West, 
97  Tex.  238,  77  S.  W.  944;  Littlefield 
V.  Clayton  Bros  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  194 
S.  W.  194;  Armstrong  v.  King  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  130  S.  W.  629;  Gulf,  C.  & 
S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  V.  Overton  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  107  S.  W.  71. 

Contra,  Younger  v.  Spreckels,  12  Cal. 
App.  175,  106  Pac.  895.  But  see  Tay- 
lor V.  Chattanooga  Medicine  Co.,  5  Ala. 
App.  419,  59  So.  707,  the  Alabama  stat- 
ute requires  a  "permanent  residence." 

23.  Pearson  v.  West,  97  Tex.  238, 
77  S.  W.  944;  Brown  v.  Boulden,  18 
Tex.  431;  Kelly  v.  Bgan  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  143  S.  W.  1183. 

[a]  "Domicile"  implies  more  than 
a,  mere  temporary  sojourn  in  a  given 
place.  Sublett  v.  Hurst  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  164  S.  W.  448. 

24.  First  State  Bank  v.  Fain  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  157  S.  W.  454. 

25.  State  v.  District  Court  (Mont.), 
176  Pac.  613;  Mosher  v.  Huwaldt,  86 
Neb.  686,  126  N.  W.  143. 

[a]  But  if  the  defendant  moves  in- 
to county  after  the  commencement  of 
the  action,  and  this  fact  is  shown  by 
amended  pleading,  a  plea  of  privilege 
will  be  denied.  Avery  v.  Llano  Cotton 
Seed  Oil  Mill  Assn.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
196  S.  W.  351. 

26.  Christie  v.  Gunter,  26  Tex.  700, 
703;  Waldrep  v.  Eoquemore,  6'0  Tex. 
Civ.-  App.  138,  127  S.  W.  248;  Douglas 
V.  Walker,  42  Tex.  Civ.  App.  213,  92 
S.  W.  1026;  Taylor  v.  Sturgis,  29  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  270,  68  S.  W.  538;  Dee  v.  San 

67 


Pedro,  L.  A.  &  S.  L.  E.  Co.,  50  Utah 
167,  167  Pac.  246. 

[a]  Illustration.  —  An  assignment 
without  a  consideration  to  enable  the 
assignee  to  sue  the  assignor  and  the 
nonresident  against  whom  the  claim  is 
to  be  enforced,  in  the  county  of  the 
assignor's  residence  is  within  the  in- 
hibition of  the  rule.  Linney  v.  Thomp- 
son, 44  Kan.  765,  25  Pac.  208.  See 
Singleton  v.  O'Blenis,  125  Ind.  151,  25 
N.  E.  154;  Dee  v.  San  Pedro,  L.  A.  & 
S.  L.  E.  Co.,  50  Utah  167,  167  Pac.  246. 

[b]  Remedy.  —  The  question  wheth- 
er the  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  the  note 
should  be  raised  by  answer  instead  of 
a  motion,  as  a  right  to  a  jury  trial  on 
this  issue  exists.  Linney  v.  Thompson, 
44  Kan.  765,  25  Pac.  208,  following 
Drea  v.  Carrington,  32  Ohio  St.  595. 

27.  Brooks  v.  Bonner  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  149  S.  W.  564;  Douglas  v.  Walker, 
42  Tex.  Civ.  App.  213,  92  S.  W.  1026,  fol- 
lowing Crawford  v.  Neal,  144  U.  S.  585, 
12  Sup.  Ct.  759,  36  L.  ed.  552.  But  see  Dee 
V.  San  Pedro,  L.A.  &  S.L.E.  Co.,  50  Utah 
167,  167  Pac.  246,  holding  an  assign- 
ment with  or  without  consideration  for 
the  sole  purpose  of  conferring  juris- 
diction shall  not  prevail  as  against  a 
motion  for  change  of  venue. 

28.  Cal.  —  State  v.  Campbell,  3  Cal. 
App.  602,  86  Pac.  840.  Web.  — State  v. 
Hill,  38  Neb.  698,  57  N.  W.  548.  Ohio. 
County  Infirmary  v.  Toledo,  15  Ohio  St. 
409. 

[a]  This  statute  is  subject  to  the 
exceptions  making  the  action  local,  so 
that  the  action  cannot  be  brought  in 
the  county  of  the  residence  of  a  party 
if  it  falls  within  one  of  the  exception!. 
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of  who  may  bring  it.^'  It  is  immaterial  whether  the  action  is  com- 
menced by  summons  or  by  attachment,^"  but  some  statutes  make  special 
provision  for  attachment  suits.^"- 

In  accordance  with  these  rules,  the  following  actions  may  be  tried  in 
the  county  where  a  party  resides,  except  when  special  provision  for 
them  is  made,  or  when  they  are  construed  to  fall  within  one  of  the  ex- 
ceptions :  actions  upon  contract,^^  and  on  bonds,  ^^  actions  for  injury  to 
the  person,^*  or  character,  ^*  actions  of  wrongful  death,^"  actions  for  in- 
jury to  personal  property,'^  trover  and  conversion,^*  replevin,'^  actions 
for  the  value  of  property  severed  from  the  land,*"  actions  for  an  ac- 
counting,*'^ actions  for  specific  performance  of  contracts  to  convey 
lands,*^  actions  for  cancellation  of  a  note  and  mortgage,*^  actions**  to 


Fishbnrne  v.  Minott,  72  S.  C.  572,  52 
S.  E.  646. 

[b]  In  Georgia,  the  general  provi- 
sion comprehends  cases  in  which  a 
judgment  in  personam  may  be  recov- 
ered. Moss  V.  Strickland,  138  Ga.  539, 
542,  75  S.  E.  622. 

29.  State  v.  Campbell,  3  Cal.  App. 
602,  86  Pae.  840. 

[a]  Actions  by  the  state  are  in- 
cluded. State  V.  Campbell,  3  Cal.  App. 
602,  86  Pae.  840. 

30.  Ind.  —  Boorum  v.  Eay,  72  Ind. 
151.  Okla.  —  Friedman  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  39  Okla.  486,  135  Pae.  1069,  49 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  548;  First  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Hesser,  14  Okla.  115,  125,  77  Pae. 
36.  Tex.  —  Ch,evallier  v.  H.  H.  Williams 
&  Co.,  2  Tex.  239. 

31.  See  supra,  I,  E,  7,  e,  (V). 

32.  See  infra,  I,  E,  11. 

Actions  against  sureties,  see  21 
Standard  Peoc.  576. 

33.  Ga.  —  Williams  v.  Lancaster,  113 
Ga.  1020,  39  S.  E.  471.  Ky.  — Smith's 
Admr.  v.  Miller,  140  Ky.  308,  131  S. 
W.  5.  Tex.  —  Stewart  v  Morrison,  81 
Tex.  396,  17  S.  W.  15,  26  Am.  St.  Rep. 
821. 

34.  N,  Y.  — Hislop  v.  Taaffe,  141 
App.  Div.  40,  125  N.  T.  Supp.  614.  Ore. 
Shmit  V.  Day,  27  Ore.  110,  39  Pae.  870. 
Va.  — Virginia  &  S.  W.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Hol- 
lingsworth,  107  Va.  359,  58  S.  E.  572. 

[a]  False  Imprisonment.  —  Ah  Fong 
V.  Sternes,  79  Cal.  30,  21  Pae.  381. 

Ininries  to  passengers,  see  21  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  130. 

35.  See  18  Standard  Pboo.  892. 

36.  See  6  Standard  Peoc.  376. 

37.  Mason  v.  Warner,  31  Mo.  508; 
Dunn  V.  District  Court,  35  Okla.  38,  128 
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Pae.   114.    And   see  supra,  I,  E,   7,   e, 
(IV). 

[a]  An  action  for  damages  occa- 
sioned by  a  conspiracy  to  deny  the 
plaintiffs  the  right  to  use  certain  land 
for  pasture  is  transitory.  It  is  an  ac- 
tion for  injury  resulting  to  cattle. 
Dunn  V.  District  Court,  35  Okla.  38,  128 
Pae.  114. 

38.  U.  S.  — Stone  v.  United  States, 
167  U.  S.  178,  17  Sup.  Ct.  778,  42  L. 
ed.  127.  Ark.  —  Emerson  v.  Turner,  95 
Ark.  597,  602,  130  S.  W.  538.  Ga. 
Hall  V.  C.  J.  Eoehr  &  Co.,  10  Ga.  App. 
379,  73  S.  E.  550.  Mich.  —  Greeley  v. 
Stilson,  27  Mich.  153.  Tex.  — Cobb  v. 
Barber,  92  Tex.  309,  47  S.  W.  963. 

See  the  title,  "Trover  and  Conver- 
sion." 

39.  XT.  S.  —  Healey  v.  Humphrey,  81 
Fed.  990,  27  C.  C.  A.  39.  Ind.  — Fry  v. 
Shafor,  164  Ind.  699,  74  N.  B.  503; 
Hodson  V.  Warner,  60  Ind.  214.  Wis. 
Young  V.  Lego,  38  Wis.  206. 

See  the  title,  "Replevin." 

40.  Price  v.  Lucky  Four  Gold  Min. 
Co.,  56  Colo.  163,  136  Pae.  1021.  And 
see  supra,  I,  E,  7,  e. 

41.  Smith  V.  Smith,  88  Cal.  572,  26 
Pae.  356;  McDonnell  v.  Collins,  19 
Mont.  372,  48  Pae.  549. 

42.  Miller  v.  Eusk,  17  Tex.  170; 
Hearst's  Heirs  v.  Kuykendall's  Heirs, 
16  Tex.  327;  Luter  v.  Ihnken  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  143  S.  W.  675.  See  the  title 
' '  Speciiic  Performance. " 

43.  State  ex  rel.  Martin  v.  Superior 
Court,  97  Wash.  358,  166  Pae.  630,  L. 
E.  A.  1917P,  905.    Compare  1,  E,  7,  e, 

(in). 

44.  State  err  ret.  Schatz  v.  District 
Court,  40  Mont.  173,  105  Pae.  554.  See 
generally  19  Standard  Pboo.  1081. 
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redeem  mortgaged  property,  quo  warranto  proceedings,*'  and  in  some 
states,  actions  for  injuries  to  land,*"  or  actions  for  damages  for  injuries 
to  real  estate  situated  without  the  state.*' 

10.  Actions  Triable  Where  Party  Has  a  Place  of  Business.  —  Some 
statutes  authorize  actions  growing  out  of  or  connected  with  the  busi- 
ness*^ of  a  corporation,  company,*^  or  individual,'"  to  be  brought  where 
the  office  or  agency  for  the  transaction  of  business  is  located. 

11.  Actions  Upon  Contract.  — At  Place  of  Residence.  —  In  the  absence 
of  an  express  statute  providing  otherwise,  actions  upon  contract  must 
be  brought  in  the  county  where  the  defendant,  or  one  of  the  parties 
resides.'^  Some  statutes  provide  that  any  action  by  an  assignee  of  a 
claim  arising  out  of  contract  shall  be  commenced  where  one  or  more 
parties  immediately  liable  to  judgment  and  execution  reside."" 

The  place  where  the  contract  is  made  is  sometimes  made  the  proper 
venue  of  actions  on  contract.'^ 

Place  of  Performance.  —  In  some  states,  statutes  expressly  provide  that 


45.  State  V.  Thompson,  34  Ohio  St. 
365.    See  the  title,  "Qua  Warranto." 

46.  Kan. —  Duncan  v.  Yordy,  27 
Kan.  348.  Neb.  —  Omaha  &  E.  V.  E. 
Co.  V.  Brown,  29  Neb.  492,  46  N.  W. 
39.  Ohio.  —  Fostoria  v.  Fox,  60  Ohio 
St.  R40,  348,  54  N.  E.  370. 

Compare  supra,  I,  E,  7,  e,  (IV). 

[a]  An  action  for  damages  for  de- 
stroying growing  crops  should  be 
brought  where  the  defendant  resides. 
Duncan  v.  Yordy,  27  Kan.  348. 

47.  N".  T.  Code  Civ.  Proe.  §982a; 
Jacobus  V.  Colgate,  217  N.  Y.  235,  111 
N.  E.  837,  Ann.  Cas.  1917E,  369. 

48.  See   infra,  this  ndte. 

[aj  Statute  Is  Not  Confined  to  Ac- 
tions on  Contracts.  —  Donisthorpe  v. 
Lutz,  155  Iowa  379,  136  N.  "W.  233.: 

[b]  The  office  or  agency  need  not 
be  of  a  permanent  character.  Gilbert 
V.  MoCulIough,  140  Iowa  362,  118  N.  W. 
611,  citing  Locke  v.  Chicago  Chronicle 
Co.,  107  Iowa  390,  78  N.  W.  49. 

[e]  Actions  by  the  agent  against 
the  principal  (1)  are  included.  And  an 
action  for  compensation  is  connected 
with  and  grows  out  of  the  agency. 
Octerson  v.  Burnham,  63  Iowa  570,  19 
N.  W.  676.  (2)  The  termination  of  the 
agency  before  the  action  is  brought 
does  not  prevent  suing  where  the 
agency  is  located.  Ockerson  v.  Burn- 
ham,  63  Iowa  570,  19  N.  W.  676. 

49.  In  actions  against  corporations, 
see  5  Standard  Peoc.  589. 

In   actions   against  partnerships,   see 
21  Standard  Proc.  48. 
In    actions    against    railroad   compa- 


nies, see  the  title,  "Railroads." 

50.  See  the  statutes  and  the  follow- 
ing: Ind.  —  Kdwards  v.  Van  Cleave, 
47  Ind.  App.  347,  94  N.  E.  S96.  la. 
Donisthorpe  v.  Lutz,  155  Iowa  379,  136 
N.  W.  233;  Gilbert  v.  McCullough,  140 
Iowa  362,  118  N.  W.  511;  King  v.  Blair, 
100  Iowa  37,  69  N.  W.  261.  Md. 
Cromwell  V.  Willis,  96  Md.  260,  53  Atl. 
1116;  Chappell  v.  Lacey,  77  Md.  172,  26 
Atl.  499. 

51.  Colo.  —  Bean  v.  Gregg,  7  Colo. 
499,  4  Pac.  9'03.  Ky.  —  Aaher  v.  Cor- 
nett,  113  S.  W.  131.  Tex.  —  Valdespino 
V.  Dorrance  &  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  207 
S.  W.  649;  Browne  Grain  Co.  v.  Walker 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  206  S.  W.  859. 

[a]  Actions  on  Commercial  Paper. 
Dunham  v.  Shindler,  17  Ore.  256,  20 
Pae.  326. 

[b]  An  action  on  a  note  and  for 
foreclosure  of  a  pledge  of  securities. 
State  €3S  rel.  Meeker  v,  Superior  Court, 
13  Wash.  607,  43  Pae.  887,  46  Pac.  342. 

Action  on  contract  for  sale  of  real 
property,  see  the  title,  "Vendor  and 
Purchaser." 

52.  Singleton  v.  O'Blenis,  125  Ind. 
151,  25  N.  E.  154,  does  not  apply 
where  action  is  in  rem  and  the  party 
immediately  liable  is  a  nonresident. 

53.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  When  the  Action  Is  Against  a 
Corporation.  —  Gallup  v.  Sacramento  & 
San  Joaquin  Drain.  Dist.,  171  Cal.  71, 
151  Pac.  1142  (municipal  corporations 
are  not  within  provision);  Trezvant 
r.  W.  E.  Strong  Co.,  102  Cal.  47,  38 
Pac.  395.   See  5  Standard  Peoc.  590. 
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actions  upon  contract  may  be  tried  in  the  county  in  which  the  contract 
was  to  be  performed.^*  This  statute  is  permissive,  and  the  action  may 
be  brought  under  it,  or  in  the  county  where  the  defendant  resides,^* 
but  some  courts  hold  the  statute  to  be  imperative.^* 

If  a  person  is  joined  who  is  not  a  party  to  the  contract  and  not  a  resident 
of  the  county  where  the  contract  is  payable,  the  action  as  to  him  cannot 
be  brought  in  that  county." 


Actions  against  passenger  carriers, 
see  21  STANDAitD  Pboo.  122,  note  51. 

54.  Cal.  —  Whitney  v.  Sellers '  Com. 
Co.,  130  Cal.  188,  62  Pac.  472;  Trezvant 
V.  W.  R.  Strong  Co.,  102  Cal.  47,  36  Pac. 
395,  rule  is  limited  to  actions  against 
corporations.  Colo.  —  Maxwell-Cham- 
terlin  Motor  Co.  v.  Piatt,  173  Pac.  867; 
Brewer  v.  Gordon,  27  Colo.  Ill,  59  Pac. 
404,  83  Am.  St.  Eep.  45;  Peabody  v. 
Oleson,  15  Colo.  App.  346,  62  Pac.  234. 
la.  —  Moyers  v.  Council  Bluffs  Nursery 
Co.,  125  Iowa  672,  101  N.  W.  508;  Tra- 
der V.  National  M.  Ace.  Assn.,  107  Iowa 
431,  78  N.  W.  60.  Mont.  — State  ex  rel. 
Interstate  Lumb.  Co.  v.  District  Court, 
54  Mont.  602,  172  Pae.  1030;  State  ex 
rel.  Coburu  v.  District  Court,  41  Mont. 
84,  108  Pac.  144.  Tex.  — Texas  &  P. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Hornbeck,  90  Tex.  496,  39 
S.  W.  564;  Cohen  v.  Muuson,  59  Tex. 
236;  Phelps  V.  Norman  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  55  S.  W.  978,  actions  upon  a 
contract  in  writing  to  perform  an  ob- 
ligation in  a  particular  county. 

[a]  "Obligation"  (1)  as  used  in  a 
statute  prescribing  the  venue  of  ac- 
tions on  a  contract  to  perform  an  obli- 
gation in  particular  county,  defined. 
Ogburn-Dalchau  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Taylor, 
59  Tex.  Civ.  App.  442,  126  S.  W.  48.  (2) 
Only  such  an  obligation  as  might  be 
the  basis  of  a  suit  is  contemplated.  Bo- 
mar  Cotton  Oil  Co.  V.  Schubert  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  145  S.  W.  1193. 

[b]  The  place  where  the  contract 
was  made  does  not  control.  Brewer  v. 
Gordon,  27  Colo.  Ill,  59  Pac.  404,  83 
Am.  St.  Eep.  45;  Smith  v.  Post  Print- 
ing &  Pub.  Co.,  17  Colo.  App.  238,  68 
Pac.  119. 

fe]  The  statute  embraces  (1)  suits 
for  damages  for  breach  of  contract  and 
suits  to  enforce  specific  performance. 
Durst  V.  Swift,  11  Tex.  273.  (2)  It  em- 
braces an  action  for  personal  Injuries 
by  an  employee  of  a  railroad  company. 
Oels  V.  Helena  &  L.  S.  &  R.  Co.,  10 
Mont.  524,  26  Pac.  1000. 

[d]  An  action  for  rent  may  be 
brought    where    the    rent    is    payable. 
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Campbell  v.  Gates  (Tes.  Civ.  App.),  51 

S.  W.  268. 

[e]  Actions  upon  open  account  are 
not  within'  the  statute.  Bond  v.  Hurd, 
31  Mo'nt.  314,  78  Pac.  679. 

[f]  The  venue  of  an  action  on  a 
supersedeas  bond  is  not  determined  by 
the  place  of  performance  of  the  con- ' 
tract  on  which  the  judgment  was  re- 
covered. Mclnnes  v.  Wallace  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  44  S.  W.  537. 

[g]  An  action  on  a  guarantee  in 
writing  of  the  payment  of  notes  sued 
on  according  to  their  tenor  and  legal 
effect  may  be  brought  in  the  county 
where  the  notes  are  payable.  It  is 
otherwise  as  to  a  guarantee  of  a  debt 
which  is  silent  as  to  a  note.  Poindex- 
ter  V.  First  State  Bank  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  202  S.  W.  809. 

In  actions  against  corporations,  see 
5  Standard  Proc.  590. 

Action  against  surety,  see  21  Stand- 
ard Proc.  576. 

55.  Bales  v.  Cannon,  42  Colo.  275, 
94  Pac.  21;  Brewer  v.  Gordon,  27  Colo. 
Ill,  59  Pac.  404,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  45; 
Smith  V.  Post  Print.  &  Pub.  Co.,  17 
Colo.  App.  238,  68  Pac.  119;  Denver  & 
Eio  Grande  Ry.  Co.  v.  Cahill,  8  Colo. 
App.  158,  45  Pac.  285;  Holcomb  v. 
Williams  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  194  S.  W. 
631;  Burleson  v.  Lindsey  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),   23   S.    W.   729. 

[a]  A  change  of  venue  to  the  county 
of  defendant's  residence  will  not  be 
granted  when  the  action  is  brought  in 
the  county  of  the  place  of  perform- 
ance. Burleson  v.  Lindsey  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  23  S.  W.  729. 

56.  State  ex  rel.  Interstate  Lumb. 
Co.  V.  District  Court,  54  Mont.  602,  172 
Pac.  1030,  holding  the  word  "may" 
must  be  read  "must,"  and  that  this 
provision  is  an  exception  to  the  rule 
as  to  residence.  A  change  of  venue 
to  the  county  of  defendant's  residence 
will  not  be  granted. 

57.  Behrens  Drug  Co.  v.  Hamilton, 
92  Tex.  284,  48  S.  W.  5  (overruling, 
Oxsheer  v.  Watt,  91  Tex.  402,  44  S.  W. 
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The  contract  need  not  be  in  writing  '^  unless  expressly  required  by 
statute."*  The  contract  need  not  in  express  terms  require  performance 
in  a  particular  county,"'  unless  the  statute  expressly  requires  it/^  but 
to  authorize  suit  there,  it  is  requisite  that  the  contract  be  such  that  it 
must  necessarily  be  executed  there,"*  although  it  has  been  held,  that 
where  the  place  of  payment  is  not  specified,  the  rule  that  the  debt  is 
payable  where  the  debtor  resides,  or  may  be  found,  applies  and  the 
action  may  be  brought  there."' 

12.  Actions  By  and  Against  Executors  and  Administrators, 
Guardians  and  Trustees."* — Actions  by. —  Actions  by  executors  and 
administrators  which  do  not  grow  out  of  matters  connected  with  the 
settlement  of  a  decedent's  estate  are  governed  by  the  general  statutes 
relating  to  venue."" 


67);  Lindheim  v.  Muschamp,  72  Tex. 
33,  12  S.  W.  125  (where  the  sureties 
were  joined,  and  the  bond  specified  no 
place  of  payment);  Holloway  v. 
Blum,  60  Tex.  625. 

58.  State  ex  rel.  Interstate  Lumb. 
Co.  V.  District  Court,  54  Mont.  602,  172 
Pac.  1030. 

[a]  The  tenn  "contract"  includes 
every  kind  of  a  contract,  whether  ex- 
press or  implied.  State  ex  rel.  Inter- 
state Lumb.  'Co.  V.  District  Court,  54 
Mont.  602,  172  Pac.  1030,  overruling 
Bond  V.  Hurd,  31  Mont.  314,  78  Pac. 
579. 

59.  See  the  statutes  and  the  follow- 
ing: Wixom  V.  Hoarj  158  Iowa  426, 
139  N.  W.  890;  Kelsey  v.  Early  G.  & 
Elevator  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  206  S. 
W.  849;  Borden  v.  Le  Tulle  Merc.  Co., 
32  Tex.  Civ.  App.  477,  74  S.  W.  788; 
Seley  v.  Williams,  20  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
405,  50   S.   W.   399. 

[a]  Any  parol  agreement  that  a 
written  contract  shall  be  performed  in 
a  particular  county  cannot  be  consid- 
ered. Ogburn-Dalchau  Lumb.  Co.  v. 
Taylor,  59  Tex.  Civ.  App.  442,  126  S. 
W.  48. 

60.  Valdespino  v.  Dorrance  &  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  207  S.  W.  649;  Seley 
V.  Williams,  20  Tex  Civ.  App.  407,  50 
S.  W.  399. 

61.  Wixom  V.  Hoar,  158  Iowa  426, 
139  N.  W.  890;  Fort  Dodge  Coal  Co. 
V.  Willis,  71  Iowa  152,  32  N.  W.  253. 

62.  Cecil  V.  Fox  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
208  S.  W.  954;  Valdespino  i;.  Dorrance 
&  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  207  S.  W.  649; 
Birge  V.  Lovelady  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  145 
S.  W.  1194;  Seley  v.  Williams,  20  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  405,  50  S.  W.  399. 

[a]     That  the  instrument  of  writing 


should  plainly  provide  for  a  perform- 
ance of  the  obligation  in  a  county  dif- 
ferent from  that  in  which  defendant 
resides  is  contemplated  by  the  stat- 
ute. Colo.  '■ —  Brewer  v.  Gordon,  27 
Colo.  Ill,  59  Pac.  404,  83  Am.  St.  Eep. 
45.  la.  —  Prader  v.  National  M.  Ace. 
Assn.,  107  Iowa  431,  78  N.  W.  60.  Tex. 
Cohen  v.  Munsou,  59  Tex.  236.  See 
Bigham  v.  Talbot,  51  Tex.  450. 

[b]  The  expression  f.  o.  b.  has  noth- 
ing to  do  with  fixing  the  place  of  pay- 
ment, and  a.n  action  for  sale  of  goods 
at  a  certain  price  f.  o.  b.  cars  at  a 
specified  place  must  be  brought  in  the 
county  of  the  purchaser's  residence. 
Harris  v.  Moller  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  207 
S.  W.  961;  Russell  &  Co.  r.  Heitmann  & 
Co.   (Tex..  Civ.  App.),  86  S.  W.  75. 

[c]  An  action  on  a  bond  is  not 
triable  in  the  county  where  the  duties 
of  the  principal  are  to  be  performed, 
as  the  contracts  of  the  principal  and 
of  the  surety  are  distinct.  First  State 
Bank  v.  Fain  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  157  S. 
W.  454. 

63.  State  ■ex  rel.  Coburn  v.  District 
Court,  41  Mont.  84,  108  Pac.  144. 

[a]  An  action  for  wages  may  be 
brought  where  the  services  are  rend- 
ered although  the  debtor  resides  else- 
where. State  ex  rel.  Coburn  v.  District 
Court,  41  Mont.  84,  108  Pac.  144.  But 
see  Bond  v.  Hurd,  31  Mont.  314,  78 
Pac.  579. 

64.  Venue  of  probate  proceedings, 
see  the  title,  "Wills." 

Venue  of  actions  to  establish  trusts, 
see  the  title,   "Trusts  and  Trustees." 

Actions  by  and  against  guardians, 
see    10    Standakd    Proc.    856. 

65.  Ga.  —  Ragan  v.  Smith,  142  Ga. 
398,    83    S.    E.    119.      Ind.  — Mark    v. 
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Actions  Against.  —  If  there  is  no  specific  statute  relating  to  executors, 
guardians,  etc.,  or  if  a  particular  action  does  not  fall  within  the  statute, 
an  action  against  such  aperson  must  be  brought  in  the  county  of  the 
residence  of  a  party,  or  of  the  defendant,  or  in  some  states  where  he 
may  be  found.""  In  some  states  the  venue  of  actions  against  executors, 
administrators  and  guardians  is  expressly  regulated  by  statute."'  Thus 
it  is  variously  provided  that  actions  against  an  executor,  guardian  or 
trustee  may  be  brought  where  he  was  appointed  or  resides;""  that  a 
suit  to  establish  a  money  demand  against  the  estate  he  represents  must 
be  brought  in  the  county  in  which  the  estate  is  administered;"'  that  an 
action  for  the  distribution  of  the  estate  of  a  deceased  person,  or  for  its 
partition  among  his  heirs,  or  for  the  sale,  for  the  payment  of  his  debts, 
of  property  devised  by  him,  must  be  brought  where  the  personal  rep- 
resentative was  appointed  f  and  that  actions  upon  official  bonds  or 
against  executors  and  administrators  in  their  official  capacity  shall  be 
instituted  in  the  county  where  the  bonds  shall  have  been  given,  if  the 


North,  155  Ind.  575,  57  N.  E.  902. 
N.  C  — Whitford  v.  North  State  Life 
Ing.  Co.,  156  N.  C.  42,  72  S.  E.  85. 

[a]  Not.Eequlred  To  Sue  in  County 
of  Appointmetit.  —  Hannon  v.  South- 
ern Power  Co.,  173  N.  C.  520,  92  S.  E. 
353;  Whitford  v.  North  State  Life 
Ins.  Co.,  156  N.  C.  42,  72  S.  E.  85.' 

[b]  Actions  to  recover  possession  of 
assets  taken  from  the  decedent  by  a 
tort  must  be  brought  in  the  county  of 
the  defendant's  residence.  Mark  v. 
North,  155  Ind.  575,  57  N.  E.  902. 

66.  Ga.  —  Longt  v.  Stanford,  135 
Ga.  823,  70  S.  E.  645.  lU.  — People's 
Bank  v.  Wood,  193  111.  App.  442.  N.  Y. 
Hathbun  v.  Brownell,  43  Misc.  307,  88 
N.  T.  Supp.  833.  Tex.  —  Stewart  v. 
Morrison,  81  Tex.  396,  17  S.  W.  15,  26 
Am.  St.  Eep.  821;  Eoan  v.  Eaymond, 
15  Tex.  78. 

As  to  actions  upon  executor's  bonds, 
see  8  Standard  Prog.  782. 

[a]  Where  the  administrator  Is  a 
co-defendant,  he  may  be  sued  in  any 
county  where  a  part  of  his  codefend- 
antg  reside.  Owen  v.  State,  25  Ind. 
107.  See  also  Eathbun  v.  Brownell,  43 
Misc.  307,  88  N.  T.  Supp.  833. 

67.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  Actions  by  executors  and  ad- 
ministrators are  not  embraced  in  such 
a  statute.  Whitford  v.  North  State 
Life  Ins.  Co.,  156  N.  C.  42,  72  S.  E. 
85. 

Executor  is  not  a  public  ofiS.cer,  see 
supra,  I,  B,  8,  b. 

68.  Osborn  v.  Lidy,  51  Ohio  St.  90, 
37  N.  E.  434. 

[a]    The  use  of  the  word  "may"  in- 
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dicates  the  action  may  be  brought  un- 
der this  statute  or  under  the  statute 
authorizing  every  other  action  to  be 
brought  where  the  defendant  resides 
or  may  be  summoned.  Osborn  v.  Lidy, 
51    Ohio    St.    90,   37    N.   E.    434. 

69.  Vandever's  Admrs.  v.  Freeman, 
20  Tex.  333,  70  Am.  Dec.  391;  Eich- 
ardson  v.  Wells,  3  Tex.  223. 

[a]  Independent  executors  are  with- 
in the  application  of  the  statute.  Mor- 
ton V.  Morris  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  56  S. 
W.  559. 

[b]  The  surviving  wife  who  has 
qualified  as  survivor  of  the  commun- 
ity is  not  an  administratrix  within  the 
statute.  Jones  v.  McEae,  16  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  308,  41  S.   W.  403. 

[c]  Actions  Not  Within  the  Statute. 
(1)  Action  for  waste,  mismanagement 
and  conversion  of  the  estate.  Mor- 
ton V.  Morris  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  56  S. 
W.  559.  (2)  An  action  on  executor's 
bond.  Stewart  v.  Morrison,  81  Tex. 
396,  17  S.  W.  15,  26  Am.  St.  Eep.  821. 
And  see  8  Standard  Pkoc.  782.  (3) 
An  action  to  obtain  a  construction  of 
a  will.  Crosson  v.  Dwyer,  9  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  482,  30  S.  W.  929.  (4)  Actions 
revived  against  an  executor  on  the 
death  of  the  original  defendant.  Wil^ 
Hams  V.  Harris  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  193 
S.  W.  403. 

[d]  The  petition  should  show  that 
the  estate  is  being  administered  in  the 
county  in  which  the  suit  is  brought. 
Eogers  v.  Harrison,  1  White  &  W.  Civ. 
Cas.   (Tex.)    §  494. 

70.  Taylor  v.  Harris,  164  Ky.  654, 
176  S,  W.  168;     Perkins  v.  McCarley, 
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principal  or  any  of  the  sureties  on  the  bond  is  in  the  county,  and  if  not, 
then  in  the  plaintiff's  county." 

F.  Pleading  and  Peoof.  —  The  necessity  and  manner  of  stating  the 
venue  is  elsewhere  discussed,^*  as  is  the  matter  of  proof  and  variance.'* 

G.  Traverse  of  Allegation  of  Venue.  —  At  common  law,  the  venue 
laid  in  transitory  actions  is)  not  traversable,'*  but  the  venue  in  local 
actions  may  be  traversed.'^ 

H.  Stipulation  or  Agreement  as  to  Place  of  Trial.  —  The  parties 
may  by  stipulation  or  agreement  before  suit,  determine  the  venue  of 
the  action,'^  or  by  subsequent  agreement  change  the  venue  of  the  ac- 


97  Ky.  43,  29  S.  W.  867;  Willis'  Admr. 
V.  Eoberts'  Admr.,  90  Ky.  122,  13  S.  W. 
358;  See  Phalan  v.  Louisville  S.  V. 
&  Tr.  Co.,  88  Ky.  24,  10  S.  W.  10; 
Worthington 's  Exrs.  v.  Ware,  24  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  429,  68  S.   W.  627. 

[a]  The  clause  relating  to  distribu- 
tion of  the  estate  refers  to  personal, 
not  real,  estate.  Perkins  v.  McCarley, 
97  Ky.  43,  29  S.  W.  867. 

[b]  An  action  to  seU  land  devised 
to  the  plaintiffs  and  defendants  and  to 
distribute  the  proceeds  is  not  within 
this  statute  but  must  be  brought  where 
the  land  is  situated.  Perkins  v.  Mc- 
Carley, 97  Ky.  43,  29  S.  W.  867. 

[c]  An  action  to  cancel  a  note  given 
to  the  testator  is  not  within  the  stat- 
ute. Forsee  's  Admz.  v.  Forsee,  144  Ky. 
169,  137  S.  W.  836. 

71.  Eoberts  v.  Connor,  125  N.  C.  45, 
34  -S.  E.  107;  Wood  v.  Morgan,  118 
N.  C.  749,  24  iS.  E.  522  (action  on 
official  bond) ;  Clark  v.  Peebles,  100 
N.  C.  348,  6  S.  E.  798. 

[a]  The  statute  applies  to  all  actions 
against  executors  in  their  oficial  ca- 
pacity whether  on  their  bonds,  or  for 
the  purpose  of  holding  them  liable  for 
any  acts  of  theirs  as  personal  rep- 
resentative or  for  any  liability  of  their 
testators  incurred  during  their  lifetime. 
Farmers'  State  Alliance  v.  Murrell,  119 
N.  C.  124,  25  S.  E.  785;  Stanley  v. 
Mason,  69  N.  C.  1. 

[b]  Actions  to  recover  legacies 
are  within  the  statute.  Bidwell  v. 
Kmg,  71  N.  C.  287. 

[c]  A  guardian's  bond  is  an  "oflS.- 
cial  bond"  within  the  statute.  State 
ex  rel.  Cloman  v.  Staton,  78  N.  C.  235. 

[d]  An  action  to  construe  the  will 
is  within  the  statute.  Devereui  v. 
Devereux,  81  N.  C.  12. 

[e]  An  action  for  services  rendered 
the    administrator    is    not    within    the 


statute.     Craven  v.  Munger,  170  N.  0. 
424,  87  S.  E.  216. 

72.  See  6  Standard  Proc.  674;  4 
Standard  Peoc.  844. 

In  information  of  intrusion,  see  12 
Standard  Peoc.  715. 

73.  See  the  title  "Variance"  and 
also  the  Encyclopaedia  or  Eyidince, 
title  "Venue." 

74.  Livingston  v.  Jefferson,  1  Brook. 
203,  4  Hughes  606,  15  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
8,411. 

75.  Livingston  v.  Jefferson,  1  Brock. 
203,  4  Hughes  606,  15  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
8,411;  Little  V.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  & 
O.  Ry.  Co.,  65  Minn.  48,  67  N.  W. 
846,  60  Am.  St.  Eep.  421,  33  L.  E.  A. 
433. 

As  to  method  of  objecting  to  venue, 
see  infra,  I,  I,  4. 

76.  Ala.  —  Thompson  v.  Union 
Springs  Guano  Co.,  80  So.  409.  N".  Y. 
Benson  v.  Eastern  Bldg.  &  Loan  Assn., 
174  N.  Y.  83,  66  N.  E.  627;  Greve- 
Aetna  Live  Stock  Ins.  Co.,  81  Hun  28, 
30  N.  Y.  Supp.  668,  1  N.  Y.  Ann.  Cas. 
14.  Tex.  —  Texas  Moline  Plow  Co.  v. 
BiggerstafE  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  185  S.  W. 
341.  Wash.  —  State  ex  rel.  Shwa- 
bacher  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  Superior  Court,  61 
Wash.  681,  112  Pac.  927,  Ann.  Oas. 
1912C,  814. 

But  see  Nute  v.  Hamilton  Mut.  Ins. 
Co.,  6  Gray  (Mass.)  174;  Molina  v.  De 
la  Eiva,  6  Phil.  Isl.  12  (the  parties 
cannot  thus  deprive  the  court  of  juris- 
diction); 14  Standaed  Peoc.  6,  as  toi 
stipulations  in  insurance  policies.  See 
generally  the  title,  "Stipulations." 

[a]  If  the  action  is  not  brought  In 
the  county  named  in  the  stipulation  ths 
defendant's  remedy  is  by  motion  for 
a  change  of  venue,  not  by  motion  to 
dismiss.  Benson  v.  Eastern  Bldg.  So 
Loan  Assn.,  174  N.  Y.  83,  66  N.  B.  627. 
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tion,'^  except  where  the  matter  of  venue  goes  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
subject  matter.''*  Thus  in  some  states  they  cannot  stipulate  as  to  the 
venue  of  local  actions.'^"  While  in  others  such  a  stipulation  is  valid  be- 
cause the  venue  is  not  regarded  as  jurisdictional.^" 

I.  Objections  and  Waivers.'^  —  1.  Whether  Defect  Goes  to  Juris- 
diction.—  The  question  as  to  the  time  when  the  objection  should  be 
made  that  an  action  is  brought  in  the  wrong  county,  and  as  to  the  waiver 
thereof,  depends  upon  whether  the  defect  relates  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court.*^  As  a  general  rule,  the  statutes  and  rules  governing  the 
venue  of  actions  relate  to  procedure,  and  do  not  limit  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court  over  the  subject  matter.^^  This  is  true,  even  in  the  case  of 


77.  State  ex  rel.  Shwabacher  Bros. 
&  Co.  V.  Superior  Court,  61  Wash.  681, 
112  Pae.  927,  Ann.  Cas.  1912C,  814.  See 

5  Standard  Peoc.  33. 

78.  See  infra,  I,  I,  1  and  5;  17 
Standard  Proc.  691. 

79.  See  17  Standard  Proc.  691,  696. 

80.  Minn.  —  Smith  v.  Barr,  76  Minn. 
513,  79  N.  W.  507.  S.  C.  —  Code  of  Civ. 
Proc.  §§  172,  and  174.  But  see  Silcox 
&•  Co.  V.  Jones,  80  S.  C.  484,  61  S.  E. 
948;  Bacot  v.  Lowndes,  24  S.  C.  392; 
Trapier  v.  Waldo,  16  S.  C.  276.  Tex. 
Thompson  v.  Alford,  20  Tex.  491. 

[a]  Consent  Need  Not  Bs  in  Writ- 
ing.—  Ete  'parte  Pearson,  79  S.  C.  302, 
60   S.  E.  706. 

81.  Of  actions  'before  justices  of 
the  peace,  see  17  Standard  Proc.  992. 

82.  See  infra,  this  section. 

83.  v.  S.  —  Ex  parte  Schollenberger, 
96  U.  S.  369,  24  L.  ed.  853;  Komaine 
V.  Union  Ins.  Co.,  28  Fed.  625;  Gray 
V.  Quicksilver  -  Min.  Co.,  21  Fed.  288. 
Cal.  • —  Miller  v.  Madera  Canal  &  Irr. 
Co.,  155  Cal.  59,  73,  99  Pac.  502,  22  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  391;  Miller  v.  Kern  Co. 
Land  Co.,  140  Cal.  132,  73  Pac.  836  (as 
to  actions  under  the  code  and  not  in- 
cluded in  the  constitution,  the  question 
is  not  one  relating  to  jurisdiction) ; 
Herd  v.  Tuohy,  133  Cal.  55,  65  Pac.  139. 
Colo.  —  Kirby  v.  Union  Pae.  Ey.  Co., 
51  Colo.  509,  119  Pae.  1042,  1054,  Ann. 
Cas.  1913B,  461;  Fletcher  v.  Stowell, 
17  Colo.  94,  28  Pac.  326.    Fla.  —  Tampa 

6  J.  E.  Co.  V.  Trammell,  70  Fla.  409, 
70  So.  400;  Eusg  v.  Mitchell,  11  Fla. 
80,  89.  Ind.  — Eel  Eiver  E.  Co.  r. 
State  ex  rel.  Kistler,  143  Ind.  231,  42 
N.  E.  617  (in  proceeding  to  forfeit 
charter  of  a  corporation,  the  wrong 
venue  goes  to  jurisdiction  over  the 
person) ;  MeCauley  v.  Murdock,  97 
Ind.  229,  action  on  a  note.  Contra,  Loeb 
V.  Mathis,   37  Ind.  306;     New  Albany 
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&  S.  E.  Co.  V.  Huff,  19  Ind.  444,  action 
affecting  title  to  land.  Ky.  —  Gillen 
V.  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.,  137  Ky.  375, 
384,  125  S.  W.  1047.  But  see  Asher  v. 
Cornett,  113  S.  W.  131,  an  action  of 
assumpsit.  Mass.  —  Hastings  v.  Bol- 
ton, 1  Allen  529.  Minn.  —  Cochran  v. 
Cochran,  93  Minn.  284,  101  N.  W.  179; 
Gill  V.  Bradley,  21  Minn.  15;  Nininger 
V.  Board  of  Comrs.,  10  Minn.  133.  N. 
Y.  —  Anderson  v.  Nassau  Elec.  E.  Co., 
138  App.  Div.  816,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  374. 
N.  C  — Shaver  v.  Huntley,  107  N.  C. 
623,  12  S.  E.  316,  action  against  an 
officer.  P.  I.  —  Manila  E.  E.  Co.  v.  At- 
torney-General, 20  Phil.  Isl.  523,  532. 
P.  E.  —  Hernaiz,  Targa  &  Co.  v.  Vivas, 
20  Porto  Eico  99.  S.  C.  —  Jenkins  v. 
Atlantic  Coast  Line  E.  Co.,  84  S.  C.  343, 
66  S.  E.  409,  an  action  for  a  penalty. 
But  see  Ware  v.  Henderson,  2o  &.  0. 
385  (an  action  for  an  accounting,  in 
which  it  was  held  the  code  expression 
' '  must  be  tried ' '  is  imperative  and  the 
objection  could  he  raised,  for  the  first 
time,  on  appeal) ;  Bacot  v.  Lowndes, 
24  S.  C.  392,  sustaining  a  demurrer  for 
lack  of  jurisdiction.  Tex.  —  De  La 
Vega  V.  League,  64  Tex.  205,  214; 
Knoles  v.  Clark  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  163 
S.  W.  369;  Mitchell  v.  Porter  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  194  S.  W.  981;  Parker  v. 
Clay  Eobinson  &  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
156  S.  W.  588.  Utah.  —  Snyder  v.  Pike, 
30  Utah  102,  111,  83  Pac.  692.  Wis. 
Lane  v.  Burdiek,  17  Wis.  92.  Eng. 
British  South  Africa  Co.  v.  Companhia 
de  Mocambique,  [1893]  A.  C.  602,  619, 
63  L.  J.  Q.  B.  70,  69  L.  T.  N.  S.  604. 

[a]  The  provision  that  the  court 
shall  have  no  jurisdiction  when  the 
action  is  laid  in  the  wrong  venue  does 
not  refer  to  a  want  of  jurisdiction  in 
the  full  sense  of  the  term  as  ordinari- 
ly used.  Smith  v.  Barr,  76  Minn.  513, 
79    N.    W.    507.     See    Kretzsehmar    v. 
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actions  local  to  the  county  where  the  subject  of  the  action  isi  situated.'* 
The  question  is  regarded  as  a  matter  of  personal  privilege  which  the 
defendant  may  assert  or  waive,*"  or,  as  it  has  been  held,  the  objection 
relates  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  over  the  person  of  the  defend- 
ant." But  some  courts  hold  that  the  objection  relates  to  jurisdiction 
in  actions  local  to  the  county  in  which  the  subject  matter  is  situated,*' 
and  in  actions  local  to  the  county  where  the  cause  of  action  arose,'*  but 
not  in  transitory  actions."  In  some  cases  it  is  held  that  where  the  stat- 


Meehan,   74  Minn.   211,  77   N.   W.   41, 
action,  for  injury  to  real  property. 

84.  Cal.  —  Miller  v.  Madera  Canal 
&  Irr.  Co.,  155  Cal.  59,  73,  99  Pac.  602, 
22  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  391;  Miller  v. 
Kern  Co.  Land  Co.,  140  Cal.  132,  73 
Pac.  836,  an  action  for  damages  to 
land.  Colo.  —  Fletcher  v.  Stowell,  17 
Colo.  94,  28  Pac.  326,  action  for  the 
foreclosure  of  a  mortgage.  Ky.  —  Gil- 
len  V.  Illinois  Cent.  K.  Co.,  137  Ky. 
375,  125  S.  W.  1047.  Minn.  — Kipp  v. 
Cook,  46  Minn.  535,  49  N.  W.  257. 
P.  I.  —  Manila  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Attorney- 
General,  20  Phil.  Isl.  523.  Tex. — Thomp- 
son V.  Alford,  20  Tex.  491;  Mitchell  v. 
Porter  (Tei.  Civ.  App.),  194  S.  W. 
981.  Wis.  — West  v.  Walker,  77  Wis. 
557,  46  N.  W.  819. 

[a]  Contra,  Silcox  &  Co.  v.  Jones,  80 
S.  C.  484,  61  S.  E.  948,  holding  a  mort- 
gagor cannot  by  consent  confer  juris- 
diction of  a  foreclosure  suit  upon  a 
court  of  a  county  in  which  the  land  is 
not  situated. 

[b]  The  court  has  general  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  subject  matter  of  the  action 
and  the  question  whether  the  court 
shall  try  the  question  of  title  to  land 
in  another  county  is  a  matter  of  per- 
sonal privilege,  that  may  be'  waived. 
Snyder  v.  Pike,  30  Utah  102,  111,  83 
Pac.  692. 

85.  See  infra,  I,  I,  5. 

86.  Eel  River  R.  Co.  v.  State  ex  rel. 
Kistler,  143  Ind.  231,  42  N.  E.  617; 
McCauley  v.  Murdock,  97  Ind.  229; 
Railroad  Co.  v.  Morey,  47  Ohio  St.  207, 
24  N.  E.  269,  7  L.  R.  A.  701,  and  the 
defendant  is  not  bound  to  appear  in 
obedience  to  a  summons  served  out  of 
the  prescribed  county. 

87.  Ala.  —  Karthaus  v.  Nashville, 
C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.  Co.,  140  Ala.  433,  37  So. 
268.  Ark.  —  Jacks  v.  Moore,  33  Ark. 
31,  trespass  to  real  property.  G-a. 
Lowe  V.  Mann,  74  Ga.  387.  la.  —  Long 
V.  Garey  Inv.  Co.,  135  Iowa  398,  112 
N.  W.  550;  McDonald  v.  Second  Nat. 
Bank,  106  Iowa  517,  76  N.  W.  1011; 


Oreutt  V.  Hanson,  71  Iowa  514,  32  N. 
W.  482.  Kan.  —  Martin  v.  Battey,  87 
Kan.  582,  125  Pac.  88,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A, 
440.  Ky.  —  Williams  v.  Davenport,  181 
Ky.  496,  205  S.  W.  551;  Graham's 
Heirs  v.  Kitchen,  118  Ky.  18,  80  S.  W. 
464.  Me.  —  Central  Maine  Power  Co. 
V.  Maine  Central  E.  R.  Co.,  113  Me. 
103,  93  Atl.  41,  a  replevin  suit.  Ore. 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Courtright,  82  Ore. 
490,  158  Pac.  277,  161  Pac.  966,  an 
action  to  foreclose  a  lien  on  land. 
Wash. — State  ex  rel.  Peterson  v. 
Superior  Court,  6  Wash.  639,  32  Pac. 
553;  McLeod  v.  Ellis,  2  Wash.  117,  26 
Pac.  76. 

Actions  for  foreclosure  of  mortgages, 
see  19  Standard  Peoc.  922. 

[a]  To  authorize  a  court  to  act  in 
an  action  in  rem,  it  must  have  juris- 
diction of  the  subject  matter  of  the 
suit,  and  in  such  actions,  the  court  of 
the  wrong  county  acquires  no  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  subject  matter,  and  can 
make  no  order  whatever  affecting  the 
right  to  the  rem.  Oreutt  v.  Hanson, 
71  Iowa  514,  517,  32  N.  W.  482.  "As 
personal  judgment  is  not  demanded  in 
such  cases,  the  action  is  solely  in  rem, 
and  the  court  does  not  acquire  juris- 
diction, save  when  the  venue  is  right- 
ly laid."  Long  v.  Garey  Inv.  Co.,  135 
Iowa  398,  401,  112  N.   W.  550. 

[b]  But  where  the  action  is  treated 
as  an  action  in  personam  and  a  per- 
sonal judgment  only  is  asked  and  ren- 
dered it  is  too  late  to  raise  the  objec- 
tion on  appeal.  Newcomer  v.  Shep- 
pard,  61  Okla.  335,.  152  Pac.  66,  an 
action  to   foreclose   a  vendor's  lien. 

88.  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.  v.  Hol- 
lenberger,  76  Ohio  St.  177,  184,  81  N.  E. 
184,  an  action  for  a  penalty.  See  Kyd 
17.  Exchange  Bank,  56  Neb.  557,  76  N. 
W.    1058,   query. 

In  actions  for  penalties,  see  21 
Standard  Proc.  268. 

89.  la.  — McDonald  v.  Second  Nat. 
Bank,  106  Iowa  517,  76  N.  W.  1011. 
Me.  —  Central    Maine    Power    Co.    v. 
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ute  or  constitution  provides  than  an  action  must  be  "brought"  or 
"commenced"  in  a  specified  county,  the  courts  of  another  county  have 
no  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter,  but  that  if  the  word  "tried"  is 
used  the  provision  is  not  jurisdictional.^"  Other  cases,  however,  seem 
not  to  have  attached  any  importance  to  the  use  of  one  or  the  other  of 
these  words.'^ 

2.  Who  May  Raise  Objection.  —  A  foreign  corporation  is  as  much 
entitled  to  plead  its  privilege  of  being  sued  in  the  proper  county  as 
any  other  defendant.'*  But  it  has  been  held  that  a  joint  plea  by  two 
defendants  is  bad  if  one  of  them  is  liable  to  suit  where  the  action  is 
brought." 

3.  When  Objection  Made.; — Generally  the  objection  to  a  wrong 
venue  must  be  made  by  the  defendant  upon  his  first  appearance.'*  It 
is  too  late  to  raise  the  objection  for  the  first  time,  after  a  general  ap- 
pearance,'* after  general  demurrer,'"  after  a  plea  to  the  merits,'^  after 
a  continuance  by  consent,"  on  the  trial,"  after  trial  on  the  merits,^  on 


Maine  Central  E.  R.  Co.,  113  Me.  103, 
93  Atl.  41.  Ohio.  —  Railroad  Co.  v. 
Morey,  47  Ohio  St.  207,  24  N.  E.  269, 
7  L.  R.  A.  701,  an  action  against  a  rail- 
road for  injury  to  a  horse. 

But  see  Brackett  v.  Brackett,  61 
Mo.  221. 

[a]  But  if  an  action  for  the  pur- 
pose of  suhjectlng  property  to  the  pay- 
ment of  a  debt  is  (1)  not  brought  where 
the  defendant  resides  or  may  be  found, 
the  court  is  without  jurisdiction  and 
its  proceedings  are  void.  Friedman  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank,  39  Okla.  486,  135  Pac. 
1069,  49  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  548;  First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Hesser,  14  Okla.  115,  77 
Pac.  36.  (2)  After  the  dismissal  of  an 
attachment  in  a  suit  brought  where 
the  property  of  the  defendant  is  found, 
but  where  he  does  not  reside,  the 
ection  stands  as  if  brought  originally 
by  summons,  and  a  judgment  rendered 
against  the  defendant  for  want  of 
further  appearance  is  void  for  want 
of  jurisdiction  over  his  person.  Brackett 
V.  Brackett,  6l  Mo.  221. 

90.  Gomez  v.  Reed  (Cal.),  174  Pac. 
658;  Miller  v.  Madera  Canal  &  Irr. 
Co.,  155  Cal.  59,  99  Pac.  502,  22  L.  E. 
(N.  S.)  391;  Herd  v.  Tuohy,  133  Cal. 
55,  65  Pac.  139;  Fritts  v.  Camp,  94 
Cal.  393,  29  Pac.  867;  Urton  v.  Wool- 
sey,  87  Cal.  38,  25  Pac.  154;  Fletcher 
V.  Stowell,  17  Colo.  94,  96,  28  Pac. 
326. 

91.  See  cases  supra,  notes  82-85. 

92.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Forbis,  35  Tex.  Civ.  App.  255,  79  S.  W. 
1074. 

93.  Weaver  v.  Crenshaw,  6  Ala.  873. 
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But  a  codefendant  may  verify  a  plea 
of  privilege,  see  infra,  I,  I,  4,  b. 

94.  U.  S.  —  Scott  V.  Hoover,  99  Fed. 
247.  Cal.  —  Cook  v.  Pendergast,  61  Cal. 
72.  Mont.  —  State  ex  rel.  Interstate 
Lumb.  Co.  V.  District  Court,  54  Mont. 
602,  172  Pac.   1030. 

95.  Harris  v.  Smith,  133  Ark.  250, 
202  S.  W.  244;  Burton  v.  Graham,  36 
Colo.  199,  84  Pac.  978. 

96.  Dickson  v.  SoharfE  (Tex.  Civ, 
App.),  142  S.  W.  980. 

97.  Pennell  v.  Guffey,  155  Pa.  38, 
25  Atl.  785;  Schauer  v.  Beitel's  Exr., 
92  Tex.  601,  50  S.  W.  931;  Eyan  v. 
Jackson,  11  Tex.  391;  Tignor  v.  Toney, 
13  Tex.  Civ.  App.  618,  35  S.  W.  881. 
But  see  Fishburne  v.  Minott,  72  S.  C. 
572,  52  S.  E.  646. 

[a]  The  court  has  no  power  to  al- 
low an  answer  in  abatement  to  be  filed 
after  an  answer  to  the  merits.  Hast- 
ings V.  Bolton,  1  Allen  (Mass.)  529. 

[b]  But  the  fact  that  on  a  motion 
to  set  aside  a  default,  the  defendant 
alleged  a  meritorious  defense  does  not 
preclude  him  from  later  pleading  his 
privilege  to  be  sued  in  the  proper 
county.  Kelly  v.  A.  B.  Crouch  Grain 
Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  174  S.  W.  630; 
Wolf  V.  Sahm,  55  Tex.  Civ.  App.  564, 
120  S.  W.  1114,  121  S.  W.  561. 

98.  Hambleton  v.  Dignowity  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  196  S.  W.  864;  Houston, 
E.  &  W.  T.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Granberry,  16 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  391,  40  S.   W.  1062. 

99.  Burrill  v.  Sermini,  229  Mass.  248, 
118  N.  B.  331;  Silver  v.  Graves,  210 
Mass.  26,  95  N.  E.  948. 

I.    na.  — Bucki  v.  Cone,  25  Fla.  1, 
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motion  for  new  trial,*  or  on  appeaP  or  on  collateral  attack/  unless  the 
question  is  regarded  as  jurisdictional.''  At  common  law  if  a  local  action 
is  commenced  in  the  wrong  county,  the  objection  may  be  made  on  the 
trial.« 

4.  How  Objection  Made.  —  a.  Generally.  —  The  method  of  objection 
when  an  action  is  brought  in  the  wrong  county  depends  somewhat  upon 
whether  the  matter  is  regarded  as  jurisdictional  and  whether  the  ground 
of  objection  is  apparent  of  record.'' 

b.  By  Demurrer  or  Exception.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  the  objection 
that  the  venue  is  not  laid  in  the  proper  county  may  be  taken  by  de- 
murrer,^ but  in  other  jurisdictions  the  objection  cannot  be  raised  in  this 


16,  6  So.  160.  Ind.  — See  Eel  Eiver  E. 
Co.  V.  State  ex  rel.  Kistler,  143  Ind.  231, 
42  N.  E.  617.  But  see  Chicago  &  S.  E. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Wheeler,  14  Ind.  App.  62,  42 
N.  E.  489,  in  the  absence  of  a  demur- 
rer or  answer,  the  objection  may  be 
raised  by  motion  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment. Mass.  —  Barry  v.  Page,  10  Gray 
398.  Ore.  —  Johnston  v.  Wadsworth, 
24  Ore.  494,   34  Pac.   13. 

2.  Beazley  v.  Denson,  40   Tex.  416. 

3.  N.  C  — Baruch  v.  Long,  117  N. 
C.  509,  23  S.  E.  447.  Okla.—  Newcomer 
V.  Sheppard,  51  Okla.  335,  152  Pac.  66; 
Burke  v.  Malaby,  14  Okla.  650,  78  Pac. 
105.  S.  0.  —  Kirven  v.  Scarborough, 
70  S.  C.  288,  49  S.  B.  860.  Tex. 
Swearingen  v.  Wilson,  2  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
157,  21  S.  W.  74. 

4.  See   15   Standard   Pkoc.   477. 

5.  Ark.  —  Jacks  v.  Moore,  33  Ark. 
31.  Cal.  —  Pacific  Yacht  Club  v.  Sau- 
salito  Bay  Water  Co.,  98  Cal.  487,  33 
Pac.  322.  Ind.  —  See  Chicago  &  S.  E. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Wheeler,  14  Ind.  App.  62, 
42  ISr.  E.  489.  Me.  —  Central  Maine 
Power  Co.  v.  Maine  Central  E.  E.  Co., 
113  Me.  103,  93  Atl.  41.  Ohio.  — Balti- 
more &  O.  E.  Co.  V.  Holleuberger,  76 
Ohio  St.  177,  81  N.  E.  184.  S.  O. 
Kirven  v.  Scarborough,  70  S.  C.  288,  49 
S.  E.  860. 

6.  Eightmyer  v.  Eaymond,  12  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  51;  Draper  v.  Kirkland,  1 
Head  (Tenn.)  260.    See  infra,  I,  I,  4,  e. 

7.  See  supra,  I,  I,  1,  and  infra,  this 
section. 

[a]  A  motion  for  a  nonsuit  is  a 
proper  remedy  if  a  local  action  is 
brought  in  the  wrong  county,  and  the 
objection  does  not  appear  of  record. 
Allen  V.  Forshay,  12  Wend.  (N.  Y.)_ 
217;  Eightmyer  v.  Eaymond,  12  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  51. 

8.  Ala.  —  Crawford  t>.  Walter,  80 
So.   73;      Harwell  v.  Lehman,  Durr  & 


Co.,  72  Ala.  344.  Ind.  — See  Eel  Eiver 
E.  Co.  V.  State  ex  rel.  Kistler,  143  Ind. 
231,  42  N.  E.  617  (want  of  jurisdiction 
over  person);  Globe  Ace.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Eeid,  19  Ind.  App.  203,  47  N.  E.  947, 
49  N.  E.  291;  Chicago  &  S.  B.  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Wheeler,  14  Ind.  App.  62,  42  N.  E. 
489,  not  ground  for  demurrer  for  want 
of  facts.  Me.  —  Central  Maine  Power 
Co.  V.  Maine  Central  E.  E.  Co.,  113 
Me.  103,  93  Atl.  41.  Mich.  —  Titus  v. 
Chippewa  Circ.  Judge,  168  Mich.  507, 
134  N.  W.  487,  apparently  for  lack  of 
jurisdiction.  Tex.  —  Thompson  v. 
Locke,  66  Tex.  383,  1  S.  W.  112,  when 
the  petition  does  not  show  the  exist- 
ence of  facts  authorizing  suit  in  a 
county  other  than  that  of  defendant's 
residence.  But  see  Ward  v.  Odem 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  153  S.  W.  634,  hold- 
ing the  allegation  of  residence  of  the 
defendant  in'  another  county  does  not 
render  the  petition  demurrable,  as  the 
privilege  may  be  waived. 

[a]  By  Special  Exception.  —  Holmes 
V.  Coalson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  178  S.  W, 
628;  Willis  v.  White  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
29  S.  W.  818. ' 

[b]  A  general  demurrer  (1)  is  not 
suffcient  (Kieschnick  v.  Martin  [Tex. 
Civ.  App.],  208  S.  W.  948;  Parker  v. 
Clay  Eobiuson  &  Co.  [Tex.  Civ.  App.], 
156  S.  W.  588),  except  (2)  where  the 
objection  goes  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court.  Birney  v.  Haim,  2  Litt. 
(Ky.)  262.     See  supra,  T,  I,  1. 

[c]  Under  Early  New  York  Prac- 
tice. —  Chapman  V.  Wilber,  6  Hill  (N. 
Y.)  475;  Eightmyer  v.  Eaymond,  12 
Wend.   (N.  Y.)   51,  a  local  action. 

[d]  In  the  federal  courts,  if  no 
venue  be  laid,  or  if  a  wrong  venue  in 
a  local  action  is  laid,  the  defendant 
may  demur  or  plead  in  abatement. 
United  States  v.  Woolsey,  28  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  16,762. 
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way,^  except  where  the  venue  statute  is  held  to  relate  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court,^"  or  where  there  is  a  misjoinder  of  causes  of  action  requir- 
ing different  places  of  trial.^^ 

c.  By  Plea  in  Abatement  and  Plea  of  Privilege.  —  Questions  of  venue 
not  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  pleading  may  be  raised  by  plea  or  an- 
swer in  abatement  in  some  states/^  but  not  in  others.^'  In  some  states 
the  plea  is  a  plea  of  privilege." 

The  plea  must  be  certain  to  every  intent,"  and  must  give  the  plaintiff 
a  better  writ.^*    But  it  need  negative^'  only  such  su'pposable  matter 


9.  Cal.  — Watts  V.  White,  13  Cal. 
321.  Fla.  —  Bucki  v.  Cone,  25  Fla.  1, 
16,  6  So.  160.  Minn.  —  Gill  v.  Bradley, 
21  Minn.  15  (there  is  no  "want  of 
jurisdiction");  Nininger  v.  Board  of 
Comrs.,  10  Minn.  133.  S.  O.  — All  v. 
Williams,  87  S.  C.  101,  68  S.  B.  1041, 
Ann.    Cas.    1912B,    837. 

10.  Cal.  —  Southern  Pac.  R.  Co.  v. 
Pixley,  103  Cal.  118,  37  Pac.  194; 
Pacific  Yacht  Club  v.  Sausalito  Bay 
Water  Co.,  98  Cal.  487,  33  Pac.  322. 
Ga.  —  Lowe  V.  Mann,  74  Ga.  387.  Ind. 
Loeb  V.  Mathis,  37  Ind.  306.  S.  C. 
Bacot   V.  Lowndes,   24   S.   C.   392. 

See  Kyd  v.  Exchange  Bank,  56  Neh. 
557,  76  N.  W.  1058,  and  supra,  I,  I,  1. 
But  compare,  All  v.  Williams,  87  S.  C. 
101,  68  S.  E.  1041,  Ann.  Cas.  1912B, 
837,  the  court  has  jtirisdiction  to 
change  the  place  of  trial. 

As  to  manner  of  ohjecting  to  want 
of  jurisdiction,  see  17  Standabd  Peoc. 
900. 

11.  ,See  Hackett  v.  Carter,  38  Wis. 
394,  and  14  Standaed  Peoc.  723. 

12.  Ala.  —  Crawford  v.  Walter,  80 
So.  73;  Karthaus  v.  Nashville,  C.  & 
St.  L.  Ey.  Co.,  140  Ala.  433,  37  So. 
268;  Montgomery  Iron  Wks.  v.  Eu- 
faula  Oil  &  Pert.  Co.,  110  Ala.  395,  20 
So.  300.  Fla.  —  E.  O.  Painter  Fertilizer 
Co.  V.  Du  Pont,  54  Fla.  288,  45  So.  507. 
See  Gibbs  v.  Davis,  27  Fla.  531,  8  So. 
633.  111.  —  Comrs.  of  Drainage  Dist. 
v.-  Griffin,  134  111.  330,  25  N.  B.  995, 
"by  plea  to  the  jurisdiction."  Ind. 
Eel  Eiver  E.  Co.  v.  State  ex  rel.  Kist- 
ler,  143  Ind.  231,  42  N.  E.  617;  Moore- 
Mansfield  Const.  Co.  V.  Marion,  B.  & 
B.  T.  Co.,  52  Ind.  App.  548,  I'Ol  N.  E. 

15.      Me Biddeford    Sav.    Bank    v. 

Mosher,  79  Me.  242,  9  Atl.  614.  Mass. 
Burrill  v.  Sermini,  229  Mass.  248,  118 
N.  E.  331;  Hastings  v.  Bolton,  1  Allen 
529.  N.  I  H.  —  Bishop  v.  Silver  Lake 
Min.  Co.,  62  N.  H.  455.  N.  Y.  — Hee- 
nan  v.  New  York,  W.  S.  &  B.  Ey.  Co., 
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34  Hum  602,  6  Civ.  Proc.  348,  352. 
But  see  Benson  v.  Eastern  Bldg.  & 
Loan  Assn.,  174  N.  Y.  83,  66  N.  E. 
627.  Tenn.  —  Carlisle  v.  Cowan,  85 
Tenn.  165,  2  S.  W.  26.  Tex.  — Cheval- 
lier  V.  H.  H.  Williams  &  Co.,  2  Tex.  1239. 
See  generally  the  title  "Abatement, 
Pleas  of." 

[a]  In  equity,  a  plea  in  the  nature 
of  a  plea  in  abatement  is  a  proper  ob- 
jection, when  the  bill  does  not  disclosa 
the  defect.  Harwell  v.  Lehman,  Durr 
&  Co.,  72  Ala.  344. 

13.  See  Watts  v.  White,  13  Cal.  321. 

14.  Kunz  V.  Eagsdale  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  200  S.  W.  269;  Knoles  v.  Clark 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  163  S.  W.  369;  Brun- 
er  V.  Bruner  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  43  S. 
W.   796. 

[a]  The  Plea  May  Be  Amended. 
Beckwith  v.  Powers  (Tex.  Civ.  App.). 
157  S.  W.  177. 

15.  Biddeford  Sav.  Bank  v.  Mosher, 
79  Me.  242,  9  Atl.  614.  See  generally 
the  title  "Certainty  in  PleadLig." 

16.  Mackie  v.  Echols,  1  White  &  W. 
Civ.  Cas.   (Tex.)   §  1282. 

[a]  Must  Disclose  Where  the  De- 
fendant Resides.  —  Gibbs  v.  Davis,  27 
Fla.  531,  558,  8  So.  633. 

17.  Ealeigh  v.  Cook,  60  Tex.  438; 
Beckwith  v.  Powers  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
157  S.  W.  177;  Tignor  v.  Toney,  13 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  518,  35  S.  W.  881. 

[a]  Need  not  negative  all  the  ex- 
ceptions (1)  in  the  statute.  Beckwith 
V.  Powers  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  157  S.  W. 
177;  Tignor  v.  Toney,  13  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  518,  35  S;  W.  881.  (2)  The  peti- 
tion may  be  examined  to  ascertain  the 
nature  of  the  case  and  determine 
whether  all  supposable  matter  which 
might  have  bestowed  jurisdiction  has 
been  negatived.  Permier  v.  Brannan, 
21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  543,  53  S.  W.  699. 

[b]  Where  there  are  several  defend- 
ants, the  fact  that  no  defendant  re- 
sided in   the   county  must  be   shown. 


VENUE 


909 


as  would  give  the  court  jurisdiction.    The  plea  must  be  verified.^^ 

Hearing  and  Determination.  —  Unless  the  facts  are  revealed  on  the  face 
of  the  plaintiff's  pleading,^^  evidence  must  be  introduced  in  support  of 
a  plea.^o  Issues  of  fact  are  triable  by  a  jury."  On  a  plea  of  privilege, 
the  plaintiff's  allegations  authorizing  suit  in  a  county  other  than  that 
of  a  party's  residence,  must  be  proved,  as  well  as  alleged.^^ 

The  appropriate  judgment  on  a  finding  for  the  plaintiff,  if  there  are  no 

other  pleas,  is  quod  recuperet."'    On  a  finding  for  the  defendant,  the 

judgment  should  quash  the  writ  or  declaration,"*  except  where  statute 

requires  the  cause  to  be  transferred  to  the  proper  court. "^ 

An  appeal  lies  from  an  order  sustaining  the  plea  of  privilege,"'  but 


Graves  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  77  Tex.  555, 
U  S.  W.  163. 

[c]  In  an  action  to  recover  land, 
the  plea  must  negative  that  the  land 
or  a  part  thereof  is  situated  in  the 
county.    Eyan  v.  Jaekson,  11  Tex.  391. 

[d]  That  defendant  had  not  sub- 
mitted himself  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  need  not  be  affirmatively  al- 
leged. Sites  v.  Lane  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
72   S.   W.   873. 

18.  Fritter  v.  Pendleton  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  134  S.  W.  1186;  Seley  v.  "Whit- 
field   (Tex.   Civ.   App.),  46  S.   W.   865. 

[a]  One  co-defendant  may  verify  a 
plea  of  privilege  of  the  other.  Hud- 
gins  &  Bro.  V.  Low,  42  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
556,  94  S.  W.  411. 

[b]  If  signed  by  a  firm,  the  plea 
must  indicate  which  member  swore  to 
it.  Seley  v.  Whitfield  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
46  S.  W.  865. 

19.  Eagland  v.  Guarantee  L.  Ins. 
Co.   (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  157  S.  W.  1187. 

20.  Eagland  v.  Guarantee  L.  Ins. 
Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  157  S.  W.  1187; 
Morrison  v.  Jaliorick  &  Co.,  1  White  & 
W.  Civ.  Cas.   (Tex.)    §  735. 

[a]  A  failure  of  the  plaintiff  to 
rebut  the  allegations  of  the  plea  by 
evidence  is  not  an  admission  of  the 
facts.  Eagland  v.  Guarantee  Life 
Ins.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  157  S.  W. 
1187. 

21.  Holmes  v.  Coalson  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  178  S.  W.  628;  Hudgins  & 
Bro.  V.  Low,  42  Tex.  Civ.  App.  556, 
94  S.  W.  411.  See  generally  the  title 
"Juries  and  Jurors." 

[a]  The  court  may  submit  the  plea 
of  privilege  to  the  jury  along  with 
main  case,  in  its  discretion.  Holmes 
V.  Coalson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  178  S.  W. 
628;  Caswell  v.  Hopson  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  47  S.  W.  54. 

22.  McCullar  Lumb.   Co.  v.  Higgin- 


botham  Bros.  &  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
118  S.  W.  885;  Ogburn-Dalchau  Lumb. 
Co.  V.  Taylor,  59  Tex.  Civ.  App.  442, 
126  S.  W.  48;  Seley  v.  Whitfield  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  46  S.  W.  865. 

[a]  As  against  an  objection  that  the 
allegations  were  fraudulently  made  to 
fix  the  venue,  the  existence  of  the 
facts,  not  merely  the  averment  of,  the 
facts  determines  the  venue.  Hilliard 
V.  Wilson,  76  Tex.  180,  13  S.  W.  25; 
Baldwin  v.  Eichardson,  39  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  348,  87  S.  W.  353. 

[b]  But  if  there  are  no  averments, 
the  court  cannot  find  the  existence  of 
facts  authorizing  suit  in  a  county 
other  than  that  of  the  defendant's  re- 
sidence. Seley  v.  Whitfield  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  46  S.  W.  865. 

23.  B.  O.  Painter  Fertilizer  Co.  v. 
Du  Pont,  54  Fla.  288,  292,  45  So.  507. 
See  1   Standard  Proc.  70,  71.      ' 

24.  B.  O.  Painter  Fertilizer  Co.  v. 
Du  Pont,  54  Fla.  288,  292,  45  So.  507. 
See   1   Standard  Pboc.   70. 

25.  See  the  statutes  and  Hickman 
V.  Swain,  106  Tex.  431,  167  S.  W.  209; 
Holmes  v.  Coalson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
178  S.  W.  628;  Brant  v.  Lane,  54  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  425,  118  S.  W.  229,  139  S.  W. 
768. 

[a]  It  is  reversible  error  to  dis- 
miss the  suit.  Eagland  v.  Guarantee  L. 
Ins.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  157  S.  W. 
1187;  Burgess  v.  Young  County  Afcs. 
&  Title  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  145  S.  W. 
643". 

Proceedings  on  transfer  of  cause,  see 
the  title,  "Transfer  of  Causes." 

26.  Hickman  v.  Swain,  106  Tex. 
431,  167  S.  W.  209;  Holmes  v.  Coalson 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  178  S.  W.  628;  Oakea 
V.  Thompson,  58  Tex.  Civ.  App.  364, 
125  S.  W.  32Q. 

[a]  No  biU  of  exceptions  as  to  the 
ruling   on   a   plea   of   privilege    is   re- 
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not  from  an  order  overruling  it.''^ 

d.  By  Motion  To  Dismiss.  —  In  some  states,  kn  objection  to  an  im- 
proper venue,  apparent  on  the  record,  may  be  raised  by  motion  to  dis- 
miss.^* And  when  the  defect  is  jurisdictional  the  court  may  act  on  its 
own  motion.^' 

e.  By  motion  for  Change  of  Venue.  —  Under  the  code,  the  only  rem- 
edy in  most  states  when  the  action  is  brought  in  the  wrong  county,  is 
to  move  before  answer,  for  a  change  of  venue,'"  except  where  the  mat- 
ter is  jurisdictional.'^  The  court  is  not  bound  of  its  own  motion  to 
change  the  venue.'^  The  nature  of  the  action  as  affecting  the  venue,  is 
to  be  determined  by  the  character  of  the  complaint  and  from  the  char- 
acter of  judgment  which  might  be  rendered  on  a  delfault.'®* 


quired.     Holmes  v.  Coalson   (Tex.   Civ. 
App.),  178  S.  W.  628. 

[b]  A  statement  of  facts  is  neces- 
sary. Burgess  v.  Young  County  Abs. 
&  Title  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  145  S.  W. 
643. 

27.  Hickman  v.  Swain,  106  Tex.  431, 
167  S.  W.  209;  Holmes  v.  Coalson 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  178  S.  W.   628. 

28.  TI.  S.  —  See  Scott  v.  Hoover,  99 
Fed.  247.  Ala.  —  Crawford  v.  Walter, 
80  So.  73;  Merritt  v.  Alabama  Pyrites 
Co.,  145  Ala.  252,  39  So.  555;  Harwell 
V.  Lehman,  Durr  &  Co.,  72  Ala.  344, 
in  equity.  Ark.  —  Jacks  v.  Moore,  33 
Ark.  31.  Ky.  — Gillen  v.  Illinois  Cent. 
Ey.  Co.,  137  Ky.  375,  125  S.  W.  1047. 
Me.  —  Central  Maine  Power  Co.  v. 
Maine  Central  E.  E.  Co.,  113  Me.  103, 
93  Atl.  41.  Mass.  —  Burrill  v.  Sermini, 
229  Mass.  248,  118  N.  E.  331.  Va. 
Payne  v.  Britten's  Exr.,  6  Eand.  (27 
Va.)   101. 

Contra,  Benson  v.  Eastern  Bldg.  & 
Loan  Assn.,  174  N.  Y.  83,  66  N.  B. 
627. 

[a]  When  the  defect  is  jurisdiction- 
al, a  motion  to  dismiss  is  proper.  Fritts 
t).  Camp,  94  Cal.  393,  29  Pac.  867;  Pen- 
nie  V.  Visher,  94  Cal.  323,  29  Pac.  711. 

[b]  The  judgment  should  show  the 
ground  of  dismissal.  Cox  v.  Eailway 
Co.,  55  Ark.  454,  18  S.  W.  630. 

29.  Central  Maine  Power  Co.  v. 
Maine  Central  E.  E.  Co.,  113  Me.  103, 
93  Atl.  41. 

30.  Cal.  — Herd  v.  Tuohy,  133  Cal. 
55,  65  Pac.  139;  "Watts  v.  White,  13  Cal. 
321.  Colo.  — Fletcher  v.  Stowell,  17 
Colo.  94,  28  Pac.  326.  la.  — McDonald 
V.  Second  Nat.  Bank,  106  Iowa  517,  76 
N.  W.  1011,  only  when  the  action  is 
personal.  If  the  action  is  in  rem,  im- 
proper venue  is  jurisdictional.     lAiim. 
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Kipp  V.  Cook,  46  Minn.  535,  49  N.  W. 
257.  N.  Y.  —  Benson  v.  Eastern  Bldg. 
&  Loan  Assn.,  174  N.  Y.  83,  66  N.  E. 
627.  N.  O.  —  Allen-Fleming!  Co.  v. 
Southern  Ey.  Co.,  145  N.  C.  37,  58  S. 
E.  793;  Lucas  v.  Carolina  "Cent.  By. 
Co.,  121  N.  C.  506,  28  S.  E.  265.  P.  E. 
Hernaiz,  Targa  &  Co.  v.  Vivas,  20 
Porto  Eico  99.  S.  C  — All  v.  WU- 
liams,  87  S.  C.  101,  68  S.  E.  1041,  Ann. 
Cas.  1912B,  837.  See  Fishburne  v. 
Minott,  72  S.  C.  572,  52  S.  E.  646,  the 
time  for  making  the  motion  is  not 
prescribed  by  the  code,  and  the  motion 
may  be  made  after  answering. 

See  the  title,  "Change  of  Venue." 
But  see  supra,  I,  I,  4,  b. 

[a]  A  mortgage  foreclosure  suit  is 
so  far  personal,  that  a  change  of 
venue  must  be  demanded.  McDonald 
V.  Second  Nat.  Bank,  106  Iowa  517,  76 
N.  W.  1011. 

31.  See  supra,  I,  I,  1;  I,  I,  4,  c. 

32.  Watts  V.  White,  13  Cal.  321, 
overruling  Vallejo  v.  Eandall,  5  Cal. 
461. 

33.  Donohoe  v.  Eogers,  168  Cal.  700, 
144  Pac.  958;  McFarland  v.  Martin, 
144  Cal.  771,  78  Pac.  239;  Booker  v. 
Aitken,  140  Cal.  471,  74  Pac.  11;  Te/ry 
V.  Eivergarden  Farms  Co.,  29  Cal.  App. 
59,  154  Pac.  476;  Eobinson  v.  Wil- 
liams, 12  Cal.  App.  515,  107  Pac.  705; 
Viets  V.  Silver,  19  N.  D.  445,  126  N.  W. 
239. 

[a]  But  see  State  ex  rel.  Interstats 
Lumb.  Co.  V.  District  Court,  54  Mont. 
602,  172  Pac.  1030,  holding  that  if  the 
place  of  performance  of  a  contract 
does  not  appear  in  a  complaint  brought 
in  that  county,  a  motion  for  change 
of  venue  may  be  resisted  by  affidavits 
showing  the  place   of  performance. 

[b]  Tbe  prayer  may  be  looked  to, 
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6.  Waiver."  —  a.  Whether  Defect  May  Be  Wome'A.  —  The  right  to 
have  a  suit  brought  in  the  proper  county  is  a  personal  privilege  which 
may  be  waived,'"  except  when  the  question  is  regarded  as  one  of  juris- 
diction of  the  subject  matter.^*    This  rule  is  frequently  incorporated  in 


especially  -when  the  body  of  the  peti- 
tion does  not.  disclose  the  nature  of 
the  action.  Newcomrsr  v.  Sheppard,  51 
Okla.   K35,   152   Pac.    66. 

[e]  If  the  pleading  is  framed  with 
a  double  aspect,  it  will  be  cr.nbtrued 
against  the  pleader  and  in  favor  of  a 
trial  at  the  defendant's  residence.  Ah 
Fong  V.  Sternes,  79  'Cal.  30,  21  Pac. 
381. 

[d]  But  if  an  action,  wbich.  is  in 
fact  trover,  is  brought  in  claim  and 
delivery  to  prevent  a  change  of  venue 
to  the  defendant 's  residence,  the  court 
will  look  beyond  the  complaint  to  de- 
termine the  fact.  State  ex  rel.  Jones 
V.  District  Court,  92  Minn.  205,  99  N. 
W.  806. 

[e]  The  filing  of  an  answer  cannot 
operate  to  change  the  character  of  the 
plaintiff's  action.  Miller  v.  Kern  Co. 
Land  Co.,  140  Cal.  132,  73  Pac.  836. 

34.  Waiver  in  justice's  court,  see  17 
Standard  Peoc.  996. 

35.  U.  S.  —  Ex  'parte  Sehollenberger, 
96  TJ.  S.  369,  24  L.  ed.  853;  Guaranty 
Trust  Co.  V.  McCabe,  250  Fed.  699,  163 
C.  C.  A.  31;  Scott  v.  Hoover,  99  Fed. 
247.  Ala. —  Thompson  v.  Union  Springs 
Guano  Co.,  80  So.  409.  Ariz.  — Big  4 
Advertising  Co.  v.  Clingan,  15  Ariz.  34, 
135  Pac.  713.  Oal.  —  Miller  v.  Kern 
County  Land  Co.,  134  Cal.  586,  66  Pac. 
856  (constitutional  provision  as  to 
venue  of  actions  kgainst  corporations 
may  be  waived) ;  Hearne  v.  De  Young, 
111  Cal.  373,  43  Pac.  1108.  Colo. 
Phoenix  Indem.  Co.  v.  Greger,  39  Colo. 
193,  88  Pac.  1066;  Burton  v.  Graham, 
36  Colo.  199,  84  Pac.  978;  Fletcher  v. 
Stowell,  17  Colo.  94,  28  Pac.  326.  Fla. 
Baker  &  Holmes  Co.  v.  Indian  Eiver 
State  Bank,  61  Fla.  106,  55  So.  836; 
E.  O.  Painter  Fertilizer  Co.  v.  Du  Pont, 
54  Fla.  288,  45  So.  507;  Curtis  v.  How- 
ard, 33  Fla.  251,  14  So.  812.  111.— Comrs. 
of  Drainage  Dist.  v.  GrifBn,  134  111. 
330,  25  N.  E.  995.  Mo.  — Lindell  Real 
Est.  Co.  V.  Lindell,  133  Mo.  "386,  33  S. 
W.  466.  N.  J.  — Fraley  v.  Feather,  46 
N.  J.  L.  429.  N.  C.  —  Leach  v.  Western 
North  Carolina  B.  Co.,  65  N.  C.  486. 
Okla.  —  Burke  v.  Malaby,  14  Okla.  650, 
78  Pac.  105.    P.  I.  — Manila  E.  K.  Co. 


V.  Attorney  General,  20  Phil.  Isl.  523, 
534.  P.  E.  —  Hernaiz,  Targa  &  Co.  v. 
Vivas,  20  Porto  Eico  99.  Tex.  —  Bon- 
ner V.  Hearns,  75  Tex.  242,  12  S. 
W.  38;  De  La  Vega  v.  League,  64  Tei. 
205;  Willis  v.  White  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
29  S.  W.  818.  Utah.  — Dee  v.  San 
Pedro  L.  A.  &  S.  L.  E.  Co.,  50  Utah 
167,  167  Pac.  246;  Stone  v.  Union  Pac. 
E.  Co.,  32  Utah  185,  89  Pae.  715. 
Snyder  v.  Pike,  30  Utah  102,  111,  83 
Pac.  692.  Va.  —  Payne  v.  Britten's 
Exrs.,  6  Eand.  (27  Va.)  101.  Wash. 
Barbour  v.  Hodge,  99  Wash.  578,  170 
Pae.   115. 

[a]  In  Equity.  —  Gay  v.  Brierfield 
Coal  &  Iron  Co.,  94  Ala.  303,  11  So.  353, 
33  Am.  St.  Eep.  122,  16  L.  E.  A.  564. 

[b]  Whether  the  Defendant  Is  a 
Corporation  or  Natural  Person.  —  Mil- 
ler V.  Kern  County  Land  Co.,  134  Cal. 
586,  66  Pac.  856;  Baker  v.  Holmes  Co. 
V.  Indian  River  State  Bank,  61  Fla. 
106,  112,  55  So.  836. 

[c]  Even  when  the  action  is  re- 
quired to  be  tried  in  the  county  where 
the  subject-matter  is  situated,  a  waiver 
may  take  place.  Oolo.  —  Burton  v. 
Graham,  36  Colo.  199,  84  Pac.  978. 
Minn.  —  Smith  v.  Barr,  76  Minn.  513, 
79  N.  W.  507.  Tex.  —  Thompson  v.  Al- 
ford,  20  Tex.  491;  Knoles  v.  Clark 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  163  S.  W.  369;  Hous- 
ton Oil  Co.  V.  Bayne  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
141  S.  W.  544. 

[d]  Even  though  the  action  ia 
brought  against  unknown  heirs  cited 
by  publication,  the  rule  as  to  waiver 
is  applicable.  Houston  Oil  Co.  v.  Bayne 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  141  S.  W.  .544. 

In  mortgage  foreclosure  suits,  see  19 
Standakd  Pkoc.  923. 

36.  Ark.  —  Jacks  v.  Moore,  33  Ark, 
31.  Cal.  —  Fritts  v.  Camp,  94  Cal.  393, 
29  Pac.  867;  Urton  v.  Woolsey,  87  Cal. 
38,  25  Pae.  154,  under  constitutional 
provision  requiring  the  actions,  respect- 
ing land  to  be  "commenced"  in  certain 
counties.  Ind.  —  Loeb  v.  Mathis,  37 
Ind.  306,  trespass  to  real  property. 
Compare  supra,  I,  I,  1.  Ia.  —  McDon- 
ald V.  Second  Nat.  Bank,  106  Iowa 
517,  76  N.  W.  1011;  Orcutt  V.  Hanson, 
71  Iowa  514,  32  N.  W.  482.    S.  O.  — Sil- 
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statutes  which,  provide  that  if  the  county  in  which  an  action  is  com- 
menced is  not  the  proper  county  for  the  trial  thereof,  the  action  may, 
notwithstanding,  be  tried  therein  unless  the  defendant  demands  a 
change  of  venue  at  the  time  he  answers  or  demurs,"  or  unless  the  ac- 
tion is  abated  by  plea  of  the  defendant."  A  waiver  may  take  place, 
however,  in  the  absence  of  such  a  statute." 

b.  How  Waived.  —  The  waiver  of  the  objection  that  the  action  is 
brought  in  the  wrong  county  may  be  express,  or  implied.*"  It  may  be 
implied  from  a  failure  to  plead  it,*^  or  from  a  failure  to  make  timely 
objection,*^  or  from  an  abandonment  of  the  plea  after  it  is  made.*'  The 


cox  &  Co.  V.  Jones,  80  S.  C.  484,  61 

5.  E.  948.  But  see  Jenkins  v.  Atlantic 
Coast  Line  K.  E.  Co.,  84  S.  C.  343,  66 

6.  E.  409,  as  to  actions  local  to  county 
■where  cause  of  action  arose,  venue  may 
be  waived.  Tenn. —  Nashville  v.  Webb, 
114  Tenn.  432,  85  S.  W.  404. 

See  supra,  I,  H;  I,  I,  1. 

37.  See  the  codes  and  statutes  and 
the  following:  V.  S. —  Scott  v.  Hoover, 
99  Eed.  247.  Cal.  — Miller  u.  Madera 
Canal  &  Irr.  Co.,  155  Cal.  59,  99  Pac. 
502,  22  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  391;  Herd  v. 
Tuohy,  133  Cal.  55,  65  Pac.  139;  Cook 
V.  Peudergast,  61  Cal.  72.  la.  —  Dreutt 
V.  Hanson,  71  Iowa  514,  32  N.  W.  482; 
Leach  v.  Kohn,  36  Iowa  144.  Minn. 
Gill  V.  Bradley,  21  Minn.  15.  Mont. 
State  ex  rel.  Schatz  v.  District  Court, 
40  Mont.  173,  105  Pac.  554.  N.  Y. 
Bangs  V.  Selden,  13  How.  Pr.  374.  N.  C. 
Shaver  v.  Huntley,  107  N.  C.  623,  12 
S.  E.  316.  N.  D.  — McCarty  v.  Thorn- 
ton, 38  N.  D.  551,  165  N.  "W.  499.  P.  I. 
Manila  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Attorney  General, 
20  Phil.  Isl.  523,  537.  Utah.  —  Baker 
Lumb.  Co.  V.  A.  A.  Clark  Co.,  178  Pae. 
764;  Emerson-Brantingham  Imp.  Co,  v. 
Giles,  174  Pae.  181. 

But  see  Trapier  v.  Waldo,  16  S.  C. 
276.  See  the  title,  "Change  of 
Venue."  ^ 

[a]  This  statute  does  not  apply  to 
cases  respecting  lands  within  a  con- 
stitutional provision  requiring  them  to 
he  "commenced"  in  the  county  where 
the  land  lies.  Fritts  v.  Camp,  94  Cal. 
393,  29  Pac.  867.  See  also  Orcutt  v. 
Hanson,  71  Iowa  514,  517,  32  N.  W. 
482. 

38.  Carlisle  v.  Cowan,  85  Tenn.  165, 
2  e.  W.  26. 

39.  Pa.  — Fennell  v.  Guffey,  155  Pa. 
38,  25  Atl.  785.  Tex.  — De  La  Vega  v. 
League,  64  Tex.  206.  Utah.  —  Gibbs  v. 
Gibbs,  26  Utah  382,  73  Pac  641,  over- 
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ruling  Konold  v.  Eio   Grande   W.  Ey, 
Co.,  16  Utah  151,  51   Pac.   256. 

40.  E.  O.  Painter  Fertilizer  Co.  v. 
Du  Pont,  54  Fla.  288,  45  So.  607.  See 
the  title   "Change  of  Venue." 

41.  Ala.  — Wolff  V.  McGaugh,  175 
Ala.  299,  57  So.  754;  Branch  Bank  v. 
Eutlidge,  13  Ala.  196.  Fla.  — E.  O. 
Painter  Fertilizier  Co.  v.  Du  Pont,  54 
Fla.  288,  45  So.  507.  Ind.  —  McCauley 
V.  Murdock,  97  Ind.  229.  N.  Y.  —  West 
Point  Iron  Co.  v.  Eeymert,  45  N.  Y. 
703.'  N.  C.  —  Devereux  -p.  Devereux, 
81  N.  C.  12.  Utah.  — White  ».  Eio 
Grande  W.  Ey.  Co.,  26  Utah,  346,  71 
Pae.  593. 

[a]  By  a  failure  to  appear  and 
plead  at  aU,  the  privilege  is  waived. 
Baker  &  Holmes  Co.  v.  Indian  Eiver 
State  Bank,  61  Fla.  106,  112,  55  So. 
836;  Curtis  v.  Howard,  33  Fla.  251,  14 
So.  812. 

[b]  Pleas  to  the  jurisdiction  are  as 
necessary  in  local  as  in  transitory  ac- 
tions.  Chouteau  v.  Allen,  70  Mo.  290. 

42.  See  supra,  I,  I,  3. 

43.  E.  O.  Painter  Fertilizer  Co.  v. 
Du  Pont,  54  Fla.  288,  45  So.  507;  HUls- 
man  v.  Cline  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  145  S. 
W.  726;  Weekes  v.  Sunset  Brick  etc. 
Co.,  22  Tex.  Civ.  App.  556,  56  S.  W. 
243. 

[a]  The  failure  to  caU  the  plea  to 
the  attention  of  the  court  during  the 
term  at  which  it  was  filed,  and  agree- 
ing to  a  continuance  is  a  waiver  of  the 
plea.  Lupton  v.  Willmann  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  154  S.  W.  26L 

[b]  The  failure  to  appear  and  pre- 
sent facts  supporting  the  plea  (1)  is  an 
abandonment  of  it.  Hillsman  v.  Cline 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  145  8.  W.  726.  (2) 
But  a  failure  to  appear  at  the  time  a 
ruling  is  had  on  a  motion  for  change 
of  venue  is  not  a  waiver  thereof.  State 
ex  rel.  Stockman  v.  Superior  Court,  15 
Wash.  366,  46  Pac.  395. 
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objection  may  he  waived  by  an  appearance/*  or  by  filing  a  demurrer 
without  raising  the  objection,*"  or  by  a  general  appearance  and  plea 
to  the  merits.**  But  the  privilege  is  not  waived  by  filing  with  a  motion 
for  change  of  venue  or  plea  of  privilege,*'  or  subsequently  thereto,*'  a 
demurrer  or  answer  which  expressly  states  it  is  made  subject  to  such 
motion  or  plea.  And  where  the  defendant  can  plead  as  many  defenses 
as  he  may  have,  the  defect  may  be  set  up  in  the  answer  with  other  de- 
fenses without  waiving  it.*'  The  filing  of  a  cross-action  seeking  affirma- 
tive relief  constitutes  a  waiver  of  a  plea  of  privilege,  however."  The 
defendant  does  not  waive  his  plea  of  privilege  by  a  continuance,*^  or 
by  a  removal  of  the  cause  by  certiorari.**  And  a  stipulation  not  relat- 


[e]    By  obtaiBing  time  to  plead,  a 

motion  for  change  of  venue  is  not 
waived.  Donisthorpe  v.  Lutz  155  Iowa 
379,  136  N.  W.  233. 

[d]  After  the  plea  has  heea  over- 
nilei  (1)  the  filing  of  pleas  in  the 
nature  of  counterclaims  etc.,  does  nqt 
constitute  a  waiver  of  the  privilege. 
Griffith  V.  Gohlman,  Lester  &  Co.  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  200  S.  W.  233.  To  same  ef- 
fect Queck-Berner  v.  Spann,  161  N.  Y. 
Supp.  255.  (2)  But  see  Asher  v.  Cor- 
nett  (Ky.)  113  S.  "W.  131,  hy  prosecut- 
ing an  appeal  after  overruling  a 
motion  to  set  aside  a  default  judg- 
ment on  this  ground. 

[e]  By  voluntarily  appearing  and 
going  to  trial  without  objection  after 
the  granting  of  the  application  for  a 
clangs  of  venue,  the  court  is  reinvested 
with-  jurisdiction.  Phoenix  Indem.  Co. 
V.  Greger,  39  Colo.  193,  88  Pae.  1066. 

44.  See  2  Standaed  Peoc.  542. 

45.  The  Texas  &  Pac.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Cox,  145  U.  S.  593,  12  Sup.  Ct.  905,  36 
L.  ed.  829;  Scott  v.  Hoover,  99  Fed. 
247;  Cook  V.  Pendergast,  61  Cal.  72. 

46.  XJ„  S. — Southern  Pac.  Co.  v. 
Denton,  146  U.  S.  202,  13  Sup.  Ct.  44, 
36  L.  ed.  942;  Southern  Express  Co.  v. 
Todd,  56  Fed.  104,  5  C.  C.  A.  432.  Axiz. 
Big  4  Advertising  Co.  v.  Clingan,  15 
Ariz.  34,  135  Pae.  713.  Colo.  — Kirby 
V.  Union  Pac.  Ey.  Co.,  51  Colo.  509,  119 
Pac.  1042,  Ann.  Cas.  1913B,  461;  Ohio 
Colorado  Min.  &  Mill.  Co.  v.  Wiley,  18 
Colo.  App.  311,  71  Pac.  1001;  Smith  v. 
Morrill,  12  Colo.  App.  233,  65  Pac.  824. 
G*.  — Pope  V.  State,  124  Ga.  801,  53  S. 
E.  384,  110  Am.  St.  Eep.  197,  4  Ann. 
Cas.  551.  Ky.  —  GUlen  v.  Illinoia  Cent. 
Ey.  Co.,  137  Ky.  375,  125  S.  W.  1047; 
Norton's  Admr.  v.  Marksberry,  9  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  424,  5  S.  W.  482.  Mo.  — Chou- 
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teau  V.  Allen,  70  Mo.  290;  Eippstein  v. 
St.  Louis  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  57  Mo. 
86.  N.  H.  —  Bishop  v.  Silver  Lake  Min. 
Co.,  62  N.  H.  455.  Okla.  — Burke  v. 
Malaby,  14  Okla.  650,  78  Pac.  105.  Pa. 
Fennell  v.  GufiEey,  155  Pa.  38,  25  Atl. 
785.  S.  C.  —  Jenkins  v.  Atlantic  Coast 
Line  E.  Co.,  84  S.  0.  343,  66  S.  E.  409. 
Tex.  —  Watson  v.  Baker,  67  Tex.  48,  2 
S.  W.  375.  Utah.  —  Gibbs  v.  Gibbs,  28 
Utah  382,  73  Pae.  641. 

But  see  E.  O.  Painter  Fertilizer  Co. 
V.  Du  Pont,  54  Fla.  288,  291,  45  So.  507. 

In  divorce  actions,  there  is  a  con- 
flict of  authority,  see  7  Standard  Peoc. 
748. 

47.  Price  v.  Lucky  Four  Gold  Min. 
Co.,  56  Colo.  163,  136  Pac.  102L 

48.  Hickman  v.  Swain,  106  Tex.  431, 
167  S.  W.  209;  Pryor  v.  Jolly,  91  Tex. 
86,  40  S.  W.  959  (demurrer);  Freeman 
V.  Bank  of  Garvin  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
145  S.  W.  685.  But  compare  Carlisle  v. 
Frost-Llewellyn  Lumb.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  196  S.  W.  733. 

49.  Mo.  —  Peak  v.  International 
Harv.  Co.,  194  Mo.  App.  128,  186  S.  W. 
574.  Neb.  —  Baker  v.  Union  Stock 
Taras  Nat.  Bank,  63  Neb.  801,  89  N. 
W.  269,  93  Am.  St.  Eep.  484.  K  T. 
Heenan  v.  New  York,  W.  S.  &  B.  Ey. 
Co.,  34  Hun  602,  6  Civ.  Proc.  348,  352. 

See  also  E.  O.  Painter  Fertilizer  Co. 
V.  Du  Pont,  64  Fla.  288,  293,  45  So.  507. 

50.  F.  T.  Eamsey  A?  Son  v.  Cook 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  151  S.  W.  346;  Thorn- 
dale  Merc.  Co.  v.  Evens  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  146  S.  W.  1053;  Kolp  v.  Shrad- 
er  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  131  S.  W.  860. 

51.  Bergstrom  v.  Brunt  (Tex.  Cir. 
App.),  24  S.  W.  1098. 

52.  Burnett  v.  Lambach  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  39  S.  "W.  1015. 

Vol,  SXV 


914 


VJENrjE 


ing  to  venue  is  not  an  implied  waiver  of  the  privilege  to  be  sued  in  the 
proper  county.*' 

J.  Effect  of  Amendments  and  Subsequent  Proceedings.  —  In  an 
action  properly  brought  as  to  venue,  an  amendment  is  not  permissible 
which,  by  adding  a  cause  of  action  or  seeking  different  relief,  would 
compel  defendant  to  litigate  some  matters  in  a  venue  other  than  that 
provided  by  law,'*  though  there  is  authority  to  the  contrary .''  So  in 
an  action  begun  by  attachment,  which  can  only  be  brought  where  the 
property  is  found,  the  abatement  or  dismissal  of  the  attachment  de- 
prives the  court  of  jurisdiction  if  it  appears  the  defendant  does  not 
reside  there.'* 

The  dismissal  of  the  action  as  to  the  resident  defendant  does  not 
entitle  the  other  defendants  to  a  change  of  venue,  if  the  joinder  was 
made  in  good  faith  and  if  a  cause  of  action  was  stated  against  the  resi- 
dent defendant,"  but  there  is  authority  to  the  contrary."*  And  so  also, 
if  the  joinder  of  the  resident  defendant  is  not  fraudulent,  a  failure  to 
recover  a  judgment  against  him  does  not,  it  has  been  held,  prevent  a 
recovery  against  the  nonresident,"  though  some  authorities  are  to  the 


53.  E.  O.  Painter  Tertilizer  Co.  v. 
Du  Pont,  54:  Fla.  288,  45  So.  507. 

51.  Jones,  McDowell  &  Co.  v.  Pletch- 
er,  42  Ark.  422,  438. 

[a]  A  complaint  on  a  local  cause  of 
action,  filed  in  the  county  where  the 
land  is  situated,  cannot  be  amended  by 
adding  or  substituting  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion triable  in  the  county  of  the  de- 
fendant'js  residence,  for  it  will  be  pre- 
sumed the  statement  of  the  original 
cause  of  action  was  made  wrongfully 
to  procure  service  of  a  summons  upon 
the  defendant  in  a  county  other  than 
that  in  which  he  resides.  Neal  v.  Rey- 
nolds, 38  Kan.  432,  16  Pac.  785. 

55.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  In  Texas,  where  a  suit  is  prop- 
erly brought  in  a  county  other  than 
that  of  the  defendant's  residence,  the 
right  to  make  amendments  is  deter- 
mined in  the  absence  of  fraud  by  the 
laws  as  to  amendments  rather  than  as 
a  question  of  privilege  where  such  mat- 
ters shall  be  tried.  Kendall  v.  Hack- 
worth,  66  Tex.  499,  18  S.  W.  104. 

[b]  The  loss  or  abandonment  of  the 
lien  by  the  change  of  the  form  of  the 
action  does  not  divest  the  court  of 
jurisdiction  in  an  action  originally 
brought  to  enforce  a  lien  in  the  county 
where  the  land  was  situated.  Ogburn- 
Dalchau  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Taylor,  59  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  442,  126  S.  W.  48. 

56.  Brackett  v.  Brackett,  61  Mo.  221. 

57.  Cal.  —  Eemington   S.   M.   Co.  v. 
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Cole,  62  Cal.  311,  318.  Mass.  — Mer- 
chants' Ins.  Co.  V.  Abbott,  131  Mass. 
397.  Miss.  —  Christian  v.  O'Neal,  46 
Miss.  669;  Bead  v.  Eenaud,  6  Smed.  & 
M.  79.  Mo.  —  January  v.  Eice,  33  Mo. 
409. 

[a]  The  court  has  juiisdiction  of 
the  nonresident  so  long  as  the  resident 
defendant  is  a  party.  And  the  juris- 
diction is  not  interrupted  by  the  re- 
sults of  the  proceedings  as  to  the  other 
parties.   January  v.  Eice,  33  Mo.  409. 

58.  Kan.  —  Hembrow  v.  Winsor,  94 
Kan.  1,  145  Pac.  837.  Neb.  — Cobbey 
V.  Wright,  23  Neb.  250,  36  N.  W.  505. 
S.  0.  — Tate  v.  Blakely,  3  Hill  297. 

[a]  Reason.  —  After  the  dismissal 
as  to  the  resident  the  conditions  which 
made  the  service  in  another  county 
no  longer  exists  and  the  effect  of  the 
service  ceased  to  operate.  Therefore  by 
the  voluntary  dismissal  the  court  loses 
jurisdiction  of  the  nonresident  defend- 
ant. Cobbey  v.  Wright,  23  Neb.  250,  36 
N.  W.  505. 

[b]  But  if  the  nonresident  appears 
in  court  and  answers  to  the  merits 
after  the  dismissal  as  to  the  resident 
defendant,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
continues  by  virtue  of  the  appearance. 
Cobbey  v.  Wright,  23  Neb.  250,  36  N. 
W.  605. 

59.  Berghoflf  v.  McDonald,  87  Ind. 
549;  Toland  v.  Sutherlin,  49  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  538,  110  S.  W.  487. 

[a]     "It  is  the  good-faith  allegation 


VENUE 


915 


contrary.^"  Some  statutes  provide  in  either  of  the  above  cases,  that  the 
action  may  be  dismissed  on  motion,'^  or  that  no  judgment  shall  be  ren- 
dered against  any  defendant,'*  unless  he  appears  and  defends  the  ac- 
tion."' 

II.  VENUE  IN  CRIMINAL  ACTIONS.  — A.  In  General.'*  —  It  is 
a  general  rule  that  criminal  offenses  must  be  prosecuted  in  the  county 
in  which  they  were  committed.**  By  virtue  of  this  rule,  the  issuance 


of  a  cause  of  action  against  the  resi- 
dent defendant  which  authorizes  the 
joinder  of  the  nonresident  defendant, 
and  not  the  successful  supporting  of 
those  allegations  upon  final  trial."  To- 
land  17.  Sutherlin,  49  Tex.  Civ.  App.  538, 
110  S.  W.  487,  489. 

[b]  The  sustaining  of  a  plea  of  the 
statute  of  limitations  as  to  the  resident 
defendant  does  not  prevent  a  recovery 
against  the  nonresident.  Hawkins  v. 
Brown,  79  Kan.  284,  97  Pac.  479,  483 
(reviewing  and  limiting  the  early  Kan- 
sas cases.  This,  however,  "was  not  a 
case  where  it  was  obvious  that  the 
plaintiff  had  no  right  to  recover  against 
Hawkins  [the  resident  defendant]  so 
that  it  might  be  charged  that  his  join- 
der was  merely  a  ruse  to  obtain  juris- 
diction over  his  codefendants."); 
Strait  Bros.  v.  Chancy  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  209  S.  W.  219. 

60.  Hamilton  v.  Du  Pre,  111  Ga.  819, 
35  S.  E.  684;  Dunn  v.  Hazlett,  4  Ohio 
St.  435. 

[a]  A  cause  of  action  against  the 
resident  defendant  must  be  inroved  as 
well  as  alleged.  Dunn  v.  Hazlett,  4 
Ohio  St.  435. 

61.  Constantine  v.  Rowland  (Iowa), 
124  N.  W.  189;  Woodling  v.  Mitchell, 
127  Iowa  262,  103  N.  W.  115. 

[a]  The  movant  must  show  he  is  a 
nonresident  defendant.  Constantine  v, 
Eowland,  147  Iowa  142,  124  N.  W.  189. 

62.  Ark.  —  Seelbinder  v.  Wither- 
spoon,  124  Ark.  331,  187  S.  W.  325; 
Wernimont  v.  State,  101  Ark.  210,  142 
S.  W.  194,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  1156; 
Stiewel  v.  Borman,  63  Ark.  30,  37  S.  W. 
404.  111.  —  Williams  v.  Morris,  237  111. 
254,  86  N.  E.  729;  Lehigh  Valley 
Transp.  Co.  v.  Post  Sugar  Co.,  228  111. 
121,  132,  81  N.  E.  819;  Keith  v.  Ed- 
69  HI.  App.  215.  Ky.  — Second  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Prichard,  172  Ky.  190,  189  S. 
W.  14;  Munday  V.  Gott,  146  Ky.  177, 
142  S.  W.  238. 

[a]  A  judgment  In  violation  of  the 
statute  is  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction. ) 


Second  Nat.  Bank  v.  Prichard,  172  Ky. 
190,  189  S.  W.  14. 

63.  Stiewel  v.  Borman,  63  Ark.  30, 
37  S.  W.  404;  Williams  v.  Morris,  237 
111.  254,  86  N.  E.  729;  Lehigh  Valley 
Transp.  Co.  v.  Post  Sugar  Co.,  228  111. 
121,  132,  91  N.  E.  819;  Keith  v.  Ed- 
wards, 42  111.  App.  250. 

64.  Territorial  jurisdiction  over 
crimes,  see  17  Standard  Pboc.  785. 

65.  U.  S.  —  In  re  Kelly,  46  Fed.  653. 
Oal.  —  People  v.  Meseros,  16  Cal.  App. 
277,  116  Pac.  679.  Fla.  —  McKinnie  v. 
State,  44  Fla.  143,  32  So.  786.  Ga. 
Pope  V.  State,  124  Ga.  801,  810,  53  S. 
E.  384,  387,  110  Am.  St.  Eep.  197,  4 
Ann.  Cas.  551;  Tarver  v.  State,  123  Ga. 
494,  51  S.  E.  501.  Bl.  — Watt  v.  Peo- 
ple, 126  111.  9,  18  N.  E.  340,  1  L.  R.  A. 
403.  Kan.  —  State  v.  Bunker,  38  Kan. 
737,  17  Pac.  651;  State  v.  Hinkle,  27 
Kan.  308.  La. — State  v.  Lieber,  143' 
La.  158,  78  So.  431;  State  -v.  Malone, 
133  La.  56,  62  So.  350.  Mass.  — Com. 
V.  Hersey,  144  Mass.  297,  11  N.  E.  116; 
Com.  V.  Tarmenter,  5  Pick.  279.  IVIinn. 
See  Little  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O. 
By.  Co.,  65  Minn.  48,  67  N.  W.  846,  60 
Am.  iSt.  Eep.  421,  33  L.  E.  A.  423,  per 
Buck  J.  Mo.  —  State  v.  Howard,  264 
Mo.  386, 175  S.  W.  58;  State  v.  Anderson, 
191  Mo.  134,  90  S.  W.  95;  State  v. 
Hatch,  91  Mo.  568,  4  S.  W.  502;  Gower 
V.  Agee,  128  Mo.  App.  427,  107  S.  W. 
999.  Nev. — State  v.  Pray,  30  Nev. 
206,  94  Pac.  218.  N.  H.  — State  v. 
Forbes,  75  N.  H.  306,  73  Atl.  929,  Ann. 
Cas.  1912A,  302;  State  v.  Moore,  26 
N.  H.  448,  455,  59  Am.  Dec.  354.  Ohio. 
State  V.  Dangler,  74  Ohio  St.  49,  77  N. 
E.  271.  OMa.  — Ford  v.  State,  13 
Okla.  Crim.  612,  166  Pac.  75.  Tenn. 
Finney  v.  iState,  3  Head  544.  Tex. 
McKinney  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.),  68 
S.  W.  176;  Moore  v.  State,  37  Tex. 
Crim.  652,  40  S.  W.  287  (except  as 
otherwise  provided);  Gage  v.  State,  22 
Tex.  App.  123,  2  S.  W.  638.  Vt.— Niles 
17.  Howe,  57  Vt.  388;  State  ».  Hoffman, 
46  Vt.  176.  Va.  — Anderson  v.  Com., 
100   Va.    860,    42  S.   E.    865.      Wash. 
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of  the  warrant  of  arrest,"*  the  preliminary  examination,"  the  finding, 
of  the  indictment,^^  and  the  trial,"  unless  the  venue  is  changed,'"  being 
parts  and  stages  of  the  prosecution,  must  be  had  and  done  in  the  county 
in  which  the  offense  was  committed  or  is  triable."  This  is  a  right  usu- 
ally guaranteed  by  the  constitutions  of  the  various  states,  some  of  which 
provide  that  an  accused  has  a  right  to  a  trial  by  jury  of  the  county  or 
of  the  county  or  district  in  which  the  crime  shall  have  been  commit- 
ted." Some  constitutions  are  such  that  the  legislature  is  given  power 
to  provide  for  the  prosecution  of  an  offense  in  another  county.''^ 

The  residence  of  the  defendant  is  immaterial  as  bearing  on  the  question 
of  venue  in  criminal  cases.'* 

The  venue  is  always  a  matter  of  substance  in  criminal  trials.^" 


State  V.  Sohomber,  23  Wash.  573,  63 
Pae.  221.  W.  Va. —  State  v.  McAllister, 
65  W.  Va.  97,  63  S.  E.  758,.  I3I  Am.  St. 
Eep.  955.  Wis.  —  Dix  v.  State,  89  Wis. 
250,  61  N.  W.  760.  Eng.  — Eafael  v. 
Verelst,  2  W.  Bl.  1055,  96  Eng.  Reprint 
621. 

[a]  Statute  Is  Ohligatory. — ^  Moore 
V.  State,  37  Tex.  Grim.  552,  40  S.  W. 
287. 

66.  In  re  Kelly,  46  Eed.  653.  See 
the  title,  "Warrants." 

67.  In  re  Kelly,  46  Ted.  653.  See 
21  Standabd  Peoc.  505. 

68.  King  V.  Burdett,  4  Barn.  &  Aid. 
95,  157,  6  E.  0.  L.  404,  106  Eng.  Re- 
print 873;  4  Bl.  Com.  p.  302. 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  grand  jury  is 
confined  to  crimes  committed  or  triable 
in  the  county.  See  10  Standaced  Peoc. 
655;  12  Standard  Peoc.   88. 

69.  In  re  Kelly,  46  Ted.  653,  659. 

70.  See  the  title,  "Change  of 
Venue." 

71.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  The  word  "triable,"  found  in  a 
statute  authorizing  the  magistrate  to 
issue  a  warrant  where  the  offense  is 
committed  or  is  triable,  is  used  to  meet 
the  case  of  offenses  committed  partly 
in  one  county  and  partly  in  another, 
and  triable  in  either.  In  re  Kelly,  46 
Ted.  653. 

72.  See  the  constitutions  and  Ark. 
Dongan  v.  State,  30  Ark.  41.  Cal. — See 
Ex  parte  McDonald,  20  Cal.  App.  641, 
129  Pac.  957.  Fla.  — O 'Berry  i>.  State, 
47  Fla.  75,  36  So.  440.  Mo.— State  v. 
Anderson,  191  Mo.  134,  90  S.  W.  95; 
State  V.  Hatch,  91  Mo.  568,  4  ,S.  W. 
502.  N.  M.  — State  «.  Holloway,  146 
Pac.  1066.  S.  J>.  —  In  re  Nelson,  19 
S.  D.  214,  102  N.  W.  885. 

See  16  Standard  Peoc.  849. 
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[a]  The  right  secured  Is  not  a  right 
to  be  tried  in  the  district  where  the 
accused  resides  or  even  where  he  was 
personally  present  at  the  time  of  the 
commission  of  the  crime.  In  re  Pal- 
liser,  136  U.  S.  257,  10  Sup.  Ct.  1034, 
34  L.  ed.  514,  followed  in  Burton  v. 
United  States,  202  U.  S.  344,  387,  26 
Sup.  Ct.  688,  60  L.  ed.  1057. 

[b]  "The  word  'district'  like  the 
word  'county'  is  here  used  in  a  restric- 
tive sense  and  is  intended  to  designate 
the  precise  portion  of  territory  or  divi- 
sion of  the  state  over  which  a  court  at 
any  particular  sitting  may  exercise 
power  in  criminal  matters."  State  v. 
Bunker,  38  Kan.  737,  17  Pac.  651.  See 
also.  Neb. — State  v.  Crinklaw,  40  Neb. 
759,  59  N.  W.  370.  N.  M.  — State  v. 
Balles,  24  N.  M.  16,  172  Pac.  196.  Ohio. 
State  V.  McCarty,  52  Ohio  St.  363,  39 
N.  E.  1041,  27  L.  R.  A.  534. 

73.  Cal.— 'Ex  parte  McDonald,  20 
Cal.  App.  641,  129  Pac.  957.  Compare, 
People  V.  Powell,  87  Cal.  348,  25  Pac. 
481,  11  L.  E.  A.  75.  Pla.  — State  ex 
rel.  Swearingen  v.  Bulloek,  79  So.  337. 
111.  —  Watt  V.  People,  126  111.  9,  18  N. 
E.  340,  1  L.  R.  A.  403.  N.  0.  — State 
V.  Lewis,  142  N.  C.  626,  55  S.  E.  600, 
7  L.  R.  A.   (N.  S.)   669. 

Power  of  legislature  to  provide  for 
indictment  in  a  county  or  district 
other  than  that  where  crime  was  com- 
mitted, see  note  in  7  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
669. 

74.  Ga.  —  Tarver  .V.  State,  123  Ga. 
494,  51  S.  E.  501.  Mass.  — Com.  v. 
Hersey,  144  Mass.  297,  11  N.  E.  116. 
Vt.  — Sfate  V.  Hoffman,  46  Vt.  176. 

75.  Stout  V.  State,  76  Md.  317,  25 
Atl.  299;  State  v.  Moore,  26  N.  H.  448, 
59  Am.  Dec.  354.  See  generally  the 
title  "Variance  and  Failure  of  Proof. 'i 
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Waiver.—  The  objection  to  the  local  jurisdiction  of  the  court  in  crim- 
inal actions  may  be  waived.'® 

B.  Exceptions  to  Generaij  Rxjle.  —  There  are  certain  statutory  ex- 
ceptions to  the  general  rule  as  to  local  venue  of  criminal  prosecutions," 
some  of  which  are  based  upon  early  English  statutes,  which  constitute 
a  part  of  our  common  law.''^  Statutes  sometimes  provide  that  the  juris- 
diction of  certain  offenses  shall  be  in  any  county  of  the  state,"  or  in 
the  county  in  which  the  defendant  is  apprehended  as  well  as  in  the 
county  where  the  offense  is  committed.*" 

Under  certam  conditions  the  state  has  an  election  as  to  the  county  in 
which  a  defendant  may  be  prosecuted,*^  but  it  cannot  prosecute  him  in 
both  counties.*^  Where  an  offense  may  properly  be  prosecuted  in  either 
of  several  counties,  the  courts  of  the  county  first  obtaining  jurisdiction 
of  the  person  of  the  defendant  have  jurisdiction  to  the  exclusion  of  all 
others.*' 

Violation  of  Ordinances.  —  The  right  to  be  prosecuted  in  the  county 
where  the  offense  was  committed  does  not  apply  to  prosecutions  to  re- 
cover penalties  for  violations  of  city  ordinances,  where  these  proceed- 
ings are  regarded  as  civil  in  their  nature.**  And  some  statutes  author- 
ize prosecutions  by  municipalities  for  a  violation  of  a  city  ordinance 
committed  beyond  the  corporate  limits  of  the  city.** 


76.  Kan.  —  In  re  Mote,  98  Kan.  804, 
160  Pae.  223  (holding  that  after  a  plea 
of  guUty  the  accused  could  not  in  a 
habeas  corpus  proceeding,  question  the 
constitutionality  of  the  statute  fixing 
the  venue  of  bigamy  in  the  county 
where  accused  was  apprehended) ;  State 
V.  Potter,  16  Kan.  80.  Neb.  —  Kenni-' 
son  V.  State,  83  Neb.  391,  119  N.  W. 
768.  S.  C  — State  v.  Browning,  70  S. 
C.  466,  50  S.  E.  185. 

See  16  Standard  Peoc.  849,  note  23. 

77.  State  v.  Lewis,  142   N.  C.   626, 

55  S.  E.  600,  7  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  669; 
Bckermann  v.  State,  57  Tex.  Crim.  287, 
123  S.  W.  424  (rape);     Dies  v.  State, 

56  Tex.  Crim.  32,  117  S.  W.  979; 
Mischer  v.  State,  41  Tex.  Crim.  212,  53 
e.  W.  627,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  780,  rape. 

[a]  In  England,  there  are  eighteen 
exceptions  by  statute  to  the  rule  re- 
quiring an  indictment  to  be  found  by 
a  grand  jury  of  the  county.  State  v. 
Lewis,  142  N.  C.  626,  55  S.  E.  600,  7 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  669,  quoting  1  Stephen 
History  Crim.  Law  277. 

[b]  The  clause  "except  when 
otherntiSia  provided"  occurring  >in  a 
statute  prescribing  venue  of  offenses 
refers  to  other  provisions  by  statute 
and  does  not  refer  to  rules  of  the  com- 
mon law.  State  v.  Meehan,  62  Conn. 
126,  25  Atl.  476. 


78.  See  infra,  11,  M,  6. 

79.  See  the  statutes  and  the  title 
"Treason." 

80.  Cal. — Ex  parte  McDonald,  20 
Cal.  App.  641,  129  Pac.  957,  bigamy 
and  incest.  Kan.  ^  In  re  Mote,  98 
Kan.  804,  160  Pac.  223,  bigamy.  Me. 
State  V.  Sweetsir,  53  Me.  438,  poly- 
gamy. 

But  see  Walls  v:  State,  32  Ark.  565; 
State  V.  Smiley,  98  Mo.  605,  12  S.  W. 
247. 

[a]  The  Statutp  Is  Permissive. 
State  V.  Sweetsir,  53  Me.  438. 

81.  See  infra,  this  section. 

82.  Coleman  v.  State,  83  Miss.  290, 
35  So.  937,  64  L.  E.  A.  807. 

83.  Ky.  —  Com.  V.  Jones,  118  Ky. 
889,  82  8.  W.  643.  Miss.  —  Coleman  v. 
State,  83  Miss.  290,  299,  35  So.  937,  64 
L.  E.  A.  807.  Tex.  —  Pearce  v.  State, 
50  Tex.  Crim.  507,  98  S.  W.  861;  JEx 
parte  Davis,  48  Tex.  Crim.  644,  89  S. 
"W.  978,  122  Am.  St.  Eep.  775. 

84.  Gower  v.  Agee,  128  Mo.  App. 
427,  435,  107  S.  W.  999. 

Whether  proceedings  for  penalties 
for  violating  ordinances  are  civil  or 
criminal,  see  20  Standard  Peoc.  213. 

85.  Chicago  Packing  &  Prov.  Co.  v. 
C?hieago,  88  BI.  221,  30  Am.  Eep.  545; 
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C.  Where  the  Crime  Is  Deemed  Committed.  —  Where  the  crime 
covers  only  the  conscious  act  of  the  wrongdoer,  regardless  of  its  conse- 
quences, the  crime  takes  place  only  where  he  acts.^°  But  where  the 
crime  depends  upon  the  consequences,  the  crime  takes  place  where  the 
acts  take  effect  or  are  consummated,*'  although  in  homicide  cases,  the 
crime  is  frequently  held  to  take  place  where  the  blow  is  given.**  If  the 
offense  consists  of  an  act  of  omission,  jurisdiction  is  where  the  act  should 
have  been  done.*^  The  personal  presence  of  the  party  at  the  place  of 
commission  of  the  offense  is  not  an  element  in  the  locality  of  the 
crime.^"  Some  offenses  are  regarded  as  continuing  and  may  be  pun- 
ished in  every  county  in  which  the  offense  is  deemed  to  have  been  com- 
mitted.»i 

D.  Offense  Commenced  Without  and  Consummated  Within  the 
State.^^  —  Some  statutes  provide  where  an  offense  commenced  without 
the  state  is  consummated  within  the  state  through  an  innocent  or  guilty 
agent,  or  any  other  means  proceeding  directly  from  himself,  the  juris- 
diction is  in  the  county  in  which  the  offense  is  consummated  ;^*  or  pro- 


Gower  v.  Agee,  128  Mo.  App.  427,  107 
S.  W.  999. 

[a]  Although  the  offense  is  com- 
mitted in  a  county  other  than  that  in 
which  the  village  is  incorporated,  the 
municipal  court  has  jurisdiction  if  it  is 
committed  within  the  legislative  juris- 
diction of  the  village.  Gower  v.  Agee, 
128  Mo.  App.  427,  107  S.  W.  999. 

86.  U.  S.  —  Daeche  v.  United  States, 
250  Fed.  566,  162  C.  C.  A.  582.  Ind. 
State  V.  Yocum,  182  Ind.  478,  106  N. 
E.  705.  Miss.  —  King  v.  State,  83  Miss. 
375,  35  So.  691.  Ohio.  —  State  v.  Dang- 
ler, 74  Ohio  St.  49,  77  N.  E.  271.  Tex. 
See  Powell  v.  State,  51  Tex.  Grim.  342, 
101  S.  W.  1006. 

[a]  "By  the  word  'Tenu«,'  we  mean 
the  county  in  which  the  criminal  acts 
are  alleged  to  have  occurred."  Jack- 
son V.  State   (Ind.},  121  N.  E.  114. 

87.  XT.  S.  —  Daeche  v.  United  States, 
25'0  Fed.  566,  162  C.  C.  A.  582.  Ga. 
Simpson  v.  State,  92  Ga.  41,  17  S.  E. 
984,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  75,  22  L.  E.  A. 
248.  Ohio.  —  American  Strawboard 
Co.  V.  State,  70  Ohio  St.  140,  71  N.  E. 
284;  Bobbins  v.  State,  8  Ohio  St.  131, 
166.  S.  D.  —  State  v.  Huston,  19  S.  D. 
644,  104  N.  W.  451,  117  Am.  St.  Bep, 
970,  9  Ann.  Gas.  381,  note. 

See  infra,  II,  M,  4. 

Compare,  infra,  II,  M,  13,  and  State 
V.  Peabody,  25  B.  I.  544,  56  Atl.  1028, 
holding  in  nonsupport  cases,  the  crime 
is  committed  in  the  place  where  the 
injury  is  done. 

[a]     "If    a  shot    be  fired    in    one 
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county,  or  poison  be  administered, 
which  becomes  fatal  in  another,  the 
venue  must  be  laid  in  the  latter."  1 
Chitt.  Cr.  Law.  191,  quot.  in  State  v. 
Moore,  26  N.  H.  448,  452,  59  Am.  Dec. 
354. 

A  principal  acting  through  an  in- 
nocent agent,  commits  a  crime  at  the 
place  where  the  crime  is  actually  com- 
mitted.    See  infra,  II,  I. 

88.  See  infra,  II,  M,  6. 

89.  State  v.  Yocum,  182  Ind.  478, 
106  N.  E.  705;  State  v.  Dangler,  74 
Ohio  St.  49,  77  N.  E.  271. 

90.  XT.  S.  —  Burton  v.  United  States, 
202  U.  S.  344,  26  Sup.  Ct.  688,  50  L. 
ed.  1057.  Ind.  —  State  v.  Yocum,  182 
Ind.  478,  106  N.  E.  705.  Ohio.  — Amer- 
ican Strawboard  Co.  v.  State,  70  Ohio 
St.   140,  148,   71  N.  E.  284. 

91.  See  infra,  II,  M,  7. 
Embezzlement,  see  8  Standabd  Pboc. 

212. 
Larceny,  see  18  Standaed  Peoc.  786. 

92.  Jurisdiction  in  abortion,  see  1 
Standard  Pkoc.  96. 

93.  Ex  parte  Hedley,  31  Cal.  108; 
Edge  V.  State,  117  Tenn.  405,  99  S.  W. 
1098.  But  see  State  v.  Moore,  26  N. 
H.  448,  59  Am.  Dec.  354,  an  accessory 
before  the  fact  in  another  state  can- 
npt  be  tried  in  the  county  where  the 
principal  offense  is  committed.  See 
1  Standard  Proc.   135. 

Jurisdiction  over  offenses  partly  com- 
mitted In  several  states,  see  17  Stand- 
ard Proc.  786. 

[a]    In  order  that  the  crime  may  be 


VENUE 


919 


vide  that  prosecutions  for  offenses  committed  wholly  or  partly  without 
the  state  and  punishable  within  it,  may  be  had  in  any  county  in  which 
the  offender  is  found.'* 

B.  Offenses  Commenced  Within  and  Consummated  Without  the 
State.  —  When  an  offense  is  commenced  within  the  state  and  consum- 
mated without  the  state,  it  is  sometimes  provided  that  the  offender  is 
punishable  in  the  same  courts  as  if  the  offense  had  been  committed 
entirely  within  the  state,'^  or  in  the  county  where  the  offense  was  com- 
menced."° 

F.  Offenses  Committed  Partly  in  One  County  and  Partly  in 
Another.  —  At  common  law,  a  felony  committed  partly  in  one  county 
and  partly  in  another  could  not  be  tried  in  either  county,®^  it  has  been 
held  that  the  rule  is  the  same  in  misdemeanors,'*  although  there  is 
authority  to  the  contrary." 

This  defect  of  the  common  law  has  been  remedied  by  statutes  pro- 
viding generally  that  when  an  offense  is  committed  in  part  in  one 
county  and  in  part  in  another,  or  the  acts  or  effects  thereof  constitut- 
ing or  requisite  to  the  consummation  of  the  offense  occur  in  two  or 
more  counties,  the  jurisdiction  shall  be  in  either  county.^   Before  the 


"consummated"  within  the  state  with- 
in the  statute,  it  is  not  sufficient  mere- 
ly to  show  that  a  death  ensued  in  the 
state  from  a  ciiminal  act  performed  in 
another  state.  There  must  be  some 
further  intervention  in  this  state,  pro- 
ceeding directly  from  the  principal, 
through  an  innocent  or  guilty  agent, 
or  by  some  other  means.  Edge  v.  State, 
117   Tenn.  405,   99  S.    W.   1098. 

In  homicide  cases,  see  infra,  II,  M, 
6. 

94.  See  the  statutes  and  McKenzie 
V.  State,  32  Tex.  Crim.  568,  25  S.  W. 
426,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  795;  Williams  v. 
State,  27  Tex.  App.  258,  11  S.  W.  114. 

95.  People  v.  Botkin,  132  Oal.  231, 
64  Pac.  286,  84  Am.  St.  Eep.  39.. 

In  homicide,   see   infra,  II,  M,  6. 

96.  Wilcox  V.  Nolze,  34  Ohio  St. 
520;  Edge  v.  State,  117  Tenn.  405,  99 
S.  W.  1098. 

97.  See  the  following  eases:  N.  H. 
State  V.  Moore,  26  N.  H.  448,  59  Am. 
Dec.  354.  Tex.  —  Searcy  v.  State,  4 
Tex.  450;  Williams  v.  State,  27  Tex. 
App.  258,  11  S.  W.  114.  Eng.  — King 
V.  Burdett,  4  Barn.  &  Aid.  95,  172,  6 
E.  C.  L.  404,  106  Eng.  Reprint  873. 

[a]  The  reason  is  the  concurrence 
of  both  acts  being  necessary  to  con- 
stitute the  felony,  there  is  no  felony 
committed  in  either  county.  King  v. 
Burdett,  4  Barn.  &  Aid.  95,  171,  6  E. 
C.  L.  404,  106  Eng.  Reprint  873. 


Violation  of  pure  food  laws,  see  21 
Standabd  Proc.   973. 

98.  1  Chit.  Crim.  Law  196.  And  see 
People  V.  Rathbun,  21  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
509,  535,  540;  King  v.  Burdett,  4 
Barn.  &  Aid.  95,  6  E.  C.  L.  404,  106 
Eng.  Keprint   873. 

99.  1  Bishop  New  Crim.  Proc.  §  55. 

[a]  Mr.  Bishop  says  that  the  mis- 
take of  the  writers  asserting  the  op- 
posite doctrine  "arose  from  an  imper- 
fect apprehension  of  the  just  proposi- 
tion that  .  .  .  since  every  felony  in- 
cludes a  misprision  of  it,  which  is 
misdemeanor,  if  one  does  in  two  coun- 
ties what  altogether  amounts  to  a  fel- 
ony but  not  such  in  either,  he  may  in 
either  be  prosecuted  for  the  full  mis- 
prision. Tor  a  misprision  is  a  neglect 
to  prevent  a  felony  or  treason,  or  to 
disclose  it  after  its  commission;  so 
that  the  perpetrator  of  a  felony  com- 
pletes a  misprision  of  it  in  every 
county  in  which  he  does  any  part  of 
it,  or  omits  to  make  disclosure  of  what 
he  has  done."  1  Bishop  New  Crim. 
Proe.  §  55. 

1.  Ala.  —  Prestwood  v.  State,  87 
Ala.  147,  6  So.  392.  Cal.  — People  v. 
Miller,  122  Cal.  84,  93,  54  Pac.  523; 
People  V.  Grubb,  24  Cal.  App.  604,  141 
Pac.  1051.  ria.  —  Smith  v.  State,  42 
Pla.  605,  28  So.  758;  Connor  v.  State, 
29  Fla.  455,  484,  10  So.  891,  30  Am.  St. 
Eep.  126.     Ind.  — Hauk  v.  State,  148 
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statute  can  become  operative  in  a  given  case,  it  must  appear  either  that 
the  offense  is  divisible  and  each  part  is  unlawful  in  and  of  itself  and 
is  committed  at  a  different  time  and  plaee,^  or  that  the  offense  consists 
of  more  than  one  act,  each  of  which  or  the  effect  of  which  constitutes  an 
unlawful  element  of  the  offense.^  Offenses  which  are  single  and  indivis- 
ible and  which  do  not  consist  of  several  parts  are  not  embraced  by  the 
statute.*  Acts  preparatory  to  the  commission  but  not  elements  of  the 


Ind.  238,  46  N.  E.  127,  47  N.  E.  465. 
la. —  State  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.,  150 
Iowa  46,  129  N.  W.  336;  State  v.  Hen- 
gen,  106  Iowa  711,  77  N.  W.  453,  embez- 
zlement. Ky.  —  Com.  v.  Morton,  140 
Ky.  628,  131  S.  W.  506,  Ann.  Cas.  1912B, 
454;  Smith  v.  Southern  Ry.  Co.,  136 
Ky.  162,  123  S.  W.  678,  26  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  927;  Com.  v.  Parker,  108  Ky. 
673,  57  S.  W.  484.  Mont.  — State  v. 
Hudson,  13  Mont.  112,  32  Pae.  413,  19 
L.  E.  A.  775.  Nev.  —  State  v.  Pray,  30 
Nev.  206,  222,  94  Pao.  218.  N.  Y. 
People  V.  Crotty,  55  Hun  611,  9  N.  Y. 
Supp.  937.  Wash.  —  State  v.  Hoshor, 
26  Wash.  643,  67  Pac.  386,  embezzle- 
ment. Wis.  —  State  ex  rel.  Brown  v. 
Stewart,  60  Wis.  587,  19  N.  W.  429, 
50  Am.  Eep.  388. 

[a]  Crimes  of  such  a  nature  that 
they  may  be  partly  committed,  in  one 
county  and  partly  in  another,  or  con- 
tinuously in  several  counties,  may  be 
tried  in  either.  Com.  v,  Morton,  140 
Ky.  628,  131  S.  W.  506,  Ann.  Cas. 
1912B,  454. 

[b]  Jurisdiction  of  a  crime  exists 
Where  any  one  or  more  of  its  substan- 
tive and  material  parts  are  committed. 
Hauk  V.  State,  148  Ind.  238,  247,  46 
N.  E.  127,  47  N.  E.  465. 

[c]  Where,  in  pursuit  of  a  con- 
spiracy to  murder,  a  person,  is  seized 
in  one  county  and  taken  to  another  and 
killed,  the  venue  is  in  either  county. 
Archer  v.  State,  106  Ind.  426,  7  N.  E. 
225. 

In  forgery,  see  8  Standard  Proc. 
1140. 

Offense  is  committed  by  means  of 
communication  through  post  o£a.ce,  see 
21   Standard  Pkoc.  467. 

2.  State  V.  Graham,  23  Utah  278, 
64  Pae.  557. 

[a]  Unless  some  essential  part  of 
the  transaction  constituting  the  offense 
occurred  within  a  county,  venue  could 
not  be  laid  therein.  State  v.  Bailey, 
50  Ohio  St.  636,  36  N.  E.  233.  See  also 
State  V.  Hengen,  r06  Iowa  711,  77  N. 
W.  453. 
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3.  Ind.  —  Hauk  v.  State,  148  Ind. 
238,  46  N.  E.  127,  47  N.  E.  465;  Archer 
V.  State,  106  Ind.  426,  7  N.  E.  225. 
Ky.  — Tully  v.  Com.,  13  Bush  142. 
Mont.  —  State  v.  Hudson,  13  Mont.  112, 
32  Pac.  413,  19  L.  El  A.  775,  there  is 
no  offense  of  "uttering"  committed 
until  the  receipt  of  the  letter.  Ohio. 
See  State  v.  Bailey,  50  Ohio  St.  636, 
36  N.  B.  233.  Okla.  —  See  also  Eogers 
V.  State,  14  Okla.  Crim.  235,  170  Pac. 
269,  L.  E.  A.  1918E,  742.  Utah.—  State 
V.  Graham,  23  Utah  i278,  64  Pac.  557. 

[a]  It  is  not  every  act  required  to 
consummate  the  offense  that  falls  with- 
in the  meaning  of  the  statute.  The 
limitation  is  * '  the  acts  or  effects  there- 
of," which  clearly  means  that  there 
must  be  a  wrongful  act  done,  which 
was  necessarv  to  the  commission  of  the 
offense  or  to  accomplish  its  purpose 
in  one  or  other  of  the  counties.  Thus 
in  embezzlement,  one  who  receives 
property  in  one  county  and  who  first 
intends  to  embezzle  it  in  another 
county  ia  not  indictable  in  the  county 
of  the  receipt  of  the  property,  unless 
the  statute  defining  the  offense  is  broad 
enough  to  allow  it.  Eogers  v.  State, 
14  Okla.  Crim.  235,  170  Pac.  269,  L.  R. 
A.  1918E,  742. 

[b]  The  mere  existence  in  some 
county  of  acts  or  conditions  lawful  in 
and  of  themselves,  but  necessary  to  be 
alleged  and  proven  in  order  to  estab- 
lish the  crime,  do  not  invoke  the  power 
of  the  statute  so  as  to  permit  the  trial 
in  such  county.  State  v.  Graham,  23 
Utah  278,  64  Pac.   557. 

[c]  Acts  done  which  are  merely  evi- 
dence of  but  not  a  part  and  parcel  of 
the  offense  do  not  give  the  county,  in 
which  they  occurred,  jurisdiction.  Tully 
V.  Com.,  13  Bush   (Ky.)   142. 

fd]  The  mere  existence  of  an  evil 
intent  in  one  county  without  any  overt 
act  coupled  with  such  intent  does  not 
give  that  couhty  jurisdiction.  State 
V.  Eider,  46  Kan;  332,  26  Pac.  745. 

4.  U.  S.  —  New  York  Cent.  &  H.  E. 
E.  Co.  V.  United  States,  166  Fed.  267, 
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crime  are  not  acts  requisite  to  its  consummation  -within  the  rule.'  And 
if  the  offense  is  complete  in  one  county,  the  happening  of  some  conse- 
quence of  the  criminal  act  or  the  doing  of  some  act  not  an  element  of 
the  offense  in  another  county,  does  not  give  the  latter  jurisdiction.* 

G.  Offenses  On  oe  Neab  Boundaries.''  —  Some  statutes  provide  that 
jurisdiction  is  in  either  county  when  an  offense  is  committed  on  the 
boundary  of  two  counties,  or  if  it  is  uncertain  where  the  boundary  is,*  or 
when  the  offense  is  committed  on  the  boundary  of  two  or  more  counties 
or  a  specified  distance  therefrom.*    This  statute  is  limited  to  prosecu- 


92  C.  C.  A.  331.  Ala.  — Brown  «.  State, 
108  Ala.  18,  18  So.  811.  la.  — State  v. 
Standard,  Oil  Co.,  150  Iowa  46,  129 
N.  W.  336.  Mont.  —  State  v.  Hudson, 
13  Mont.  112,  32  Pac.  413,  19  L.  R.  A. 
775. 

[a]  Living  in  adultery  is  not  with- 
in the  statute.  Brown  v.  State,  108 
Ala.  18,  18  So.  811. 

5.  State  V.  Hudson,  13  Mont.  112,  32 
Pac.  413,  19  L.  E.  A.  775.  See  King  v. 
Burdett,  4  Barn.  &  Aid.  95,  170,  6  E. 
C.  L.  404,  106  Eng.  Eeprint  873,  and 
infra,  II,  M,  4. 

[a]  The  crime  of  murder  cannot  be 
tried  in  the  county  where  the  accused 
purchased  the  pistol  with  which  he 
committed  the  crime  in  another  county. 
State  V.  Hudson,  13  Mont.  112,  32  Pac. 
413,  19  L.  E.  A.  775. 

[b]  The  offense  of  uttering  a  forg- 
ery, cannot  be  tried  in  the  county 
where  the  instrument  is  mailed,  ac- 
cording to  some  authorities.  State  v. 
Hudson,  13  Mont.  112,  32  Pac.  413,  19 
L.  E.  A.  775.  See  8  Standakd  Froc. 
1141. 

6.  Cal.^^  People  v.  Lewis,  141  Cal. 
543,  75  Pac.  189,  the  placing  of  an  ab- 
ducted female  in  a  house  of  prostitu- 
tion does  not  give  a  court  of  the  latter 
county  jurisdiction  of  the  offense  of 
abduction.  la.  —  State  v.  Standard  Oil 
Co.,  150  Iowa  46,  129  N.  W.  336.  Tex. 
Landa  v.  State,  26  Tex.  App.  580,  10 
S.  W.  218,  the  offense  of  "sending"  a 
threatening  letter  is  complete  in  the 
county  where  the  letter  is  posted  and 
is  not  triable  in  the  county  to  which 
the  letter  is  mailed. 

[a]  The  fact  that  the  injured  party 
may  die  in  the  county  does  not  give  it 
jurisdiction  over  the  offense,  if  the  of- 
fense was  complete  in  another  county. 
la.  —  State  v.  Hollenbeek,  36  Iowa  112, 
abortion.  Kan.  —  State  v.  Wheaton, 
79  Kan.  521,  99  Pac.  1132.  Nev.— State 
V.  Pray,  30  Nev.  206,  94  Pac.  318, 
transporting  stolen  goods  which  have 


been  received.  Tenn.  —  See  also  Edge 
V.  State,  117  Tenn.  405,  99  S.  W.  rd98. 
Tex.  —  Moore  v.  State,  37  Tex.  Crim. 
552,  40  S.  W.  287. 

[b]  But  compare,  Hank  v.  State,  148 
Ind.  238,  46  N.  E.  127,  47  N.  E.  465, 
holding  in  abortion  cases  that  the 
death  is  a  material  element  of  the  of- 
fense, and  that  the  offense  is  triable 
where  the  abortion  was  started  or 
where  the  victim  died. 

Transporting  stolen  property,  see 
infra,  II,  M,  7. 

7.  Jurisdiction  of  offenses  commit- 
ted on  boundary  streams,  see  17  Stand- 
ard Proc.  789. 

8.  Jones  v.  State,  54  Ark.  371,  15 
S.  W.  1026;  State  v.  Ehoda,  23  Ark. 
156. 

[a]  In  New  jersey,  jurisdiction  of 
crimes  on  roads  and  rivers  dividing 
counties  is  in  the  county  where  the  of- 
fender last  resided.  Keer  v-  State,  61 
N.  J.  L.  385,  39  Atl.  907. 

9.  Ala.  —  Patterson  v.  State,  146 
Ala.  39,  41  So.  157;  McKay  v.  State, 
110  Ala.  19,  20  So.  455;  Jackson  v. 
State,  90  Ala.  590,  8  So.  862.  Oal. 
People  V.  Cipolla,  155  Cal.  224,  100 
Pac.  252;  People  v.  Alviso,  55  Cal. 
230.  la.  — State  v.  Daily,  113  Iowa  362, 
85  N.  W.  629;  Carter  v.  Barlow,  105 
Iowa  78,  74  N.  W.  745;  State  v.  Eock- 
well,  82  Iowa  429,  48  N.  W.  721.  Mass. 
Com.  V.  Costley,  118  Mass.  1;  Com.  v. 
Gillon,  2  Allen  502.  Mich.  —  Bayliss 
V.  People,  46  Mich.  221,  9  N.  W.  257. 
Minn.  —  State  v.  Anderson,  25  Minn. 
66,  33  Am.  Eep.  455;  State  v.  Eobin- 
son,  14  IVEinn.  447.  N.  Y.  —  See  People 
V.  Davis,  56  N.  Y.  95.  Tex.  —  Cox  v. 
State,  41  Tex.  1;  Madrid  v.  State,  71 
Tex.  Crim.  420,  161  S.  W.  93;  Hackney 
V.  State  (Tex.  Crim.),  74  S.  W.  554. 
Utah.  —  State  v.  Graham,  23  Utah  278, 
64  Pae.  557.  Wis.  —  State  ex  rel. 
Brown  v.  Stewart,  60  Wis.  587,  19  N. 
W.  429,  50  Am.  Rep.   388. 

[a]     When  a  river  is  the  boundary, 
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tions  for  offenses  common  to  each  of  the  adjoining  counties  in  all  their 
ingredients  and  penalties.^" 

If  a  river  be  the  boundary  between  two  counties,  each  county  has  juris- 
diction of  offenses  committed  on  the  river,  under  some  statutes.^^ 

H.  Offenses  On  Vessels  oe  Caes.^^  —  When  an  offense  is  committed 
in  a  state  on  board  a  vessel  or  railroad  train  or  car  prosecuting  its  voy- 
age or  trip,  it  is  enacted  that  jurisdiction  of  prosecutions  therefor  is  in 
any  county  through  which  the  vessel,  train  or  ear  passes  in  the  course 
of  her  trip,  or  in  the  county  where  the  voyage  or  trip  terminates. ^^  In 


the  statute  applies.    Hackney  v.  State 
(Tex.  Crim.),  74  S.  W.  554. 

[b]  The  offense  of  maintaining  a 
lloLUor  nuisance  is  withia  the  applica- 
tion of  the  statute.  See  14  Standard 
Pboo.  350.  But  see  Buckrice  v.  People, 
110  111.  29. 

[c]  This  statute  has  been  held  un- 
constitutional in  some  states.  Ark. 
Doug-an  v.  State,  30  Ark.  41,  where  con- 
stitution guaranties  trial  by  jury  of 
the  county.  (See  next  preceding  note 
for  the  present  statute  of  Arkansas.) 
111.  —  Buckrice  v.  People,  110  III.  29. 
La.  —  State  v.  Montgomery,  115  La. 
155,  38  So.  949.  Mo.  — State  17.  Hatch, 
91  Mo.  568,  4  S.  W.  502;  In  re  Mc- 
Donald, 19  Mo.  App.  370.  Tenn. —  Arm- 
strong V.  State,  1  Coldw.  338.  W.  Va. 
State  V.  Lowe,  21  W.  Va.  783,  45  Am. 
Eep.  570.  See  State  v.  McAllister,  65 
W.  Va.  97,  63  S.  E.  758,  131  Am.  St. 
Eep.  955. 

But  see  State  v.  Eobinson,  14  Minn. 
447;  State  ex  rel.  Brown  v.  Stewart, 
60  Wis.  587,  19  N.  W.  429,  50  Am.  Eep. 
388,  followed  in  State  v.  McDonald,  109 
"Wis.  506,  85  N.  W.  502,  where  constitu- 
tion secures  right  to  trial  by  jury  of 
the  "county  or  district."  And  see 
Com.  V.  Costley,  118  Mass.  1,  25,  hold- 
ing the  effect  of  the  statute  is  that 
each  county  for  these  purposes  may  be 
deemed  to  extend  the  designated  dist- 
ance into  the  adjoining  county. 

10.  McKay  v.  State,  110  Ala.  19,  20 
So.  455. 

[a]  Thus  under  the  local  option  law, 
a  liquor  dealer  cannot  be  prosecuted 
in  a  prohibition  county  for  violation  of 
a  statute  relating  to  liquor  dealers 
which  is  not  in  force  in  such  county. 
Talley  v.  State,  66  Tex.  Grim.  342,  147 
S.  W.  255. 

11.  Patterson  v.  State,  156  Ala.  62, 
47  So.  52;  Nichols  v.  Com.,  27  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  690,  86  S.  W.  513.  See  17  Stand- 
Peoc.    789. 
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[a]  An  offense  committed  on  a  boat 
on  a  river  at  a  point  where  the  river 
bounds  a  county  is  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  county.  Nichols  v.  Com., 
27  Ky.  L.  Eep.  690,  86  S.  W.  513. 

[b]  But  offenses  on  islands  in  the 
river  belonging  to  a  particular  county 
are  not  within  the  statute..  Patterson 
V.  State,  156  Ala.  62,  47  So.  52.  But 
compare,  Laxon  v.  State,  126  Tenn.  302, 
311,  148  S.  W.  1059,  holding  a  county 
has  jurisdiction  over  an  offense  on  an 
island  never  formally  attached  thereto 
but  over  which  it  exercised  jurisdic- 
tion hf  collecting  taxes,  etc. 

12.  Jurdlsdiction  of  offenses  com- 
mitted on  seas  and  vessels,  see  17 
Standard  Peoc.   787. 

13.  Cal.  — People  v.  Webber,  133 
Cal.  623,  66  Pac.  38;  People  v.  Moore, 
103  Cal.  508,  37  Pael  510;  People  v. 
Dougherty  ,  7  Cal.  395.  111.  —  Watt 
V.  People,  126  111.  9,  15,  18  N.  E. 
340,  1  L.  E.  A.  403,  the  Illinois  statute 
provides  in  effect  that  when  it  cannot 
be  readily  determined  where  the  of- 
fense was  committed,  the  venue  is  in  , 
any  of  flie  counties  through  or  along 
or  into  which  the  railroad  car  may  pass 
or  come,  or  can  reasonable  be  determ- 
ined to  have  been  on  or  near  the  day 
when  the  offense  was  committed.  Minn. 
State  -v.  Timmens,  4  Minn.  325.  N.  Y. 
People  V.  Dowling,  84  N.  Y.  478  (receiv- 
ing stolen  goods  is  within  the  stat- 
ute); Manley  v.  People,  7  N.  Y.  295; 
Larkin  v.  People,  61  Barb.  226,  embez- 
zlement. Eng.  —  Eeg.  v.  French,  8  Cox 
C.  C.  252;  Eeg.  v.  Sharpe,  6  Cox  C.  C. 
418,  under  statute  of  7  6a.  4,  c,  64, 
§13. 

[a]  The  Statute  Is  Constitutional, 
Watt  V.  People,  126  111.  9,  18  N.  B.  340, 
1  L.  E.  A.  403.  Contra,  Mo.  —  State  ». 
Anderson,  191  Mo.  134,  90  S.  W.  95. 
Tenn.  —  Craig  v.  State,  3  Heisk.  227. 
W.  Va.— -State  v.  Lowe,  21  W.  V». 
782,  45  Am.  Eep.  570. 
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the  absence  of  such  a  statute,  the  venue  is  in  the  county  where  the  crime 
■was  committed." 

I.  Prosecution  Against  Accessories  and  Absent  Principals.  —  It 
is  a  rule  of  our  common  law,^'  which  is  frequently  incorporated  into 
statute,^^  that  the  jurisdiction  of  a  prosecution  against  an  accessory  is 
in  the  county  where  the  ofEense  of  the  accessory  was  committed,  al- 
though the  principal  offense  was  committed  in  another  county.^^ 

By  express  statute  in  some  states,  an  accessory  beforp  the  fact  may 
be  tried  in  the  same  county  in  which  the  principal  may  be  tried,^*  or 
he  may  be  tried  either  in  that  county  or  the  county  where  the  aeees- 


[b]  In  What  County.  —  A  statute 
authorizing  indictment  in  any  county 
through  -which  the  vessel  "may  have 
passed"  on  that  trip  authorizes  a  pros- 
ecution in  counties  through  which  the 
vessel  passes  after  the  commission  of 
the  offense  as  well  as  those  already 
passed  through.  Nash  v.  State,  2  G. 
Gr.   (la.)   286,  296. 

[c]  Although  the  vessel  lay  at 
anchor  because  of  adverse  winds,  the 
vessel  is  on  her  "voyage"  and  "navi- 
gating" the  river  within  the  statute. 
People  V.  Hulse,  3  Hill  (N.  Y.)  309. 

fd]  The  voyage  need  not  both  com- 
mence and  end  on  the  liver,  under  a 
statute  providing  for  the  venue  of  of- 
fenses "on  board  a  vessel  navigating 
any  river."  People  v.  Hulse,  3  Hill 
(N.  T.)  309. 

fe]  The  vessel  must  be  in  the  river 
when  the  offense  is  committed,  and  if 
the  county  where  the  voyage  termin- 
ates is  not  in  the  river,  but  on  the 
ocean,  the  trial  cannot  be  had  there. 
People  V.  Hulse,  3  Hill  (N.  Y.)  309, 
followed  in  Manley  v.  People,  7  N.  Y. 
295. 

[f]  Where  County  Is  Ascertained. 
Under  a  statute  such  as  the  Illinois 
statute  (see  supra,  this  note),  when- 
ever the  locus  in  quo  of  the  offense  can 
be  precisely  identified,  the  trial  should 
be  had  in  that  county.  Watt  v.  People, 
126  111.  9,  18  N.  E.  340,  1  L.  E.  A.  403. 

14.  Ford  V.  State,  13  Okla.  Crim. 
612,  166  Pac.  75,  burglary  on  a  railroad 
car.  See  Boyer  v.  Com.,  14  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
167,  19  S.  W.  846. 

[a]  But  when  a  person  enters  a  car 
In  one  county  with  a  felonious  intent 
to  (1)  car;ry  away  goods,  the  intent 
not  being  abandoned,  thej'e  is  a  fresh 
entry  in  each  county  into  which  the 
car  was  taken  while  he  so  remains  in 
the  car.  Powell  v.  State,  52  Wis.  217, 
9  N.  W.  17.    (2)  But  in  Ford  v.  State, 


13  Okla.  Crim.  612,  166  Pac.  75,  it  was 
held  that  the  crime  of  burglary  was 
complete  when  the  entry  was  accomp- 
lished. Although  the  property  was 
thrown  out  of  the  car  in  another 
county,  that  county  has  no  jurisdiction 
of  an  offense  of  burglary,  but  it  might 
be   otherwise  as   to  larceny. 

15.  2  and  3  Edw.  VI,  Ch.  24  §  4. 

[a]  In  the  absence  of  statute  the  ac- 
cessory cannot  be  tried  in  the  county 
where  the  felony  was  committed.  Tully 
V.  Com.,  13  Bush  (Ky.)  142,  151;  Baron 
V.  People,  1  Park.  Cr.  (N.  Y.)  246; 
People  V.  Hall,  57  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 
342.     See  1  Standard  Proc.  135. 

16.  See  the  statutes. 

17.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Hodges,  27  Cal. 
340.  Kan.  —  State  v.  Eoberts,  95  Kan. 
280,  147  Pac.  828.  Nev.  —  State  v. 
Hamilton,  13  Nev.  386.  N.  J.  —  State 
V.  Wyckoff,  31  N.  J.  L.  65.  N.  Y. 
People  V.  Hall,  57  How.  Pr.  342,  347. 

See  1  Standard  Pboc.  133. 

[a]  A  statute  providing  that  the  ac- 
cessory "may"  be  indicted  in  the 
county  where  his  offense  is  committed 
ia  not  simply  permissive,  as  independ- 
ently of  this  statute  he  cannot  be  in- 
dicted in  any  other  coimty.  People  v. 
Hall,  57  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  342.  But 
see  State  v.  Eoberts,  95  Kan.  280,  147 
Pac.  828,  the  statute  of  Kansas  is 
permissive  merely. 

[b]  Accessories  before  and  after  the 
fact  are  embraced  by  the  statute.  Tul- 
ly V.  Com.,  13  Bush  (Ky.)  142.  Com- 
pare the  present  statute  of-  Kentucky. 

18.  Mass.  — Com.  v.  Pettes,  114 
Mass.  307.  Tenn.  —  Edge  v.  State,  117 
Tenn.  405,  99  S.  W.  1098  (the  offense 
is  cognizable  in  any  court  having  juris- 
diction of  the  crime  of  the  principal 
felon);  State  v.  Ayers,  8  Baxt.  96. 
W.  Va.  — State  v.  Ellison,  49  W.  Va. 
70,  38  S.  E.  574. 

[a]    The  offense  of  the  accessory  la 
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sory's  crime  is  committed.^'  "Where  the  accessory  before  the  fact  is  re- 
garded as  a  principal  he  is  punishable  in  the  county  where  the  crime  is 
committed,^"  unless  the  distinction  is  retained  for  the  purposes  of 
venue.^^  And  the  statute  relating  to  ofiEenses  committed  in  part  in  dif- 
ferent counties  has  been  applied.^" 

An  accessory  at  the  fact  or  a  principal  in  the  second  degree  should  always 
be  indicted  and  tried  where  the  offense  was  committed.^'  If  the  princi- 
pal was  not  present  at  the  commission  of  the  offense,  the  jurisdiction  is 
in  the  same  county  it  would  have  been  had  he  been  present.^*  Thus  at 
common  law,  one  procuring  the  commission  of  a  crime  through  an  inno- 
cent agent  must  be  prosecuted  in  the  county  where  the  crime  was  com- 
mitted, as  he  is  a  principal.^^  But  one  who  acts  through  a  guilty  agent 
is  an  accessory  before  the  fact  and  must  be  tried  in  the  county  where  he 
was  guilty  of  procuring  the  agent  to  act,^"  unless  statute  provides  other- 
wise.^' 

In  misdemeanors,  all  parties  are  principals,  and  are  punishable  in  the 
county  where  the  crime  was  committed.'" 

J.  Ckimes  in  Unoeganized  Tebritoky.  —  By  virtue  of  statute,  the 


committed  where  the  principal  offense 
is  committed,  as  it  is  only  complete 
when  the  principal  offense  has  been 
committed.  State  v.  Ayers,  8  Baxt. 
(Tenn.)   96. 

[b]  If  the  principal  is  not  indict- 
able in  the  state,  the  accessory  before 
the  fact  is  not  within  a  statute  pro- 
viding that  the  ofEense  is  cognizable  in 
any  court  having  jurisdiction  of  the 
crime  of  the  principal  felon.  Edge  v. 
State,   117   Tenn.   405,   99   S.    W.   1098. 

19.  Hargis  v.  Parker,  27  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
441,  85  S.  W.  704,  69  L.  R.  A.  270 
(holding  the  former  statute  was  not 
continued  in  effect  by  the  code):  State 
V.  Moore,  26  N.  H.  448,  455,  59  Am. 
Dec.  354.  See  Com.  v.  Parker,  108  Ky> 
673,  57  S.  W.  484,  and  1  Standard 
Pkoc.  135.  But  see  TuUy  v.  Com.,  13 
Bush    (Ky.)    142,  before   the  code. 

[a]  Where  accessory  is  without  the 
state,  the  statute  does  not  apply.  State 
V.  Moore,  26  N.  H.  448,  59  Am.  Dec. 
354. 

20.  U.  S.  — Hoss  17.  United  States, 
232  Fed.  328,  146  C.  C.  A.  376.  Ala. 
Scully  V.  State,  39  Ala.  240,  246.  Kan. 
State  V.  Roberts,  95  Kan.  280,  147  Pac. 
828.  N.  Y.  —  People  v.  "Wiley,  65  Hun 
624,  20  N.  Y.  Supp.  446.  Tex.  —  Fond- 
ren  v.  State,  74  Tex.  Grim.  552,  169  S. 
"W.  411;  Carlisle  v.  State,  31  Tex. 
Crim.  537,  21  S.  W.  358. 

See  1  Standard  Proc.  134. 

21.  People  V.  Hodges,   27   Cal.   340. 
[a]     Statute  Construed.  —  A  statute 
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that  in  the  case  of  an  "accessory  be- 
fore or  after  the  fact"  jurisdiction 
shall  be  etc.,  is  not  inconsistent  with 
a  statute  abolishing  the  distinctions 
between  accessories  before  the  fact 
and  principals,  the  distinction  being  re- 
tained for  purposes  of  venue.  People 
V.  Hodges,  27  Cal.  340. 

22.  Com.  V.  Parker,  108  Ky.  673,  57 
S.  W.  484. 

[a]  "An  accessory  before  the  fact, 
who  devises  in  one  county  a  scheme  to 
commit  a  ci;ime  in  another  thereafter 
actually  committed,  or  who  in  one 
county  procures  the  commission  of  a 
crime  in  another,  is  *  *  *  properly 
triable  in  either  county."  Com.  v. 
Parker,  108  Ky.  673,  679,  57  S.  W.  484. 

23.  State  v.  Hamilton,  13  Nev.  386. 

24.  State.  t7.  Hamilton,  13  Nev.  386. 

25.  N".  H.  — State  v.  Moore,  26  N. 
H.  448,  455,  59  Am.  Dec.  354.  N.  Y. 
People  V.  Eathbun,  21  Wend.  509; 
People  V.  Adams,  3  Denio  190,  45  Am. 
Dec.  468.  N.  M.  —  State  r.  Faggard, 
177  Pac.  748.  R.  I.  — State  v.  Habib, 
18  B.  I.  558,  30  Atl.  462.  Tex.  — Dent 
V.  State,  43  Tex.  Crim.  126,  65  S.  W. 
627. 

See  1  Standard  Proc.  136. 

26.  State  v.  Moore,  26  N.  H.  448, 
455,  59  Am.  Dee.  354. 

27.  See  supra,  this  section. 

28.  United  States  v.  King,  9  Mack- 
ey  (D.  C.)  404;  Com.  v.  Gillespie,  7 
Serg.  &  R.  (Pa.)  469,  10  Am.  Dec.  475. 
See  1  Standard  Prop.  136. 
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venue  of  offenses  committed  in  unorganized  territory  is  in  the  adjoin- 
ing judicial  district.^* 

K.  Creation  op  New  Counties  or  Change  in  Boundaries.  —  Where 
subsequent  to  the  commission  of  an  offense  the  place  where  it  was  com- 
mitted is  incorporated  into  a  different  county,  either  by  the  creation  of 
a  new  county,^"  or  a  change  in  boundaries,'^  the  crime  is  deemed  to 
have  been  committed  in  the  new  county  with  all  the  consequences  as  to 
venue  resulting  from  this  fact.  But  the  original  county  has  jurisdic- 
tion, it  has  been  held,  until  the  act  creating  the  new  county  goes  into 
effect,'^  and  until  the  organization  of  the  new  county." 

L.  Crimes  Against  the  United  States.  —  The  federal  constitution 
provides  in  effect  that  the  trial  of  all  crimes  against  the  United  States 
shall  be  had  in  the  state  and  district  where  the  said  crimes  shall  have 
been  committed.'*  But  when  not  committed  within  any  state  the  trial 


29.  IT.  S.  — Matter  of  Moran,  203  TJ. 
S.  96,  27  Sup.  Ct.  25,  51  L.  ed.  105. 
Kan.  —  In  re  Holcomb,  21  Kan.  628. 
Neb.  — Dodge  v.  People,  4  Neb.  220. 

See  MoKenzie  v.  State,  32  Tex.  Grim. 
568,  25  S.  W.  426,  40  Am.  St.  Eep.  795. 

30.  TJ.  S.  — Matter  of  Moran,  203  U. 
S.  96,  27  Sup.  Ct.  25,  51  L.  ed.  105;  Ex 
parte  Moran,  144  Fed.  594,  75  C.  C.  A. 
396.  Ark.  —  McElroy  v.  State,  13  Ark. 
708.  Cal.  — People  u.  Stokes,  103  Cal. 
193,  37  Pac.  207,  42  Am.  St.  Kep.  102. 
Ga.  — Pope  V.  State,  124  Ga.  801,  53 
S.  E.  384,  110  Am.  St.  Kep.  197,  4  Ann. 
Cas.  551  (as  to  whether  the  old  county 
is  deprived  of  jurisdiction,  query); 
Jordan  v.  State,  22  Ga.  545.  Kan. 
State  V.  Bunker,  38  Kan.  737,  17  Pac. 
651.  Ky.  —  Com.  v.  Meadors,  149  Ky. 
769,  149  S.  "W.  1006,  Ann.  Cas.  1914B, 
345.  Me.  —  State  v.  Jackson,  39  Me. 
291.  Mo.  — State  v.  Kring,  74  Mo.  612. 
N.  J.  —  State  V.  Jones,  8  N.  J.  L.  307. 
Okla.  — Moran  v.  Terr.,  14  Okla.  544, 
78  Pac.  111.  Tenn.  —  State  v.  Marshall, 
124  Tenn.  230,  135  S.  W.  926;  State  v. 
Donaldson,  3  Heisk.  48.  Tex.  —  Gomez 
V.  iStae,  75  Tex.  Crim.  239,  170  S.  W. 
711;  Hernandez  v.  State,  19  Tex.  App. 
408. 

[a]  A  dismissal  of  a  prosecution  in 
the  original  county  does  not  deprive 
the  new  county  of  jurisdiction,  where 
jeopardy  has  not  attached.  People  v. 
Stokes,  103  Cal.  193,  37  Pac.  207,  42 
Am.  St.  Eep.  102. 

[b]  If  the  prosecution  is  pending 
when  the  new  county  is  formed,  the 
court  without  notice  to  and  even 
against  the  protest  of  the  accused  has 
the  right  and  is  under  the  duty  to 
transfer  the  cause  to  the  court  of  the 


new  county.  Pope  v.  State,  124  Ga.  801, 
53  S.  E.  384,  110  Am.  St.  Eep.  197,  4 
Ann.  Cas.  551;'  State  v.  Marshall,  124 
Tenn.  230,  135  S.  W.  926. 

[c]  The  indictment  sets  out  the  of- 
fense as  committed  in  the  new  county. 
McElroy  v.  State,  13  Ark.  708.  But  see 
State  V.  Jones,  8  N.  J.  L.  307. 

31.  State  V.  Marshall,  124  Tenn.  230, 
135  S.  W.  926.  But  see  Jackson  v. 
State,  131  Ala.  21,  31  So.  380,  holding 
the  venue  of  an  offense  on  election  day 
is  in  the  former  county,  because  until 
the  polls  are  closed  it  cannot  be  de- 
termined whether  there  had  been  any 
change  in  territory. 

32.  Com.  V.  Meadors,  149  Ky.  769, 
149  S.   W.  1005,  Ann.  Cas.  1914B,  345. 

33.  People  v.  McGuire,  32  Cal.  140. 

34.  U.  S.  Const.  Art  II,  §  3,  and  6th 
amendment.  See  also,  Hyde  v.  United 
States,  225  U.  S.  347,  357,  32  Sup.  Ct. 
793,  66  L.  ed.  1114;  ,  Haas  v.  Henkel, 
216  V.  S.  462,  30  Sup.  Ct.  249,  54  L.  ed. 
569,  17  Ann.  Cas.  1112;  Jones  v.  United 
States,  137  U.  S.  202,  211,  11  Sup.  Ct. 
80,  34  L.  ed.  691. 

[a]  Only  offenses  against  the  United 
States  committed  within  a  state  are  (1) 
referred  to.  Cook  v.  United  States,  138 
U.  S.  157,  181,  11  Sup.  Ct.  268,  34  L.  ed. 
906;  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Alabama,  128  U.  S.  96,  9  Sup.  Ct.  28,  32 
L.  ed.  352.  (2)  The  constitutional  pro- 
vision has  no  application  to  territories. 
Billingsley  v.  United  States,  178  Fed. 
653,  101  C.  C.  A.  465;  Mahaffey  v. 
Terr.,  11  Okla.  213,  66  Pac.  342. 

[b]  In  the  place  of  his  residence,  the 
accused  is  not  entitled  to  a  trial.  Haas 
V.  Henkel,  216  U.  S.  462,  30  Sup.  Ct. 
249,  54  L.  ed.  569,  17  Ann.  Cas.  1112. 
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shall  be  at  such  place  or  places  as  congress  may  by  law  have  directed." 
As  to  the  latter  class  of  cases,  congress  has  enacted  that  the  trial  of  all 
offenses  committed  pn  the  high  seas  or  elsewhere  out  of  the  jurisdiction 
of  any  particular  state  or  district  shall  be  in  the  district  where  the  of- 
fender is  found  or  into  which  he  is  first  brought." 

'When  an  offense  is  begun  in  one  judicial  district  and  completed  in  another, 
it  is  provided  that  the  offense  may  be  punished  in  either.*' 


35.  U.   S.    Const.,   Art.   II,    §3. 

36.  Eev.  St.  §  730;  Jud.  §  41;  V.  S. 
Comp.  St.  1916,  §  1023.  See  also,  Cook 
17.  United  States,  138  U.  S.  157,  182,  11 
Sup.  Ct.  268,  34  L.  ed.  906;  Jones  v. 
United  States,  137  U.  S.  202,  211,  11 
Sup.  Ct.  80,  34  L.  ed.  691;  Kerr  v. 
Shine,  136  Fed.  61,  69  C.  G.  A.  69; 
United  States  v.  Murphy,  4  Alaska  275. 

The  former  statute  provided  the 
venue  shall  be  in  the  district  where  the 
oflEender  is  apprehended  or  into  which 
he  may  be  first  brought.  4  St.  at  L.  p. 
118. 

[a]  The  government  is  not  given  an 
election  in  which  of  two  districts  to 
proceed  to  trial.  United  States  v. 
Bird,  1  Spr.  299,  24  Fed.  .Gas.  No.  14,- 
597,  overruling  United  States  v.  Thomp- 
son, 1  Sumn.  168,  28  Fed.  Gas.  No.  16,- 
492. 

[b]  The  offender  is  to  be  tried  in 
the  district  in  which  he  is  apprehended; 
but  if  he  be  taken  into  custody,  where 
no  court  has  jurisdiction,  he  shall  be 
tried  in  the  district  into  which  he  is 
first  brought.  Kerr  v.  Shine,  136  Fed. 
61,  69  C.  C.  A.  69. 

[c]  The  word  "brought"  does  not 
mean  merely  conveyed  by  ship.  It  re- 
fers to  a  person  who  has  been  appre- 
hended and  who  is  then  brought  to  the 
United  States.  Kerr  v.  Shine,  136  Fed. 
61,  69  C.  C.  A.  69;  United  States  v. 
Bird,  1  Spr.  299,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,- 
597. 

[d]  The  word  "found"  means  "ap- 
prehended." Kerr  v.  Shine,  136  Fed. 
61,  69  C.  C.  A.  69. 

Jurisdiction  over  offenses  on  waters 
and  vessels,  see  17  Standaed  Proc.  787, 
et  seq. 

37.  United  States  v.  Lombardo,  241 
U.  S.  73,  36  Sup.  Ct.  508,  60  L.  ed.  897; 
Haas  V.  Henkel,  216  U.  S.  462,  30  Sup. 
Ct.  249,  54  L.  ed.  569,  17  Ann.  Oas. 
1112;  Benson  v.  Henkel,  198  U.  S.  1, 
15,  25  Sup.  Ct.  569,  49  L.  ed.  919;  In 
re  Palliser,  136  U.  S.  257,  266,  10  Sup. 
Ct.  1034,  34  L.  ed.  514;  New  York 
Cent.  &  H.  E.  E.  Co.  v.  United  States, 
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166  Fed.  267,  92  C.  C.  A.  331;  Bridge- 
man  V.  United  States,  140  Fed.  577,  72 
C.  C.  A.  145. 

[a]  "Undoubtedly  when  a  crime  con- 
sists of  distinct  parts  which  have  dif. 
f  erent  localities  the  whole  may  be  tried 
where  any  part  can  be  proved  to  have 
been  done;  or  where  it  may  be  said 
thefe  is  a  continuously  moving  act 
commencing  with  the  offender  and 
hence  ultimately  consummated  through 
him,  as  the  mailing  of  a  letter;  or 
where  there  is  a  confederation  in  pur- 
pose between  two  or  more  persons,  its 
execution  being  by  acta  elsewhere,  as 
in  conspiracy. ' '  United  States  v.  Lom- 
bardo, 241  U.  S.  73,  77,  36  Sup.  Ct. 
508,  60  L.  ed.  897. 

[b]  "This  provision  applies  to  a 
continuing  offense — 'a  eontinnons,  un- 
lawful act  or  series  of  acts  set  on  foot 
by  a  single  impulse  and  operated  by  an 
unintermittent  force,  however  long  a 
time  it  may  occupy. '  ' '  New  York  Cent. 
&  H.  E.  E.  Co.  V.  United  States,  166 
Fed.  267,  270,  92  C.  C.  A.  331;  Armour 
Pack.  Go.  V.  United  States,  153  Fed. 
1,  5,  82  C.  C.  A.  135,  14  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  400.  (2)  The  distinction  is  be- 
tween a  continuous  unlawful  act  and  an 
unlawful  act  following  a  completed  law- 
ful act.  New  York  Gent.  &  H.  E.  E. 
Co., 17.  United  States,  166  Fed.  267,  92 
G.  C.  A.  331,  the  offense  of  omitting  to 
file  a  rate  schedule. 

[c]  A  conspiracy  under  this  statute 
and  §  37  of  the  Criminal  Code  may  be 
prosecuted  either  in  the  district  where 
the  conspiracy  was  entered  into  or  in 
any  district  in  which  an  overt  act  was 
done.  Shea  v.  United  States,  236  Fed. 
97,  149  C.  C.  A.  307.  See  also  5  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  317. 

[d]  An  offense  begun  by  the  mailing 
of  a  letter  in  one  district  and  completed 
by  its  receipt  in  another  district  is 
punishable  in  either.  Hyde  v.  United 
States,  225  U.  S.  347,  361,  32  Sup.  Ct, 
793,  56  li.  ed.  1114;  Benson  v.  Henkel, 
198  U.  S.  1,  15,  25  Sup.  Ct.  569,  49  L. 
ed.  919;     In  re  Palliser,  136  U.  S.  257, 
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M.  Venue  of  Pabticulab  Offenses.  —  1.  Generally.  —  The  venue 
of  many  offenses  is  treated  in  specific  articles.'* 

2.  Abduction  and  Inveigling.  —  The  offenses  of  abduction  and  in- 
veigling must  be  prosecuted  in  the  county  in  which  it  is  committed." 

3.  Attempt.  —  An  attempt  to  commit  a  crime  may  be  tried  in  tha 
county  where  the  offense,  if  consummated,  would  have  been  commit- 
ted,^" and  it  has  been  said  from  the  nature  of  things  it  is  cognizable 
where  the  preliminary  overt  acts,  constituting  the  attempt,  are  com- 
mitted.*^ The  venue  of  the  offense  of  soliciting  another  to  commit  crime 
is  in  county  where  the  solicitation  is  made.*^ 


10  Sup.  Ct.  1034,  34  L.  ed.  514.    Bee  the 
title  "Post-Office." 

[e]  The  venue  of  a  prosecution  for 
presenting  a  false  claim  against  the 
United  States  in  oii,e  district  which  is 
prepared  in  another  is  in  either  district. 
New  York  Cent.  &  H.  E.  B.  Co.  v. 
United  States,  166  I'ed.  267,  92  C.  C. 
A.  331;  Bridgeman  v.  United  States, 
140  Fed.  577,  72  C.  C.  A.  145. 

38.  See  specific  titles  and  18  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  548  (prosecution  of  tenant 
for  selling  property  subject  to  a  lien); 

11  Standaed  Proc.  927,  immigration. 
Ahortion,  see  1  Standard  Peoc.  95. 
For  higamy,  see  4  Standard  Peoc.  90. 
For  bribery,   see  4  Standaed  Peoc. 

568. 

Conspiracy,  see  5  Standaed  Peoc.  317. 

Embezzlement,  see  8  Standard  Peoc. 
209. 

Estrays,  see  8  Standard  Peoc.  719. 

False  pretenses,  see  20  Standaed 
Peoo.   727. 

Forgery,  see  8  Standaed  Peoc.  1140. 

Gaming,  see  11  Standaed  Peoc.  335. 

Kidnaping,  see  18  Standaed  Pboc. 
409. 

Nuisance,  see  20  Standaed  Peoc.  691. 

Kobbery,   see   the  title,   "Robbery." 

For  violation  of  liquor  laws,  see  14 
Standard  Peoc.  14. 

Prosecutions  for  violation  of  anti- 
trust laws,  see  19  Standaed  Peoc.  853, 
note  58. 

Violation  of  pure  food  laws,  see  21 
Standard  Peoc.  973. 

Violations  of  interstate  commerce 
act,  see  14  Standard  Peoc.  279,  280. 

39.  People  v.  Lewis,  141  Cal.  543,  75 
Pac.  189;  State  v.  Johnson,  115  Mo. 
480,  22  S.  W.  463. 

[a]  The  county  where  the  "taking 
away"  for  the  purpose  of  concubinage 
occurs  is  the  proper  county,  rather  than 
the    county    where    sexual   intercourse 


was  had.     State  v.  Johnson,  115   Mo. 
480)  22  S.  W.  463. 

[b]  Constructive  Custody.  —  A  girl, 
although  in  another  county  with  the 
consent  of  her  parent,  is  still  in  his 
custody  and  care.  Therefore,  where 
the  girl  goes  with  the  defendant  with 
the  parent's  consent  to  another  county, 
in  which  the  criminal  intent  to  use  her 
for  an  unlawful  purpose  is  first  con- 
ceived, and  later  carried  out,  the  crime 
is  committed  there.  People  v.  Lewis, 
141  Cal.  543,  75  Pac.  189.  See  also 
State  V.  Gordon,  46  N.  J.  L.  432. 

[c]  The  offense  of  Inveigling  is 
completely  committed  whenever,  by 
false  and  fraudulent  representations, 
or  other  means  to  that  end,  the  person 
inveigled  is  induced  to  surrender  him- 
self to  the  guidance  or  control  of  those 
to  whom  the  accused  expected  to  take 
him.     In  re  Kelly  46  Fed.  653. 

40.  Ga.  — Griffin  v.  State,  26  Ga. 
493.  lU.  — Graham  v.  People,  181  111. 
477,  492,  55  N.  E.  179,  47  L.  E.  A.  731. 
Pa,  —  Com.  i;.  Biugaman,  51  Pa.  Super. 
336. 

See  also  Brown  v.  State,  108  Ala.  18, 
18  So.  811. 

[a]  Thus  where  one  with  intent  to 
commit  larceny  takes  an  impression  of 
a  key  in  one  county  and  afterwards 
makes  it  in  another,  the  offense  is  com- 
mitted in  the  former  county.  GrifBn 
V.  State,  26  Ga.  493,  504. 

[b]  An  attempt  to  procure  an  abor- 
tion is  triable  in  the  county  where  the 
attempt  is  made,  alt)iough  later  in  an- 
other county  an  abortion  is  performed 
to  save  the  life  of  the  victim.  Com. 
V.  Bingaman,  51  Pa.  Super.  336. 

41.  Graham  v.  People,  181  111.  477, 
493,  55  N.  E.  179,  47  L.  E.  A.  731, 
quoting,  1  Whart.  Grim.  Law  §  195. 

42.  GrifSn  v.  State,  26  Ga.  493. 

[a]  If  the  solicitation  is  by  letter, 
the  venue  is  in  the  county  where  the 
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4.  Margins,  Dealing  in.  —  The  offense  of  dealing  in  margins  may  be 
prosecuted  in  the  county  where  the  orders  are  given  and  the  margins 
paid.*' 

5.  Newspapers.  —  The  offense  of  publishing  newspapers  containing 
unlawful  matter  is  committed  in  the  county  where  the  newspaper  is 
issued  to  be  delivered  or  sent  by  mail  or  otherwise  to  its  subscribers.** 

6.  False  Pretenses.  —  Where  by  false  representations  in  one  county, 
property  is  obtained  in  another,  the  venue  is  generally  in  the  latter 
county,  the  crime  being  completed  there;*'  but  some  courts  apply  the 
statute  as  to  offense  committed  in  part  in  two  counties,  and  hold  the 
venue  to  be  in  either  county.**  A  county  into  which  the  property  is 
carried  after  it  has  been  obtained  has  not  jurisdiction.*'  Where  the 
property  is  delivered  to  an  agent  of  the  defendant  so  as  to  vest  title  in 
him,**  as  by  delivery  to  a  carrier,*'  or  by  depositing  it  in  the  mailj^"  the 
venue  is  in  the  county  of  the  delivery.  But  the  venue  of  the  offense  of 


letter  is  received.     Griffin  17.  State,  26 
Ga.  493,  504. 

43.  Weare  Conunission  Co.  v.  People, 
111  111.  App.  116,  following  Soby  v. 
People,  134  111.  66,  25  N.  E.  109, 
although  the  deal  is  carried  out  in  a 
board   of  trade  in  another  county. 

44.  State  v.  Bass,  97  Me.  484,  54 
Atl.  1113. 

[a]  Neither  the  place  of  printing 
nor  the  place  where  the  paper  is  re- 
ceived by  mail  is  the  place  of  publica- 
tion or  commission.  State  v.  Bass,  97 
Me.  484,  54  Atl.  1113. 

45.  See  20  Standard  Peoc.  727,  and 
the  following  eases:  Ga.  —  Davis  v. 
State,  20  Ga.  App.  72,  92  S.  E.  552. 
lU.  — Graham  v.  People,  181  111.  477, 
55  N.  E.  179,  47  L.  E.  A.  731.  la. 
State  1).  Smith,  162  Iowa  336,  144  N.  "W. 
32,  49  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  834;  State  v. 
Gibson,  132  Iowa  53,  106  'N.  W.  270, 
applying  statute  as  to  offenses  commit- 
ted in  different  counties.  Kan.  —  State 
V.  Briggs,  74  Kan.  377,  86  Pac.  447,  7 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  278.  Mich.  — People 
V.  Hoffman,  142  Mich.  531,  105  N.  W. 
838.  N.  M.  — State  v.  Faggard,  177 
Pac.  748.  Tex.  —  Moore  v.  State,  37 
Tex.  Grim.  552,  40  S.  W.  287;  Sims  1;. 
State,  28  Tex.  App.  447,  13  S.  W.  653, 
Wis.  — Bates  v.  State,  124  Wis.  612, 
103  N.  W.  251,  4  Ann.  Gas.  365,  note. 
Eng.  — Beg.  v.  Stanbury,  9  Cox  C.  O. 
94. 

[a]  The  Rule  Applies  to  Obtaining 
Money  by  Means  of  a  Confidence  Game. 

Graham  v.  People,  181  111.  477,  494,  55 
N.  E.  179,  47  L.  E.  A.  731. 
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Money  obtained  by  check  or  draft  on 
bank,  see  20  Standard  Pboc.  727,  note 
6  [aj. 

46.  People  v.  Peckens,  153  N.  T. 
576,  47  N.  E.  883.  See  Com.  v.  Fried- 
man, 188  Mass.  308,  74  N.  E.  464  (lar- 
ceny by  false  pretenses) ;  Com.  v. 
Schmunk,  207  ^a.  544,  56  Atl.  1088,  99 
Am.  St.  Eep.  801.  •Contra,  Sims  v.  State, 
28  Tex.  App.  447,  13  S.  W.  653. 

47.  In  re  Kelly,  46  Fed.  653;  Eeg. 
17.  Stanbury,  9  Cox  C.  C.  (Eng.)  94. 

4S,    See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  But  where  the  contract  of  pur- 
chase is  void  as  being  a  violation  of  the 
statute  of  frauds,  a  delivery  to  the 
carrier  is  not  a  delivery  to  the  con- 
signee, within  the  rule.  Ex  parte  Par- 
ker, 11  Neb.  309,  9  N.  W.  33. 

49.  Kan.  —  In  re  Stephenson,  67 
Kan.  556,  73  Pac.  62.  Mich.  — People 
V.  Hoffman,  142  Mich.  531,  105  N.  W, 
838.  Neb.  —  Ex  parte  Parker,  11  Neb. 
3p9,  9  N.  W.  33. 

See  20  Standard  Peoc.  727. 

50.  la.  —  State  v.  Gibson,  132  Iowa 
53,  106  N.  W.  270.  Kan.— State  v. 
Briggs,  74  Kan.  377,  86  Pac.  447,  7  L. 
R.  A.  (N.  S.)  278.  Mass.  — Com.  v. 
Wood,  142  Mass.  459,  8  N.  E.  432. 

See  20  Standard  Peoc.  727. 

[a]  But  Compare  State  v.  Smith, 
162  Iowa  336,  144  N.  W.  32,  49  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  834,  holding  the  crime  was 
consummated  by  presenting  the  check 
to  the  bank  and  there  receiving  the 
money. 
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placing  in  the  mails  any  letter  for  the  purpose  of  promoting  fraudulent 
schemes  is  in  the  district  where  the  letter  is  mailed." 

7.  Game  and  Fish.  —  The  venue  of  the  offense  of  unlawfully  ship- 
ping game  and  fish  is  in  the  county  where  the  shipment  is  rnade."^ 

8.  Homicide.  —  "Where  an  injury  is  inflicted  in  one  county  and  the 
injured  person  dies  in  another  county,  although  it  was  held  doubtful, 
at  early  common  law,  whether  an  indictment  could  be  found  in  either 
county,^^  the  more  common  opinion  was  that  an  indictment  might  bo 
found  where  the  stroke  was  given."*  And  by  virtue  of  the  statute  of 
Edward  VI,  which  is  part  of  the  common  law,"°  an  indictment  may  be 
found  in  the  county  where  the  death  occurred." 

Statutes  now  frequently  provide  that  jurisdiction  is  in  the  county 
where  the  injury  was  inflicted,"^  or  in  either  county .°*  And  it  has  been 


51.  United  States  v.  Saner,  88  Fed. 
249,  as  the  mailiug  is  the  gist  of  the 
offense. 

52.  State  v.  GUler,  138  Minn.  369, 
165  N.  W.  132. 

[a]  The  statute  relating  to  larceny 
has  no  application.  State  v.  Giller,  138 
Minii.   369,  165  N.  "W.  132. 

[b]  A  county  through  which  the 
shipment  passes  is  not  a  proper  county, 
even  though  it  is  there  seized  by  the 
warden.  State  v.  Giller,  138  Minn.  369, 
165  N.  W.  132. 

53.  State  v.  Moore,  26  N.  H.  448,  59 
Am.  Dec.  354;  King  v.  Burdett,  4  Barn. 
&  Aid.  95,  171,  6  E.  C.  L.  404,  106  Eng. 
Eeprint  873. 

54.  See  the  following  cases:  XT.  S, 
United  States  v.  Guiteau,  1  Mackey 
498,  47  Am.  Eep.  247.  Md.  — Stout  v. 
State,  76  Md.  317,  25  Atl.  299.  Tex. 
Moore  v.  State,  37  Tex.  Crim.  552,  564, 
40  S.  W.  287.  Eng.  —  King  v.  Burdett, 
4  B.  &  Aid.  95,  172,  6  E.  C.  L.  404,  106 
Eng.  Eeprint  873;  Eex  v.  Hargrave,  5 
Carr.  &  P.  170,  24  E.  C.  L.  509;  1  Hale 
P.  Cr.  426. 

[a]  "If  the  corpse  were  cairied  into 
the  county  where  the  stroke  was  given, 
the  whole  might  be  inquired  of  by  a 
jury  of  the  same  county."  2  Hawk.  P. 
Cr.,  p.  120,  §  13,  quoted  in  Stout  v. 
State,  76  Md.  317,  325,  25  Atl.  299. 
But  see  Eex  v.  Hargrave,  5  Carr.  &  P. 
(Eng.)   170,  24  E.  C.  L.  509. 

55.  2  and  3  Edw.  VT,  ch.  24.  See 
also  the  following  cases:  U.  S.  —  In  re 
Kelly,  46  Fed.  653.  Ky.  — Tully  v. 
Com.,  13  Bush  142.  Mass.  ^  Com.  v. 
Macloon,  101  Mass.  1,  9,  100  Am.  Dee. 
89;  Com.  V.  Parker,  2  Pick.  550.  Mo. 
State  V.  Blunt,  110  Mo.  322,  338,  19  S. 
W.  650. 


[a]  As  the  statute  does  not  provide 
for  an  indictment  where  the  blow  was 
given,  it  is  doubtful  if  one  can  be 
found  there  in  view  of  the  common 
law.  Stoughton  v.  State,  13  Smed.  & 
M.  (Miss.)  255.  But  see  subsequent 
statute.  / 

56.  See  State  v.  Blunt,  110  Mo.  322, 
338,   19   S.   W.    650. 

57.  Kan.  —  State  «.  Bowen,  16  Kan. 
475.  Md.  — Stout  «.  State,  76  Md.  317, 
25  Atl.  299.  Mont.  —  State  v.  Crean, 
43  Mont.  47,  114  Pac.  603,  Ann.  Cas. 
1912C,  424.  Ohio.  —  Eobbins  v.  State, 
8  Ohio  St.  131.  Okla.  —  Moran  v.  Terr., 
14  Okla.  544,  78  Pac.  Ill;  Albright  v. 
Terr.,  11   Okla.   497,  69  Pae.   789. 

[a]  The  crime  is  committed  where 
the  blow  is  struck.  The  subsequent 
death  simply  determines  the  character 
of  the  crime.  State  v.  Bowen,  16  Kan. 
475. 

[b]  The  statute  of  Edward  VI,  li 
not  applicable  in  states  which  have 
this  statute.  Stout  v.  State,  76  Md. 
317,  25  Atl.  299. 

[c]  The  county  where  the  Injured 
party  died  fs  without  jurisdiction. 
Stout  V.  State,  76  Md.  317,  25  Atl.  299. 

58.  Fla.  —  See  Smith  v.  State,  42 
Fla.  605,  28  So.  758.  la.  — Nash  v. 
State,  2  G.  Gr.  286.  Ky.  — Com.  v. 
Jones,  118  Ky.  889,  82  S.  W.  643;  Har- 
gis  V.  Parker,  27  Ky.  L.  Eep.  441,  85 
S.  W.  704,  69  L.  E.  A.  270.  La.— State 
V.  Jones,  38  La.  Ann.  792.  Mass. 
Com.  V.  Costley,  118  Mass.  1,  26.  Misa. 
Coleman  v.  State,  83  Miss.  290,  35  So. 
937,  64  L.  E.  A.  807.  See  Stoughton 
V.  State,  13  Smed.  So  M.  255,  under 
earlier  statutes.  Mo.  —  State  v.  Blunt, 
110  Mo.  322,  19  S.  "W.  6fl'0,  not  decid- 
ing whether  the  statute  is  constitution- 
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held  that  the  statutes .  relating  to  offenses  committed  partly  in  one 
county  and  partly  in  another  apply,  as  the  death  is  a  material  element 
of  the  offense.^" 

Where  the  Injury  or  Death  Occurs  Without  the  State. — The  early  common 
law  rule  that  the  venue  of  offense  of  homicide  was  where  the  injury  was 
inflicted^"  has  been  applied  where  death  occurred  in  another  state.*^ 
But  by  virtue  of  an  early  statute  of  England,'*  which  has  been  adopted 
by  some  states,*^  homicide  may  be  prosecuted  in  the  state  if  the  injury 
was  inflicted  there  though  death  occurred  elsewhere,'*  or  if  the  death 
occurred  there  from  an  injury  inflicted  elsewhere." 

9.  Burg'lary,  Larceny,  Embezzlement  and  Receiving  Stolen  Goods. 
The  venue  of  a  prosecution  for  burglary  is  in  the  county  where  the  breaking 
and  entry  occurred." 

EmTjezzlement  must  in  general  be  prosecuted  where  the  offense  is  com- 
mitted, but  the  limitations  of  this  rule  are  elsewhere  discussed.'^ 

Larceny.—  At  common  law,  a  theft  is  committed  in  every  county 
through  which  or  into  which  stolen  property  is  taken,  and  the  venue 
is  either  in  the  county  in  which  the  larceny  is  committed,  or  in  any 
county  into  or  through  which  the  goods  are  carried.'*  This  rule  is  in- 
corporated into  statutes  so  far  as  they  relate  to  larceny." 


al  as  to  the  provision  allowing  trial  in 
county  where,  death  occurred.  N.  M. 
Terr.  v.  Hicks,  6  N.  M.  596,  30  Pac. 
872.  S.  C.  —  State  v.  Messervey,  105 
S.  C.  254,  89  S.  E.  662.  Tex.  — Watson 
V.  State  (Tex.  Crim.),  205  S.  W.  662. 
Wis.  —  State  ex  rel.  Brown  v.  Stewart, 
60  Wis.  587,  19  N.  W.  429,  50  Am.  Eep. 
388;     State  v.  Pauley,  12  Wis.  599. 

59.  Smith  v.  State,  42  Pla.  605,  28 
So.  758;  Hauk  v.  State,  148  Ind.  238, 
46  N.  E.  127,  47  N.  E.  465,  abortion. 
And  see  Coleman  v.  State,  83  Miss. 
290,  35  So.  937,  64  L.  R.  A.  807. 

60.  See  supra,  this  section. 

61.  Stout  V.  State,  76  Md.  317,  25 
Atl.  299. 

62.  2  Geo.  II,  ch.  21. 

63.  See  the  statutes  and  infra,  this 
section. 

64.  TJ.  S.  — United  States  v.  Gui- 
teau,  1  Mackey  498,  47  Am.  Eep.  247. 
Md.  — See  Stout  v.  State,  76  Md.  317, 
323,  25  Atl.  299.  Minn.  —  State  v.  Ges- 
sert,  21  Minn.  369.  Okla.  —  Moran  v. 
Terr.,  14  Okla.  544,  78  Pac.  111. 

Offenses  committed  partly  in  several 
states,  see  supra,  II,  D  and  E,  and  17 
Standard   Peoc.   786. 

65.  Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Macloon,  101 
Mass.  1,  100  Am.  Dec.  89.  Mich. — Tyler 
V.  People,  8  Mich.  320.  N.  C  — State 
V.  Caldwell,  115  N.  C.  794,  20  S.  E.  523. 

66.  Ind.  —  Martin  v.  State,  176  Ind. 
317,  95  N.  E.  1001.    Mo.  — State  v.  Mo- 
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Graw,  87  Mo.  161.  Okla.  —  Ford  V. 
State,  13  Okla.  Crim.  612,.  166  Pac.  75. 
Tex.  —  Park  v.  State,  77  Tex.  Crim. 
267,  178  S.  W.  516.  Wash.  — State  v. 
Carroll,  55  Wash.  588,  104  Pac.  814, 
133  Am.  St.  Eep.  1047,  19  Ann.  Cas. 
1-234. 

[a]  A  county  into  which  the  prop, 
erty  is  brought  has  not  jurisdiction, 
Martin  v.  State,  176  Ind.  317,  95  N.  E. 
1001.  As  to  statutes  so  providing  see 
infra,  this  section. 

67.  See  8  Standabd  Pkoc.  210. 

68.  Ark.  —  State  v.  Johnson,  38  Ark. 
568.  Mo.  —  State  v.  Williams,  147  Mo. 
14,  47  S.  W.  891.  Tex.  — Phillips  v. 
State  (Tex.  Crim.),  200  S.  W.  1091; 
Harrington  v.  State,  31  Tex.  Crim.  57' 
21  S.  W.  366.  Eng.  —  Queen  v.  New- 
land,  2  Cox.  C.  C.  283. 

And  see  generally  18  Standard  Proc. 
726. 

Where  property  is  stolen  in  another 
state  or  county,  see  supra,  II,  D. 

[a]  But  a  prosecution  for  killing  an 
animal  with  intent  to  steal  it,  cannot 
be  had  in  a  county  into  vehich  the 
animal  is  carried.  Queen  v.  Newland, 
2  Cox.  C.  C.  (Eng.)  283. 

[b]  This  Bule  Is  Confined  to  Lar. 
ceny.  —  Graham  v.  People,  181  111.  477, 
492,  55  N.  E.  179,  47  L.  E.  A.  731. 

69.  Ark.  —  State  v.  Johnson,  38 
Ark.  568.'  Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Friedman, 
188  Mass.  3'08,    74  N.  E.  464.      Tex. 
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ReceiTfeg  Stolen  Goods.  -  The  offense  of  receiving  stolen  goods  is  in- 
dictable in  the  county  where  the  goods  are  received,  although  they  are 
stolen  in  another  county/"  but  not  in  a  county  into  which  the  property 
was  subsequently  removed  by  the  receiver,^^  unless  statute  so  pro- 
vides/^ Some  statutes  authorize  a  prosecution  in  the  county  where  the 
property  is  stolen,"  in  the  county  into  or  through  which  the  property 
may  have  been  carried  by  the  thief/*  and  in  a  county  where  it  is  con- 
cealed.'^ 

Statutes  as  to  Property  Transported  to  Another  County.  —  It  is  sometimes 
provided  that  where  property  is  taken  in  one  county  by  burglary,  lar- 
ceny, robbery  or  embezzlement  and  is  brought  or  carried  into  another 
county  an  indictment  may  be  brought  in  either  county.''*  But  such  stat- 


Park  V.  state,  77  Tex.  Crim.  267,  178 
S.  W.  516  (Texas  statute  does  not  in- 
clude burglary) ;  Burke  v.  State,  50 
Tex,  Crim.  185,  95  S.  W.  1064;  Har- 
rington V.  State,  31  Tex.  Crim.  577,  21 
S.  W.  356;  Phillips  v.  State  (Tei.  Civ. 
App.),  200  S.   W.  1091,  larceny. 

70.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Stakem,  40  Cal. 
599;  People  v.  Silvas,  34  Cal.  App. 
638,  167  Pac.  1155.  N.  Y.  — People  v. 
Zimmer,  174  App.  Div.  470,  160  N.  Y. 
Supp.  459.  R.  I.  — State  v.  Habib,  18 
E.  I.  558,  30  Atl.  462. 

See   22   Standard  Pkoc.   442. 

[a]  A  delivery  of  a  shipping  receipt 
and  a  key  to  the  suit  case  is  a  con- 
structive delivery  of  the  stolen  goods 
therein,  within  the  rule,  although  the 
goods  are  actually  received  in  another 
county.  People  v.  Silvas,  34  Cal.  App. 
638,  167  Pac.  1155. 

71.  People  V.  Disperati,  15  Cal.  App. 
120,  113  Pac.  889;  State  v.  Pray,  30 
Nev.  206,  94  Pac.  218. 

72.  See  the  statutes  and  infra,  this 
section. 

73.  State  V.  Ward,  49  Conn.  420; 
Mooney  v.  State,  76  Tex.  Crim.  539,  176 
S.  W.  52;  Polk  v.  State,  60  Tex.  Crim. 
150,  131  S.  W.  580;  Thurman  v.  State, 
37  Tex.  Crim.  646,  40  S.  W.  795.  See 
22  Standard  Peoc.  442.  But  see  People 
V.  Stakem,  40  Cal.  599. 

74.  Polk  V.  State,  60  Tex.  Crim.  150, 
131  S.  W.  580;  Thurman  v.  State,  37 
Tex.  Crim.  646,  40  S.  W.  795;  Moseley 
V.  State,  36  Tex.  Crim.  578,  37  S.  W. 
736,  38  S.  W.  197.  See  22  Standard 
Proc.  442,  and  infra,  this  section. 

75.  Polk  V.  State,  60  Tex.  Crim.  150, 
131  S.  W.  580. 

[a]  Under  a  statute  providing  that 
the  offense  of  receiving  and  concealing 
stolen  property  may  be  prosecuted  in 


any  county  where  it  is  received  or  con- 
cealed, a  court  of  the  county  into  ■which 
the  receiver  brings  the  goods  is  with- 
out jurisdiction  unless  he  conceals  the 
goods  or  handles  them  so  as  to  confuse 
the  owners  in  searfth  thereof.  Polk  v. 
State,  60  Tex.  Crim.  150,  131  S.  W.  580, 
distinguishing  Thurman  v.  State,  37 
Tex.  Crim.  646,  40  S.  W.  795. 

76.  Ark.  —  State  v.  Johnson,  38 
Ark.  568.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Mellon,  40 
Cal.  648;  People  17.  Eobles,  29  Cal. 
421;  People  v.  Tyree,  21  Cal.  App. 
701,  132  Pac.  784.  Ind.—  Beaty  v.  State, 
82  Ind.  228.  Nev.  —  State  v.  Pray,  30 
Nev.  206,  221,  94  Pae.  218;  State  v. 
Brown,  8  Nev.  208.  N.  Y.  — Mack  v. 
People,  82  N.  Y.  235  (burglary);  Has- 
kins  V.  People,  16  N.  Y.  344.  Okla. 
Eogers  v.  State,  14  OMa.  Crim.  235, 
170  Pae.  269,  L.  E.  A.  1918E,  742,  em- 
bezzlement. Tex.  —  Cole  v.  State,  16 
Tex.  App.  461,  embezzlement.  Utah. 
State  V.  Graham,  23  Utah  278,  64  Pac. 
557. 

Embezzlement,  see  8  Standard  Proc. 
212. 

Larceny,  jee  18  Standard  Pew.  726. 

Beceiving  stolen  goods,  see  supra,  this 
section. 

[a]  The  statute  as  to  venue  of  of- 
fensea  near  boundaries  is  controlled  by 
this  statute  so  that  it  is  immaterial 
whether  or  not  the  property  was  taken 
near  the  boundary.  Cameron  v.  State, 
9  Tex.  App.  332. 

[b]  Indictment.  —  An  indictment 
for  burglary  found  in  a  county  into 
which,  the  goods  were  taken  should 
charge  the  burglary  in  the  county 
where  it  was  done  and  allege  the 
transportation  of  the  goods.  But  it  is 
otherwise  in  simple  larceny  as  the  of- 
fense is  deemed  committed  where  the 
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utes  while  valid  as  to  the  offense  of  larceny,"  have,  by  some. authorities, 
been  held  unconstitutional  as  to  burglary,"  and  embezzlement.™ 

Wlere  the  Taking  Is  Without  the  State.  —  Some  statutes  provide  the 
jurisdiction  of  a  criminal  prosecution  for  stealing,  or  embezzling,  in  an- 
other state,  the  property  of  another  or  receiving  it  knowing  it  to  have 
been  stolen  or  embezzled,  and  bringing  it  into  a  state,  is  in  any  county 
into  or  through  which  the  property  is  brought.*"  But  the  weight  of 
authority  is  against  jurisdiction  in  the  absence  of  statute.'^  This  stat- 
ute does  not  apply  when  the  property  is  stolen  in  a  country  foreign  to 
the  United  States.'* 

10.  Libel.  —  The  offense  of  libel  is  punishable  in  the  county  of  its 
publication,*^  although  it  may  have  been  written  elsewhere.'*  But  the 
offense  of  writing  a  libel  with  intent  that  it  be  published,  followed  by  a 
publication,  is  punishable  in  the  county  where  the  writing  took  plaee.'^ 

If  the  libel  is  published  in  a  newspaper,  the  venue,  in  the  absence  of 
statute,  is  in  any  county  where  the  paper  circulates,"  or  to  which  it  is 
mailed  for  publication.''  By  virtue  of  some  statutory  or  constitutional 
provisions  the  venue  is  in  the'  county  where  the  newspaper  has  its  pub- 
lication office,"  or  in  the  county  in  which  the  person  libeled  resides.'^ 

11.  Ljuching,  —  Some  statutes  provide  that  the  venue  of  the  crime 


goods  are  brought.    Haskins  v.  People, 
16  N.  Y.  344,  349. 

77.  Martin  v.  State,  176  Ind.-  317, 
95  N.  E.  1001;  State  v.  Williams,  147 
Mo.  14,  47  S.  W.  891;  State  v.  Mc- 
Graw,  87  Mo.  161;  State  v.  Smith,  66 
Mo.   61. 

78.  Martin  v.  State,  176  Ind.  317,  95 
N.  B.  1001;  State  v.  McGraw,  87  Mo. 
161.  See  State  v.  Carroll,  55  Wash. 
588,  104  Pae.  814,  133  Am.  St.  Eep. 
1047,  19  Ann.  Cas.  1234.  Contra,  Mack 
V.  People,  82  N.  Y.  235.  See  also  State 
V.  Johnson,  38  Ark.  568. 

79.  State  v.  Hatch,  91  Mo.  568,  4  S. 
W.  508.  But  see  Rogers  v.  State,  14 
Okla.  Grim.  235,  170  Pae.  269,  L..  R.  A. 
1918E,  742. 

80.  People  v.  Black,  122  Cal.  73,  54 
Pae.  385;  People  v.  Staples,  91  Cal. 
23,   27  Pae.   523. 

Oifenses  begun  without  and  consum- 
mated within  the  state,  see  supra,  II, 
D. 

As  to  embezzlement,  see  8  Standard 
Proc.  209. 

As  to  larceny,  see  18  Standard  Peoc. 
728. 

81.  Harrington  v.  State,  31  Tei. 
Crim.  577,  21  S.  W.  356. 

In  larceny,  see  18  Standard  Proc. 
728 

82.  People  v.  Black,  122  Cal.  73,  54 
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Pae.  385.  See  Harrington  v.  State,  31 
Tex.  Crim.  577,  21  S.  W.  356.  And  see 
18  Standard  Peoc.  729,  as  to  larceny. 

83.  Com.  V.  Blanding,  4  Pick. 
(Mass.)  304,  15  Am.  Dec.  214;  King 
V.  Burdett,  4  Barn.  &  Aid.  95,  168,  6 
B.  C.  L.  404,  106  Eng.  Reprint  873; 
Rei  V.  Watson,  1  Camp.  (Eng.)  215, 
216. 

84.  King  V.  Burdett,  4  B.  &  Aid.  95, 
6  B.  C.  L.  404,  106  Eng.  Reprint  873. 

85.  King  V.  Burdett,  4  Barn.  &  Aid. 
95,  135,  6  E.  C.  Li.  404,  106  Eng.  Reprint 
873. 

86.  State  v.  Huston,  19  S.  D.  644, 
104  N.  W.  451,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  970, 
9  Ann.  Cas.  381;  Belo  &  Co.  v.  Wren, 
63   Tei.   686. 

87.  Com.  V.  Blanding,'  3  Pick. 
(Mass.)  304,  15  Am.  Dec.  214;  State  V. 
Huston,  19  S.  D.  644,  104  N.  W.  451, 
117  Am.  St.  Rep.  970,  9  Ann.  Cas.  381, 
note. 

88.  In  re  Kowalsky,  73  Cal.  120,  14 
Pae.  399. 

[a]  A  person  who  causes  a  libel  to 
be  printed  is  within  the  constitution, 
as  well  as  the  publisher  and  proprietor. 
In  re  Kowalsky,  73  Cal.  120,  14  Pae. 
399. 

89.  In  re  Kowalsky,  73  Cal.  120,  14 
Pae.  399;  Shields  v.  Com.,  21  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  1688,  55  S.  W.  881. 
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of  lynching  shall  be  in  the  county  adjoining*  that  in  which  the  lynching 
was  eommitted.^'' 

12.  Threatening  Letters.  —  Vlien  a  threatening  letter  is  mailed  from 
one  county  to  another,  the  venue  pf  the  offense  depends  upon  whether 
the  offense  is  sending,  circulating,  or  exhibiting,  or  whether  it  is  merely 
the  sending  of  the  threatening  letter.  In  the  former  case  the  venue  is 
in  either  county.*^  In  the  latter  case  the  venue  has  been  held  to  be  in 
the  county  of  the  mailing,^^  and  by  some  courts,  in  the  county  of  the 
receipt  of  the  letter.^' 

13.  Nonsupport.  —  The  venue  of  a  prosecution  against  a  person  in 
one  county  who  fails  to  support  parents,  wife,  or  children  in  another 
county  has  been  held  by  some  courts  to  be  in  the  former,^*  and  by  oth- 
ers in  the  latter'*  county. 

14.  Nuisance.  —  The  statute  relating  to  offenses  committed  in  differ- 
ent counties  has  been  applied  to  a  nuisance  in  one  county  caused  by 
acts  done  in  another.'"  Under  some  statutes  the  offense  is  deemed  com- 
mitted in  the  county  whose  inhabitants  are  aggrieved  thereby.'^ 

15.  Perjury  and  False  Swearing.  —  Perjury'*  and  subornation  of 
perjury"  should  be  prosecuted  where  the  offense  was  committed.  Know- 
ingly subscribing  to  a  false  report  is  punishable  in  the  county  where 


90.  State  v.  Lewis,  142  N.  C.  626, 
55  S.  B.  600,  7  L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.)  669, 
note  holding  statute  constitutional. 
See  also  Alexander  v.  State,  40  Tex. 
Grim.  395,  49  S.  W.  229,  55  S.  W.  716. 

91.  Com.  V.  Morton,  140  Ky.'  628, 
131  S.  W.  506,  Ann.  Gas.  1912B,  454. 

92.  Landa  v.  State,  26  Tex.  App. 
580,  10  S.  W.  218,  holding  the  venue  of 
the  offense  of  "sending"  a  threaten- 
ing letter  is  in  the  county  where  the 
letter   is   posted. 

93.  People  V.  GrifSn,  2  Biirb.  (N.  T.) 
427,  the  venue  is  in  the  county  to 
which  the  letter  is  sent. 

94.  La. — State  v.  Pick,  140  La. 
1063,  74  So.  554.  Ohio.— State  v.  Dang- 
ler, 74  Ohio  St.  49,  77  N.  E.  271,  the 
county  where  the  acts  are  done.  Tenn. 
Poindexter  v.  State,  137  Tenn.  386,  193 
S.  W.  126. 

95.  Ga.  — Boyd  V.  State,  18  Ga.  App. 
623,  89  S.  E.  1091;  Cleveland  v.  State, 
7  Ga.  App.  622,  67  S.  E.  696.  Ind. 
State  V.  Yocum,  182  Ind.  478,  106  N.  E. 
705,  applying  the  rule  that  the  offense 
is  one  of  omission  and  is  committed 
where  the  act  should  have  been  done. 
Neb.  —  Cuthbertson  v.  State,  72  Neb. 
727,  732,  101  N.  W.  1031,  where  the 
home  is.  Nev. — In  re  Boberson,  38 
Nev.  326,  333,  149  Pao.  182,  L.  E.  A. 
1915E,  691.  E.  L  — State  v.  Peabody, 
25  R.  I.  544,  56  Atl.  1028,  where  the 


1  injury  is  done.  Tex.  —  Redmond  v. 
State,  78  Tex.  Grim.  201,  180  S.  W. 
272,  under  statute.  Wis.  —  Adams  v. 
State,  164  "Wis.  223,  159  N.   W.  726. 

[a]  Where  the  first  act  of  separa- 
tion occurs  is  immaterial,  if  followed 
by  a  wilful  refusal  to  support  at  the 
place  previously  considered  as  the 
home.  Guthbertson  v.  State,  72  Neb. 
727,  732,  101  N.  W.  1031. 

9S.  State  v.  Wabash  Paper  Co.,  21 
Ind.  App.  167,  48  N.  E.  653,  51  N.  E. 
949;  Stat©  V.  Herring,  21  Ind.  App. 
157,  48  N.  E.  598,  51  N.  E.  951,  69 
Am.  St.  Rep.  351;  State  v.  Glucose 
Sugar  Ref.  Go.,  117  Iowa  524,  91  N.  W. 
794;  State  v.  Smith,  82  Iowa  423,  48 
N.  W.  727. 

Offenses  partly  committed  in  several 
counties,  see  sv/pra,  II,  F. 

The  venue  may  be  laid  in  the  county 
of  the  consummation  of  the  offense, 
see  20  Standakd  Peoc.  691,  note  31. 

97.  State  v.  DeWolfe,  67  Neb.  321, 
93  N.  W.  746;  American  Strawboard 
Go.  V.  State,  70  Ohio  St.  140,  71  N.  E. 
284. 

98.  See  21  Standabd  Peoc.  313. 

99.  [a]  The  venue  of  the  offense  of 
subornation  of  perjury  is  in  the  county 
where  the  suggestion  is  made  that  the 
prosecutor  give  false  testimony.  State 
V.  Byan,  54  Iowa  409,  6  N.  W.  594. 
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the  report  is  subscribed  ;^  and  if  the  report  is  sent  to  another  county, 
the  venue  is  in  either  county.* 

16.  Physicians  and  Surgeons.  —  A  person  viho  unlawfully  procures 
himself  to  be  registered  as  a  physician  is  triable  in  the  county  where 
the  application  is  filled  out  and  the  license  issued,  although  the  exami- 
nation is  had  in  another  county.* 

17.  Prostitution,  Pandering,  etc,  —  The  crimes  of  illicit  cohabita- 
tion," or  violating  the  Mann  act,*  etc.,  is  in  the  county  or  district  where 
the  offense  is  committed,  unless  it  consists  of  a  series  of  acts  committed 
in  different  counties.' 

18.  Robbery.  —  The  venue  of  the  offense  of  robbery  is  in  the  county 
in  which  the  property  is  taken.' 

N.  Pleading  and  Proof.  —  The  pleading  and  proof  of  venue  in  crim- 
inal proceedings  is  elsewhere  discussed.* 


1.  Eureka  County  Bank  Cases,  35 
Nev.  80,  U5,  126  Pac.  655,  129  Pac, 
308. 

2.  iState  V.  Mason,  61  Kan.  102,  58 
Pac.  978. 

3.  People  V.  Maczulski,  194  Mich. 
193,  160  N.  W.  576. 

4.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  The  offense  of  continuing  to  co- 
habit unlawfully  is  cognizable  in  the 
county  where  the  cohabitation  takes 
place.  Finney  v.  State,  3  Head  (Tenn.) 
544. 

5.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  The  place  from  which  the  trans- 
portation was  made  has  jurisdiction. 
Teates  v.  United  States  (C.  C.  A.),  254 
Fed.  60. 

'  [b]  The  venue  of  the  offense,  under 
the  Lliann  Act,  of  failing  to  file  a  state- 
ment with  the  Commissioner  of  Im- 
migration is  in  the  district  in  which 
his  office  is  situated.  The  offense  is 
not  a  continuing  one  and  the  venue 
thereof  is  not  in  the  district  where  the 
alien  woman  is  harbored  and  where  the 
statement  may  be  deposited  in  the 
mails.  United  States  v.  Lombardo,  241 
U.  S.  73,  36  Sup.  Ct.  508,  60  L.  ed.  897. 
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6.  People  V.  Grubb,  24  Cal.  App.  604, 
141  Pac.  1051,  pandering. 

7.  Sweat  v.  State,  90  Ga.  315,  17  S. 
E.  273.  See  State  v.  McAllister,  65  W. 
Va.  97,  63  S.  E.  768,  the  crime  is  com- 
mitted where  the  check  is  reduced  to 
actual  possession. 

[a]  Where  a  person  with  money  is 
arrested  in  one  county,  and  the  money 
is.  taken  by  intimidation  and  fear  in 
another  county,  the  venue  is  in  the 
latter.  Sweat  v.  State,  90  Ga.  315,  17 
S.  E.  273. 

8.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  the  title 
"Variance  and  Failure  of  Proof.'-'-  See 
also  the  Encyclopaedia  of  Evidkncb, 
title  "Venue." 

Laying  venue  in  indictments,  see  12 
Standabd  Peoc.  426,  et  seq.,  608;  11 
Standard  Peoc.  584;  8  Standakd  Peoc. 
719;      3   Standard  Peoc.   34. 

The  venue  of  crime  a  question  for  the 
jury,  see  11  Standard  Peoc.  649. 

Plea  in  abatement  to  wrong  venue, 
see  1  StanIiaed  Peoc<  31. 

Arrest  of  judgment  because  of  im- 
proper venue,  see  2  Standard  Peoc. 
993. 

Becord.  in  misdemeanor  cases,  must 
show  that  the  venue  was  proved  as  al- 
leged.   See  1  Standard  Peoc  565. 
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Aider  by  verdict,  see  the  titles  "Indictment  and  Information;" 
"Pleading;"  and  the  specific  titles. 

Death  of  party  after  verdict,  see  14  Standard  Proc.  785,  and  the 
title,  "Survival."       • 

Deliberation  of  jury  and  consideration  of  verdict,  see  17  Standard 
Proc,  439,  534. 

Haste  in  returning  a  verdict  as  misconduct,  see  17  Standard  Proc. 
527. 
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For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 
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I.  DEFINITIONS  AND  DISTINCTIONS.  —  A  verdict  is  the  an- 
swer or  decision  of  the  jury,  given  to  the  court,  concerning'  the  matters 
of  fact  committed  to  them  for  trial.^  The  word  "verdict"  includes  the 
element  of  decision,^  and  is  not  applicable  to  a  mere  report  that  the 
jury  are  unable  to  agree,'  or  that  they  have  agreed  without  any  state- 
ment of  the  nature  of  their  decision.*  A  verdict  is  a  conclusion  of  fact 
and  not  of  law.^  Strictly  speaking  the  word  "verdict"  is  not  applic- 
able to  findings  of  fact  by  the  eourt,°  or  to  special  findings  returned 
with  a  general  verdict,'  nor  to  decisions  by  commissioners  or  referees,* 


1.  Ala.  —  Sewall  v.  Glidden,  1  Ala. 
52.  Cal.  —  Simmons  v.  Hamilton,  56 
Cal.  493.  Colo.  —  Hawley  v.  Barker,  5 
Colo.  118.  La.  —  State  v.  Blue,  134  La. 
561,  64  So.  411.  Me.  —  Withee  v.  Eowe, 
45  Me.  571.  Hiss.  —  James  v.  State,  55 
Miss.  57,  30  Am.  Eep.  496.  Mont. 
Froman  v.  Patterson,  10  Mont.  107,  24 
Pac.  692.  Neb.  —  Union  Pae.  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Connolly,  77  Neb.  254,  109  N.  W.  368. 
N.  J.  —  State  V.  Williams,  89  N.  J.  L. 
234,  98  Atl.  416;  Davis  v.  Delaware,  41 
N.  J.  L.  55.   N.  Y.  —  French  v.  MerrUl, 

27  App.  Div.  612,  50  N.  Y.  Supp.  776. 
N.  C.  —  Smith  v.  Paul,  133  N.  C.  66,  45 
S.  E.  348;  McLean  v.  Douglass,  28  N. 
C.  233.  N.  D.  —  Johnson  Bros.  v.  Glas- 
pey,  16  N.  D.  335,  113  N.  W.  602.  Tex. 
Slaughter  v.  State,  24  Tex.  410;  Jones 
V.  State,  55  Tex.  Crim.  535,  117  S.  W. 
127;  Morton  v.  State,  3  Tex.  App.  510; 
Shaw  V.  State,  2  Tex.  App.  487.  W. 
Va.  —  Hickman  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  E. 
Co.,  30  W.  Va.  296,  4  S.  E.  654,  7  S.  E. 
455. 

[a]  The  exact  meaning  of  the  word 
"verdict"  is  "a  true  saying."  Ala. 
Eowe  V.  Goetchius,  180  Ala.  381,  61  So. 
330.  Ga.  —  Anthony  v.  Authony,  103 
Ga.  250,  29  S.  E.  923.  Mass.  —  Cook  v. 
Castner,  9  Cuah.  266. 

[b]  It  is  the  ascertained  truth  to 
which  effect  is  given  by  the  judgment 
of  the  court.  Vaughan  v.  Cade,  2  Eich. 
L.   (S.  C.)   49. 

[c]  It  is  not  an  abstract  designa- 
tion of  the  finding  of  a  jury,  but  gener- 
ally in  a  legal  sense  is  the  determina- 
tion of  the  jury  upon  the  matters  of 
fact  in  issue  in  the  cause,  upon  the 
evidence.  Johnson  Bros.  v.  Glaspey,  16 
N.  D.  335,  113  N.  W.  602. 

[d]  The  answer  of  the  jury  to  ques- 
tions of  fact  contained  in  the  issue 
formed  by  the  pleadings.  Day  v.  Webb, 

28  Conn.  140. 

2.  Froman  v.  Patterson,  10  Mont. 
107,  24  Pac.  692. 


[a]  As  long  as  it  is  based  on  a  coU/< 
tingency  there  is  no  verdict.  As  where 
the  jury  convicted  with  a  recommenda- 
tion to  mercy  "if  the  court  will  ac- 
cept." State  V.  Williams,  89  N.  J.  L. 
234,  98  Atl.  416. 

3.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Daniel, 
131  Ky.  689,  115  S.  W.  804,  1198,  118 
S.  W.  229. 

4.  Union  Pac.  Ky.  Co.  v.  Connolly, 
77  Neb.  254,  109  N.  W.  368,  foreman 
stated  in  response  to  court's  question 
that  they  had  agreed  as  to  one  defend- 
ant but  not  as  to  another. 

5.  U.  S.  — Schofield  v.  Baker,  248 
Fed.  657.  D.  C  — United"  States  v. 
O  'Neal,  10  App.  Cas.  205.  HI.  —  Carlyle 
W.,  L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Carlyle,  31  111.  App. 
325. 

[a]  It  is  the  compound  result  of  le- 
gal instructions  by  the  court  and  find- 
ings of  fact  applied  to  the  principlei 
laid  down  for  the  jury's  guidance.  Bon- 
ham  V.  Bishop,  23  S.  C.  96.  See  also 
Lewis  V.  Hinson,  64  S.  C.  571,  43  S.  E. 
15;  Cole  v.  Blue  Eidge  Ey.  Co.,  75  S. 
C.  156,  55  S.  E.  126. 

6.  Swan  v.  Bevis  Eock  Salt  Co.,  86 
Kan.  260,  119  Pac.  871.  See  also  Kerner 
V.  Petigo,  25  Kan.  652;  McCullagh  c, 
Allen,  10  Kan.  150.  Mass.  —  Bearce  v, 
Bowker,  115  Mass.  129.  N.  Y.  —  Otis  v. 
Spencer,  8  How.  Pr.  171.  Can.  —  Eex 
V.  Murray,  27  Ont.  L.  382,  4  Ont.  W.  N. 
368,  23  Ont.  W.  E.  492. 

[a]  In  case  of  an  Ingiuest  of  insan- 
ity by  justices,  their  finding  is  not  « 
verdict.  Leinss  v.  "Weiss,  33  Ind.  App. 
344,  71  N.  E.  254. 

[b]  Final  order  making  award  on 
commissioner's  report  in  condemnation 
proceedings,  is  not  a  verdict.  In  rt 
Pine's  Stream,  129  App.  Div.  929.  114 
N.  Y.  Supp.  681. 

7.  Wilcox  V.  Hoch,  62  Barb.  (N.  T.l 
509.  ' 

8.  Kerner  v.  Petigo,  25  Kan.  652; 
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though  the  statutes  sometimes  define  "verdict"  as  including  the  judge's 
findings  of  fact.* 

It  is  distinguished  from  a  judgment  in  that  the  verdict  is  the  finding 
upon  which  the  judgment  is  based,  whiile  the  judgment  is  the  final  de- 
termination of  the  court.^" 

II.  CLASSIFICATION  OP  VERDICTS.  —  With  respect  to  their 
substance,  verdicts  may  be  general,  special,  or  partial.^^  With  respect 
to  the  manner  in  which  they  are  rendered,  they  may  be  public  or 
privy  or  sealed.^^  And  with  respect  to  the  method  in  which  the  jury 
have  deliberated  and  arrived  at  a  verdict  it  may  sometimes  be  a  chance 
or  average  or  quotient  verdict.  The  latter  are  discussed  elsewhere  in 
this  work.^^ 

III.  GENERAL  AND  SPECIAL  VERDICTS.  —  A.  Definition.— A 
general  verdict  is  one  by  which  the  jury  pronounce  at  the  same  time 
upon  the  facts  and  the  law,  either  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  or  defend- 
ant;" it  implies  a  finding  in  favor  of  the  prevailing  party  of  every 
fact  essential  to  the  support  of  his  action  or  defense.*''    As  applied 


Otis  V.  iSpeneer,  8  How.  Pr.   (N.  T.) 
171. 

9.  See  the  statutes  and  the  follow- 
ing: Ore.  —  Scott  v.  Ford,  52  Ore.  288, 
97  Pac.  99.  S.  D.  —  Kelly  v.  Wheeler, 
22  S.  D.  611,  119  N.  W.  994;  Lone  Tree 
Ditch  Co.  V.  Bapid  City  Elec.  &  Gas. 
Co.,  16  S.  D.  451,  93  N.  W.  650.  Can. 
Eex  V.  Murray,  27  Out.  L.  382,  4  Ont. 
W.  N.  368,  23  Ont.  W.  K.  492. 

[a]  Compare  Carlyle  W.,  L.  &  P.  Co. 
V.  Carlyle,  31  111.  App.  325,  guoting 
Kap.  &  L.  Law  Diet.,  defining  a  verdict 
as  ' '  the  opinion  of  a  jury  or  a  judge 
sitting  as  a  jury,  on  a  question  of 
fact. " 

10.  Fuentes  «.  Mayorga,  7  Daly  (N. 
y.)  103. 

DisUnction  generally  between  find- 
ings and  judgment,  see  8  Standard 
Paoc.  993;  14  Standard  Peoc.  762. 

[aj  Between  the  two  the  relation  is 
such  that  the  question  whether  or  not 
the  verdict  justifies  the  judgment  is 
always  a  matter  for  review  when  prop- 
erly presented.  State  v.  Willi^.ms,  89 
N.  J.  L.  234,  98  Atl.  416. 

11.  See  infra,  III,  D.    ' 

As  to  general  verdict  with  special 
case  reserved,  see  infra,  III,  D,  3. 

12.  See  infra,  VIII. 

13.  See  17  Standard  Pboo.  583,,  et 
seq. 

14.  U.  S.  —  Glenn  v.  Sumner,  132  II. 
S.  152,  10  Sup.  Ct.  41,  33  L.  ed.  301; 
Sohofield  V.  Baker,  242  Fed.  657.  Ariz. 
Eg'au  V.  Estrada,  6  Ariz.  248,  56  Pae. 
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721.  Cal.  —  Simmons  v.  Hamilton,  58 
Cal.  493.  Dak.  —  MeCormach  v.  Phil- 
lips, 4  Dak.  506,  34  N.  W.  39.  la. 
Farmers'  Savings  Bank  v.  Arispe  Mer- 
cantile Co.,  127  N.  W.  1084,  citing  Code 
§3725.  Kan.  —  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R. 
Co.  V.  Osburn,  79  Kan.  348,  100  Pac. 
473.  Ky.  —  Davis  v.  Stone,  172  Ky. 
696,  189  S.  W.  937.  Mo.  —  Shipp  v. 
Snyder,  121  Mo.  155,  25  S.  W.  9'00. 
Mont.  —  McDonald  v.  Klenze,  52  Mont. 
142,  157  Pac.  175.  N.  D.  —  Morrison  v. 
Lee,  13  N.  D.  591,  102  N.  W.  223.  Ore. 
Turner  v.  Cyrus,  91  Ore.  462,  179  Pae. 
279. 

See  Bouvier's  Law  Dictionary,  citing 
Go.  Litt.  228,  4  Black.  Com.  461. 

[a]  Other  Definitions.  —  (1)  "A 
general  verdict  is  a  direct  statement  of 
a  conclusion  of  law,  and  an  indirect 
statement  of  the  facts  from  which  the 
conclusion  is  drawn;  it  expressly  affirms 
the  law  and  inferentially  the  facts." 
Smith  V.  Ireland,  4  Utah  187,  7  Pac. 
749.  (2)  "A  general  verdict  directly 
finds  or  negates  all  the  facts  in  issue 
in  a  general  form."  Day  v.  Webb,  28 
Conn.  140.  (3)  "A  general  verdict  em- 
braces both  the  law  and  the  facts.  It 
states  the  result  of  the  whole  contro- 
versy. It  determines  the  ultimate 
rights  of  the  parties."  First  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Peck,  8  Kan.  660. 

[b]  It  is  a  finding  in  the  terms  of 
the  issue  referred  to  the  jury.  Settle 
V.  Alison,  8  Ga.  201,  52  Am.  Dec.  393. 

15,    See  ir^ra.  III,  D,  1,  c. 
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particularly  to  crindnal  trials  a  verdict  is  general  where  it  is  on  the 
whole  charge.^* 

Separate  findings  on  separate  causes  of  action  are  general,  not 
special,  verdicts.^' 

The  expression,  "separate  generai  verdict,"  as  used  in  some  statutes,  is 
a  finding  upon  any  of  the  issues,  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  or  of  the  de- 
fendant." 

A  partial  verdict  in  a  criminal  prosecution  is  a  general  verdict  'finding 
the  defendant  guilty  of  part  of  the  accusation  against  him  and  acquit- 
ting him  of  the  residue.^' 

Special  Verdict.  —  4  special  verdict  is  one  by  which  the  facts  are  found 
by  the  jury,  but  the  law  to  be  applied  to  those  facts  is  left""  to  the 


16.  People  t).  McClure,  148  N".  Y.  95, 
4fi  N.  E.  523,  it  isa  verdict  of  "guilty" 
or  "not  guilty." 

[a]  Verdict  held  general  and  not 
special  (1)  where  it  found  defendant 
guilty  and  also  set  out  some  of  the 
particulars  of  the  crime.  People  v.  Cor- 
nell, 29  Cal.  App.  430,  155  Pac.  1026. 
(2)  "We,  the  jury  find,  from  the  evi- 
dence produced  that  the  prisoner  is 
guilty  of  murder,"  is  not  a  special  but 
a  general  verdict.  McGuffie  «.  State,  17 
Ga.  497. 

[b]  Despite  the  addition  of  the 
words  "not  guilty  on  second  count,"  a 
verdict  is  general  and  not  special.  Stat- 
ler  V.  United  States,  157  U.  S.  277,  15 
Sup.  Ct.  616,  39  L.  ed.  700. 

17.  Eobinson  &  Co.  v.  Berkey,  100 
Iowa  136,  69  N.  W.  434,  62  Am.  St. 
Eep.  549. 

18.  Ky.  Code,  §326  (2);  Witty  v. 
Chesapeake,  O.  &  8.  W.  E.  Co.,  83  Ky. 
21. 

[a]  "The  verdict  is  separate  as  to 
the  particular  issue  as  distinguished 
from  any  other  issue  in  the  case,  and 
general  as  to  the  particular  issue." 
Witty  V.  Chesapeake,  O.  &  S.  W.  E.  E. 
Co.,  83  Ky.  21. 

19.  Blackshare  v.  State,  94  Ark.  548, 
128  S.  W.  549,  140  Am.  St.  Eep.  144. 
See  Bouvier's  Law  Dictionary.  Compare 
State  V.  McGee,  55  S.  C.  247,  33  S.  E. 
353,  74  Am.  St.  Eep.  741. 

[a]  A  verdict  is  partial  when  the 
accused  is  convicted  on  one  count  of 
an  indictment,  or  on  one  part  of  a 
count  capable  of  division,  or  of  an  of- 
fense of  an  inferior  degree  included  in 
the  accusation  of  a  higher  crime.  Eook- 
ey  V.  State,  70  Conn.  104,  38  Atl.  911. 


[b]  It  is  to  be  distinguished  from  a 
special  verdict  in  that  it  is  a  general 
verdict  on  the  particular  count.  Black- 
share  V.  State,  94  Ark.  548,  128  S.  W, 
549,  140  Am.  St.  Eep.  144. 

20.  U.  S.—Statler  i;.  United  States, 
157  U.  S.  277,  15  Sup.  Ct.  616,  39  L.  ed. 
70'D;  Bellows  v.  Hallowell  &  Augusta 
Bank,  2  Mason  31,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
1,279.  Ariz.  —  Egan  v.  Estrada,  6  Ariz. 
248,  56  Pac.  721.  Ark.  —  Blackshare  v. 
State,  94  Ark.  548,  128  S.  W.  549,  140 
Am.  St.  Eep.  144;  Little  Eock  &  Ft. 
S.  E.  Co.  V.  Miles,  40  Ark.  298,  48  Am. 
Eep.  10;  Nathan  v.  Sloan,  34  Ark.  524. 
Cal.  —  Montgomery  v.  Sayre,  25  Pac. 
552;  Simmons  v.  Hamilton,  56  Cal.  493; 
People  V.  Cornell,  29  Cal.  App.  430,  155 
Pac.  1026.  Conn.  — Day  v.  Webb,  28 
Conn.  140.  Dak.  —  McCormach  v.  Phil- 
lips, 4  Dak.  506,  34  N.  W.  39.  lU. 
Perdue  v.  Big  Four  Drainage  Dist.,  117 
111.  App.  600.  Ind.  — Conner  v.  Citi- 
zens' St.  Ey.  Co.,  105  Ind.  62,  4-N.  E. 
441,  55  Am.  Eep.  177.  la.  —  Farmers' 
Savings  Bank  v.  Arispe  Mercantile  Co., 
127  N.  W.  1084.  Kan.  — First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Peck,  8  Kan.  660.  Mo.— Shipp 
V.  Snyder,  121  Mo.  155,  25  S.  W.  900. 
Mont. —  McDonald  v.  Klenze,  52  Mont. 
142,  157  Pac.  175.  N.  J.  —  Springer  v. 
Keeves,  4  N.  J.  L.  235.  N.  Y.  — People 
V.  McClure,  148  N.  Y.  95,  42  N.  B.  523; 
Smith  V.  Osborn,  45  How.  Pr.  351.  Ore. 
Dray  v.  Crieh,  3  Ore.  298.  Pa.  —  Swei- 
gard  V.  Wilson,  106  Pa.  207.  Va. 
Brown  v.  Ealston,  4  Eand.  (25  Va.) 
504.  Wis.  —  Bigelow  v.  Danielson,  102 
Wis.  470,  78  N.  W.  599. 

[a]  Another  species  of  special  ver- 
dict did  exist  at  common  law,  where  the 
jury  returned  a  general  verdict,  subject 
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judge,  or  as  it  is  frequently  stated,  "leaving  the  judgment  to  the 
court.  '"'^  * 

A  general  verdict  is  a  general  finding  of  all  facts,  while  special  find- 
ings are  particular  findings  of  individual  facts.''^ 

Special  Verdict  Distinguished  From  Answer  to  Special  Interrogatories.  —  The 
purpose  of  the  special  verdict  is  to  furnish  the  basis  of  the  judgment, 
while  the  purpose  of  "special  interrogatories"  is  to  elicit  facts  to  test 
the  correctness  of  the  general  verdict.^^  It  follows  that  while  the 
special  verdict  must  pass  upon  every  material  issue  of  fact,  a  special 
interrogatory  may  be  addressed  to  but  one  issue.^*  A  special  verdict 
is  but  one  verdict,  though  it  comprises  many  findings,^^  but  though 
special  interrogatories  be  addressed  to  every  material  issue,  the  answers 
would  not  necessarily  constitute  a  special  verdict ;  and  some  confusion 


to  the  opinion  of  the  court  on  a  spe- 
cial ease,  stated  hy  counsel  on  both 
sides  on  a  matter  of  law.  This  has  gone 
out  of  practice  in  Pennsylvania,  if  it 
ever  existed  there.  Wallingford  v.  Dun- 
lap,  14  Pa.  31. 

[b]  Illustration. —  (1)  in  criminal 
prosecutions,  a  verdict  finding  a  de- 
fendant guilty  of  a  named  offense  with- 
out referring  to  the  indictment  or  in- 
formation, has  been  held  by  some 
authorities,  to  be  a  special  verdict  (Ga. 
Littlefield  v.  State,  22  Ga.  App.  783, 
97  S.  E.  259.  La.  — State  v.  French,  50 
La.  Ann.  461,  23  So.  606.  N.  Y.  —  Mil- 
ler V.  People,  25  Hun  473.  Ore.  —  State 
V.  Savage,  36  Ore.  191,  60  Pac.  610,  61 
Pac.  1128),  and  (2)  by  others,  a,  gen- 
eral verdict.  Blaekshare  v.  iState,  94 
Ark.  548,  128  S.  W.  549,  140  Am.  St. 
Eep.  144;  McPherson  v.  State,  29  Ark. 
225;  People  v.  Tilley,  135  Cal.  61,  67 
Pac.  42.  (3)  "We  think  that  a  verdict 
finding  part  of  the  indictment  true,  if 
such  part  is  properly  charged  and  con- 
stitutes a  substantive  offense,  or  find- 
ing a  defendant  guilty  in  general  terms, 
excepting  or  negativing  ^  part,  is  a 
general  and  not  a  special  verdict.  *  *  * 
Such  is  the  ordinary  course,  when  mur- 
der is  charged,  and  the  jury  find  man- 
slaughter. '  *  Com.  V.  Fischblatt,  4  Meto. 
(Mass.)  354.  (4)  When  the  verdict 
specifically  refers  to  the  indictment  or 
information,  the  designation  of  the  of- 
fense may,  according  to  some  authori- 
ties, be  treated  as  surplusage,  and  the 
verdict  is  general.  Miller  v.  People,  25 
Hun  (N.  Y.)  473;  State  v.  Jenkins,  60 
Wis.  599,  19  N".  W.  406. 

21.  See  the  statutes  and  Mo.  —  Glade 
V.  Eastern  111.  Min.  Co.,  129  Mo.  App. 
443,  107  S.  W.  1002,  oitmg  Shipp  v. 
Snyder,  121  Mo.  155,  25  S.  W.  900.   N. 
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Y.  —  Eussell  V.  Ehinehart,  137  App. 
Div.  843,  122  N.  Y.  Supp.  539.  N.  D. 
Morrison  i>.  Lee,  13N.  D.  591,  102  N.  W. 
223.  S.  D.  —  Nerger  v.  Commercial  Mut. 
Fire  Assn.,  21  S.  D.  537,  114  N.  W.  689. 
Wis.  — Olwell  V.  Skobis,  126  Wis.  308, 
105  N.  W.  777;  Bigelow  v.  Danielson, 
102  Wis.  470,  78  N.  W.  599. 

22.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  v.  Os- 
burn,  79  Kan.  348,  100  Pac.  473. 

23.  Freedman  v.  New  York,  N.  H. 
&  H.  E.  Co.,  81  Conn.  601,  71  Atl.  901, 
15  Ann.  Cas.  464.  See  the  title,  "Spe- 
cial Interrogatories  to  Jury,"  and  the 
cases  in  the  next  note,  infra. 

[aj  The  object  of  the  special  ver- 
dict is  to  "enable  the  court  to  review 
Ihe  precise  grounds  on  which  the  ver- 
dict is  found."  Dorsey  v.  Phillips,  etc. 
Co.,  42  Wis.  583.  It  "enables  the  court 
to  focus  the  mental  operations  of  the 
jury  upon  the  turning  points  in  a  case, 
avoiding  the  danger  present  in  taking 
a  general  verdict,  of  the  law  being  ap- 
plied to  facts,  in  form,  without  any 
precedent  finding  of  facts."  Patnode 
V.  Westenhaver,  114  Wis.  460,  90  N.  W. 
467. 

24.  Cal.  —  Fujise  v.  Los  Angeles  E. 
Co.,  12  Cal.  App.  207,  107  Pac.  317. 
Conn.  —  Freedman  v.  New  York,  N.  H. 
&  11.  E.  Co.,  81  Conn.  601,  71  Atl.  901, 
15  Ann.  Cas.  464.  lU.  — Chicago  &  N. 
W.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Dunleavy,  129  111.  132,  22 
N.  E.  15.  Ind.  — Todd  v.  Fenton,  66 
Ind.  25;  Toledo,  W.  &  W.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Hammond,  33  Ind.  379,  5  Am.  Eep.  221. 
la.  —  Morbey  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  E. 
Co.,  116  Iowa  84,  89  N.  W.  105.  Kan. 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Peck,  8  Kan.  660. 
Wis.  —  Carroll  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  N.  E. 
Co.,  99  Wis.  399,  75  N.  W.  176. 

25.  Casey-Swasey  Co.  v.  Manchester 
Fire  Ins.  Co.,  32  Tex.  Civ.  App.  158,  73 
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is  added  by  the  statutes  in  some  states  calling  that  a  "special  verdict" 
which  is  addressed  to  but  part  of  the  issues.^° 

B.  Form  of  Verdicts  Whether  General  or  Special.  —  Originally 
all  verdicts  in  civil  actions  at  law  were  general,  but  since  an  early 
English  statute,  it  is  within  the  discretion  of  a  jury  whether  to  render 
a  general  or  special  verdict,^'  except  in  so  far  as  their  discretion  may  be 
limited  by  modern  statutes  and  instructions  of  the  court  pursuant 
thereto.^*  But  a  jury  cannot  return  both  a  general  and  special  verdict 
upon  the  same  issue,*^  though  they  may  return  with  their  general 
verdict  answers  to  specific  questions  put  to  them.^" 

In  equity,  a  jury  should  not  render  a  general  verdict  as  in  law 
actions.^^    They  should  respond  only  to  such  issues  as  are  framed  and 


S.  W.  864,  hence  if  any  finding  is  set 
aside  for  want  of  evidence  to  support 
it,  the  whole  verdict  falls. 

26.  6ee  the  statutes  and  Plyler  v. 
Pacific  Portland  Cem.  Co.,  152  Cal.  125, 
92  Pao.  56;  Napa  Val.  Packing  Co.  v. 
San  Francisco  E.  &  E.  C.  Funds,  16  Cal. 
App.  461,  118  Pac.  469;  Olwell  v.  iSko- 
bis,  126  Wis.  308,  105  N.  W.  777;  Slad- 
ty  V.  Marinette  Lumb.  Co.,  107  Wis. 
250,  83  N.  W.  514. 

27.  See  Miller,  Homer  &  Co.  v.  Ma- 
bon,  6  Iowa  456;  infra,  III,  D,  2,  a;  and 
2  Thomp.  on  Trials,  §2649;  Proffatt  on 
Jury  Trial,  §412;  2  Tidd  Pr.  896. 

[a]  "On  a  general  verdict,  if  false, 
the  jury  were  liable  to  be  attainted. 
To  relieve  them  from  this  difficulty,  it 
was  enacted  by  the  statute  of  Westm. 
2.  (13  Edw.  1,)  c.  30.  §2.  that  'the  jus- 
tices of  assize  shall  not  compel  the  jur- 
ors to  say  precisely  whether  it  be  dis- 
seisin or  not,  so  as  they  state  the  truth 
of  the  fact,  and  pray  the  aid  of  the 
justices;  but  if  they  will  say,  of  their 
own  accord,  that  it  is  disseisin,  their 
verdict  shall  be  admitted  at  their  own 
peril.'  Upon  this  statute  it  has  become 
the  practice  for  the  jury,  when  they 
have  any  doubt  as  to  the  matter  of 
law,  to  find  a  special  verdict,  stating 
the  facts,  and  referring  the  law  aris- 
ing thereon  to  the  decision  of  the  court; 
by  concluding  conditionally,  that  if 
vpon  the  whole  matter  alleged,  the 
eonrt  shall  be  of  opinion,  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  cause  of  action,  they  then  find 
for  the  plaintiff;  if  otherwise,  then  for 
the  defendant."    2  Tidd's  Pr.  896. 

As  to  special  verdicts,  see  infra,  HI, 
D,  2. 

As  to  special  findings,  see  the  title, 
"Special  Interrogatories  to  Juries." 

[bj  A  general  verdict  is  proper 
whenever  it  is  manifest  that  such  a 


verdict  will  ascertain  and  fix  the  rights 
of  the  parties.  Johnson  v.  Huggins,  53 
Conn.  236,  1  Atl.  616. 

28.  See  the  statutes,  and  see  infra, 
ni,  D,  2,  a. 

[a]  In  Kansas,  (1)  by  virtue  of 
statute,  it  is  necessary  in  any  case 
which  may  be  and  is  tried  by  a  jury, 
that  the  verdict  rendered  be  general. 
Henrie  v.  Buck,  39  Kan.  381,  18  Pac 
228;   Taft  v.  Baker,  2  Kan.  App.  600, 

42  Pac.  502;  Bell  v.  Coffin,  2  Kan.  App. 
337,  43  Pac.  861.  (2)  Special  findings 
are  authorized  but  the  court  cannot 
properly  dispense  with  a  general  ver- 
dict.    Bell  V.  Coffin,  2  Kan.  App.  337, 

43  Pac.  861. 

29.  Wilcox  V.  Hoch,  62  Barb.  (N. 
Y.)  509. 

[a]  When  a  special  verdict  covering 
every  issue  is  rendered,  (1)  a  general 
verdict  is  not  necessary  to  authorize  a 
judgment.  In  re  Hanson's  Will,  50  Utah 
207,  167  Pac.  256.  (2)  It  is  not  neces- 
sary for  the  court  to  enter  a  formal 
verdict  of  guilty  or  not  guilty  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  opinion  of  the  court 
from  the  facts  found.  State  v.  Spray, 
113  N.  C.  686, 18  S.  E.  700  (disapproving 
State  V.  Moore,  107  N.  C.  770,  12  S.  E. 
249;  State  v.  Monger,  107  N.  C.  771,  12 
S.  E.  250);  State  v.  Ewing,  108  N.  C. 
755,  13  S.  E.  10;  State  v.  Moore,  29  N. 
C.  228. 

30.  Wilcox  V.  Hoch,  62  Barb.  (N, 
Y.)  509.  See  the  title,  "Special  Inter- 
rogatories to  Juries." 

Such  findings  do  not  constitute  a  ver- 
dict, see  supra,  I. 

31.  Cal.  —  Evans  v.  Boss,  67  Cal.  xix, 
8  Pac.  88;  Brandt  v.  Wheaton,  52  Cal. 
430.  Ky.  —  Bannon  v.  Patrick  Bannon 
Sewer  Pipe  Co.,  136  Ky.  556,  119  S.  W. 
1170,  124  S.  W.  843.  IMCich.  — Dunn  v. 
Dunn,  11  Mich.  284.   Tenn.  —  State  ex 
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answer  the  questions  on  the  determinative  issues  of  fact  submitted  to 
them.'^ 

In  criminal  prosecutions,  except  when  statute  provides  otherwise,^' 
a  verdict  is  either  general,  on  the  whole  charge,^*  or  partial,  as  to  a 
part  of  the  charge,^*  or  speeial,^^  and  it  is  optional  with  the  jury 
whether  to  render  a  general  or  a  special  verdict.^'    There  is,  however, 


rel.  Mynatt  v.  King,  137  Tenn,  17,  191 
e.  W.  352. 

See  Penninger  Lateral  Co.  v,  Clark, 
22  Idaho  397,  126  Pac.  524. 

[a]  if  a  general  verdict  is  returned, 
it  must  be  disregarded,  and  the  trial 
judge  must  find  the  facts.  Brandt  «. 
Wheaton,  52  Cal.  430. 

[b]  The  return  of  a  general  verdict 
Is  harmless  if  the  jury  returns  special 
findings.  McCauley  v.  McKeig,  8  Mont. 
389,  395,  21  Pac.  22. 

32.  State  ex  rel.  Mynatt  «.  King,  137 
Tenn.  17,  191  S.  "W.  352. 

Issues  Are  Submitted  in.  the  Form  of 
Interrogatories.  —  See  14  Standabd 
Peoc.  534. 

Jury  Should  Be  Instructed  To  An- 
swer Each  Question  Separately.  —  See 
14  Standard  Peoc.  534,  note  96,  635, 
note  8. 

Effect  of  disagreement  as  to  an  issue, 
see  14  Stanoaed  Peoc.  539. 

S3.    See  the  statutes. 

[a]  Some  statutes  require  verdicts 
to  be  general  as  contradistinguished 
from  special.  Slaughter  v.  State,  24 
Tex.  410;  Wooldridge  v.  State,  13  Tex. 
App.  443,  44  Am.  Eep.  708;  Nettles  v. 
Btate,  5  Tex.  App.  386. 

[b]  In  California,  the  statute  auth- 
orizes special  verdicts  except  in  pros- 
ecutions for  libel,  in  which  the  verdict 
must  be  general.  See  People  i:  Antonio, 
27  Cal.  404;  People  v.  Cornell,  29  Cal. 
App.  430,  155  Pae.  1026.  See  18  Stand- 
AKD  Peoc.  972. 

34.  Conn.  —  Eookey  v.  State,  70 
Conn.  104,  38  Atl.  911.  Me.  — State  v. 
Nowlan,  64  Me.  531.  Mich.  — People 
V.  Tessmer,  171  Micli.  522,  137  N.  W. 
214,  41  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  433.  Ohio. 
Schoonover  v.  State,  17  Ohio  St.  294, 
297. 

['a]  Where  an  indictment  contains 
several  counts,  ^.  verdict  of  guilty  spec- 
ifying the  particular  counts  to  which 
it  relates  is  a  general  verdict,  Tooke 
V.  State,  4  Ga.  App.  495,  502,  61  S.  E. 
917. 

35.  Eookey  v.  State,  70  Conn.  104, 
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38  Atl.  911;  Schoonover  v.  State,  17 
Ohio  St.  294,  297. 

36.  Ariz.  —  Egan  v.  Estrada,  6  Ariz. 
248,  56  Pae.  721.  Cal.  —  Simmons  «. 
Hamilton,  56  Cal.  493.  Conn.— Day  v. 
Webb,  28  Conn.  140.  Dak.  —  McCor- 
mach  V.  Phillips,  4  Dak.  506,  34  N.  W. 
39.  Ind.  —  Sage  v.  Brown,  34  Ind.  464. 
Iia.  —  State  v.  French,  50  La.  Ann.  461, 
23  So.  606  {overrulmg  State  v.  JijTche, 
17  La.  Ann.  71) ;  State  V.  Eitchie,  3 
La.  Ann.  511.  Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Call,  21 
Pick.  509,  32  Am.  Dee.  ^84.  Mich. 
People  V.  Wells,  8  Mich.  104.  Mont. 
McDonald  v.  Klenze,  52  Mont.  142,  157 
Pac.  175.  N.  y.  —  People  v.  McClure, 
148  N".  Y.  95,  42  N.  B.  523.  N.  O. 
State  V.  Allen,  166  N.  .0.  265,  80  S.  E. 
1075;  State  v.  Robinson,  116  N.  C.  1046, 
21  S.  E.  701.  Ore. —  State  v.  Savage, 
36  Ore.  191,  60  Pac.  610,  61  Pac.  1128. 
Pa.  —  Com.  V.  Eichelberger,  119  Pa. 
254,  13  Atl.  422,  4  Am.  St.  Eep.  642; 
Com.  V.  Channing,  55  Pa.  Super.  510. 
S.  C.  —  City  Council  v.  Gadsden,  8  Eich. 
L.  180.  Tex,  —  See  Jackson  v.  State,  21 
Tex.  668. 

See  Butcher  v.  State,  16  Neb.  30,  19 
N.  W.  612,  where  the  right  is  ques- 
tioned. 

Rectuisites  of  verdict,  see  infra,  III, 
E. 

37.  People  v.  Antonio,  27  Cal.  404. 
In  England  the  jury  has  the  right  in 

all    cases    whether   capital    or   not.     1 
Chit.  Cr.  Law.  (Eng.)  642. 

[a]  The  court  cannot  (1)  direct 
them  which  to  render  (People  v.  An- 
tonio, 27  Cal,  404),  though  (2)  it  may 
on  request  of  either  party  instruct 
them  as  to  their  discretion  in  this  re- 
spect. People  V.  Antonia,  27  Cal.  404. 
(3)  At  cominon  law  the  jury  cannot 
be  compelled  to  find  a  special  verdict 
in  criminal  cases.  People  v.  Marion, 
29  Mich.  31. 

[b]  "It  is  not  the  practice  in  the 
federal  courts,  ordinarily,  to  instruct 
the  jury  to  bring  in  a  specific  verdict, 
but  the  court  will  instruct  the  jury 
upon  the  law  and  the  competency  of 
the  evidence,  and  leave  it  to  the  jury 
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some  confusion  in  the  eases  as  to  propriety  and  effect  of  a  general  ver- 
dict, when  the  indictment  or  information  contains  several  counts.'* 

C.  Formal  Eequisites  of  Verdicts  Generally.  —  1.  In  General. 
There  is  no  particular'  form  in  which  verdicts  shall  be  rendered.'* 
Both  in  civil*"  and  in  criminal  prosecutions*^  an  informal  verdict  is 
sufScient  if  it  is  responsive  to  the  issues  and  clearly  expresses  the  in- 
tention of  the  jury.  Though  the  statutes  frequently  prescribe  the 
forms  of  general  verdicts  in  criminal  actions  on  the  different  pleas 
that  m^y  be  interposed  by  a  defendant,*^  such  statutes  are  directory 
merely,*'  and  the  statutory  forms  need  not  be  literally  followed.** 

2.  Written  or  Oral.  —  The  rule  in  the  absence  of  statute  or  con- 
stitutional provision  is  that  a  verdict  may  be  either  oral*^  or  in 


to  find  the  verdict  accordingly." 
United  States  1?.  Walsh,  22  Ted.  644, 
649. 

38.  See  infra,  III,  E,  7,  c. 

39.  U.  S.  —  New  Orleans  &  C.  E.  Co. 
V.  Schneider,  60  Fed.  210,  8  C.  C.  A. 
671.  Ala.  —  Birmingham  v.  Hawkins, 
196  Ala.  127,  72  So.  25;  St.  Clair  v. 
Caldwell,  72  Ala.  527;  Ewing  v.  San- 
ford,  21  Ala.  157.  N.  Y.  — Jones  v. 
Brooklyn  Life  Ins.  Co.,  61  N.  T.  79,  84. 
Tex.  —  Wells  v.  Barnett,  7  Tex.  584. 

[a]  Teclmlcal  phraseology  is  not  es- 
sential to  a  verdict.  Harrell  v.  String- 
field,  Morris  (Iowa)  18. 

In  eminent  domain,  see  8  Standabd 
Proc.  320. 

40.  Ala.  —  Wiggins  v.  Witherington, 
96  Ala'.  535,  11  So.  539.  Cal.  — Mendel- 
sohn V.  Anaheim  Lighter  Co.,  40  Cal. 
657.  Ind.  —  Garrett  v.  State,  149  Ind. 
264,  49  N.  E.  33;  Vanvalkenberg  v. 
Vanvalkenberg,  90  Ind.  433;  Westfleld 
Gas  &  M.  Co.  V.  Abernathy,  8  Ind.  App. 
73,  35  N.  E.  399.  la.  — Miller,  Homer 
&  Co.  17.  Mabon,  6  Iowa  456.  Ky.  —  Da- 
vis V.  Stone,  172  Ky.  696,  189  S.  W. 
937;  Walter  v.  Louisville  Ey.  Co.,  150 
Ky.  652,  150  S.  W.  824,  Ann.  Cas. 
19141),  441,  43  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  126. 
Mass.  —  Miller  v.  Morgan,  143  Mass. 
25,  8  N.  E.  644.  Minn.  —  Moriarty  v. 
McDevitt,  46  Minn.  136,  48  N.  W.  684; 
Leftwich  u.,  Day,  32  Minn.  512,  21  N. 
W.  731.  Miss.  —  Deford  v.  Purniss,  43 
Miss.  132.  isr.  H.  — Cheswell  17.  Chap- 
man, 42  N.  H.  55.  Tex.  — Gulf,  C.  & 
S.  F.  E.  Co.  V.  James,  73  Tex.  12,  10  S. 
W.  744,  15  Am.  St.  Eep.  743;  Wells  v. 
Barnett,  7  Tex.  584.  Va.  —  Mairs  v. 
Gallahue,  9  Gratt.  (50  Va.)  94.  Wis. 
Wausau  Boom  Co.  v.  Plumer,  49  Wis. 
il8,  5  N.  W.  53.  W.  Va.  — Peters  v. 
Johnson,  50  W.  Va.  644,  41  S.  E.  190, 
88  Am.  St.  Eep.  909,  57  L.  E.A.  428. 


[a]  "A  verdict,  however  informal, 
is  good  if  the  court  can  understand  it." 
Central  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Fehring,  146 
Ind.  189,  45  N.  B.  64;  Wines  v.  State 
Bank,  22  Ind.  App.  114,  53  N.  E.  389. 

41.  Ala.  —  Durrett  v.  State,  133  Ala. 
119,  32  So.  234.  Oal,  — People  v.  Me- 
Carty,  48  Cal.  657,  a  "verdict  of  mur- 
der in  the  second  degree."  Ind. 
Hughes  V.  State,  65  Ind.  39. 

42.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  A  general  verdict  upon  a  plea 
of  not  guilty  is  either  guilty  or  not 
guilty.  People  17.  Oppenheimer,  156  Cal. 
733,  106  Pac.  74;  People  v.  Ah  Ye,  31 
Cal.  451;  Taylor  v.  State,  5  Tex.  App. 
569. 

A  general  verdict  on  a  plea  of  for- 
mer conviction  or  acquittal  of  the  same 
offense  is  either  "for  the  people"  or 
"for  the  defendant."  Cal.  Penal  Code, 
§1151. 

43.  State  v.  Gordon,  35  Mont.  458, 
466,  90  Pae.  173. 

44.  Oal.  — People  v.  McPadden,  65 
Cal.  445,  4  Pac.  421;  People  v.  Perdue, 
49  Cal.  425;  People  v.  Buckley,  49  Cal. 
241;  People  v.  McCarty,  48  Cal.  557. 
Fla.  —  Higginbotham  v.  State,  42  Fla. 
573,  29  So.  410,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  237. 
Mont.  —  State  v.  Gordon,  35  Mont.  458, 
466,  90  Pac.  173.  Wash.  — State  17. 
Cronin,  20  Wash.  512,  56  Pac.  26. 

In  homicide  cases,  see  11  Standard 
Peoc.  681. 

45.  Ala.  —  Birmingham  i7.  Hawkins, 
196  Ala.  127,  72  So.  25;  Gary  v.  Wood- 
ham,  103  Ala.  421,  15  So.  840;  State  17. 
Underwood,  2  Ala.  744.  Ark.^  —  Dixon 
17.  State,  29  Ark.  165.  Ga.  — Eoberts  17. 
State,  14  Ga.  18.  111.  — Eussell  &  Co.  v. 
McGirr,  134  111.  App.  428;  Griffin  17. 
Larned,  111  111.  432;  McKinney  v.  Arm- 
strong, 97  HI.  App.  208;  Mertz  17.  Peo- 
ple, 81   111.  App.   576.    La. —  State  v. 
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writing,"  at  the  pleasure  of  the  jury  both  in  criminal  and  civil  cases. 
Statutes  in  many  jurisdictions  require  verdicts  to  be  in  writing.*'  But 
it  has  been  held  that  failure  to  follow  the^  statute  is  a  mere  irregu- 
larity.*^ 

Sufficiency  of  Writing.  —  Where  a  written  verdict  is  required,  the  writ- 
ing need  not  be  with  pen  and  ink,*'  and  the  statute  is  satisfied  though 
the  jury  fill  blank  forms  supplied  by  the  court.*"  In  some  states,  the 
usage  is  to  write  the  verdict  on  the  indictment,  in  criminal  cases,"  or 
on  the  initial  pleading  in  civil  actions,  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  do  so.'' 


Blue,  134  La.  561,  64  So.  411;  State  v. 
Jenkins,  43  La.  Ann.  917,  9  So.  905; 
State  V.  Smith,  33  La.  Ann.  1414.  Ohio. 
Hardy  v.  State,  19  Ohio  St.  579.  S.  C, 
State  i:  Waring,  109  S.  C.  62,  95  S.  E. 
143. 

46.  Ala.  —  Birmingham  v.  Hawkins, 
196  Ala.  127,  72  So.  25;  State  v.  Under- 
wood, 2  Ala.  744.  Fla.  —  Brewer  v. 
State,  53  Fla.  1,  43  So.  423,  capital  case. 
lU.  — GrifiSn   v.   Larned,   111    111.   432. 

La State  v.  Blue,  134  La.  561,  64  So. 

411;  State  «.  Jenkins,  43  La.  Ann.  917, 

1  9  So.  905.  N.  M.  —  Ter.  v.  Edie,  6  N.  M. 
555,  30  Pae.  851.  Wis.  —  State  n.  Glass, 
50  Wis.  218,  6  N.  W.  500,  36  Am.  Eep. 
845. 

[a]  The  custom  (1)  in  some  states 
is  to  return  a  written  verdict  in  crim- 
inal cases  (Eoberts  v.  State,  14  Ga.  18), 
and  (2)  in  civil  cases.  McCaskey  Reg- 
ister Co.  V.  Keena,  81  Conn.  656,  71  Atl. 
898.  (3)  But  in  others  the  custom  in 
criminal  cases  is  to  deliver  the  verdict 
orally  always.  La.  —  State  v.  Eaulk,  30 
La.  Ann.  831.  Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Tobin, 
125  Mass.  203,  28  Am.  Eep.  220.  Mich, 
People  V.  Duffek,  163  Mich.  196,  128  N. 
W.  245,  31  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1005.  N.  H. 
Lord  V.  State,  16  N.  H.  325,  41  Am. 
Dec.  729.  Wis.  — See  State  v.  Glass,  50 
Wis.  218,  6  N.  W.  500,  36  Am.  Eep.  845, 
while  the  custom  is  to  deliver  an  oral 
verdict,  nothing  prevents  a  written  ver- 
dict. 

[b]  Where  jury  are  polled  and  each 
answers  that  it  is  his  verdict,  the  ver- 
dict is  practically  an  oral  verdict,  in- 
dependently of  any  writing.  State  v. 
Eeed,  49  La.  Ann.  704,  21  So.  732;  State 
V.  Jenkins,  43  La.  Ann.  917,  9  So.  905; 
State  V.  Glass,  50  Wis.  218,  6  N.  W.  5O0, 
36  Am.  Eep.  845. 

[e]  A  written  verdict  by  foreman 
is  irregular  and  the  oral  verdict  made 
and  recorded  in  open  court  prevails. 
Lord  V.  State,  16  N.  H.  325,  41  Am.  Deo. 
729. 

47.  See   the   statutes  and  constitu- 
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tions  of  the  various  states  and  the  fol- 
lowing cases:  Kan.  —  State  v.  Wade, 
56  Kan.  75,  42  Pac.  353.  Ky.  — Nave 
V.  Collier,  6  Ky.  L.  Eep.  602.  La.  —  Du- 
bertrand  v.  Laville,  8  La.  274,  under 
statute  relating  to  tivil  actions.  Keb, 
Union  Pae.  E.  Co.  v.  Connolly,  77  Neb. 
254,  109  N.  W.  368.  Ohio.  — Hardy  v. 
State,  19  Ohio  St.  579.  P.  B.  —  People 
V.  Eivera,  7  Porto  Eieo  325.  Tex.  —  El- 
lis V.  State,  30  Tex.  App.  601,  18  S.  W. 
139;  Schultz  v.  State,  15  Tex.  App.  258, 
49  Am.  Eep.  194;  Shaw  v.  State,  2  Tei. 
App.  487. 

48.  Hardy  v.  State,  19  Ohio  St.  579. 
[a]     Even  in  a  capital  case,  the  jury 

having  been  polled  and  the  verdict  re- 
corded in  open  court  no  right  of  de- 
fendant was  affected.  Hardy  v.  State, 
19  Ohio  St.  579.  But  compare  People  v. 
Eivera,  7  Porto  Eico  325,  where  the 
court  says  "No  man  should  lose  his 
life  unless  in  strict  compliance  with 
all  the  forms  prescribed  by  law."  The 
reversal,  however,  was  based  on  failure 
to  prescribe  the  degree  of  the  homi- 
cide, rather  than  upon  the  failure  to 
render  verdict  in  writing. 

49.  State  v.  Anderson,  45  La.  Ann. 
651,  12  So.  737;  Ellis  v.  State,  30  Tex. 
App.  601,  18  S.  W.  139. 

50.  Lee  1?.  State,  78  Tex.  Crim.  210, 
181  S.  W.  728. 

Generally  as  to  formulation  of  the 
verdict,  see  supra,  V. 

51.  Eoberts  v.  State,  14  Ga.  18. 

[a]  Inadvertently  wTiting  a  verdict 
on  a  ciuashed  indictment  does  not  ren- 
der it  a  nullity.  State  v.  Jenkins,  43 
La.  Ann.  917,  9  So.  905. 

52.  Ark.  —  Atkins  v.  State,  16  Ark. 
568.  Ga.  —  Southern  Exp.  Co.  v.  Mad- 
dox,  3  Ga.  App.  223,  69  S.  E.  821.  La. 
State  V.  Jenkins,  43  La.  Ann.  917,  9  So. 
905.  Tex. — Schultz  v.  State,  15  Tex. 
App.  258,  49  Am.  Eep.  194. 

[a]  But  the  fact  that  the  verdict  la 
written  on  the  wrong  paper  is  a  mere 
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3.  In  What  Language.  —  Verdicts  must  be  in  the  English  language." 

4.  Style  or  Caption.  —  It  is  unnecessary  to  style  the  cause  in  a  ver- 
dict by  stating  the  name  of  the  parties,  or  to  give  the  number  of  the 
cause,  or  the  court  in  which  the  action  is  pending."* 

5.  Commencement.  —  Written  verdicts  usually  commence,  "We,  the 
jury,  find.""  But  departures  from  this  form  do  not  invalidate  a 
verdict.*" 

6.  Date.  —  A  verdict  need  not  be  dated." 

7.  Signature.  — Necessity  for.-  Since  verdicts  may  be  oral  at  the  com- 
mon law,**  it  is  not  necessary  that  a  verdict,  when  reduced  to  writing, 
be  signed.""    Statutes  frequently  require  that  verdicts  be  signed. '"'  Al- 


irregularity  and  will  not  vitiate  the 
trial.  Smitli  v.  Camp,  84  Ga.  117,  10 
6.  E.  539. 

53.  Dubertrand  v.  Laville,  8  La.  274. 
[a]    An  irregularity  in  rendering  a 

verdict  in  a  foreign  language  is  not 
cured  by  the  recordation  of  the  verdict 
in  English.  Dubertrand  v.  Laville,  8 
lia.  274; 

54.  Oal.  —  People  v.  Ah  Kim,  34  Cal. 
189;  McGarrity  v,  Byington,  12  Cal. 
426.  Minn.  — Red  Eiver  &  L.  O.  T.  W. 
R.  Co.  V.  Sture,  32  Minn.  95,  20~  N.  W. 
229.  Neb.  —  Morrissey  v.  Schindler,  18 
Neb.  672,  682,  26  N.  W.  ,476.  Ohio. 
White  17.  Francis,  5  Ohio  Dec.  (Re- 
print) 323.  Tex.  —  Gear  v.  State  (Tex. 
Crim.),  42  S.  W.  285. 

But  see  Kelsey  v.  Chicago  &  N. 
W.  By.  Co.,  1  S.  D.  80,  45  N.  "W. 
204,  holding  that  all  that  is  necessary 
is  that  the  title  should  identify  the 
cause  in  which  the  verdict  is  rendered. 

[a]  Therefore  mistakes  in  the  cap- 
tion will  not  vitiate  a  verdict,  as  the 
caption  will  be  treated  as  surplusage. 
People  V.  Am  Kim,  34  Cal.  189;  McGar- 
rity V.  Byington,  12  Cal.  426;  Bed  River 
and  L.  O.  T.  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Sture,  32 
Minn.  95,  20  N.  W.  229. 

55.  Patton  v.  Gregory,  21  Tex.  613, 
523;  Skinner  v.  State,  69  Tex.  Crim. 
488,  154  S.  W.  1007. 

56.  See  infra,  this  note. 

ta]  A  verdict  reading,  we,  "the 
jurors,"  lind,  is  sufScient.  Skinner  v. 
State,  69  Tex.  Crim.  488,  154  S.  W.  1007. 

[b]  The  omission  of  the  words  "the 
jury"  is  immaterial.  Kehoe  v.  State 
(Tex.  Crim.),  89  S.  W.  270;  Beabout  v. 
State,  37  Tex.  Crim.  515,  40  S.  "W.  405. 

[c]  The  omission  of  the  verb 
"find"  does  not  invalidate  a  verdict. 
State  V.  Lee,  80  Iowa  75,  45  N.  W.  545, 
20  Am.  St.  Rep.  402;  State  v.  Wade,  56 
Kan.  75,  42  Pac.  353,  where  the  ver- 


dict read  "we,  the  jury  the  de- 
fendant guilty,"  etc..  Contra,  Shaw  v. 
State,  2  Tex.  App.  487. 

[d]  The  use  of  (1)  the  word  "say'* 
instead  of  "find"  does  not  invalidate 
a  verdict.  Freeman  v.  State,  50  Fla. 
38,  39  So.  785.  (2)  Nor  does  the  use  of 
the  word  "agree."  Benedict  v.  State, 
14  Wis.  423.  (3)  Or  "believe."  Pat- 
ton  V.  Gregory,  21  Tex.  513. 

[e]  The  use  o^  the  word  "fine"  for 
"find"  is  a  self -correcting  clerical  mis- 
prision. Pruett  V.  State,  141  Ala.  69, 
37  So.  343. 

57.  Hardy  v.  State,  37  Tex.  Crim. 
55,  38  S.  W.  615. 

58.  See  supra,  III,  C,  2. 

59.  Ark.  —  Anderson  v.  State,  5 
Ark.  444.  Conn.  —  MoCaskey  Register 
Co.  V.  Keena,  81  Conn.  656,  71  Atl.  898. 
Fla.— Yates  v.  State,  43  Fla.  177,  29 
So.  965.  Ga.  —  Patterson  v.  Murphy,  63 
Ga.  281;  Roberts  v.  State,  14  Ga.  18; 
Southern  Exp.  Co.  v.  Maddox,  3  Ga. 
App.  223,  59  S.  E.  821.  111.  —  Harrison 
V.  Singleton,  3  111.  21;  Mertz  v.  People, 
81  111.  App.  576.  la.  — Miller,  Homer, 
&  Co.  V.  Mabon,  6  Iowa  456.  Ky. 
Com.  V.  Eipperdon,  Litt.  Sel.  Cas.  194, 
compare  statute  of  Kentucky.  La. 
State  V.  Blue,  134  La.  561,  64  So.  411; 
State  V.  Faulk,  30  La.  Ann.  831;  State 
«.  Avery,  Man.  Unrep.  Cas.  258.  Va. 
Woods  V.  Com.,  86  Va.  933,  11  S.  E.  799. 

[a]  But  the  usual  practice  is  to  sign 
verdicts.  Conn.  —  McCaskey  Register 
Co.  V.  Keena,  81  Conn.  656,  71  Atl.  898. 
Ky.  —  Com.  v.  Eipperdon,  Litt.  Sel.  Cas. 
194.  Mo.  —  State  v.  Lynes,  194  Mo. 
App.  184,  185  S.  W.  535.  Tex.  — Mack- 
ey  V.  State,  68  Tex.  Crim.  539,  151  S. 
W.  802. 

60.  See  the  statutes  and  see  Cal. 
Greenberg  v.  Hofif,  80  Cal.  81,  22  Pac. 
69.  Idaho.  —  Keim  v.  Gilmore  &  P.  E. 
Co.,  23  Idaho  511,  131  Pac.  656.    la. 
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though  there  is  authority  holding  them  to  be  mandatory,"  such  stat- 
tutes  are  usually  held  to  be  directory  merely,  particularly  when  in- 
voked for  the  first  time  after  the  discharge  of  the  jury.®^ 

Sufficiency  of.  —  A  unanimous  verdict  may  be  signed  by  the  foreman 
alone.^'  But  a  verdict  returned  by  a  less  number  of  jurors  than  all, 
under  statutes  authorizing  such  practice,**  should  be  signed  by  each 
juror  agreeing  to  it.°^    The  foreman  in  signing  a  verdict  may  add  to 


Morrison  v.  Overton,  20  Iowa  465.  Ky, 
Chicago,  St.  L.  &  N.O.  E.  Co.  v.  Hoover, 
147  Ky.  33,  143  S.  W.  770;  Thomas  v. 
Com.,  12  Ky.  L.  Eep.  903,  15  S.  W.  861. 
Mo.  —  Kitschy  v.  Garrels,  195  Mo.  App. 
670, 187  S.  W.  1120;  Gurley  v.  O'Dwyer, 
61  Mo.  App.  348.  N.  D.  — Hart  v. 
Wyndmere,  21  N.  D.  383,  131  N.  W. 
271,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  169.  P.  B.  — Peo- 
ple V.  Eivera,  7  Porto  Eico  325.  Tex. 
Crosby  v.  Stevens  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
184  S.  W.  705  (in  felony  cases);  Bar- 
ton V.  State  (Tex.  Crim.),  44  S.  W.  1093 
(but  not  in  misdemeanors).  But  see 
Maekey  v.  State,  68  Tex.  Crim.  539,  151 
S.  W.  802. 

61.  Greenberg  v.  Hoff,  80  Cal.  81,  22 
Pac.  69. 

[a]  The  failure  of  the  plaintiff  to 
object  is  not  a  waiver  of  the  defect. 
Greenberg  v.  Hoff,  80  Cal.  81,  22  Pac. 
69. 

62.  tr.  S.  —  Northern  Pacific  E.  Co. 
V.  Urliij,  158  U.  S.  271,  15  Sup.  Ct.  840, 
39  L.  ed.  977.  Ga.  — Southern  Exp.  Co. 
V.  Maddox,  3  Ga.  App.  223,  69  S.  E.  821. 
Idaho.  —  Keim  v.  Gilmore  &  P.  E.  Co., 
23  Idaho  511,  131  Pae.  656.  la.  —  Mor- 
rison V.  Overton,  20  Iowa  465.  Ky. 
Berry  v.  Pusey,  80  Ky.  166;  Thomas  v. 
Com.,  12  Ky.  L.  Eep.  903,  15  S.  W.  861. 
Mo.  —  Gurley  v.  O  'Dwyer,  61  Mo.  App. 
348;  Menne  v.  Neumeister,  25  Mo.  App. 
300.  N.  D.  —  Hart  v.  Wyndmere,  21  N. 
D.  383,  131  N.  W.  271,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D, 
169,  note.  Tex.  —  Aycock  v.  Paraffine 
Oil  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  210  S.  W.  851; 
Maekey  v.  State,  68  Tex.  Crim.  539,  151 
S.  W.  802  (a  felony  case);  Petty  v. 
State,  59  Tex.  Crim.  586,  129  S.  W.  615; 
Dunlap  V.  Eaywood  Eice  Canal  &  M. 
Co.,  43  Tex.  Civ.  App.  269,  95  S.  W.  43. 

As  to  waiver  of  objections,  see  infra, 
XI. 

[a]  But  where  an  ohjectlon  before 
the  discharge  of  the  jury  is  rendered 
impossible  by  the  parties  consenting  to 
the  rendition  of  a  sealed  verdict,  the 
defect  is  not  waived.  Sage  v.  Brown, 
34  Ind.  464.  See  Menne  v.  Neumeister, 
25  Mo.  App.  300. 
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63.  Ark.  —  Anderson  v.  State,  5  Ark. 
444.  Ga.  — Eoberts  v.  State,  14  Ga.  18; 
Davidson  v.  Carter,  9  Ga.  501.  Idaho. 
Keim  v.  Gilmore  &  P.  E.'  Co.,  23  Idaho 
511,  131  Pac.  656.  Ky.  — Chicago,  St. 
L.  &  N.  O.  E.  Co.  V.  Hoover,  147  Ky. 
33,  143  S.  W.  770;  Prye  v.  McKinley, 
136  Ky.  31,  123  S.  W.  321.  Me. 
Anonymous,  63  Me.  590.  Mo. — Eitschy 
V.  Garrels,  195  Mo.  App.  670,  187  S.  W. 
1120.  Okla.  —  Eudolph  v.  Jurgensen, 
31  Okla.  32,  119  Pae.  640.  Tex.  —  Cros- 
by V.  Stevens  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  184  S. 
W.  705;  Gray  v.  Freeman,  37  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  556,  84  S.  W.  1105. 

[a]  Whatever  the  number  of  per- 
sons composing  the  jury,  a  unanimous 
verdict  may  be  signed  by  the  foreman 
alone.  Mo.  —  Eitschy  v.  Garrels,  195 
Mo.  App.  670,  187  S.  W.  1120.  Okla. 
Eudolph  V.  Jurgensen,  31  Okla.  32,  119 
Pac.  640.  Tex.  —  Crosby  i;.  Stevens 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  184  S.  W.  705;  Gray 
V.  Freeman,  37  Tex.  Civ.  App.  556,  84 
S.  W.  1105. 

64.  See  infra,  IV. 

65.  Idaho.  —  Keim  v.  Gilmore,  &  P. 
E.  Co.,  23  Idaho  511,  131  Pae.  656.  Ky. 
Chicago,  St.  L.  &  N.  O.  E.  Co.  v.  Hoov- 
er, 147  Ky.  33,  143  S.  W.  770;  Frj^e  v. 
McKinley,  136  Ky.  31,  123  S.  W.  321. 
Mo.  —  Eitschy  v.  Garrels,  195  Mo.  App. 
670,  187  S.  W.  1120.  But  see  Kelly- 
Goodfellow  Shoe  Co  i;.  Sally,  114.  Mo. 
App.  222,  89  S.  W.  889,  decided  after 
the  adoption  of  a  constitutional  amend- 
ment authorizing  majority  verdicts  and 
before  the  statute  requiring  the  signa- 
ture of  each  juror  to  a  majority  verdict, 
went  into  effect.  Okla.  —  Eudolph  v. 
Jurgensen,  31  Okla.  32,  119  Pac.  640. 
Tex.  —  See  Barker  v.  Ash  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  194  S.  W.  465,  holding  defect 
waived. 

[a]  The  statute  is  Inapplicable  to 
a  unanimous  verdict  of  a  jury  of  less 
than  twelve  pursuant  to  a  stipulation 
that  the  trial  shall  proceed  as  if  a  full 
jury  were  acting.  Eitschy  v.  Garrels, 
195  Mo.  App.  670,  187  S.  W.  1120;  Bu- 
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his  signature  the  words  ' '  as  foreman, ' '  °°  but  an  omission  to  do  so  is 
not  fatal.^'  A  signature  by  mark  is  sufiScient.^'  And  it  is  not  a  fatal 
error  that  the  signature  of  a  juror  varies  somewhat  from  the  name  of 
the  juror  as  it  appears  on  the  jury  list." 

A  verdict  in  several  paragraphs,  each  finding  as  to  one  of  several  de- 
fendants, need  be  signed  but  once."" 

D.  Verdicts  in  Civil  Actions.  —  1.  General  Verdicts,  —  a.  In  Gen- 
eral. —  The  form  and  requisites  of  general  and  special  verdicts  will  be 
treated  separately,  but  many  of  the  rules  governing  the  former  will  be 
found  to  be  equally  applicable  to  the  latter." 

b.  Conformity  to  Law  and  Evidence.  —  A  general  verdict  should 
conform  to  the  iaw,'^  the  evidence  in  the  case,''  and  the  instructions  of 
the  trial  court.''* 

c.  Responsiveness.  —  The  verdict  in  a  civil  action  must  be  responsive'"' 


dolph   V.   Jurgensen,   31   Okla.    32,   119 
Pac.  640.  , 

66.  State  v.  Blue,  134  La.  561,'  64 
So.  411. 

[a]  The  Word  "Foreman"  May  Be 
Abbreviated.  —  Howard  v.  State,  77 
Tex.  Crim.  185,  178  S.  W.  506. 

[b]  Position.  —  The  word  "fore- 
man" may  be  written  before  instead 
of  after  the  signature.  State  v.  Lynes, 
194  Mo.  App.  184,  185  S.  W.  535. 

67.  State  v.  Sheppard,  33  La.  Ann. 
1216.  See  State  v.  Gibson,  120  La.  343, 
45  So.  271;  St.  Louis  S.  W.  Ky.  Co.  v. 
Hawkins,  49  Tex.  Civ.  App.  545,  108  S. 
W.  736. 

[a]  When  all  the  jurors  sign  a  ver- 
dict, it  is  not  necessary  that  one  of 
them  sign  as  "foreman."  Clough  v. 
State,  7  Neb.  320,  342. 

68.  Moore  v.  Woodson,  44  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  503,  99  S.  W.  116.  See  Parman 
V.  Kansas  City,  105  Mo.  App.  691,  78 
S.  W.  1046. 

[a]  Attesting  witness  is  not  neces- 
sary to  signature  by  mark.  Pugh  v. 
Jackson,  154  Ky.  772,  159  S.  W.  600. 

[b]  Trial  judge  may  write  juror's 
name  and  juror  affix  his  mark.  Moore 
V.  Woodson,  44  Tex.  Civ.  App.  503,  99 
S.  W.  116. 

69.  Fla.  —  Crawford  v.  State,  70 
Pla.  323,  70  So.  374.  la.  —State  v.  Mof- 
flt,  155  Iowa  702,  136  N.  W.  908.  La. 
State  V.  Smith,  33  La.  Ann.  1414.  Mo. 
State  V.  Lynes,  194  Mo.  App.  184,  185 
S.  W.  535.  Neb.  —  Keeler  v.  State,  78 
Neb.  441, 103  N.  W.  64.  W.  Va.  —  State 
V.  Dufaeld,  4'9  W.  Va.  274,  38  S.  B.  577; 
State  V.  Allen,  45  W.  Va.  65,  30  S.  E. 
209. 

70.  State  v,'  Kleinfield,  72  :B;an,  674, 


83  Pac.  831;  Graves  v.  St.  Louis,  M.  & 
S.  E.  Ey.  Co.,  133  Mo.  App.  91,  112  S. 
W.  736. 

[a]  In  consolidated  actions  each 
separate  finding  need  not  be  signed. 
Rapid  Transit  Ey.  Co.  v.  Miller  (Tei. 
Civ.  App.),  85  S.  W.  439. 

71.  See  infra,  this  section  and  III, 

D,  2. 

72.  See  20  Standard  Proc.  513. 

73.  Burdell  v.  Blain,  66  Ga.  169.  See 
20  Standard  Peoc.  517. 

In  replevin,  see  22  Standard  Pboc. 
936. 

[a]  All  verdicts  must  be  founded 
on  testimony.  If  none  is  introduced,  no 
verdict  can  be  returned.  Burdell  v. 
Blain,  66  Ga.  169. 

74.  See  20  Standard  Proc.  515. 
Duty  of  jury  to  follow  instructions, 

see  13  Standard  Proc.  983. 

75.  Cal.  —  Rankin    v.    Central    Pac. 

E.  Co.,  73  Cal.  93,  15  Pao.  57.  lU. 
Miner  v.  Gable,  30  111.  App.  678.  Mass. 
Morrissey  v.  Morrissey,  180  Mass.  480, 
62  N.  E.  972.  Mo.  —  Cattell  v.  Dispatch 
Pub.  Co.,  88  Mo.  356;  Gawk  v.  Millo- 
vich  (Mo.  App.),  203  S.  W.  1006.  Ohio. 
Markward  v.  Doriat,  21  Ohio  St.  637. 
Tex.  —  Waco  Cement  Stone  Wks.  v. 
Smith  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  162  S.  W.  1158. 

See  infra,  this   section. 

In  action  of  account,  see  1  Standard 
Proc.  262. 

Materiality  of  issue,  see  14  Standard 
Proc.  523. 

[a]  A  verdict  must  be  so  responsive 
to  the  issues  as  to  afford  the  parties 
protection  against  the  same  claim  in 
another  action.  Ky.  —  Louisville  &  P. 
Canal  Co.  v.  Rowan,  4  Dana  606.  Ind. 
Stirling  v.  Garritee,  18  Md.  468.    Mo. 
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to  the  issues,  and  must  be  confined  to  the  matters  in  issue.'°  It  is  bad 
if  it  varies  from  the  issue  in  a  substantial  matter.^'  However,  if  a  jury 
find  the  issue  and  make  findings  as  to  additional  matters  not  in  issue, 
such  findings  are  surplusage,^®  unless  it  is  apparent  that  the  jury  would 
not  have  found  as  it  did  but  for  the  additional  finding.'" 

Not  only  is  it  necessary  that  a  verdict  be  confined  to  the  issue,  but  it 
it  also  necessary  that  a  verdict  substantially  ^"  respond  to  all  the  mater- 
ial issues  submitted  to  the  jury  and  find  upon  them.*^ .  A  verdict  need 


Gawk  V.  Millovich  (Mo.  App.),  203  g. 
W.  1006. 

[b]  A  verdict  finding  '  'no  cause  of 
action' '  is  not  directly  responsive  to  the 
issues.  The  verdict  should  be  for  the 
plaintiff  or  for  the  defendant.  Cattell 
V.  Dispatch  Pub.  Co.,  88  Mo.  356. 

As  to  amoimt,  see  infra,  III,  D,  1,  f, 
(II). 

As  to  parties,  see  infra,  III,  D,  1,  e, 

(I)- 

76.  Cal.  —  Marquard  v.  Wheeler,  52 
Cal.  445.  Ky.  —  Davis  v.  Stone,  172  Ky. 
696,  189  S.  W.  937.  La.— Sage  v.  Ev- 
ins,  32  La.  Ann.  1271.  Minn.  —  Moriar- 
ty  V.  McDevitt,  46  Minn.  136,  48  N.  W. 
684;  Jones  v.  King,  30  Minn.  368,  15 
N.  W.  670.  Tex,  —  Houston  B.  &  W.  T, 
E.  Co.  V.  Simpson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  81 
6.  W.  353. 

Departure  as  ground  for  new  trial, 
see  20  Standard  Proc.  457. 

77.  Patterson  v.  United  States,  2 
Wheat.  (U.  S.)  221,  4  L.  ed.  224;  Rhodes 
V.  Hart,  51  Ga.  320. 

[a]  If  the  plaintiff  recovers  on  a 
different  cause  of  action  from  that  set 
out  in  the  declaration,  the  verdict  is 
contrary  to  law.  Montezuma  v.  Wilson, 
g2  Ga.  206,  9  S.  B.  17,  14  Am.  St.  Eep. 
150;  Livsey  v.  Georgia  Ey.  &  Elec.  Co., 
19  Ga.  App.  687,  91  S.  E.  1074. 

78.  tr.  S.  —  Patterson  v.  United 
States,  2  Wheat.  221,  4  L.  ed.  224.  Oal. 
Pierce  v.  Schaden,  62  Cal.  283.  Ind. 
Brunson  v.  Henry,  152  Ind.  310,  52  N. 
E.  407;  Kluse  v.  Sparks,  10  Ind.  App. 
444,  36  N.  E.  914,  37  N.  E.  1047.  Mass. 
Ashton  V.  Touhey,  131  Mass.  26. 

As  to  surplusage,  see  III,  D,  1,  h. 

[a]  But  it  is  sometimes  expedient, 
if  not  necessary,  for  a  verdict  to  be 
broader  than  the  issue.  "For  instance, 
in  an  action  of  replevin  the  defendant 
must  plead  the  general  issue — ^noncepit, 
which  issue  must  be  joined,  though  the 
only  question  to  be  tried  may  be  wheth- 
er the  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  the 
property  replevied.    In  such  a  OasS'  the 
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jury  must  find  the  formal  issue  in  favor 
o{  the  plaintiff;  but  they  must  also  find 
that  the  property  replevied  at  the  time 
of  the  taking,  belonged  to  the  plaintiff, 
if  such  is  proved  to  be  the  fact."  Pe- 
jepscot  V.  Nichols,  10  Me.  256,  261. 

79.  Conn.  —  Whitaker  v.  Tatem,  48 
Conn.  520.  IMich.  —  J.  Eiehardson  &  Co. 
17.  Noble,  143  Mich.  546,  107  N.  W,  274. 
Pa,  —  Glass  V.  Blair,  4  Pa.  196. 

80.  U.  S.  —  Lincoln  ».  Cambria  Iron 
Co.,  103  U.  e.  412,  26  L.  ed.  518.  La. 
Anderson  v.  Dinn,  17  La.  168.  N.  D. 
Tohnson  Bros.  v.  Glaspey,  16  N.  D.  335, 
113  N.  W.  602.  W.  Va.  — Peters  «. 
Johnson,  50  W.  Va,  644,  41  S.  E,  190, 
88  Am,  St,  Eep,  909,  57  L.  E,  A,  428, 

[a]  A  verdict  substantially  settling 
all  the  points  in  controversy,  is  suffi- 
cient although  it  may  not  technically 
embrace  each  issue  arising  out  of  the 
pleadings,  Anderson  v.  Dinn,  17  La. 
168. 

81.  V,  S.  —  Patterson  v.  United 
States,  2  Wheat.  221,  4  L.  ed.'224.  Ark. 
Smith  V.  Houston,  25  Ark.  183.  Cal. 
Wiekersham  Banking  Co.  v.  Bice,  137 
Cal.  506,  70  Pae.  546;  Eankin  v.  Central 
Pac.  E.  Co.,  73  Cal.  93,  15  Pae.  57; 
Benedict  v.  Bray,  2  Cal.  251,  56  Am. 
Dec.  332;  Boss  v.  Austin,  2  Cal.  183, 
Colo.  —  Sears  v.  Andrews,  1  Colo,  88, 
Dak.  —  Holt  V.  Van  Eps,  1  Dakota  206, 
46  N,  W.  689,  Ga,  — Abbott  v.  Eoaeh, 
113  Ga,  511,  38  S,  E,  955;  White  v. 
Haslett,  49  Ga,  280;  Wood  v.  Mc- 
Guire's  Children,  17  Ga,  361,  63  Am. 
Dec.  246;  Settle  v.  Alison,  8  Ga,  201, 
52  Am.  Dec.  393.  Idaho,  —  Campbell 
V.  Eexburg  First  Nat,  Bank,  13  Idaho 
95,  88  Pac,  639.  HI.— Shelton  v.  Frank- 
lin, 68  111.  333;  Lorenzo  v.  Hunter,  185 
111.  App.  574,  Ind,  —  Vanvalkenberg 
V.  Vanvalkenberg,  90  Ind.  433;  La- 
fayette V.  Allen,  81  Ind.  166;  Ex  parte 
Walls,  73  Ind.  95.  Ky.  — Gambrell  v. 
Gambrell,  130  Ky.  714,  113  S.  W.  88^. 
Md.  —  Browne  v.  Browne,  22  Md.  103, 
115.     Mass,  —  Hadley  v.  Heywood,  121 
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not  follow  the  precise  language  of  the  issue,"  or  respond  separately  to 
each  issue  or  fact  presented  by  the  pleading,  if  it  is  certain  the  jury 
could  not  have  found  as  they  did  without  deciding  every  issue  in  favor 
of  the  prevailing  party."  A  general  verdict  is  usually  sufficient,^*  as 
it  imports  a  finding  in  favor  of  the  prevailing  party  on  every  material 
issue  f^  that  is  to  say,  at  the  least,  on  every  material  issue  not  specially 


s.  236.  Mich.  —  Cougdon  v.  Bailey, 
121  Mich.  570,  80  N.  "W.  369.  Minn. 
State  V.  Currie,  72  Minn.  403,  75  N.  "W. 
742;  Armstrong  v.  Hinds,  9  Minn.  356; 
Meighen  v.  Strong,  6  Minn.  177,  80  Am. 
Dec.  441.  Mo. ^Marquis  v.  Clark,  64 
Mo.  601;  Gawk  v.  Millovich  (Mo. 
App.),  203  S.  W.  1006;  Advance 
Thresher  Co.  v.  Speak,  167  Mo.  App. 
470,  151  8.  W.  235.  Mont.  —  Consol- 
idated Gold  &  S.  M.  Co.  V.  Struthers, 
41  Mont.  565,  111  Pac.  152.  Neb. 
Creighton  v.  Haythorn,  49  Neb.  526, 
68  N.  W.  934.  N.  H.  —  Chase  v.  Dom- 
ing, 42  N.  H.  274.  N.  Y.  — Bemus  v. 
Beekman,  3  Wend.  667.  Compare,  Jones 
V.  Brooklyn  L.  Ins.  Co.,  61  N.  Y.  79, 
as  to  issue  on  which  no  evidence  was 
introduced.  N".  1>.  —  Johnson  Bros.  v. 
Glaspey,  16  N.  D.  335,  113  N.  W.  602. 
Ohio.  —  Martin  v.  Clinton  Bank,  14 
Ohio  187,  198;  Hewson  v.  Safin,  7 
Ohio  232,  pt.  2.  Okla.  —  McFadyen  v. 
Masters,  8  Okla.  174,  56  Pac.  1059. 
Ore.  —  Freeman  v.  Trummer,  50  Ore. 
287,  91  Pac.  1077.  E.  I.  — Carroll  v. 
Graham,  8  K.  I.  242.  S.  D.  —  Horinann 
V.  Sherin,  6  S.  D.  82,  60  N.  W.  145. 
Tenn.  —  Lowrey  v.  Brown,  3  Sneed  17; 
Kirkpatrick  v.  South  Western  B.  E. 
Bank,  6  Humph.  45.  Tex.  —  Ablowich 
V.  Greenville  Nat.  Bank,  95  Tex.  429, 
67  S.  "W.  79;  Dodd  v.  Gaines,  82  Tex. 
429,  18  S.  W.  618;  Galveston,  H.  & 
S.  A.  E.  Co.  V.  Botts,  22  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
609,  55  S.  "W.  514.  Va.  —  Murray  v. 
Moore,  104  Va.  707,  52  S.  E.  381;  Eeyn- 
olds  V.  Cook,  S3  Va.  817,  3  S.  E.  710, 

5  Am.  St.  Eep.  317. 

In  Equity,  see  14  Standard  Peoc. 
539. 

[a]  Everything  in  issue,  or  in  other 
words,  the  whole   of  the  substance  of 

he    issue   must   be   found.     Eaiton  v. 
Collier,  1  Mo.  421. 

[b]  A  Verdict  Must  Respond  to  the 
Whole  Declaration.  —  Hurley  -c.  State, 

6  Ohio  399. 

[e]  It  is  presumed  that  a  verdict  is 
as  broad  as  the  issues  upon  which  the 
jury  is  required  to  find.  Beed  v.  Gen- 
try, 7  Ore.  497. 


[d]  A  verdict  is  "void,"  which 
passes  on  no  issue  submitted  to  the 
jury.  Davis  v.  Stone,  172  Ky.  696,  189 
S.  "W.  937. 

Remedies  for  failure  to  cover  the  is- 
sues, see  2  Standard  Peoc.  1027,  1028; 
20  Standard  Proc.  457;  and  the  title 
"Venire  de  Novo." 

[e]  If  judgment  is  given  on  a  ver- 
dict which  fails  to  find  all  the  issues, 
it  shall  be  reversed.  Jenkins  v.  Park- 
hill,  25  Ind.  473. 

As  to  waiver  of  objection,  see  infra, 
XI. 

82.  XT.  S.  —  Lincoln  v.  Cambria 
Iron  Co.,  103  U.  S.  412,  26  L.  ed.  518. 
la.  —  Promme  v.  Jones,  13  Iowa  474. 
Md.  —  Browne  v.  Browne,  22  Md.  103, 
115.  Mass.  —  CofSn  v.  Jones,  11  Pick. 
45;  Porter  v.  Eummery,  10  Mass.  64. 
R.  I.  —  Carroll  v.  Graham,  8  E.  I.  242. 
Tenn.  —  Cruteher  v.  Williams,  4 
Humph.  345.  Eng.  —  Foster  v.  Jack- 
son, Hob.  52,  80  Eng.  Eeprijit  201. 

[a]  "Though  the  verdict  may  not 
conclude  formally  or  punctually  to  the 
words  of  the  issue,  yet  if  the  point  in 
issue  can  be  concluded  out  of  the  find- 
ing, the  court  shall  work  the  verdict 
into  form,  a,nd  make  it  serve."  Hawks 
V.  Crofton,  2  Burrows  698,  97  Eng.  Ee- 
print  520,  quoted  in  Browne  v.  Browne, 
22  Md.  103,  115. 

[b]  Where  the  plea  is  not  guilty, 
a  verdict  finding  "for  the  defendants" 
is  sufficient.  It  is  not  necessary  that 
the  verdict  "find  the  defendants  not 
guilty."  Peters  v.  Johnson,  50  W.  Va. 
644,  41  S.  E.  190,  88  Am.  St.  Eep.  909, 
57  li.  E.  A.  428. 

83.  Md.  —  Browne  v.  Browne,  22 
Md.  103,  115.  N.  Y.  — Law  v.  Merrills, 
6  Wend.  268.  W.  Va.  — Black's  Admr. 
V.  Thomas,  21  W.  Va.  709. 

84.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  General  verdicts  are  always  suf- 
ficient if  they  respond  in  substance  to 
every  material  fact  involved  in  the  is- 
sue.   St.  Clair  v.  Caldwell,  72  Ala.  527. 

Several  counts,  see  III,  D,  1,  g. 

85.  Cal.  — Pigeon  v.  W.  P.  Fuller 
&  Co.,  156  Cal.  691,  700,  105  Pac.  976; 
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submitted  or  requested  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury."  Where  the  issue 
found  necessarily  negatives  one  not  found,  the  verdict  is  sufficient, 
though  it  does  not  specifically  find  on  the  latter.*^  A  jury  is  not  bound 
to  find  upon  matters  as  to  which  no  issue  has  been  made,**  or  on  an  im- 
material issue.*'  Facts  admitted  by  the  pleadings  are  not  in  issue,  and 
need  no  action  by  the  jury.'"  Indeed,  a  finding  contrary  to  such  ad- 
mission is  bad.'^ 
d.  Certain  and  Unconditional.  —  Verdicts  must  be  certain,'^  definite. 


Plyler  v.  Pacific  Portland  Cement  Co., 
152  Cal.  125,  92  Pac.  56.  Colo. 
Witcher  v.  Watkins,  11  Colo.  548,  19 
Pac.  540.  Conn.  —  Tillinghast  v.  Lep- 
pert,  105  Atl.  615;  McNamara  v. 
Lyon,  69  Conn.  447,  37  Atl.  981.  lU. 
Parker  v.  Fisher,  39  111.  164;  Holmes 
V.  Tarble,  77  111.  App.  114;  Ehoads  v. 
Metropolis,  36  111.  App.  123.  Ind. 
Garrett  v.  State  ex  rel.  Huntsinger,  149 
Ind.  264,  49  N.  E.  33;  Payne  v.  June, 
92  Ind.  252;  >Vaking  v.  Cincinnati,  I. 
&  W.  E.  Co.  (Ind.  App.),  125  N.  E.  799; 
Lafayette  Tel.  Co.  v.  Cunningham,  63 
Ind.  App.  136,  114  N.  B.  227;  Bess  v. 
Morgan,  55  Ind.  App.  430,  103  N.  E. 
1086.  la.  —  Newlien  v.  Eeed,  30  Iowa 
496.  Kan.  —  O 'Farrel  v.  McClure,  5 
Kan.  App.  880,  47  Pac.  160.  Md. 
Coulter  V.  Western  Theolog.  Sem.,  29 
Md.  69.  Minn.  —  Krumdick  v.  Chicago 
&  N.  W.  E.  Co.,  90  Minn.  260,  95  N.  W. 
1122;  Adamson  v.  Sundby,  51  Minn. 
460,  53  N.  W.  761.  Mo.  — Sogers  v. 
Davis,  194  Mo.  App.  378,  184  S.  W.  151. 
Mont.  —  Maronen  v.  Anaconda  Copper 
Min.  Co.,  48  Mont.  249,  136  Pac.  968; 
City  of  Butte  v.  Mikosowitz,  39  Mont. 
350,  102  Pac.  593.  Neb.  —  Baum  Iron 
Co.  V.  Union  Sav.  Bank,  50  Neb.  387, 
69  N.  W.  939.  N".  H.  —  Busher  v  New 
York  Life  Ins.  Co.,  72  N.  H.  551,  58 
Atl.  41.  N.  Y.  —  Wilmes  v.  Pouruier, 
180  N.  Y.  Supp.  860.  N.  D.  — Johnson 
Bros.  V.  Glaspey,  16  N.  D.  335,  113 
N.  W.  602.  Okla.  —  Walters  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Bantock,  41  Okla.  153,  137  Pac, 
717;  L.  E.  A.  1915C,  531;  Oland  v. 
Malson,  39  Okla.  456,  135  Pac.  1055. 
Pa.  — Smith  V.  Shields,  194  Pa.  635,  45 
A.tl.  417.  Tex.  —  Hamilton  v.  Eice,  15 
Tex.  382;  Harris  v.  Jackson  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  106  S.  W.  1144.  Va.  — Virginia 
Ey.  &  P.  Co.  V.  N.  H.  Slack  Groc.  Co., 
101  S.  B.  878.  Wash.  —  State  v.  Pierce 
County  Super.  Ct.,  21  Wash.  33,  56  Pacj 
932.  Wis.  — Krause  v.  Cutting,  28 
Wis.  655. 

[a]    Presumption.  —  "Where  several 
issues    are    submitted    and    contested, 
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and  a  general  verdict  is  rendered,  the 
presumption  is  that  all  the  issues  were 
found  in  favor  of  the  prevailing  party. 
*  *  *  This  presumption  may  be  rebut- 
ted by  showing  that  on  one  or  more 
of  the  issues  no  evidence  was  offered." 
Ehoads  v.  Metropolis,  36  111.  App.  123, 
125. 

86.  Pigeon  v.  W.  P.  Fuller  &  Co., 
156   Cal.   691,   700,   105   Pac.   976. 

87.  White  v.  Bailey,  10  Mich.  155, 
160. 

88.  Price  v.  Bell,  88  Ga.  740,  15  S. 
E.  810;     Eatcliff  v.  Hicks,  23  Tex.  173. 

As  to  amount,  see  infra,  III,  D,  1,  f. 

89.  Va.  —  Bay  v.  Clemens,  6  Leigh 
(33  Va.)   600. 

Not  ground  for  arrest  of  judgment, 
see  2  Standard  Pkoc.  1028. 

90.  Jones  v.  Brooklyn  L.  Ins.  Co.,  61 
N.  Y.  79. 

91.  Cal.  —  Pierce  v.  Schaden,  62 
Cal.  283.  Colo. —  Harris  v.  McLaugh- 
lin, 39  Colo.  459,  90  Pae.  93.  la. 
Bray  ton  v.  Delaware  Co.,  16  Iowa  44. 

See  infra,  III,  D,  1,  f,  (II). 

92.  Cal.  —  Eankin  v.  Central  Pac. 
E.  Co.,  73  Cal.  93,  15  Pac.  57;  Stewart 
V.  Taylor,  68  Cal.  5,  8  Pac.  605.  Ga. 
Southern  Ey.  Co.  v.  Hardin,  107  Ga. 
379,  33  S.  E.   436;      English  v.   State, 

105  Ga.  516,  31  S.  E.  448.  Idaho. 
Trask  v.  Boise  King  Placers  Co.,  26 
Idaho  290,  142  Pac.  1073.  Ind.  — V^in- 
valkenberg  v.  Vanvalkenberg,  90  Ind. 
433;  Carnahan  v.  Chenoweth,  1  Ind. 
App.  178,  27  N.  E.  332.  Ky.  — Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Spatig,  158  Ky. 
263,  164  S.  W.  811.  Mass.  — Barker 
Auto    Co.   V.   Bennett,   219    Mass.    304, 

106  N.  B.  990.  Minn.  —  Jones  v.  King, 
30  Minn.  368,  15  N.  W.  670;  Fryberger 
V.  Carney,  26  Minn.  84,  1  N.  W.  807; 
State  V.  Coon,  18  Minn.  518.  Mo. 
Singleton  v.  Kansas  City  B.  B.  &  E.  Co., 
172  Mo.  App.  299,  157  S.  W.  964;  New- 
ton V.  St.  Louis  &  S.  P.  E.  Co.,  168  Mo. 
App.  1^9,  153  S.  W.  495.  N.  H. 
Jewett  V.  Davis,  6  N.  H.  518.  N.  Y. 
Hyatt  V.  New  York  Cent.  &  H,  B.  Co., 
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intelligible  and  unambiguous,  and  be  consistent,"^  and  unconditional."* 
While  absolute  certainty  is  not  requisite,"^  a  verdict  must  be  so  certain 
that  the  court  can  give  judgment  upon  it  without  looking  out  of  the 
record.*'    The  maxim,  "that  is  certain  which  can  be  made  certain," 


6  Hun  306;  Smith  v.  Dinneen,  61  App. 
Div.  264,  70  N.  Y.  Supp.  477.  N.  O. 
Kornegay  v.  Kornegay,  r09  N.  C.  188, 
13  S.  E.  770;  Turrentine  v.  Eichmond 
etc.  E.  Co.,  92  N.  C.  638;  Crews  v. 
Crews,  64  N.  C.  536.  S.  C.  —  Easou  v. 
Miller,  18  S.  G.  381.  Tex.  — Gulf,  C. 
&  S.  r.  E.  Co.  V.  Hathaway,  75  Tex. 
557,  12  S.  W.  999;  Morrison  v.  Tew, 
3  Wills.  Civ.  Cas.  §384.  Wyo.  — Great 
Western  Ins.  Co.  v.  Pierce,  1  Wyo.  45. 
Eng.  —  Oakley  v.  Ood-Deen,  2  L.  T. 
N.  S.  357.  Can.  —  Hosting  v.  Le  Eoi, 
34  Can.  Sup.  Ct.  244;  Buck  v.  Cana- 
dian etc.  E.  Co.,  7  Ont.  W.  E.  71. 

In  actions  for  damages'  for  injuries, 
Bee  18  Standakd  Peoc.  400. 

As  to  parties,  see  infra.  III,  D,  1,  e, 
(1). 

As  to  amount,  see  imfra,  III,  D,  1,  f. 

As  to  interest,  see  infra,  III,  T>,  1,  f, 
(VI). 

[a]  If  It  cannot  be  clearly  ascer- 
tained whether  the  jury  meant  to  find 
the  issue  or  issues  submitted  to  them, 
the  verdict  is  not  sufficiently  certain. 
Mass.  —  Coffin  v.  Jones,  11  Pick  45. 
Mo.  —  Advance  Thresher  Co.  v.  Speak, 
167  Mo.  App.  470,  151  S.  W.  235.  N. 
H.  — Chase  v.  Deming,  42  N.  H.  274; 
Jewett  V.  Davis,  6  N.  H.  518. 

[b]  Though  a  verdict  fails  to  find 
the  precise  point  of  the  issue,  it  is  suf- 
ficient where  "the  finding  of  the  mat- 
ter in  issue  may  be  concluded  out  of 
it."     Chase  v.  Deming,  42  N.  H.  274. 

[c]  Uncertainty  in  a  verdict  can- 
not be  cured  by  the  entry  of  a  judg- 
ment certain  and  definite  on  its  face. 
Bashford  v.  Kendall,  2  Ariz.  6,  7  Pac. 
176;  Cohues  v.  Finholt,  101  Minn.  180, 
112  N.   W.  12. 

Judgment  cannot  be  upheld,  see  15 
Standard  Peoc.  57. 

Bemedies,  —  Uncertainty  as  ground 
for  new  trial,  see  20  Standakd  Peoc. 
456;  for  venire  de  novo,  see  title 
"Venire  de  Novo;"  for  arrest  of 
judgment,  see  2   Standard  Proc.  1027. 

93.  XT.  S.  — East  St.  Louis  Cotton 
Oil  Co.  V.  Skinner  Bros.  Mfg.  Co.,  249 
Fed.  439,  162  C.  C.  A.  5.  Ind.  — Tardy 
V.  Howard,  12  Ind.  404.  Mo.  —  Moors 
V.  St.  Joseph  &  G.  I.  Ey.  Co.,  268  Mo. 


31,  186  S.  W.  1035;  Lindstrom  u.  Kan- 
sas City  So.  Ey.  Co.  (Mo.  App.),  218 
S.  W.  936.  Neb.  —  Chicago,  St.  P.,  M. 
&  O.  E.  Co.  V.  MoManigal,  73  Neb.  580, 
103  N.  W.  305,  107  N.  W.  243.  N.  Y. 
Dunseath  v.  Mayer  Ice  Machine  Ic  E. 
Co.,  162  N.  Y.  Supp.  663.  Ohio.— Hew- 
son  V.  Saffin,  7  Ohio  232,  pt.  2.  Tex. 
Yeary  v.  Smith,  45  Tex.  66,  72;  Pecoi 
&  N.  T.  E.  Co.  V.  Eailroad  Commia»ion 
(Tei.  Civ.  App.),  193  S.  W.  770. 

[a]  When  two  case*  are  tried  to- 
gether before  the  same  jury,  the  Ter- 
dicts  rendered  must  be  consistent  and 
reconcilable.  Stevens  v.  Walker,  9S> 
Me.  43,  58  Atl.  53. 

As  a  ground  for  judgment  non  ob- 
stante veredicto,  see  14  Standaed  Peoc. 
964. 

94.  Hurt  V.  Wallace  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  49  S.  W.  675. 

Compare,  practice  in  Pennsylvania 
where  relief  by  way  of  specific  per- 
formance is  had  in  a  law  action.  Se« 
23  Standard  Peoc.  1083. 

95.  Sellers  v.  Mann,  113  Ga.  643,  39 
S.  E.  11. 

[a]  A  Verdict  Must  Be  Reasonably 
Certain.  —  Wines  V.  State  Bank,  22 
Ind.   App.   114,   53   N.   E.   389. 

96.  Bank  of  South  Carolina  v. 
Bowie,  3  Strob.  (S.  C.)  439;  Smith  t?.' 
Tucker,  25  Tex.  594. 

[a]  "The  certainty  requisite  in 
verdicts  is  that  nothing  be  left  for  the 
exercise  of  the  discretion  of  the  trial 
judge,  or,  in  other  words,  that '  noth- 
ing be  left  to  be  determined  in  order 
to  ascertain  the  amount  for  which  the 
judgment  shall  be  rendered."  Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Fort,  112  Tenu. 
432,  460,  80  S.  W.  429. 

[b]  "It  is  said  in  Com.  Dig. -Pleader, 
'the  verdict  must  find  the  fact  clear 
to  a  common  intent;'  and  elsewhere 
that  'certainty  to  a  common  intent'  " 
is  requisite.  Bank  of  South  Carolina  c. 
Bowie,  3  Strob.   (S.  C.)   439. 

[o]  A  verdict  so  uncertain  as  to 
require  the  verdict  of  another  jury  to 
ascertain  the  intention  of  the  jury  will 
be  set  aside.  Heyward  v.  Bennett,  3 
Brev.   (S.  C.)   113. 
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applies  to  verdicts.''  And  a  verdict  is  sufficiently  certain  which  can 
be  made  certain  by  what  it,  itself,  contains,®*  or  by  the  record.'®  But 
uncertainty  as  to  matters  not  essential  to  the  gist  of  the  action  does  not 
vitiate.^ 

e.  Parties.  —  (I.)  Generally.  —  In  conformity  with  the  rule  as  to  re- 
sponsiveness, a  verdict  in  an  action  in  which  there  are  several  coplain- 
tiffs  or  codefendants  must  pass  upon  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  each 
party  as  to  whom  issue  is  joined.^  But  according  to  the  weight  of 
authority,  where  the  liability  of  co-defendants  is  several,  a  finding 
against  a  designated  defendant  is  equivalent  to  a  finding  for  the  others 
as  to  whom  the  verdict  is  silent.^    A  verdict  may  properly  omit  all 


97.  Ind.  —  Gaff  v.  Hutchinson,  38 
Ind.  341;  Wines  v.  StateBauk,  22  Ind. 
App.  114,  53  N.  E.  389.  Mont.  — Con- 
solidated G.  &  S.  M.  Co.  V.  Struthers, 
41  Mont.  565,  111  Pac.  162.  Tex. 
Buchanan  v.  Townsend,  80  Tex.  534,  16 
S.  W.  315;  Darden  v.  Mathews,  22  Tex. 
320,  327;  Parker  v.  Leman,  10  Tex. 
116. 

As  to  amount,  see  infra,  III,  D,  1,  f, 

(I). 

As  to  interest,  see  infra.  III,  D,  1, 
f,  (VI). 

98.  Giles  v,  Spinks,  64  Ga.  2051; 
Manget-Brannon  Co.  v.  White  Crown 
Fruit  Jar  Co.,  20  Ga.  App.  339,  93  S. 
E.  307. 

99.  Minn.  —  Moriarty  v.  McDevitt, 
46  Minn.  136,  48  N.  W.  684.  N.  H. 
Cheswell  v.  Chapman,  42  N.  H.  47,  55. 
Tex.  —  Parker  v.  Leman,  10  Tex.  116. 

See  infra,  IX,  A. 

1.  Pejepscot  Proprietors  17.  Nichols, 
10  Me.  256. 

2.  Cal.  —  Eankin  v.  Central  Pac.  E. 
Co.,  73  Cal.  93,  15  Pac.  57;  McMahon 
V.  lletchhetchy  &  T.  V.  Ey.  Co.,  2  Cal. 
App.  400,  84  Pac.  350.  Ga.  — Settle 
V.  Alison,  8  Ga.  201,  52  Am.  Dec.  393. 
Minn.  —  Desnoyer  v.  McDonald,  Geisse 
&  Co.,  4  Minn.  515,  verdict  held  to  be 
certain.    Mo.  —  Crow  v.  Crow,  124  Mo. 

App.  120,  100  S.  W.  1123.    Pa Ward 

V.  Taylor,  1  Pa.  238.  Tex.  —  Gulf,  C. 
&  S.  F.  E.  Co.  V.  Eenfro  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  69   S.    W.   648. 

[a]  A  general  verdict  may  be  ren- 
dered, if  separate  verdicts  are  not  de- 
manded. Winans  v.  Christy,  4  Cal.  7'0, 
60  Am.  Dec.  597. 

[b]  But  where  in  a  tort  action  the 
plaintiff  takes  judgment  against  a,  part 
of  the  defendants,  they  cannot  com- 
plain, there  being  no  contribution. 
Eankin  v.  Central  Pae.  B.  Co.,  73  Cal. 
93,  15  Pac.  57. 
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Responsiveness,  see  supra.  III,  D,  1, 
c. 

[c]  But  when  the  right  or  liability 
is  joint,  a  finding  for  a  designated  co- 
party  by  name  is  a  finding  for  all, 
when  no  issue  as  to  their  individual 
rights  or  liabilities  is  raised.  Lenoir 
V.  Moore,  61  Miss.  400;  Chicago,  E.  I. 
&  T.  E.  Co.  V.  Henderson  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  73  S.  W.  36. 

3.  Ala.  —  Handley  «.  Hawley,  90 
Ala.  527,  8  So.  101.  G».  — Howard  v. 
Johnson,  91  Ga.  319,  18  S.  E.  132.  Ind. 
Westfield  Gas  &  Mill.  Co.  v.  Abernathy, 
8  Ind.  App.  73,  35  N.  E.  399.  Kan. 
Lawson  v.  Eobinson,  68  Kan.  737,  75 
Pac.  1012.  Ky.  — Pittsburg,  C.  C.  & 
St.  L.  E.  Co.  V.  Darlington's  Admr., 
129  Ky.  266,  111  S.  W.  360;  Singleton 
V.  Sodusky,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  341.  La. 
Howe  17.  New  Orleans,  12  La.  Ann. 
481.  Md.  — Hechter  17.  State,  94  Md. 
429,  50  Atl.  1041,  56  L.  E.  A.  457, 
overruling,  State  v.  Sutton,  4  Gill  494. 
Neb,  — Cox  17.  Ellsworth,  97  Neb.  392, 
150  N.  W.  197.  Tex.  — Kinkier  v. 
Jurica,  84  Tex.  116,  19  S.  W.  359  (a 
tort  action);  Gulf,  G.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co. 
V.  James,  73  Tex.  12,  10  S.  W.  744,  15 
Am.  St.  Eep.  743;  Taylor  17.  Houston 
&  T.  C.  E.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  80  '. 
W.  260.  Vt.  —  Manley  Bros.  v.  Boston 
&  M.  E.  E.,  90  Vt.  218,  97  Atl.  674. 
Wash.  —  Doremns  v.  Eoot,  23  Wash. 
710,  63  Pac.  672,  54  L.  E.  A.  649.  Wis. 
State  17.  Hill,  30  Wis.  416. 

See  13  Standard  Peoc.  402. 

Contra,  Cal.  —  Eankin  17.  Central  Pac. 
E.  Co.,  73  Cal.  93,  15  Pac.  57.  Ind. 
Jenkins  17.  Parkhill,  25  Ind.  473,  an 
action  on  an  undertaking.  Mo. 
Schweickhardt  17.  St.  Louis,  2  Mo.  App. 
571. 

Compare,  Ward  17.  Taylor,  1  Pa.  238. 

[a]  Distinction  Where  Plaintiff 
Complains.  —  (1)  In  Rankin  v.  Centrtl 
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reference  to  a  defendant  who  fails  to  put  in  any  answer  or  appearance,* 
or  who  raises  no  issue  as  to  his  liability,'  or  as  to  whom  a  disclaimer  or 
dismissal  is  entered." 

When  a  jury  finds  in  general  terms  "for  the  plaintiff,''/  it  need  not 
make  a  specific  finding  "against  the  defendant"  or  defendants.'' 

(II.)  Severance.  —  When  the  rights  of  co-plaintiffs  are  joint,  the  jury 


Pac.  E.  Co.,  73  Cal.  93,  15  Pac.  57,  it 
was  held  that  a*  verdict  against  a 
particular  defendant  by  name  which 
is  silent  as  to  the  others  will  not  with- 
stand an  objection  of  the  plaintiff  on 
appeal.  "Of  course,  where  the  plain- 
tiff tates  a  judgment  against  some  of 
the  defendants,  his  action  amounts  to 
a  dismissal  of  the  case  against  the 
other  defendants  sued  as  joint  tort- 
feasors, and  the  judgment  debtors  can- 
not complain,  there  being  no  contribu- 
tion; but  in  this  case  it  is  the  plain- 
tiff who  complains  that  a  judgment  has 
been  entered  in  favor  of  one  of  the 
defendants  against  his  wishes  and 
without  a  finding  of  the  jury  to  sup- 
port it.  *  *  *  The  verdict  in  this  case 
is  not  simply  informal  or  defective. 
*  *  *  It  is  no  verdict  at  all  upon  the 
issue"  as  to  the  liability  of  the  remain- 
ing defendant.  (2)  On  the  other  hand, 
in  Handley  v.  Hawley,  90  Ala.  527,  8 
So.  101,  the  plaintiff  raised  the  ob- 
jection, and  it  was  held  that  the  silence 
of  the  verdict  as  to  some  of  the  de- 
fendants was  equivalent  to  a  finding  in 
their  favor. 

[b]  Cure  of  Irregularity.  —  An  ir- 
regularity in  failing  to  pass  on  all  of 
several  defendants  may  be  cured  by 
the  entry  of  a  nolle  prosequi  as  to 
those  not  passed  on.  Ward  v.  Taylor, 
1  Pa.  238.  See  also  Rankin  v.  Central 
Pac.  R.  Co.,  73  Cal.  93,  15  Pac.  57. 

4.  CaJ.  — Golden  Gate  Mill  &  M. 
Co.  V.  Joshua  Hendy  Mach.  Wks.,  82 
Cal.  184,  23  Pac.  45.  Colo.  — Quimby 
V.  Boyd,  8  Colo.  194,  6  Pac.  462.  Ga. 
Thomas  v.  Clarkson,  125  Ga.  72,  54  S. 
E.  77,  6  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  658;  Sanders 
V.  Etcherson,  36  Ga.  404,  where  a  de- 
fendant was  not  served  and  others 
were  dead  and  their  representatives 
were  not  brought  in.  Wash.  —  Blue 
V.  McCabe,  5  Wash.  125,  31   Pac.  431. 

[a]  Verdict  Construed. — ^Where  only 
one  defendant  is  served,  appears  and 
defends,  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  is 
to  be  construed  as  a  verdict  against 
the  defendant  appearing  although  he 
is  not   specifically   named.    Thomas  v. 


Clarkson,  125  Ga.  72,-  54  S.  E.  77,  6  L. 
R.  A.  (N.  S.)  658. 

[b]  Where  in  an  action  against  a 
principal  and  surety,  the  latter  only 
defends,  a  verdict  against  the  principal 
only  is  a  finding  in  favor  of  the  surety. 
Howard  V.  Johnson,  91  Ga.  319,  18  S. 
E.  132. 

[c]  A  verdict  against  the  defend- 
ants where  there  is  but  one  real  de- 
fendant, and  the  nominal  defendants 
never  appeared,  is  sufficient.  The  use 
of  the  plural  number  is  a  trifling  cler- 
ical error.  Shattuek  v.  North  British 
&  Mercantile  Ins.  Co.,  58  Fed.  609,  7 
C.  C:  A.  386. 

5.  H.  G.  Olds  Wagon  Wks.  v. 
Coombs,  124  Ind.  62,  24  N.  B.  589. 

6.  Baker  v.  Thompson,  89  Ga.  486, 
15  S.  E.  644;  Columbia  Phoiphate  Co. 
r.  Farmers'  Alliance  Store,  47  S.  C. 
358,  25  S.  E.  116. 

7.  See   infra,  this   note. 

[a]  Where  (1)  There  Is  But  One 
Defendant.  —  Smith  v.  Johnson's 
Admr.,  8  Tex.  418,  424;  Galveston,  H. 
&  S.  A.  R.  Co.  V.  Holyfield  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  70  S.  W.  221;  Houston  &  T.  C. 
R.  Co.  V.  Berling,  14  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
544,  37  S.  W.  1083.  See  Smith  v. 
Mohn,  87  Cal.  489,  497,  26  Pac.  696, 
similar  rule  as  to  findings  of  the  court. 
(2)  The  party  against  whom  the  ver- 
dict is  rendered  is  unmistakable  in 
such  case.  Galveston,  H.  Sa  S.  A.  K. 
Co.  V.  Holyfield  (Tex.  Cir.  App.),  70 
S.  W.  221. 

[b]  When  there  are  several  defend- 
ants, a  finding  "for  the  plaintiff"  is  a 
finding  against  all  the  defendants  who 
have  appeared  and  answered,  and  it  is 
not  necessary  that  the  verdict  state 
that  the  finding  is  ' '  against  the  defend- 
ants." Cal.  —  MoMahon  v.  Hetc'h- 
hctchy  &  Y.  V.  R.  Co.,  2  Cal.  App.  400, 
84  Pac.  350.  Conn.  — Pelton  v.  Gold- 
berg, 81  Conn.  280,  70  Atl.  1'020.  Ga. 
Flannery  v.  Harley,  117  Ga.  483,  43  S. 
E.  765;  Houston  v.  Ladies'  Union 
Branch  Assn.,  87  Ga.  203,  13  S.  E.  634. 
Kan.  —  Wilson  v.  Means,  25  Kan.  83. 
Mo.  —  Jones  v.  St.  Louis  &  8.  F.  Ey. 
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cannot  fifid  Sgainst  some  and  in  favor  of  the  others,*  unless  pleas 
personal  to  some  of  them  are  interposed.'  Where  the  liability  of  per- 
sons joined  as  defendants  is  joint,  a  verdict  must  be  against  all  or 
none,^°  except  where  the  verdict  is  rendered  in  favor  of  a  defendant 
who  has  interposed  a  plea  going  to  his  personal  discharge,^^  or  when 
statute  provides  otherwise. ^^  But  where  the  liability  is  several,  the 
jury  may  find,  in  favor  of  one  or  more,  and  against  one  or  more.^^  Ac- 
cording to  the  weight  of  authority,  this  rule  is  inapplicable  to  a  joint 
action  against  a  master  and  servant  for  the  tortious  act  or  omission  of 
the  latter  alone.  In  such  case  a  verdict  against  the  master  and  in  favor 
of  the  servant  is  repugnant,**  in  the  absence  of  proof  showing  the 


Co.,  89  Mo.  App.  653.  Ohio.  —  Sutcliff 
V.  Gilbert,  8  Ohio  405.  Va.  —  Fishburne 
V.  Engledove,  91  Vsi.  548,  22  S.  E.  354. 

8.  Buckhanan  v.  Gamble,  Ga.  Dec. 
156. 

9.  Settle  V.  Alison,  8  Ga.  201,  52 
Am.  Dec.  393. 

[a]  Statute  of  Ziimitations. — Settle 
V.  Alison,  8  Ga.  201,  52  Am.  Dec.  393. 

10.  Merchant  v.  Manion,  97  111.  App. 
43., 

[a]  In  an  action  of  debt,  separate 
verdicts  in  different  amounts  cannot 
be  rendered  against  the  defendants. 
Anderson  v.  Truitvale  Transp.  Co.,  195 
Mich.  734,  162  N.  W.  273. 

[b]  When  in  an  action  on  a  bond, 
judgment  by  default  is  rendered 
against  one  defendant,  and  a  jury  is 
sworn  to  assess  the  damages  as  ■well 
against  him,  as  to  try  the  issues  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  and  the  other  de- 
fendant, it  is  for  the  .jury,  if  they  find 
for  the  plaintiff,  to  assess  entire  dam- 
ages against  bdth.  Day  v.  Brawley,  1 
Pa.  429. 

As  to  joint  and  several  pleaa,  see  11 
Standard  Peoc.  1032. 

Judgment,  see  15  Standard  Proc. 
82. 

11.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Such  as  Infancy.  —  Cuttsi  v. 
Gordon,  13  Me.  474,  29  Am.  Dec.  620. 
See  also  11  Standard  Peoc.  1032,  note 
46. 

[b]  Or  Statute  of  Ziimitations. 
Ivey  V.  Gamble,  7  Port.   (Ala.)   545. 

[c]  Or  Bankruptcy.  —  Miner  v. 
Downer,  20  Vt.  461. 

But  as  to  rule  at  common  law,  see 
11  Standard  Pkoc.  1032,  note  49. 

Rule  as  applied  to  judgments,  see  15 
Standard  Proc.  83. 

12.  See  the  statutes  and  Schee  v. 
Shore,   G  Kan.  App.  136,  50  Pac.  903; 
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Horner  v.  Plumley,  97  Md.  271,  54  Atl. 
971. 

13.  TT.  S.  — Hooks  v.  Vet,  192  Fed. 
314,  113  C.  C.  A.  526.  Ala.  —  Southern 
Hdw.  &  Supply  Co.  v.  Block  Bros.,  163 
Ala.  81,  50  So.  1036.  Cal.— Sickles  v. 
Mt.  Whitney  Power  to  Elee.  Co.,  177 
Cal.  278,  170  Pac.  599.  G-a.  —  Southern 
Bell  T.  &  T.  Co.  V.  Davis,  12  Ga.  App. 
28,  76  S.  E.  786.  m.  — Cohen  v.  Chi- 
cago, 197  111.  App.  377.  Ky.  —  Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Both,  130  Ky.  759, 
768,  114,  S.  W.  264.  Me.  — Perry  v. 
Eancourt,  116  Me.  521,  102  Atl.  233. 
Mass.  —  Buddington  v.  Shearer,  23 
Pick.  427.  N.  Y.  — Kaufman  v.  Mor- 
gan, 10  Misc.  54,  30  N.  T.  Supp.  950; 
Kaufman  v.  People's  Cold  Storage  ft 
W.  Co.,  10  Misc.  63,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  813. 
S.  C  — Seiton  v.  Eoek  Hill,  107  S.  C. 
505,  93  S.  E.  180;  Gardner  v.  South- 
ern By.  Co.,  65  S.  C.  341,  43  S.  E.  816. 
Tex.  — Taylor  v.  Houston  &  T.  C.  E. 
Co.  (Tei.  Civ.  App.),  80  S.  W.  260. 
Wash.  —  Doremus  v.  Boot,  23  Wa«h. 
710,  63  Pac.  572,  54  L.  E.  A.  649. 

See  5  Standard  Peoc.  665. 

Instruction  as  to  power  of  jury,  ie« 
17  Standard  Proc.  601. 

Judgment,  see  15  Standard  Proc.  83. 

Severance  in  assessment  of  damages, 
see  13  Standard  Proc.  401. 

14.  U.  S.  —  New  Orleans  &  N.  E.  E. 
Co.  V.  Jopes,  142  U.  S.  18,  12  Sup.  Ct. 
109,  35  L.  ed.  919.  Cal.  — Bradley  v. 
Rosenthal,  154  Cal.  42P,  97  Pac.  875, 12<> 
Am.  St.  Eep.  171.  Ga.  —  Southern  E. 
Co.  V.  Harbin,  135  Ga.  122,  68  S.  E. 
1103,  21  Ann.  Cas.  1011  (and  note, 
Holdeij  J.  dissenting),  30  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  404.  111.  —  Anderson  v.  West  Chi- 
cago St.  E.  E.  Co.,  200  111.  329,  65  N.  E. 
717.  Ind.  —  Childress  v.  Lake  Erie  & 
W.  E.  Co.,  182  Ind.  251,  105  N.  E.  467; 
Indiana  Nitro.  &  C.  Co.  v.  Lippincott 
Glass  Co.,  165  Ind.  361,  75  N.  E.  649. 
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master  is  liable  otherwise  than  through  the  servant.^*    But  there  is 
authority  upholding  such  a  verdict.^^ 

(III.)  Designation  of  Parties.—  In  a  verdict,  a  party  may  be  referred 
to  as  the  "plaintiff"  or  "defendant,  ""unless  there  is  a  severance  be- 
tween co-parties,  in  which  case  the  verdict  should  specifically  name  the 
parties  for  and  against  whom  the  jury  find.^*  A  variance  in  the  name 
of  a  party  is  not  material  if  by  a  reference  to  the  record  it  is  clear  that 


la.  —  Hobbs  v.  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.,  171 
Iowa  624,  152  N.  W.  40,  L.  E.  A.  1917B, 
1023.  Mass.  —  See  Horgan  v.  Boston 
El.  E.  Co.,  208  Mass.  287,  94  N.  E.  386; 
Moore  v.  Fitchburg  E.  Corp.,  4  Gray 
465,  64  Am.  Dec.  83,  query.  Mo.  —  Mc- 
Ginnis  v.  Chicago  etc.  E.  Co.,  200  Mo. 
347,  98  S.  W.  590,  118  Am.  St.  Eep.  661, 
9  Ann.  Cas.  656,  9  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  880. 
Net).  —  Zitnit  v.  Union  Pac.  E.  Co.,  91 
Neb.  679,  136  N.  W.  995;  Chicago,  St. 
P.  M.  &  O.  E.  Co.  V.  McManigal,  73 
Neb.  580,  103  N.  W.  305,  107  N.  W. 
243.  N.  Y.  — Montfort  v.  Hughes,  3  E. 
D.  Smith  591.  S.  C.  —  Sparks  v.  Atlan- 
tic Coast  Line  E.  Co.,  104  S.  C.  266,  88 
S.  E.  739.  •Compare  Bedenbaugh  v. 
Southern  E.  Co.,  69  S.  C.  1,  48  S.  E.  53; 
Carson  v.  Southern  Ey.,  68  S.  C.  55,  46 
S.  E.  525;  Gardner  v.  Southern  Ey.  Co., 
65  S.  C.  341,  43  S.  E.  816.  Wash. 
Morris  17.  Northwestern  Imp.  Co.,  53 
Wash.  451,  102  Pac.  402;  Stevick  v. 
Northern  Pac.  E.  Co.,  39  "Wash.  501,  81 
Pac.  999;  Doremus  v.  Boot,  23  Wash. 
710,  63  Pac.  572,  54  L.  E.  A.  649. 

[a]  Reason   of   Rule The    master 

and  servant  are  in  no  sense  joint  tort- 
feasors, nor  does  their  liability  to  the 
plaintiff  rest  upon  the  same  or  like 
grounds.  The  act  of  an  employee,  even 
in  legal  intendment,  is  not  the  act  of 
his  employer,  unless  the  employer  either 
previously  directs  the  act  to  be  done  or 

'  subsequently  ratifies  it.  The  employee 
is  liable  because  he  committed  the  act, 
while  the  employer  is  liable  because  of 
the  doctrine  of  respondeat  superior. 
The  primary  liability  to  answer  for  the 
act  rests  upon  the  employee,  and  when 
the  employer  is  compelled  to  answer  in 
damages  therefor,  he  can  recover  over 
against  the  employee.  Doremus  v.  Boot, 
23  Wash.  710,  63  Pac.  572,  54  L.  E.  A. 
649. 

[b]  But  a  failure  of  the  jury  to  find 
as  to  the  employee  is  waived  by  a  fail- 
ure to  request  that  tlie  jury  be  directed 
to  find  on  that  issue.  Benson  v.  South- 
em  Pac.  Co.,  177  Cal.  777,  171  Pac.  948; 


Van  Damme  v.  McGilvray  Stone  Co., 
22  Cal.  App.  191,  133  Pac.  995. 

Judgment  in  action  against  servant 
as  a  bar  to  an  action  against  the  mas- 
ter, see  15  Standard  Peoc.  612. 

15.  Ga.  —  Finley  v.  Southern  E.  Co., 
5  Ga.  App.  722,  64  S.  E.  312.  Minn. 
See  Clay  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ey. 
Co.,  104  Minn  1,  115  N  W.  949.  Neb. 
Zitnik  V.  Union  Pac.  E.  Co.,  91  Neb. 
679,  136  N.  W.  995.  S.  0.  — Sparks  v. 
Atlantic  Coast  Line  E.  Co.,  104  S.  C. 
266,  88  S.  E.  739.  Tenn.  — D.  B.  Love- 
man  Co.  V.  Bayless,  128  Tenn.  307,  160 
S.  W.  841,  Ann.  Cas.  1915C,  187. 

16.  J.  I.  Case  Threshing  Machine  Co. 
V.  Haynes,  178  Ky.  644,  199  S.  W.  786: 
Weil  V.  Hagan,  166  Ky.  750,  179  S.  W. 
835;  Chesapeake  &  O.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Daw- 
son's Admr.,  159  Ky.  296,  167  S.  W, 
125;  Illinois  C.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Murphy's 
Admr.,  123  Ky.  787,  97  S.  W.  729,  11 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  352.  See  19  Standard 
PBGC.  565,  note  24  [a],  and  also  Gulf,. 
C.  &  S.  P.  E.  Co.  V.  James,  73  Tex.  12, 
10  S.  W.  744,  15  Am.  St.  Eep.  743; 
Texas  &  P.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Huber  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  95  S.  W.  568,  holding  that 
though  the  verdict  has  the  appearance 
of  being  contradictory  this  is  not  of 
itself  enough  to  require  a  reversal.  If 
the  verdict  in  favor  of  the  servant 
bears  intrinsic  evidence  that  the 
wrongful  act  had  been  committed  by 
the  servant,  it  will  be  upheld. 

17.  Frankel  v.  Michigan  Mut.  L. 
Ins.  Co.,  158  Ind.  304,  62  N.  E.  703. 

[a]  Et  al.  —  In  referring  to  the  de- 
fendants, the  jury  may  give  the  name 
of  one  and  include  the  rest  in  a  general 
designation  "and  others."  Knox  v. 
Gregorious,  43  Kan.  26,  22  Pac.  981.  ' 

18.  Cal.  —  Eankin  v.  Central  Pac. 
E.  Co.,  73  Cal.  93,  15  Pac.  57.  Ga. 
Settle  V.  Alison,  8  Ga.  201,  52  Am.  Dee. 
393.  Mo.  —  Crow  v.  Crow,  124  Mo.  App. 
120,  100  S.  W.  1123;  PettingiU  v.  Jonej, 
30  Mo.  App.  280;  Peckham  v.  Lindell 
Glass  Co.,  7  Mo.  App.  563;  Schweick- 
hardt  v.  St.  Louis,  2  Mo.  App.  571,  583. 
Wis.  —  Eichards  v.  Sperry,  7  Wis.  219. 
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one  of  the  parties  to  the  action  is  meant.^' 

Error  as  to  Use  of  Singular  and  Plural  Number.  —  A  grammatical  mistake 
in  the  use  of  the  singular  or  plural  in  referring  to  the  parties  by  the 
words  "plaintiff"  or  "defendant"  does  not  vitiate  a  verdict,'"  unless 


19.  Ind.  Ter.  —  Missouri,  K.  &  T. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Turley,  1  Ind.  Ter.  275,  37 
S.  W.  52,  "Turtey"  for  "Turley."  Ky. 
Pittsburg,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  E.  Co.  v.  Darl- 
ington's Admr.,  129  Ky.  266,  111  S.  W. 
360.  Tex.  —  Colorado  Canal  Co.  v.  Sims, 
42  Tex.  Civ.  App.  442,  94  S.  W.  365 
("Sms"  for  "Sims");  Masterson  v. 
F.  W.  Heitmann  &  Co.,  38  Tex.  Civ, 
App.  476,  87  S.  W.  227. 

[a]  Vajiance  In  Christian  Name. 
^  verdict  for  "Adam  Sture,  appell- 
ant," instead  of  "Andrew  Sture,  ap- 
pellant," is  sufficiently  certain  as  the 
verdict  is  for  the  appellant,  and  a  ref- 
erence to  the  record  shows  who  is 
meant.  Bed  Eiver  &  L.  O.  T.  W.  E. 
Co.  V.  Sture,  32  Minn.  S5,  20  N.  W.  229. 

[b]  Designating  a  party  by  a,  nick- 
name or  alias  does  not  invalidate  a  ver- 
dict, where  the  party  was  referred  to 
by  that  name,  during  the  trial.  Pitts- 
burg, C.  C.  and  St.  L.  E.  Co.  v.  Darl- 
ington 's  Admr.,  129  Ky.  266,  111  S.  W. 
360;  Austin  W.  L.  &  P.  Co.  v.  Makem- 
son    (Tex.   Civ.   App.),   27  S.    W.   588. 

[c]  Ey  the  initials  of  its  name,  a 
corporation  party  may  be  referred  to. 
Kelsey  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ey.  Co.,  1 
e.  D.  80,  45  N.  "W.  204;  San  Antonio 
&  A.  P.  E.  Co.  V.  Miller  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  137  S.  W.  1194;  Missouri,  K.  & 
T.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Oardwell,  30  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  164,  70  S.  W.  103;  Galveston,  H. 
&  S.  A.  E.  Co.  V.  Hubbard  (Tex.  Civ, 
App.),  70  S.  W.  112. 

As  to  clerical  errors,  see  infra,  m, 
D,  1,  i. 

20.  See  infra,  this  note. 

As  to  grammatical  errors,  see  infra, 
ni,  D,  1,  i. 

[a]  In  an  action  by  one  plaintiff  a 
verdict  in  favor  of  "plaintiffs"  is  suf- 
ficient. Hubner  v.  Feige,  90  III.  208; 
McGill  V.  Eothgeb,  45  111.  App.  511. 
See  Shattuck  v..  North  British  &  Mer- 
cantile Ins.  Co.,  58  Fed.  609,  7  C.  C. 
A.  386. 

[h]  In  an  action  by  several  plain- 
tiffs, a  verdict  "for  the  plaintiff"  is  a 
sufficient  finding  for  all  of  several  plain- 
tiffs. 111.  —  Daft  V.  Drew,  40  111.  App. 
266.  Miss.  —  Callahan  Const.  Co.  v. 
Eayburn,    110    Miss.    107,    69   So.    669. 
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Tex.  —  Shannon  v.  Jones,  76  Tex.  141, 
13  S.  W.  477;  Tom  v.  Sayers,  64  Tex. 
339. 

[c]  Where  the  caption  sets  out  the 
names  of  all  the  parties,  the  use  of  the 
word  "plaintiff"  in  the  body  of  the 
verdict  instead  of  "plaintiffs"  is  a 
mere  clerical  error.  County  Comrs.  v. 
Wise,  71  Md.  43,  57,  18  Atl.  31. 

[d]  In  a  suit  by  a  person  for  him- 
self and  as  next  friend  of  certain  mi- 
nors, a  verdict  "for  the  plaintiff"  dis- 
poses of  all  the  issues.  Texas  &  P.  Ey, 
Co.  V.  Watkins  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  26  S. 
W,  760. 

[e]  Verdict  for  "Defendant."— In 
an  action  against  several  persons 
joined  as  defendants,  a  verdict  for  or 
against  "the  defendant"  is  sufficient 
as  ta  verdict  for  or  against  all.  Ala. 
Steed  V.  Barnhill,  71  Ala.  157;  Porter 
V.  Cotney,  3  Ala.  314;  Merchants'  Bank 
&  Trust  Co.  tr.  Elliott  &  Son  (Ala.  App.), 
80  So.  624.  Cal.  — Willard  v.  Archer, 
63  Cal.  33.  Colo.  —  Waddingham  v. 
Dickson,  17  Colo.  223,  29  Pac.  177.  Ga, 
Monk-Sloan  Supply  Co.  v.  Quitman  Oil 
Co.,  10  Ga.  App.  390,  73  S.  E.  522.  lU. 
West  Chicago  St.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Home,  197 
111.  250,  64  N.  E.  331;  Bacon  v.  Schep- 
flin,  185  111.  122,  56  N.  E.  1123.  But  see 
Lambert  v.  Borden,  10  111.  App.  648. 
Ind.  —  Kluse  v.  Sparks,  10  Ind.  App. 
444,  36  N.  E.  914,  37  N.  E.  1047.  Mo. 
Borkowski  v.  Janicke,  170  Mo.  App. 
610,  157  S.  W.  125.  S.  D.  — Jeansch  v. 
Lewis,  1  S.  D.  609,  48  N.  W.  128,  action 
for  damages  to  property  by  negligence 
of  partners.  Tex.  —  V^hite  v.  Barrow 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  182  S.  W.  1154. 

[f]  In  an  action  against  joint  tort- 
feasors, a  verdict  against  the  "defend- 
ant" is  a  verdict  against  all.  Ala. 
Merchants'  Bank  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Elli- 
ott &  Son  (Ala.  App.),  80  So.  624.  lU. 
West  Chicago  St.  E.  Co.  v.  Home,  197 
111.  250,  64  N.  E.  331.  See  Bacon  v. 
Schepflin,  185  III.  122,  56  N.  E.  1123. 
Ind.  —  Davis  v.  Shuah,  136  Ind.  237,  36 
N.  B.  122.  Wis.  —  Contra,  Eiehards  v. 
Sperry,  7  Wis.  219,  holding  the  verdict 
merely  finds  the  issue  against  one  and 
because  it  fails  to  designate  which  one, 
it  is  inValid. 
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under  the  eircumstanees  of  the  ease  the  intention  of  the  jury  is  un- 
certain.^^ 

f .  Amount.  —  (I.)  GeneraUy.  —  It  is  a  general  rule  both  at  common 
law  and  under  statute  that  when  a  verdict  is  found  for  the  plaintiff  in 
an  action  for  the  recovery  of  money, ^^  or  for. the  defendant,  when  a 
counterclaim,  for  the  recovery  of  money  is  established,  exceeding  the 


21.  Wilson  V.  Investment  Co.,  80 
Ore.  233,  156  Pae.  249.      ' 

22.  U.  S,  —  Parks  v.  Turner,  12  How. 
39,  13  L.  ed.  883,  under  Louisiana  prac- 
tice. Ark.  —  Taylor,  E.  &  Co.  v.  Hath- 
away, 29  Ark.  597.  Oal.  —  Code  Civ. 
Proc.  §626;  Hutchinson  v.  Inyo  County, 
61  Cal.  119.  G-a.  — Lake  v.  Hardee,  57 
6a.  459.  Idaho.  —  Moore  i;.  Evans,  24 
Idaho  153,  132  Pae.  971.  HI.  — Hirth 
V.  Lynch,  96  111.  409.  Ind.  —  Vanvalk- 
enberg  v.  Vanvalkenberg,  90  Ind.  433; 
Gaff  V.  Hutchinson,  38  Ind.  341.  Kan. 
Southern  Kansas  R.  Co.  v.  Showalter, 
57  Kan.  681,  47  Pae.  831.  Ky.  —  Louis- 
ville &  N.  R.  Co.  V.  Hartwell,  99  Ky. 
436,  36  S.  W.  183,  38  S.  W.  1041;  Coop- 
er a.  Poston,  1  Duv.  92,  85  Am.  Dec. 
610.  La.  —  Ceilings  v.  Hamilton,  14  La. 
343;  Hosea's  Widow  &  Heirs  v.  Miles, 
13  La.  107.  Mass.  —  Minot  v.  Boston, 
201  Mass.  10,  86  N.  E.  783,  25  L.  R.  A. 
(N".  S.)  311;  Peterson  v.  Patrick,  126 
Mass.  395.  Minn.  —  Jones  v.  King,  30 
Minn.  368,  15  N.  W.  670.  Mo.  — Burg- 
hart  V.  Brown,  60  Mo.  24.  Nev. 
Knickerbocker  &  N.  Min.  Co.  v.  Hall, 
3  Nev.  194,  201.  Okla.  —  Fitch  v.  Green, 
39  Okla.  18,  134  Pae.  34.  S.  C— Bank 
of  South  Carolina  v.  Bowie,  3  Strobh. 
439.  Tenn.  —  Neville  v.  Northcutt,  7 
Coldw.  294.  Tex.  —  Mussina  v.  Gold- 
thwaite,  34  Tex.  125,  7  Am.  Rep.  281. 
Va.  —  Eppes '  Admrs.  v.  Smith,  4  Munf . 
(18  Va.)  466.  Can.  — Bletcher  v.  Burn, 
24  U.  C.  Q.  B.  124. 

See  2  Tidd  Pr.  869. 

[a]  Eule  Stated.  —  There  should  be 
not  only  a  finding  for  the  plaintiff  but 
also  a  special  finding  as  to  the  amount, 
in  actions  sounding  in  damages,  in  ac- 
tions where  damages  may  be  recovered 
incidentallj',  and  in  all  actions  of  what- 
ever character,  where  dates,  amounts, 
and  the  like,  are  not  usually  intended 
or  understood  to  be  stated  accurately 
and  need  not  be  proved  as  stated.  So 
also,  where  payments,  offsets,  and  other 
matter  is  pleaded  and  established, 
which  reduces  the  amount  of  recovery 
below  the  amount  claimed  in  the  peti- 
,tion,     the     amount    of    the    reduction 
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should,  in  some  way,  be  indicated  by  a 
special  finding.  Darden  v.  Mathews,  22 
Tex.  320,  325. 

[b]  Where  the  amount  of  the  plain- 
tiff's recovery  is  in  issue,  the  verdict 
must  state  the  amount  awarded.  Coop- 
er V.  Poston,  1  Duv.  (Ky.)  92,  85  Am. 
Dee.  610;  Jones  v.  King,  30  Minn.  368, 
15  N.  W.  670. 

[c]  In  actions  sounding  in  damages, 
the  jury  must  assess  the  amount  of 
damages  and  insert  the  amount  in  their 
verdict.  Ga.  —  Mayor  v.  Calhoun,  103 
Ga.  675,  30  S.  E.  434.  111.  — See  Metz- 
ger  V.  Huntington,  51  111.  App.  377. 
Ky.  —  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Hart- 
well,  99  Ky.  436,  36  S.  W.  183,  38  S. 
W.  1041;  Chesapeake,  O.  &  S.  W.  R. 
Co.'s  Receivers  v.  Maddox,  19  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  966,  42  S.  "W.  1124.  Minn.  — Jones 
«.  King,  30  Minn.  368,  15  N.  W.  670. 
Tex.  —  Darden  v.  Mathews,  22  Tex.  320. 
See  13  Standard  Pkoc.  400. 

[d]  In  an  action  of  debt,  a  verdict 
finding  no  specific  sum  is  bad.  Wil- 
liams V.  Preston,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.) 
600,  606,  20  Am.  Dec.  179;  Schmertz  v. 
Shreeve,  62  Pa.  457,  1  Am.  Rep.  439; 
Miller  v.  Hower,  2  Rawle  53.  See  gen- 
erally 6  Standard  Proc.  492. 

In  action  on  an  account,  see  1  Stand- 
ard Proc.  232. 

In  actions  on  bonds,  see  4  Standard 
Peoc.  532. 

In  replevin,  see  22  Standard  Pkoc. 
941. 

.  [e]  A  substantial  compliance  with 
this  statute  is  all  that  is  required.  St. 
Louis,  E.  E.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Oliver,  17 
Okla.  589,  87  Pae.  423. 

[f  ]  Effect  of  Omission  and  Remedy. 
(1)  A  failure  of  a  verdict  to  find  the 
amount  of  recovery  when  required,  ren- 
ders a  judgment  thereon  voidable,  but 
not  void.  Hutchinson  v.  Inyo  County, 
61  Cal.  119;  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v. 
Hartwell,  99  Ky.  436,  36  S.  W.  183,  38 
S.  W.  1041.  (2)  Therefore  certiorari  is 
not  a  proper  remedy.  Hutchinson  v. 
Inyo  County,  61  Cal.  119  A  failure  to 
state    the    amount    of    recovery    is    a 
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amount  of  the  plaintiff's  claim  as  established,*'  the  jury  must  assess 
the  amount  and  insert  it  in  the  verdict.  While  some  authorities  hold 
to  the  contrary,^*  the  general  rule,  even  under  statute,  is  that  in  actions 
for  a  liquidated  sum  in  which  the  amount  due  is  not  in  issue,  a  general 
finding  for  the  plaintiff  without  assessing  the  amount  of  recovery  is 
valid.'''' 

A  verdict  must  be  certain  as  to  the  amount  of  recovery.'*    But  in 
accordance  with  the  maxim,  "that  is  certain  which  can  be  made  cer- 


ground  for  new  trial.  See  20  Standard 
Proc.  457,  note  64. 

[gj  Who  May  Complain.  —  Only  the 
person  in  whose  favor  damages  should 
be  awarded  can  complain  of  a  failure 
of  a  jury  to  assess  damages.  Garrett  v. 
State  ex  rel.  Huntsinger,  149  Ind.  264, 
49  N.  E.  33. 

Effect  of  omission  of  word  "dol- 
lars," see  infra,  III,  D,  1,  f. 

23.  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Proe.  J626;  Elec 
trie  Imp.  Co.  v.  San  Jose  &  S.  C.  E.  Co., 
96  Cal.  xvii,  31  Pae.  455. 

24.  La.  —  Hosea  v.  Miles,  13  La.  107. 
Mo.  —  Burghart  v.  Brown,  60  Mo.  24 
(action  on  a  promissory  note);  Gates  v. 
Nickell,  42  Mo.  169,  under  statute  re- 
quiring amount  to  be  stated.  Ohio. 
Ames  V.  Sloat,  Wright  577,  action  on 
special  contract  for  goods  sold,  and  in 
assumpsit  for  work. 

[a]  In  an  action  on  a  promissory 
note  in  which  the  answer  simply  de- 
nied the  execution,  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  which  fails  to  assess  the 
amount  due  is  invalid.  Burgha,rt  v. 
Brown,  60  Mo.  24;  Cates  v.  Nickell, 
42  Mo.  169. 

25.  U.  S.  —  Parks  v.  Turner,  12 
How.  39,  45,  13  L.  ed.  883.  Cal.  —  Eed- 
mond  V.  Weissman,  77  Cal.  423,  20  Pae. 
544,  assumpsit.  Colo.  —  Buzanes  v. 
Frost,  19  Colo.  App.  388,  75  Pae.  594, 
action  on  a  promissory  note.  Ga. 
Southern  Fittings  &  Foundry  Co.  v. 
Warfield,  18  Ga.  App.  283,  89  S.  E.  376. 
la.  —  Higley  &  Co.  i;.  Newell,  28  Iowa 
516.  Ky.  — Dine  v.  Donnelly,  134  Ky. 
776,  121  S.  W.  685;  Cooper  v.  Poston,  1 
Duv.  92,  85  Am.  Dec.  610.  Minn. 
Jones  V.  King,  30  Minn.  368,  15  N.  W. 
670,  limiting  Fryberger  v.  Carney,  26 
Minn.  84,  1  N.  W.  807.  Mont.  — Jo- 
seph! -17.  Madi  Clothing  Co.,  13  Mont. 
195,  33  Pae.  1,  action  on  an  account. 
Tex.  —  See  Darden  v.  Mathews,  22  Tei. 
320,  query. 

[a]  Where  no  assessment  of  dam- 
ages is  necessary  to  determine  the 
amount  of  plaintiff's  recovery,  because 
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the  amount,  if  he  recover  at  all,  is  not 
in  issue  but  depends  wholly  upon  the 
construction  of  the  pleadings  and  in- 
volves a  pure  question  of  law  over 
which  the  jury  have  no  control,  a  ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff  without  assessing 
his  damages  is  valid.  Jonea  v.  King, 
30  Minn.  368,  15  N.'W.  670. 

[b]  Though  the  statute  may  re- 
quire the  verdict  to  state  the  amount 
of  recovery,  the  verdict  is  valid.  (See 
cases  cited  iupra,  this  note).  The  stat- 
ute only  relates  to  cases  in  which  is- 
sues are  made  as  to,  value  and  damages. 
Cooper  p.  Poston,  1  Duv.  (Ky.)  92,  85 
Am.  Dec.  610.  Contra,  Cates  v.  Nickell, 
42  Mo.  169. 

[c]  Where  after  rendering  judg- 
ment by  default,  the  defendant  i3  al- 
lowed to  plead,  a  verdict  for  the  plain- 
tiff which  does  not  assess  damages  is 
valid,  if  the  question  of  damages  is  not 
submitted  to  them.  Hall  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  133  111.  234,  24  N.  Ei  546. 

[d]  On  the  trial  of  an  issue  in 
abatement  of  an  action  for  a  debt  of 
record,  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  need 
not  assess  the  amount  of  recovery. 
Metzger  v.  Huntington,  51  111.  App.  377. 

[e]  At  Most,  the  Omission  la  a 
Harmless  Irregularity.  —  Jones  v.  King, 
30  Minn.  368,  15  N.  W.  670. 

[f  ]  But  it  is  safer  and  "better  prac- 
tice for  a  verdict,  even  in  suits  on  notes 
and  other  special  contracts,  to  embrace 
a  general  finding  and  an  assessment  of 
the  exact  amount.  Darden  v.  Mathews, 
22  Ter.  320. 

26.  Cal.  —  Watson  v.  Damon,  54  CaL 
278.  Ga. — Phillips  v.  Paul,  148  Ga. 
104,  95  S.  E.  969;  Sellers  v.  Mann,  US 
Ga.  643,  39  S.  E.  11;  Jackson  v.  Jack- 
son, 40  Ga.  150.  Mich.  —  Long  v.  Man- 
dell,  136  Mich.  12,  98  N.  W.  744.  Minn. 
Fryberger  v.  Carney,  26  Minn.  84,  1 
N.  W.  807.  Mo.  — Hays  v.  Hogan,  180 
Mo.  App.  237,  165  S.  W.  1125.  K  O. 
Crews  V.  Crews,  64  N.  C.  536.  Tex. 
Houston  Packing  Co.  v.  Griflth  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  164  S.  W.  431. 
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tain,"^'  a  verdict  is  sufficient  in  this  respect  which  contains  the  data 
or  refers  to  the  pleadings  for  the  data  from  which  the  amount  of  re- 
covery can  be  ascertained  by  mathematical  computation.^* 

The  amount  of  a  verdict  may  be  expressed  in  figures.^"  In  case  of  a 
variance  between  the  amount  as  expressed  in  figures,  £ind  in  words,  the 
latter  eonrols,'"  unless  the  ambiguity  can  be  explained  by  a  reference 
to  the  pleadings.'^ 

(II.)  Amount  for  Which  Rendered.  — A  verdict  should,  as  to  the  amount 
of  the  recovery,  be  responsive  to  both  the  pleadings^^  and  the  evi- 


[a]  A  finding  of  "nominal  dam- 
ages," without  naming  any  precise 
amount,  is  invalid.  Sellers  v.  Mann, 
113  Ga.  643,  39  S.  E.  11. 

[b]  A  finding  of  the  valne  of  the 
property  converted  without  a  finding 
as  to  the  time  at  ■which  such  value  is 
fixed  leaves  it  uncertain  whether  the 
value  found  is  the  correct  measure  of 
damage.  Knickerbocker  &  N.  Min.  Co. 
V.  Hall,  3  Nev.  194,  201. 

27.  See  supra.  III,  D,  1,  d. 

28.  Colo.— Knight  v.  Fisher,  15 
Colo.  176,  25  Pac.  78.  Ga.— Giles  v. 
6pinks,  64  Ga.  205;  Heinkin  v.  Barbrey, 
40  Ga.  249.  Ind.— GafE  v.  Hutchinson, 
38  Ind.  341;  Wines  v.  State  Bank,  22 
Ind.  App.  114,  63  N".  E.'  389.  Ky. 
Birckle  v.  Baum,  10  Ky.  L.  Eep.  545. 
Minn. —  Fryberger  v.  Carney,  26  Minn. 
84,  1  N.  W.  807,  explained  in  Jones  v. 
King,  30  Minn.  368,  15  N.  W.  670.  S.  O. 
McClure  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.,  98  S.  E. 
287.  Tenn. —  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v. 
Fort,  112  Tenn.  432,  80  S.  W.  429.  Tex. 
Darden  v.  Mathews,  22  Tex.  320.  Wis. 
Wausau  Boom  Co.  v.  Plumer,  49  Wis. 
118,  5  N.  W.  53. 

Contra,  Neville  p.  Northeutt,  7  Coldw. 
(Tenn.)  294,  holding  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  "for  the  amount  of  the  ac- 
count" to  be  insufiicient. 

[a]  Illustrations. —  (1)  where  in  an 
action  on  a  constable's  bond  the  ver- 
dict finds  the  plaintiff  to  be  daniaged 
in  two  principal  sums  on  two  notes  re- 
duced to  judgment,  the  aoiount  of  the 
verdict  is  ascertainable  by  addition. 
Giles  V.  Spinks,  64  Ga.  205.  (2)  In  an 
action  for  the  value  of  services  ren- 
dered, the  amount  of  a  verdict  which 
finds  the  period  of  employment  and  the 
wages  per  month,  is  a  mere  matter  of 
calculation.  Knight  v.  Fisher,  15  Colo. 
176,  25  Pac.  78.  (3)  In  an  action  on  a 
note,  a  verdict  which  finds  damages  in 
a  certain  sum  "less  credits  on  back  of 
note,"   is    sufficient,   the   note   having 


been  set  out  in  the  complaint. ,  Wines  V. 
State  Bank,  22  Ind.  App.  114,  53  N.  E. 
389. 

As  to  interest,  see  infra.  III,  T>,  1, 
f,  (VI). 

[b]  Misplacing  Decimal  Point.  —  A 
verdict  for  "9.80  88,"  when  construed 
with  the  affidavit  cla,iming  $980.88,  is 
clearly  a  verdict  for  the  latter  sum. 
Heinkin  v.  Barbrey,  40  Ga.  249. 

[c]  But  the  evidence  cannot  (1)  be 
referred  to.  Fromme  v.  Jones,  13  Iowa 
474;  Mays  v.  Lewis,  4  Tex.  38.  (2) 
Therefore  a  reference  to  a  note  "ad- 
duced in  the  case"  for  the  amount 
fails  to  furflish  sufficient  data  by  which 
to  make  the  amount  certain.  Mays  v. 
Lewis,  4  Tex.  38. 

29.  Stout  V.  Hopping,  6  N.  J.  L.  125; 
Mayson  v.  Sheppard,  12  Eich.  L.  (S. 
C.)  254.  See  Devore  v.  Geiger,  41  S.  C. 
138,  19  S.  E.  288. 

[a]  And  the  dollar  mark  may  b« 
used  to  denote  dollars.  Mayson  v.  Shep- 
pard, 12  Eich.  L.  (S.  C.)   254. 

Effect  of  omission  of  word  dollars, 
see  infra,  III,  I>,  1,  i. 

30.  Shaefer  v.  Missouri  Pac.  E.  Co., 
98  Mo.  App.  445,  72  S.  W.  154.  But  see 
Chicago  &  E.  I.  E.  Co.  v.  Finnan,  84  111. 
App.  383,  392  (the  written  amount  was 
the  less,  and  it  was  held  the  rule  is  that 
the  verdict  will  be  presumed  to  be  for 
the  smaller  amount) ;  Newton  v.  St. 
Louis  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.,  168  Mo.  App.  119, 
153  S.  W.  495,  holding  verdict  to  be 
ambiguous. 

31.  West  V.  Bank  of  Americus,  63 
Ga.  230. 

32.  Ga.  —  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Fender,  21  Ga.  App.  229,  94  S.  E.  90. 
Mo.  —  Balch  V.  Myers,  65  Mo.  App.  422. 
Mont.  —  Murray  v.  Haldorn,  54  Mont. 
125,  168  Pac.  38.  Neb.  — Meyer  v. 
Shamp,  51  Neb.  424,  71  N.  W.  57.  Tex. 
Smith  V.  Hoffman  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  201 
S.  W.  204. 

[a]     Effect    of    Deposit    In    Court. 
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dence^'  and  must  be  expressed  in  legal  units  of  money  or  currency.'* 
It  is  a  general  rule,  irrespective  of  the  form  of  action,  that  a  jury 
cannot  award  damages  beyond  the  sum  laid  in  the  declaration  or  com- 
plaint,^' except  by  way  of  interest,"  or  where  the  issue  in  this  respect 
has  been  changed  by  the  action  of  the  parties  during  the  trial.^^  On 
the  other  hand,  where  no  issue  is  raised  as  to  the  amount  due,  and  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  whole  amount  of  the  claim  or  nothing,  a 
verdict  should  not  be  for  a  less  amount.^* 


When  the  sum  tendered  and  deposited 
in  court  is  withdrawn  by  the  plaintiff, 
the  jury,  on  finding  the  sum  tendered 
to  be  insufficient,  should  return  a  ver- 
dict for  the  whole  sum.  due  without 
regard  to  the  deposit.  Dresser  v.  With- 
erle,  9  Greenl.  (Me.)  111. 

Average  and  conilprouilge  verdicts, 
see  17  Standard  Peoo.  584,  589. 

[b]  A  statute  requiring  verdicts  to 
be  expressed  "in  doUars  or  units,  dimes 
or  tenths"  relates  to  the  denomination 
of  coins,  substituting  the  decimal  for 
the  English  system,  and  does  not  re- 
quire the  amount  to  be  expressed  in 
letters.  Mayson  v.  Sheppard,  12  Bich. 
L.   (S.  C.)  254. 

New  trial,  where  verdict  is  for  an  ex- 
cessive or  inadequate  amount,  see  20 
Standard  Pboc.  537. 

33.  Brocker  v.  Hunt  (Colo.),  176 
Pac.  766;  Jeanes  v.  Blount  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  206  S.  W.  209;  Houston  B.  &  W. 
T.  B.  Co.  V.  Eeasonover,  36  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  274,  81  S.  W.  329;  Hexter  v.  Cory 
(Tex.),  18  S.  W.  574. 

34.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  Mayson 
v..  Sheppard,  12  Rich.  L.  (S.  C.)  254. 

[a]  A  verdict  for  one  mill  damages 
is  a  nullity  and  cannot  be  the  basis  of 
any  judgment.  Brown  v.  Smith,  3 
Caines  (N.  Y.)  81. 

35.  Ga.  —  Eockdale  Paper  Mills  v. 
Stevens,  65  Ga.  380.  Mo.  —  State  ex 
rel.  Welch  v.  Morrison,  244  Mo.  193, 
148  S.  W.  907.  N.  Y.  — Branower  v.  In- 
dependent Match  Co.,  83  App.  Div.  370, 
82  N.  Y.  Supp.  224.  W.  Va.  —  Hallauer 
V.  Philadelphia  Pire  Assn.,  98  S.  E.  441. 

See  15  Standard  Proc.  48. 

In  actions  of  debt,  see  6  Standard 
Pkoc.  492. 

Remedy.  —  If  ,the  jury  return  a  ver- 
dict in  an  improper  amount,  the  court 
should  direct  the  jury  to  reconsider  its 
verdict.  See  infra,  VII,  A,  1,  b.  Other 
remedies  are  by  motion  for  new  trial. 
See  20  Standard  Proc.  534.  Motion  in 
arrest    of   judgment,   see   2   Standard 
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Peoo.  1028.  Motion  for  judgment  non 
obstante  veredicto,  see  14  Standard 
Peoc.  964.  Eemission  of  excess,  see  22 
Standard  Proc.  732. 

Amount  of  Vferdict  as  showing  pre- 
judicial misconduct  of  jury,  see  17 
Standard  Peoc.  528,  note  12. 

36.  Ala.  —  Southern  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Webb,  148  Ala.  661,  41  So.  420.  Pa. 
Friedly  v.  Scheetz,  9  Serg.  &  E.  156. 
W.  Va.  —  Hallauer  v.  Philadelphia  Fire 
Assn.,  98  S.  E.  441. 

37.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Though  no  formal  amendment 
is  made,  if  a  case  is  tried  on  the  theory 
that  the  plaintifE  may  recover  any 
amount  of  damages  proved,  a  verdict 
exceeding  the  amount  alleged  in  the 
complaint  is  not  excessive.  Parmenter 
V.  McDougall,  172  Cal.  306,  156  Pac. 
460. 

38.  Colo.  —  CofEman  v.  Brown,  7 
Colo.  147,  2  Pac.  905.  Mo.  — Mar- 
Martin  V.  Barnett  (Mo.  App.),  208  S. 
W.  278;  Witty  v.  Baling,  171  Mo.  App. 
574,  154  S.  W.  421.  Mont.  — Murray  v. 
Haldorn,  54  Mont.  125,  168  Pac.  38. 
N.  Y.  —  Metz  V.  Campbell  Printing 
Press  &  Mfg.  Co.,  11  Misc.  284,  32  N. 
Y.  Supp.  155.  Tex. -^  Wentworth  v. 
King  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  49  S.  W.  696. 
Wash.  —  Frost  v.  Ainslee  Lumb.  Co.,  3 
Wash.  241,  28  Pac.  354,  915. 

[aj  A  verdict  For  a  Less  Amount 
Is  Either  the  Kesult  of  Mistake  or  Com- 
promise.—  Frost  V.  Ainslee  Lumb.  Co., 
3  Wash.  241,  28  Pac.  354,  915.  As  to 
compromise  verdicts,  see  17  Stand'aed 
Proc.  589. 

[b]  But  where  the  defendant  ad- 
mits a  liability  for  "something  like 
$39.20,"  a  verdict  for  $25  is  not  con- 
trary to  the  pleadings.  Citizens'  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Fender,  21  G-a.  App.  229,  94 
S.  E.  90. 

[c]  Remedy.  —  The  court  in  such 
case  may,  on  motion  of  the  plaintiff, 
render  judgment  for  the  proper  amount 
regardless  of  the  finding  of  the  jury. 
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Where  double  or  treble  damages  are  allowed,  the  general  rule  is  that  the 
jury  should  assess  only  single  damages  and  leave  to  the  court  doubling 
or  trebling  of  the  amount.^" 

The  effect  of  the  prayer  for  relief  on  the  amount  of  recovery  is  elsewhere 
discussed." 

(III.)  How  Amount  Is  Payable.  —  Where  the  obligation  requires  pay- 
ment in  gold  coin  and  the  plaintiff  prays  for  such  a  judgment  verdict 
should  conform  thereto.*^ 

(IV.)  Severing  Items  of  Recovery.  —  It  is  not  ordinarily  necessary  for  a 
jury  to  separately  assess  the  different  elements  of  recovery,*^  unless 
required  by  statute,*^  or  by  the  court "  to  do  so. 


Pierce  v.  Schaden,  62  Cal.  283  (action 
on  a  note) ;  Harris  v.  McLaughlin,  39 
Colo.  459,  90  Pac.  93. 

[d]  But  a  defendant  cannot  com- 
plain that  the  plaintiff  recovered  less 
than  is  due  him.  Fischer  v.  Holmes,  123 
Ind.  525,  24  N.  E.  377. 

39.  See  13  Standard  Proc.  402,  and 
the  title,  "Trespass." 

40.  See  15  Standard  Peoc.  53. 

41.  Irvin  v.  Garner,  60  Tex.  48,  56. 

[a]  But  where  there  is  no  issue  as 
to  the  character  of  coin  in  which  the 
amount  recovered  is  payable,  a  find- 
ing thereon  is  surplusage.  Marquard 
V.  Wheeler,  52  Oal.  445;  Patochi  v. 
Central  Pac.  E.  Co.,  52  Cal.  90;  Wat- 
son -v.  San  Francisco  &  H.  B.  E.  Co., 
50  Cal.  523.  See  Chambers  v.  Walker, 
42  Ala.  445. 

[b]  In  an  action  for  damages  for 
personal  injuries,  a  verdict  payable  in 
gold  coin  is  unwarranted,  and  this 
clause  will  be  rejected  as  surplusage. 
Patochi  V.  Central  Pac.  E.  Co.,  52  Cal. 
90. 

Kule  as  applied  to  judgments,  see  15 
Standard  Proc.  73. 

42.  lU.  — Parker  v.  Fisher,  39  III. 
1 64.  Ind.  —  Valparaiso  Lighting  Co.  v. 
Tyler,  177  Ind.  278,  96  N.  E.  768;  Ohio 
&  M.  E.  Co.  V.  Judy,  120  Ind.  397,  22 
N.  E.  252;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  E. 
Co.  V.  Stevens,  49  Ind.  App.  647,  96  N. 
E.  493.  la.  —  Witt  v.  Latimer,  139 
Iowa  273,  117  N.  W.  680.  Tex.  — See 
Texas  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Padgett  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  36  S.  W.  300;  Bonner  v.  Green, 
6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  96,  24  S.  W.  835.  Wis. 
Johnson  v.  St.  Paul  &  W.  Coal  Co.,  131 
Wis.  627,  111  N.  W.  722. 

[a]  When  compensatory  and  exem- 
plary damages  are  not  submitted  sep- 
arately, but  in  one  general  charge,  the 
jury  need  not  make  separate  findings 
as  to  each.  Heiligmann  v.  Eose,  81  Tex. 


222,  16  S.  W.  931,  13  L.  E.  A.  272,  26 
Am.  St.  Eep.  804.  Compare  13  Stand- 
ard Proc.  402.  See  Louisville  &  N.  E. 
Co.  V.  Scott,  141  Ky.  538,  133  S.  W.  800, 
Ann.  Cas.  1912C,  547,  34  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  206. 

[b]  But  it  is  proper  (1)  for  the  jury 
to  make  a  separate  assessment  of  each 
element  of  recovery.  Masterson  v. 
Midland  Casualty  Co.  (Mo.  App.),  20O 
S.  W.  '678.  See  Wines  v.  State  Bank, 
22  Ind.  App.  114,  63  N.  E.  389.  (2)  In 
that  event,  if  the  assessment  as  to  any 
item  is  excessive,  the  verdict  may  be 
set  aside  pro  tanto  (Smith  v.  Chicago 
&  N.  W.  E.  Co.,  107  Wis.  35,  82  N.  W. 
193),  or  (3)  the  excess  remitted.  Avery 
&  Co.  V.  Middlebrooks,  20  Ga.  App.  724, 
93  S.  E.  227;  Mine  Hill  &  S.  H.  E.  Co. 
V.  Lippincott,  86  Pa.  468.  See  Eoekdale 
Paper  Mills  v.  Stevens,  65  Ga.  380. 

[c]  But  in  an  action  on  contract, 
the  verdict  should  separately  assess  the 
principal,  the  penalty  and  attorney's 
fees,  though  we  are  not  prepared  to  say 
a  violation  of  this  rule  is  reversible 
error.  Masterson  v.  Midland  Casualty 
Co.  (Mo.  App.),  200  S.  W.  678. 

In  debt  on  »  penal  bond,  the  verdict 
should  find  the  amount  of  the  debt  and 
damages  separately.  See  6  Standard 
Proc.  493;  4  Standard  Proc.  532. 

In  replevin,  separate  finding  of  value 
of  each  article,  see  22  Standard  Proc. 
940. 

In  eminent  domain,  see  8  Standard 
Proc.  320. 

43.  See  the  statutes  and  the  follow- 
ing; Crescent  Stave  Co.  v.  Brown,  181 
Ky.  787,  205  S.  W.  937;  Hewitt  v.  Mor- 
ley.  111  Mich.  187,  192,  69  N.  W.  245, 
under  statute  as  to  libel. 

44.  See  13  Standard  Proc.  402. 

[a]  Where  successive  suits  have 
been  or  may  be  brought,  it  is  proper 
to  instruct  the  jury  that  in  case  they 
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(V.)  Apportioning  Damages  Between  Co-Parties.  —  In  an  action  against 
joint  tortfeasors,  the  jury  must  ordinarily  assess  the  damages  against 
all  the  defendants  found  guilty  in  a  lump  sum.*=  If  the  jury  illegally 
apportion  the  damages  between  the  defendants,  and  they  are  not 
directed  to  and  do  not  correct  their  verdict,  the  verdict  must  be  set 
aside  and  a  new  trial  awarded,*^  unless  the  irregularity  is  cured  in 
some  way,  as  by  the  plaintiff  taking  judgment  against  one  of  the  de- 
fendants in  the  amount  assessed  against  him,  and  entering  a  nolle  pros- 
equi as  to  the  others,*'  or,  according  to  other  authorities,  by  taking 
judgment  against  all  the  defendants  found  guilty  jointly,  for  the 
largest  amount  assessed  against  any  of  them.*'  Where  the  jury  find 
the  amount  of  damages  to  which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled,  and  then  ap- 
portion the  amount  assessed  among  the  defendants  found  guilty,  some 


find  for  the  plaintiff,  the  verdict  should 
be  itemized  so  as  to  show  the  damage 
thai  is  permanent  and  that  is  tempor- 
ary, but  it-  is  not  error  to  refuse  to  do 
so.  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  u.  Padgett  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  36  S.  W.  300. 

4,5.  See  13  Standard  Proc.  401.  But 
see  the  following  cases:  Ky.  —  Cincin- 
nati, N.  0.  &  T.  P.  Ey.  Co.  v.  McElroy, 
146  Ky.  668,  142  S.  W.  1009;  Louisville 
&  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Roth,  130  Ky.  759,  114 
S.  W.  264;  Central  Pass.  R.  Co.  v.  Kuhn, 
86  Ky.  578,  6  S.  W.  441,  9  Am.  St.  Rep. 
309,  under  statute.  Mich.  —  Kearney 
V.  Glutton,  101  Mich.  106,  59  N.  W.  419, 
45  Am.  St.  Rep.  394.  S.  C.  —  Ehame 
,  V.  Sumter,  101  S.  E.  832;  White  v.  Mc- 
Neily,  1  Bay  11;  See  Boon  v.  Horn,  3 
Strobh.  159. 

[a]  Punitive  Damages.  —  While  all 
defendants  joined  are  liable  for  com- 
pensatory damages,  there  is  no  justice 
in  allowing  the  recovery  of  punitive 
damages  in  an  action  against  several 
defendants  based  upon  evidence  of  the 
wealth  and  ability  of  one  of  them  to 
pay  such  damages.  As  the  verdict  must 
be  for  one  sum  against  all  the  defend- 
ants found  guilty,  the  plaintiflE  must 
be  deemed  to  have  waived  his  right  to 
recover  punitive  damages  on  such  tes- 
timony, though  he  may  perhaps  under 
certain  circumstances  recover  such  dam- 
ages. Washington  Gas  Light  Co.  v. 
Lansden,  172  U.  S.  634,  19  Sup.  Ct.  296, 
43  L.  ed.  543. 

[b]  But  if  more  than  one  tort  be 
charged  in  the  same  suit  against  sev- 
eral defendants,  and  the  defendants 
plead  severally,  the  jury  may  assess  the 
damages  for  each  tort  jointly  against 
those  who  committed  it.  Westfield  Gas 
&  Milling  Co.  v.  Abernathy,  8  Ilid.  App. 
ra,  35  N.  E.  399. 
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46.  Washington  Gas  L.  Co.  v.  Lans- 
den, 172  U.  iS.  534,  19  Sup.  Ct.  296,  43 
L.  ed.  543;  Chils  v.  Gronlund,  41  Fed. 
505;  Whitaker  v.  Tatem,  48  Conn.  520. 

47.  U.  S.  —  Conner  v.  Cocterill,  4 
Cranch  C.  C.  3,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,112. 
Ala.  —  Layman  v.  Hendrix,  1  Ala.  212. 
111.  —  Yeazel  v.  Alexander,  58  111.  254; 
St.  Louis,  A.  &  T.  H.  E.  Co.  v.  South, 
43  III.  176,  92  Am.  Dec.  103.  Ind. 
Westfield  Gas  *  Milling  Co.  v.  Aber- 
nathy, 8  Ind.  App.  73,  35  N.  E.  399. 
Minn.  —  Warren  v.  Westrup,  44  Minn. 
237,  46  N.  W.  347,  20  Am.  St.  Rep.  578. 
Miss.  —  Hardy  v.  Thomas,  23  Miss.  544, 
67  Am.  Dee.  152.  N".  Y.  — Holley  v. 
Mix,  3  Wend.  350,  20  Am.  Dec.  702; 
Bulkley  v.  Smith,  1  Duer'  643.  Pa. 
Weakly  v.  Eoyer,  3  Watts  460.  Tenn. 
Nashville  Ry.  &  L.  Co.  v.  Trawick,  118 
Tenn.  273,  99  S.  W.  695,  121  Am.  St. 
Rep.  996,  12  Ann.  Caa.  532,  10  L.  R.  A. 
(N.  S.)  191;  Davis  v.  Chance,  2  Yerg. 
94.  V».  —  Crawford  v.  Morris,  5  Gratt. 
(46  Va.)  90;  Ammonett  v.  Harris,  1 
Hen.  &  M.  (11  Va.)  488.  Eng.  — Mitch- 
ell r.  Milbauk,  6  T.  R.  199,  101  Eng. 
Reprint  510;  Rodney  v.  Strode,  3  Mod. 
101,  87  Eng.  Reprint  64;  Salmon  v. 
Smith,  1  Saund.  206,  85  Eng.  Reprint 
209;  Crane  v.  Hummerstone,  Clo.  Jae. 
118,  79  Eng.  Reprint  102. 

[a]  Time  of  Entry.  —  The  nolle 
prosequi  need  not  necesparily  be  en- 
tered before  judgment.  Nashville  Ey. 
&  L.  Co.  V.  Trawick,  118  Tenn.  273,  99 
S.  W.  695,  121  Am.  St.  Rep.  996,  12 
Ann.  Cas.  532,  10  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  191. 

48.  Ga.  —  Simpson  v.  Perry,  9  Ga. 
508.  Ind.  — See  Westfield  Gas  &  M.  Co. 
V.  Abernathy,  8  Ind.  App.  73,  35  N.  E. 
399.   Ky.  —  Sodousky  v.  McGee,  4  J.  J. 

)  Marsh.    267;    Dougherty    v.    Dorsey,    4 
Bibb  207.    Compare  present  statute  of 
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authorities  treat  thb  apportionment  of  damages  as  surplusage,  and 
render  judgment  against  all  for  the  total  damages  awarded." 

Statutes  sometimes  require  juries  to  apportion  damages  between  co- 
plaintiffs.'"' 

(VI.)  Interest.  —  In  actions  on  an  unliquidated  demand,  the  jury,  in 
eases  in  which  they  may  ihcrease  the  damages  by  an  allowance  of  inter- 
est, should  include  the  amount  so  allowed  in  one  gross  sum  as  dam- 
ages.*^ In  other  actions,  the  jury  in  allowing  interest  should  find  th« 
amount  of  the  obligation  and  interest  separately.''^ 

When  interest  is  allowed,  the  verdict  should  be  certain  as  to  the 
amount  thereof,  or  capable  of  being  made  certain.'''    It  is  the  duty  of 


Kentucky.  Mass.  —  Halaey  v.  Wood- 
ruff, 9  Pick.  555.  N.  Y.  —  Beal  v.  Finch, 
11  N.  T.  128,  9  How.  Pr.  385;  Hoffman 
V.  Schwartz,  11  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  2'00. 

49.  D.  C. —  Washington  Market  Co. 
V.  Clagett,  19  App.  Cas.  12.  Me.  —  Cur- 
rier V.  Swan,  63  Me.  323.  N.  Y.  — Post 
V.  Stockwell,  34  Hun  373.  Tex.  —  San 
Antonio  &  A.  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Bowles,  88 
Tex.  634,  32  S.  W.  880;  San  Marcos 
Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.  Compton,  48 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  586,  107  S.  W.  1151. 

Contra,  WTiitaker  v.  Tatem,  48  Conn. 
520;  Nashville  Ey.  &  L.  Co.  v.  Trawick, 
118  Tenn.  273,  99  S.  W.  695,  121  Am. 
St.  Eep.  996,  12  Ann.  Cas.  532,  10  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  191. 

50.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  Who  May  Complain.  —  The  stat- 
ute is  intended  for  the  benefit  of  the 
plaintiff,  a±id  the  defendant  cannot  ob- 
ject to  a  failure  of  the  jury  to  appor- 
tion the  damages  among  the  plaintiffs, 
all  being  adults.  International  &  Gr.  N. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  898,  110  Am.  St.  Eep.  170, 
S.  W.  619. 

51.  Ga.  —  Central  of  Georgia  E.  Co. 
17.  Hall,  124  Ga.  322,  52  S.  E.  679,  4  L. 
E.  A.  N.  S.)  898,  110  Am.  St.  Eep.  170, 
4  Ann.  Cas.  128;  Maryland  C^s.  Co.  v. 
Lanham,  124  Ga.  859,  53  S.  B.  395; 
Western  &  A.  E.  E.  v.  Brown,  102  Ga. 
13,  29  S.  E.  130;  Atlantic  Coast  Line 
E.  Co.  V.  Henderson  Elev.  Co.,  18  Ga. 
App.  279,  88  S.  E.  101.  Mo.  — Dozier 
v.  Jerman,  30  Mo.  216.  S.  C  — Bank  of 
South  Carolina  v.  Bowie,  3  Strobh.  439. 

[a]  But  if  the  jury  award  damages 
in  a  certain  amount  with  interest  from 
a  certain  date,  the  court  may  direct 
the  clerk  to  compute  the  interest.  Bank 
of  South  Carolina  v.  Bowie,  3  Strob. 
(S.  C.)  439. 

52.  Hubbard  v.  McEae,  95  Ga.  705, 
22  S.  13.  714;  Beckwith  v,  Carleton  &I 


Co.,  14  Ga.  691  (under  statute);  Young 
V.  Chandler,  13  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  252. 

[a]  But  a  verdict  in  an  aggregate 
amount  though  somewhat  informal  ia 
not  invalid  if  the  total  amount  does 
not  exceed  the  principal  and  interest 
due.  Parker  v.  Tisher,  39  111.  164; 
Young  V.  Chandler,  13  B.  Mon.  (Ky.) 
252. 

[b]  In  debt,  the  jury  should  find  the 
interest.  Williams  v.  Preston,  3  J.  J. 
Marsh.  (Ky.)  600,  20  Am.  Dec.  179. 

[c]  Sufficiency  of  G-eneral  Pindlng. 
In  actions  upon  liquidated  demands, 
such  as  an  action  on  a  note,  in  which 
interest  follows  as  a  legal  consequence 
from  the  facts  alleged  in  the  petition, 
a  general  finding  for  the  plaintiff  would 
be  sufficient  where  no  payments  or  off- 
sets or  other  facts  are  established, 
which  make  the  amount  different  from 
that  claimed  in  the  petition.  Darden 
■V.  Mathews,  22  Tex.  320,  noticing  a 
contrary  English  practice,  where  inter- 
est is  allowed  as  damages. 

Slight  excess  of  damages  attributed 
to  interest,  see  supra,  III,  D,  1,  f,  (II). 

Computation  of  interest,  where  the 
jury  fails  to  award  interest,  see  14 
Standard  Proc.  124. 

53.  Cal.— Watson  v.  Damon,  64  Gal. 
278.  Ga.— Buice  v.  McCrary,  94  Ga.  418, 
20  S.  E.  632.  lU.  —  Parker  v.  Pisher,  39 
111.  164;  McKinney  v.  Armstrong,  97 
111.  App.  208.  Ind.  — Gaff  v.  Hutchin- 
son, 38  Ind.  341.  N.  Y.  — Denike  v. 
Denike,  8  Misc.  604,  29  N.  Y.  Supp. 
320,  verdict  held  sufficient.  Wash. 
Meeker  v.  Gardella,  1  Wash.  139,  23 
Pac.  837.  Wyo.  —  Laughlin  v.  King,  22 
Wyo.  8,  133  Pac.  1073. 

[aj  A  verdict  for  a  specified  amount 
"principal  and  interest"  is  ambiguous 
as  it  is  uncertain  whether  the  interest 
has  been  computed  and  is  included,  or 
whether  it    remains   to    be   computed. 

Vol.  XXV 


968 


VERDICT 


the  jury  to  compute  the  interest.^*  But  a  verdict  is  sufficient  if  it 
furnishes  the  basis  upon  which  interest  may  be  eomputed,^^  namely 
the  amount,  the  rate  of  interest,  and  the  date  from  which  the  interest 
is  to  run,®^  or  if  it  states  the  amount,  and  the  date  from  which  interest 
is  to  run  and  the  rate  is  fixed  by  law,''  or  if  the  bases  can  be  supplied 
by  reference  to  the  pleadings.^*  If  the  verdict  does  not  fix  the  interest 
with  certainty  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  pleadings  from  which  the 
amount  thereof  can  be  ascertained  the  verdict  is  insufficient  to  sustain 


Buice  V.  McCrary,  94  Ga.  418,  20  S.  E. 
632.  V 

[bj  A  verdict  for  a  named  sum.  "as 
principal,  besides  interest"  has  always 
been  considered  as  a  verdict  for  inter- 
est on  the  sum  named  from  the  time 
■when  the  sum  fell  dile  according  to  the 
declaration.  Phillips  v.  Behn,  19  Ga. 
298.    See  infra,  this  section. 

[c]  But  any  uncertainty  as  to  in- 
terest is  immaterial  when  no  defense  is 
set  up  and  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
judgment  on  the  pleadings.  Meyer  v. 
Parsons,  129  Cal.  653,  62  Pac.  216. 

54.  D.  C  — Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co. 
V.  Dougherty,  7  App.  Cas.  378.  lU. 
Parker  v.  Fisher,  39  111.  164.  Kan. 
Wilson  V.  Means,  25  Kan.  83;  Educa- 
tional Assn.  V.  Hitchcock,  4  Kan.  36. 
R.  I.  —  Lashua  v.  Markham,  21  E.  I. 
492,  44  Atl.  804. 

Directing  jury  to  compute  interest, 
see  14  Standard  Pboc.  124. 

55.  U.  S.  —  New  Orleans  &  G.  E.  Co. 
V.  Schneider,  60  Fed.  210,  8  C.  C.  A. 
671.  Fla.  —  Eentz  v.  Live  Oak  Bank, 
61  Fla.  403,  55  So.  853.  Ind.  —  Gaff  v. 
Hutchinson,  38  Ind.  341.  Kan.  —  Mills 
V.  Mills,  39  Kan.  455,  18  Pac.  521;  Citi- 
zens' Bank  v.  Bowen,  25  Kan.  117. 

Court  may  compute  interest  in  such 
case.   See  the  title,  "Interest." 

56.  Ga.  —  Baker  v.  Thompson,  89 
Ga.  486,  15  S.  E.  644.  m.  — Lauman 
V.  Clark,  73  111.  App.  659.  Ind.  — Gaff 
V.  Hutchinson,  38  Ind.  341.  Kan. 
Mills  V.  Mills,  39  Kan.  455,  18  Pac. 
621;  Wilson  v.  Means,  25  Kan.  83.  Mo. 
Nelson  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Shreve,  104,  Mo. 
App.  474,  79  S.  W.  488;  Contra  Calkins 
V.  Farmers '  &  Mechanics '  Bank,  99  Mo. 
App.  509,  73  S.  W.  1098.  N.  Y.  —Page 
V.  Cady,  1  Cow.  115.  Tex.  —  Buchanan 
V.  Townsend,  80  Tex.  534,  16  S.  W. 
315;  Doss  V.  Griswold,  1  Tex.  99. 

57.  Ore.  —  Duzan  v.  Meserve,  24 
Ore.  523,  34  Pac.  548.  S.  O.  —  Bank  of 
South  Carolina  v.  Bowie,  3  Strob.  439. 
Va.  —  Barrett  v.  Wills,  4  Leigh  (31 
Va.)  114,  26  Am.  Dec.  815. 
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[a]  A  verdict  for  a  specified  sum 
"-'with  legal  interest  from  judicial  de- 
mand" is  suflScieutly  certain.  New  Or- 
leans &  C.  E.  Co.  V.  Schneider,  60  Fed. 
210,  8  C.  C.  A.  571. 

58,  ,  Ga.  —  Phillips  v.  Behn,  19  Ga. 
298;  Beckwith  v.  Carleton  &  Co.,  14 
Ga.  691.  Minti.  —  Little  Cedar  Congre- 
gation V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ey.  Co., 
119  Minn.  181,  137  N.  W.  970.  S.  D. 
Corcoran  v.  Halloran,  20  S.  D.  384,  107 
N.  W.  210.  Tex.  —  Griffin  v.  Chadwick, 
44  Tex.  409;  Parker  v.  Leman,  10  Tex. 
116.  Wash.  — Brown  v.  Gillett,  39 
Wash.  495,  81  Pac.  1002. 

[aj     But  see  Southern  Kansas  E.  Co.  ^ 
V.  Showalter,  57  Kan.  681,  47  Pac.  831; 
Wilson  V.  Means,  25  Kan.  83,  holding 
it  is  not  permissible  to  look  to  the  pe- 
tition to  determine  the  rate  of  interest. 

[b]  A  verdict  for  a  stated  sum 
"and  interest"  (1)  is  suficient  if  by 
a  reference  to  the  pleadings,  the  inter- 
est can  be  made  certain.  Ga.  —  Phil- 
lips V.  Behn,  19  Ga.  298;  Beckwith  1;^ 
Carleton  &  Co.,  14  Ga.  691.  S.  O.  —  Me- 
Clure  V.  Home  Ins.  Co.,  98  S.  E.  287. 
Tex.  —  Parker  v.  Leman,  10  Tex.  116. 
Wash.  —  Brown  v.  Gillett,  39  Wash.  495, 
81  Pac.  1002.  (2)  Thus  in  an  action  on 
a  note,  the  verdict  means  that  interest 
on  the  sum  found  due  shall  be  calcu- 
lated from  the  date  the  note  became 
due.  Beckwith  v.  Carleton  &  Co.,  14 
Ga.  691.  (3)  So  also  where  the  date 
of  a  loan  from  which  interest  is  de- 
manded is  admitted,  a  verdict  for  the 
amount  of  the  loan  "with  interest"  is 
sufficient.  Brown  v.  Gillett,  39  Wash. 
495,  81  Pac.  1002.  (4)  But  if  by  such 
reference  interest  cannot  be  made  cer- 
tain, the  verdict  is  insufficient.  Parker 
V.  Fisher,  39  111.  164;  Meeker  v.  Gar- 
della,  1  Wash.  139,  23  Pac.  837.  (5) 
See  Delafield  v.  J.  K.  Armsby  Co.,  124 
App.  Div.  621,  109  N.  Y.  Supp.  314, 
holding  that  although  the  complaint 
claims  interest  from  a  certain  day,  it 
cannot  be  inferred  that,  because  the 
jury   said  "with  interest,"  they   had 
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a  judgment  including  interest,"  but  the  prevailing  party  may  waive 
that  portion  of  the  verdict  relating  to  interest  and  take  judgment  for 
the  principal  only.'" 

(vn.)  Costs.—  When  costs  are  given  by  law,  they  need  not  be  found 
by  the  jury."^ 

(Vm.)  Interest  on  Verdict.  —  While  statutes  frequently  provide  that  a 
judgment  must  include  interest  on  the  verdict  from  the  date  of  its 
rendition/^  the  rule  in  the  absence  of  statute  is  that  when  the  entry 
of  judgment  in  an  action  on  an  interest  bearing  claim  is  delayed  by 
the  acts  of  the  opposite  party,  the  prevailing  party  is  entitled  to  inter- 
est on  his  verdict.^^ 

g.  On  Severed  Counts  or  Issues.  —  (I.)  Where  Distinct  Causes  of  Action 
Are  Alleged.  —  Where  distinct  and  independent  causes  of  action  are  set 
forth  in  a  declaration  or  complaint,  a  separate  verdict  on  each  count 
is  not  improper.^*  The  court  may  direct  the  jury  to  return  a  separate 
verdict  on  each  count,  if  the  circumstances  require  it,"  and  should  do 


the  same  date  in  mind.  (6)  Where, 
there  is  no  specJiflc  allegation  for  the 
recovery  of  a  particular  sum  from  a 
particular  time,  a  verdict  for  a  stated 
sum  "with  interest"  is  construed  as  a 
recovery  of  interest  from  the  date  of 
the  verdict.  Cooper  v.  Bowen,  140  Ga. 
45,  78  S.  E.  413. 

59.  Watson  v.  Damon,  54  Cal.  278; 
Meeker  v.  Gardella,  1  Wash.  139,  23 
Pad.  837. 

[a]  Where  the  time  for  which  in- 
terest is  to  run  is  not  stated.  Lashua 
V.  Markham,  21  R.  I.  492,  44  Atl.  804. 

The  court  cannot  compute  the  Inter- 
est, in  such  ease.  See  15  Standabd 
Peoc.  70. 

60.  lU.  — Parker  v.  Fisher,  39  111. 
164.  Mo.  —  Calkins  v.  Farmers'  &  Me- 
chanics' Bank,  99  Mo.  App.  509,  73  S. 
W.  1098.  K.  I.  —  Lashua  v.  Markham, 
21  E.  I.  492,  44  Atl.  804. 

61.  Brown  v.  Smith,  3  Caines  (N. 
Y.)  81. 

rtndiug  as  surplusage,  see  5  Stand- 
ard Proc.  914. 

62.  See  the  statutes  and  the  follow- 
ing: IT.  S.  —  Grifath  v.  Baltimore  &  O. 
E.  Co.,  44  Fed.  574,  585;  Gunther  i-. 
Liverpool  L.  &  G.  Ins.  Co.,  10  Fed. 
830,  20  Blatchf.  380;  Gibson  v.  Cincin- 
nati Enquirer,  2  Flip.  88,  10  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  5,391.  Cal.  — Golden  Gate  Mill  & 
M.  Co.  V.  Joshua  Hendy  Maeh.  Co ,  82 
Cal.  184  23  Pac.  45;  Alpers  v.  Scham- 
mel,  75  Cal.  590,  17  Pac.  708.  111. 
flaliberg  v.  Brosaeau,  64  111.  App.  520. 
Mich.  — Wright  v.  Seeley,  96  Atich. 
491,  56  N.  W.  86.  Va.— Lewis  v.  Ar- 
nold, 13  Gratt.  (54  Va.)  454, 


[a]  Whether  the  action  is  in  con- 
tract or  tort,  interest  on  the  verdict  is 
proper.  (Vriffith  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  E. 
Co.i'  44  Fed.  574,  585;  Lewis  v.  Arnold, 
13  Gratt.   (54  Va.)   454. 

63.  U.  S.  —  Dowell  v.  Griswold,  5 
Sawy.  23,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,040.  Conn. 
Weed  V.  Weed,  25  Conn.  494,  under  rule 
of  court.  Me.  —  Winthrop  v.  Curtis,  4 
Greenl.  297.  Neh.  —  Fremont,  B.  &  M. 
V.  E.  Co.  V.  Eoot,  49  Neb.  900,  69  N. 
W.  397.  N.  y.  —  Henning  v.  Van  Tyne, 
19  Wend.  101;  People  v.  Gaine,  1  Johns. 
343.  Pa.  —  Buekman  v.  Davis,  28  Pa. 
211. 

[a]  If  the  plaintiff  causes  the  delay, 
interest  on  a  verdict  in  his  favor  is 
not  allowable.  Williams  v-  Smith,  2 
Caines  (N.  T.)  253. 

[b]  Verdicts  on  noninterest  hearing 
claims  do  not  bear  interest.,  Blioken- 
stafE  V.  Perrin,  27  Ind.  527;  Henning 
V.  Van  Tyne,  19  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  101. 
But  see,  Fremont,  E.  &  M.  V.  E.  Co.  v. 
Eoot,  49  Neb.  900,  69  N.  W.  397,  based 
on  Grifath  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.,  44 
Fed.  574,  585. 

64.  Schmuck  v.  Hill,  2  Neb.  (Unof.) 
79,  96  N.  W.  158. 

[a]  In  such  case,  the  verdict  on 
each  count  must  he  sustained  by  the 
evidence  in  the  same  manner  and  ta 
the  same  degree  as  though  they  were 
separate  actions.  King  v.  Beaumier 
(Wyo.),  174  Pac.  612. 

65.  Hartman  v.  Euby,  16  App.  Oas. 
(D.  C.)  45;  Eobinson  &  Co.  v.  Berkey, 
100  Iowa  136,  69  N.  W.  434,  62  Am. 
St,  Eep.  549, 
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BO  if  requested.**  The  jury  may  find  for  the  plaintiff  on  one  count,  and 
for  the  defendant  on  the  other.*^  And  it  has  been  held  that  if  they 
find  on  one  count  and  omit  a  finding  on  other  counts  concurrently  sub- 
mitted, the  verdict  is  equivalent  to  a  finding  against  the  plaintiff  on  tha 
latter.** 

If,  in  the  absence  of  the  request  for  and  direction  to  return  separate 
verdicts,  the  jury  return  a  general  verdict  without  stating  on  which 
count  it  is  based,  the  verdict  may  be  proper  or  improper  depending 
upon  the  circumstances.  The  fundamental  rule  is  that  a  general  ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff  is  a  finding  on  each  cause  of  action,  submitted  to 
the  jury,  in  the  absence  of  anything  to  show  a  contrary  intention." 
Therefore,  according  to  the  weight  of  authority,  if  each  of  several  in- 
dependent counts,  or  causes  of  action,  not  otherwise  repugnant,  is  suf- 
ficiently alleged  and  is  sustained  by  the  proof,  a  general  verdict  as- 
eessing  entire  damages  is  sufficient.''"  Conversely,  where  of  several 
distinct  counts  or  causes  of  action  submitted  to  a  jury,  there  is  one  that 


66.  Conn.  —  Tillinghast  v.  Leppert, 
105  Atl.  615;  Johnson  v.  Higgins,  53 
Conn.  236,  1  Atl,  616;  Morris  v.  Bridge- 
port Hydraulic  Co.,  47  Conn.  279; 
Newell  V.  Roberts,  13  Conn.  63.  la. 
See  Eobinson  &  Co.  v.  Berkey,  100 
Iowa  136,  69  N.  W.  434,  62  Am.  St. 
Eep.  549.  Mass.  —  Biohmond  i>.  Whit- 
tlesey, 2  Allen  230.  Pa. —  See  Connec- 
ticut Gen.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  McMurdy, 
89  Ea.  363. 

[a]  "And.  the  practice  obtains  gen- 
erally in  this  state  rather  to  direct  the 
jury  to  return  verdicts  upon  each  of 
several  distinct  counts  embracing  in- 
dependent matters,  than  to  obtain  the 
required  information  by  inquiry  of  the 
jury,  or  by  framing  special  verdicts, 
although  both  of  ihe  two  latter  modes 
have  been  resorted  to."  Johnson  v. 
Higgins,  53  Conn.  236,  241,  1  Atl.  616. 

67.  Hanger  v.  Dodge,  24  Ark.  205; 
I(ancaster  v.  Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins. 
Co.,  92  Mo.  460,  5  S.  W.  23,  1  Am.  St. 
Eep.  739. 

68.  Fla.  —  Marianna  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Boone,  55  Fla.  289,  45  So.  754.  Ind. 
Central  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Fehring,  146 
Ind.  189,  45  N.  E.  64.  Mo.  — Moore  v. 
St.  Joseph  &  a.  I.  Ey.  Co.,  268  Mo.  31, 
186  S.  W.  1035;  Phillips  v.  Geiser  Mfg. 
Co.,  129  Mo.  App.  396,  107  S.  W.  471; 
Mitchell  V.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  E.  Co., 
116  Mo.  App.  8T,  92  S.  "W.  111. 

Contra,  Lovejoy  v.  Whitcomb,  174 
Mass.  586,  55  N.  E.  322. 

[a]  When  counts  are  repugnant,  a 
finding  for  plaintiff  on  one  negatives 
the  other.  Spencer  v.  New  York  &  N. 
E.  E.  Co.,  62  Conn.  242,  25  Atl.  350. 
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69.  111.  — Parker  v.  Fisher,  39  111. 
164.  Mass.  —  Eowley  v.  Bay,  139  Mass., 
241,  29  N.  E.  663;  Hadley  v.  Hey  wood, 
121  Mass.  236;  Wood  v.  Southwick,  97 
Mass.  354.  N.  J.  —  Harper,  Hollingai- 
worth  &  D.  Co.  V.  Mountain  Water  Co., 
65  N.   J.   Eq.  479,   56  Atl.   297. 

[a]  Where  issues  of  law  are  joined 
as  to  some  causes  of  action  and  a  trial 
is  had  before  the  disposal  of  such  is- 
sues, a  general  verdict  relates  only  to 
the  causes  of  action  on  which  issues  of 
fact  are  joined.  Goodman  v.  Gay,  15 
Pa.  188,  53  Am.  Dec.  589. 

70.  U.  S.  — Norfolk  &  P.  T.  Co.  v. 
Eephan,  188  Fed.  276,  110  C.  C.  A. 
254.  Colo.  —  Wrought  Iron  Eange  Co. 
V.  Zeitz,  170  Pac.  181.  D.  C.  —  Hartmau 
V.  Euby,  16  App.  Cas.  45.  111.  —  Parker 
V.  Fisher,  39  111.  164.  la.  — Smith  v. 
Ealston,  Morris  87.  Mass.  —  Eichmond 
V.  Whittlesey,  2  Allen  230.  N.  O. 
Morehead  v.  Brown,  61  N.  C.  367.  Tex. 
Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v-  Johnson,  16 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  546,  41  S.  W.  367. 

[a]  Where  several  promissory  notes 
are  declared  on  in  separate  counts,  a 
general  verdict  not  specifying  on  which 
count  it  is  rendered  is  not  erroneous. 
Smith  ■».  Ealston,  Morris  (Iowa)   87. 

[b]  Where  there  are  separate  counts 
for  the  principal  amount  and  for  inter- 
est, a  verdict  for  a  gross  sum  is  suf- 
ficient as  a  finding  on  both  counts. 
Parker  v.   Fisher,   39   111.   164. 

[c]  In  Missouri,  (1)  if  on  a  com- 
plaint alleging  several  distinct  causes 
of  action,  the  jury  find  for  the  de- 
fendant, they  may  render  a  general 
verdict.    Hannibal  &  N.  L.  Flank  Boad 
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is  insufficiently  alleged/^  or  as  to  which  no  issue  was  joined,^*  and  there 
is  nothing  to  show  to  which  count  the  evidence  was  applied,  the  rule 
in  the  absence  of  statute,  according  to  the  weight  of  authority,  is  that 
a  general  verdict  assessing  entire  damages,  is  bad.''  So  also  the  absence 
of  sufficient  evidence  to  support  any  count  submitted  to  the  jury  in- 


&  Bridge  Co.  v.  Bowling,  53  Mo.  311; 
Mooney  v.  Kennett,  19  Mo.  551,  61  Am. 
Dec.  576.  (2)  If  the  jury  find  for  the 
plaintiff,  a  general  verdict  of  "guilty" 
without  assessing  damages  is  sufElcient, 
if^  the  case  is  one  in  which  an  assess- 
ment of  damages  is  not  necessary. 
Bricker  v.  Missouri  Pac.  Ky.  Co.,  83 
Mo.  391.  (3)  But  a  general  verdict  for 
a  gross  sum  is  bad.  Bricker  v.  Mis- 
souri Pac.  Ey.  Co.,  83  Mo.  391;  St. 
Louis  V.  Allen,  53  Mo.  44;  Brownell 
V.  Pacific  E.  Co.,  47  Mo.  239.  But  see 
Talbot  V.  Jones,  5  Mo.  217,  223.  (4) 
The  reason  is  that  the  parties  cannot 
know  how  far  a  general  verdict  dis- 
poses of  the  question  of  a  defendant's 
liability  on  each  separate  cause  of 
action.  Mitchell  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  & 
S.  E.  Co.,  116  Mo.  App.  86,  89,  92  S.  W. 
111.  (5)  Tie  fact  that  the  different 
oa-uses  of  action  are  not  separately 
stated  does  not  avoid  the  impropriety 
of  a  general  finding  and  assessment  of 
damages.  Bricker  v.  Missouri  Pac. 
Ey.  Co.,  83  Mo.  391. 

71.  liid.  —  Cincinnati,  J.,  St.  L.  & 
0.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Darling,  130  Ind.  376,  30 
N.  E.  416;  Tennis  Co.  v.  Davis,  46 
Ind.  App.  436,  92  N.  E.  986.  IMass. 
Leverone  v.  Arancio,  179  Mass.  439,  61 
N.  E.  45;  York  v.  Johnson,  116  Mass. 
482.  Mo.  —  Flowers  v.  Smith,  214  Mo. 
98,  112  S.  W.  499.  Mont.  — Martin  v. 
Northern  Pac.  Ey.  Co.,  51  Mont.  31, 
149  Pac.  89.  N.  Y.  — Union  Tp.  Co.  v. 
Jenkins,  1  Cainea  381.  Va.  —  See  Eieh- 
mond  &  D.  E.  Co.  v.  Scott,  88  Va.  958, 
14  S.  E.  763,  16  L.  B.  A.  91;  ShifElet 
V.  Com.,  14  Gratt.  (55  Va.)  652.  Wash. 
Yamamoto  l).  Puget  Sound  Lumb.  Co., 
84   Wash.   411,   146  Pac.   861. 

Contra.  —  Ala.  —  Lang  v.  Leith  (Ala. 
App.),  77  So.  445;  Turnipseed  v.  Bur- 
ton, 4  Ala.  App.  612,  58  So.  959.  Conn. 
Huber  v.  Douglas,  108  Atl.  727;  Graves 
V.  Waller,  19  Conn.  90;  Wolcott  v. 
Coleman,  2  Conn.  324.  Ky.  —  Bishop 
V.  Hamilton,  4  J.  J.  Marsh.  548.  S.  O. 
Pratt  V.  Thomas,  2  Hill  654. 

[a]  The  reason  is  that  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  verdict  was  not  given 
in  part  at  least  on  the  objectionable 


count,  and  for  the  further  reason  that 
the  court  cannot,  apportion  the  dam- 
ages.    See  cases  cited  supra,  this  note. 

[b]  A  general  verdict  cannot  be 
sustained  when  there  are  two  counts 
in  the  petition,  one  of  which  is  bad, 
and  the  court  over  objection  submits 
both  to  the  jury.  Seaboard  Air-Line 
Ey.  V.  Smith,  3  Ga.  App.  1,  59  S.  E. 
199. 

[e]  Even  if  the  causes  of  action 
are  not  separately  stated,  the  verdict 
is  bad.  Flowers  v.  Smith,  214  Mo.  98, 
112  S.  W.  499. 

[d]  This  rule  has  been  changea  by 
statute  (1)  in  some  states.  See  the 
statutes  and  the  following  cases;  111. 
Shreffler  v.  Nadelhoffer,  133  111.  536, 
548,  25  N.  E.  630,  23  Am.  St.  Eep.  626; 
Coal  Val.  Min.  Co.  v.  Haywood,  98 
111.  App.  258;  Diamond  Jo  Line  ■». 
Carter,  76  111.  App.  470.  Ind. — Pindley 
V.  Bullock,  1  Blackf.  467.  Ohio. 
Chism  V.  School  Dist.  No.  8,  19  Ohio 
289;  Johnson  v.  Mullin,  12  Ohio  10; 
Porter  v.  Porter,  14  Ohio  220.  Tenn. 
East  Tenn.,  V.  &  G.  E.  Co.  v.  Gurley, 
12  Lea  46.  Vt.  —  Blanchard  v.  Ver- 
mont Shade  Eoller  Co.,  84  Vt.  442,  79 
Atl.  911.  W.  Va.  —  Bay  v.  Chesapeake 
&  O.  Ey.  Co.,  57  W.  Va.  333,  60  S.  B. 
413.  (2)  Though  the  court  gives  an 
instruction  authorizing  a  recovery  on 
the  insufficient  count,  a  verdict  finding 
the  defendant  guilty  on  both  counts 
will  not  be  reversed  if  one  count  is 
Sfood.  Kleet  v.  Southern  Illinois  Coal 
&  Coke  Co.,  197  HI.  App.  243.  Contra, 
Hunt  V.  Illinois  Southern  Ey.  Co.,  196 
111.  App.  539. 

[e]  In  South  Carolina,  the  rule  is, 
that  when  a  verdict  is  general,  judg- 
ment will  not  be  arrested  if  there  is 
a  good  count,  but  the  trial  court  may 
in  its  discretion  order  a  new  trial. 
Pratt  V.  Thomas,  2  Hill  (S.  C.)  654. 

The  rule  in  criminal  prosecutions  ia 
otherwise,  see  mfra,  III,  E,  7. 

72.  Weirick  v.  Hoover,  8  Blackf. 
(Ind.)  379. 

73.  As  to  rule  under  statute,  see 
the  statutes,  and  see  supra,,  this  s««- 
tion,  note  71. 
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validates  a  general  verdict  assessing  entire  dametges.''*  But  when  tha 
defective  or  unsupported  counts  are  ignored  on  the  trial/"  or  with- 
drawn/^ a,  verdict,  failing  to  specify  the- count  on  which  it  is  based,  a» 
it  should  do,^'  will  be  referred  to  the  remaining  counts.  If  the  causes 
of  action  are  inconsistent,  and  the  damages  assessed  exceed  that  claimed 
on  either,  a  general  verdict  is  badJ* 

(n.)  Where  Only  One  Cause  of  Action  la  Alleged.  -  When  the  s  e  Y  e  r  » 1 
counts  in  a  declaration  or  complaint  are  for  the  same  cause  of  action,  a 
general  verdict  containing  a  general  assessment  of  damages  is  good.'*- 


74.  U.  a— Patton  V.  Wells,  121 
Tea.  337,  57  C.  C.  A.  551.  Ark.  — Field 
V.  Eingo,  7  Ark.  435.  Cal.  —  Warner 
rj  F.  Thomas  P.  D.  &  Cleaning  Wks., 
105  Cal.  409,  38  Pac.  960;  Barron  v. 
Frink,  30  Cal.  486.  Colo.  —  Wrought 
Iron  Bange  Co.  v.  Zeitz,  170  Pae.  181. 
in.  —  See  Ottawa  Gas  L.  &  C.  Co.  v. 
Thompson,  39  111.  598.  Ind.  —  Cincin 
nati,  I.,  St.  L.  &  C.  By.  Co.  v.  Darling, 
130  Ind.  376,  30  N.  E.  416.  N.  Y. 
Tyson  v.  Bauland  Co.,  68  App.  Div. 
310,  74  N.  T.  Supp.  59;  Lichtenstein 
V.  Belknap,  lOO  Misc.  468,  165  N.  Y. 
Supp.  936.  N.  O.  —  Morehead  v. 
Brown,  61  N.  C.  367.  S.  C  — Barfield 
V.  Coker  &  Co.,  73  S.  C.  181,  192,  53 
S.  E.  170;  Jones  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line 
B.  Co.,  70  8.  C.  214,  49  S.  E.  568;  See 
Lampley  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  E.  Co., 
63  S.  C.  462,  41  S.  E.  517.  Wash. 
Chase  v.  Knabel,  46  Wash.  484,  90  Pae. 
642,  12  L.  B.  A.   (N.  S.)   1155. 

[a]  When  there  is  no  eTidence  to 
sustain  one  of  the  causes  of  action,  it 
is  error  for  the  trial  court  to  submit 
any  question  concerning  it  to  the  jury, 
and  a  general  verdict  will  not  be  up- 
held, when  it  is  impossible  to  tell 
whether  the  jury  allowed  dainages  un- 
der one  or  both  causes  of  action.  Chase 
V.  Knabel,  46  Wash.  484,  90  Pae.  642, 
12  L.  B.  A.   (N.  S.)   1155. 

[b]  As  Affected  by  Amount  of  Dam- 
ages.—  (1)  A  general  verdict  for  the 
gross  amount  sued  for  is  clearly  er- 
roneous, if  any  cause  of  action  is  un- 
supported by  the  proof.  Kent  v.  Abeel, 
12  Colo.  547,  21  Pac.  718.  (2)  And  even 
though  the  cause  of  action  sustained  by 
the  proof  is  for  a  sum  greater  than 
the  verdict,  it  cannot  be  upheld  as 
there  is  no  means  to  ascertain  in  what 
manner  the  verdict  should  be  appor- 
tioned. Jones  V.  Atlantic  Coast  Line 
E.  E.,  70  S.  C.  214,  49  S.  E.  568. 

75.  Mo.  — Allen  v.  Wabash  St.  L. 
&  P.  By.  Co.,  84  Mo.  653;    Dougherty 
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V.  St.  Louis,  K.  C.  &  N.  B.  Co.,  62  Mo. 
654.  N.  Y.  —  Union  Tp.  Co.  v.  Jenkin», 
1  Caines  381.  N.  O.  —  Morehead  v. 
Brown,  51  N.  C.  367. 

[a]  When  evidence  is  introduced 
and  the  jury  ia  instructed  on  one  cause 
of  action  only,  a  general  verdict  will 
be  taken  to  have  been  rendered  on 
that  count  only  and  will  not,  there- 
fore, be  erroneous.  Allen  v.  Wabash 
St.  L.  &  P.  By.  Co.,  84  Mo.  653;  More- 
head  V.  Brown,  51  N.  C.  367. 

76.  Mitchell  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  A 
S.  B.  Co.,  116  Mo.  App.  86,  92  6.  W. 
111. 

77.  Allen  v.  Wabash  St.  L.  &  P. 
By.  Co.,  84  Mo.  653. 

78»  Schofield  v.  Miltimore,  74  Wis. 
194,  42  N.  W.  212.  But  see  Commercial 
Wharf  Corp.  v.  Boston,  208  Mass.  482, 
94  N.  E.   805. 

[a]  Illustration.  —  Where  a  cause  of 
action  for  breach  of  promise  of  mar- 
riage, and  one  for  breach  of  an  agree- 
ment to  convey  to  the  plaintiff  prop- 
erty if  she  would  act  as  defendant's 
housekeeper  are  joined,  a  general  ver- 
dict for  the  plaiutiffi  assessing  damagea 
at  a  sum  greater  than  that  claimed  on. 
either  cause  of  action  is  erroneous,  for 
the  reason  that  the  damages,  or  a  part 
of  them,  awarded  on  the  one  issue  ar* 
repugnant  to  a  corresponding  amount 
on  the  other.  Schofield  v.  Miltimors, 
74  Wis.  194,  42  N.  W.  212. 

79.  U.  S.  —  Illinois  Car  &  Equip. 
Co.  V.  Linstroth  Wagon  Co.,  112  Fed. 
737,  50  C.  C.  A.  504.  Cal.  — Merrill  v. 
Kohlberg,  29  Cal.  App.  382,  155  Pac. 
824.  Md.  —  Manly  v.  State,  7  Md.  135, 
recognized  in  Hechter  v.  State,  94  Md. 
429,  50  Atl.  1041,  56  L.  E.  A.  457.  Mo. 
St.  Louis  V.  Allen,  53  Mo.  44;  Brownell 
V.  Pacific  E.  Co.,  47  Mo.  239;  Cotton 
Lumber  Co.  v.  La  Crosse  Lumber  Co., 
200  Mo.  App.  7,  204  S.  W.  957;  Mosa- 
ley  V.  Missouri  Pac.  B.  Co.,  132  Mo. 
App.  642;  112  S.  W.  1010;    Leu  V.  St. 
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If  any  count  is  sustained  by  the  proof,  the  verdict  will  stand,'"  and  if 
any  count  is  bad,  the  verdict  will  be  referred  to  the  good  count.'^ 

(III.)  Where  Several  Pleas  or  Defenses  Are  Interposed.  —  When  several 
pleas  or  defenses  to  an  action  are  interposed,  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiflE 
on  certain  pleas  without  a  finding  on  the  remainder  is  bad,^^  unless  it 
is  a  necessary  conclusion  from  the  whole  record  that  the  jury  consid- 
ered all  the  issues  and  found  on  all.*'  If  the  jury  find  against  all  the 
pleas,  they  may  return  a  general  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.'*  On  thg 
other  hand,  if  any  of  the  several  pleas  is  sufficient  to  bar  the  plaintiff's 
claim,  and  is  sustained  by  the  proof,  a  general  verdict  for  the  defend- 


Louia  Transit  Co.,  110  Mo.  App.  458, 
85  S.  W.  137;  Taylor  v.  Springfield,  61 
Mo.  App.   263. 

[a]  Rule  Stated.  —  If  the  separate 
counts  in  a  petition  are  substantially 
for  the  same  cause  of  action,  so  that 
a  recovery  on  any  one  would  be  a  baj: 
to  any  recovery  on  the  other  counts,  a 
general  verdict  will  be  sufficient.  St. 
Louis  V.  Allen,  53  Mo.  44,  49. 

[b]  In  an  action  on  a  bond  in  which 
several  breaches  in  failing  to  pay  over 
money  are  alleged,  there  is  substantial- 
ly only  one  breach,  and  a  general  ver- 
dict is  proper.  State  v.  Henslee,  54 
Mo.  518. 

[c]  Where  different  negligent  acts 
are  improperly  set  up  in  separate 
counts,  a  verdict  finding  for  the  plain- 
tiflE on  all  the  counts,  although  unusual 
in  form,  is  in  effect  a  general  verdict 
and  is  suflS-cient.  Mize  v.  Eoeky  Moun- 
tain Bell  Tel.  Co.,  38  Mont.  521,  100 
Pac.  971,  129  Am.  St.  Kep.  659.  See 
20  Standabd  Peoc.  312. 

[d]  A  request  for  an  instruction 
that  the  jury  find  on  each  count  may 
be  denied.  Illinois  Car  &  Equip.  Co. 
V.  Linstroth  Wagon  Co.,  112  Fed.  737, 
50  C.  C.  A.  504.  As  to  instructions  re- 
specting form  of  verdict,  see  infra,  V. 

80.  Merrill  v.  Kohlberg,  29  Cal.  App. 
382,  155  Pac.  824;  Ayshire  Coal  Co.  v. 
West  (Ind.  App.),  125  N.  E.  84. 

81.  MeKee  v.  Calvert,  80  Mo.  348; 
Small  V.  Rogers,  46  N.   H.   176. 

82.  N.  Y.  —  Hanna  v.  Mills,  21 
Wend.  90;  Boynton  v.  Page,  13  Wend. 
425.  Ohio.  —  Powell  v.  Barter,  5  Ohio 
259.  Tenn. — Boon  v.  Planters'  Bank, 
3  Humph.  84. 

[a]  Illustrations. —  (1)  when  in  re- 
plevin the  defendant  pleads  non  cepit, 
and  property  in  a  third  person,  a  ver- 
dict finding  for  the  plea  of  non  cepit 
is  bad  if  it  fails  to  pass  on  the  plea  of 
property.    Boynton  v.  Page,  13  Wend. 


(N.  y.)  425.  Bemu*  v.  Beekman,  3 
Wend.  (N.  Y.)  667.  (2)  On  pleas  of  nil 
debet  and  payment,  a  verdict  that  the 
defendant  has  not  paid  the  debt  ii  no 
response  to  the  issue  on  the  plea  of  nil 
debet.  Kirkpatrick  v.  South  Western 
K.  R.  Bank,  6  Humph.  (Tenn.)  45,  dis- 
tinguished in  Lowrey  v.  Brown,  3  Sneed 
(Tenn.)   17. 

83.  Carroll  v.  Graham,  8  B.  I.  242. 

[a]  As  for  example  when  the  pleat 
passed  upon  include  the  others.  N.  J. 
Browning  v.  Skillman,  24  N.  J.  L.  351. 
N.  Y.  — Hanna  v.  Mills,  21  Wend.  90. 
R.  I.  —  Burdick  v.  Burdick,  15  E.  1. 165, 
1  Atl.  289. 

[b]  Where  payment  is  provable  un- 
der the  general  issue  of  non  assumpsit, 
a  verdict  finding  for  the  plaintiff  on 
the  general  issue  covers  all  the  pleas. 
Chewning  v.  Cox,  1  How.  (Miss.)  130; 
Hanna  v.  Mills,  21  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  90; 
Law  V.  Merrills,  6  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  2b8. 

[c]  In  assumpsit  where  the  general 
issue  and  the  statute  of  limitations  is 
pleaded,  a  verdict  which  finds  that  the 
defendant  did  promise  and  finds  dam- 
ages for  the  plaintiff,  is  sufficient.  Car- 
roll 17.  Graham,  8  R.  I.  242. 

84.  Ark.  —  State  Bank  v.  Cason,  10 
Ark.  479;  Wilson  v.  Bushnell,  1  Ark. 
465.  Ga.  —  City  Bank  v.  Macon,  76  Ga. 
93.  HI.  — Hawkins  v.  Albright,  70  111. 
87;  Holmes  v.  Tarble,  77  111.  App.  114. 
Ky.  — Worford  v.  Isbel,  1  Bibb  247,  4 

^ra.  Dee.  633.  Mo.  — Stout  v.  Calver,  6 
Mo.  254,  35  Am.  Dee.  438.  Tenn. 
Lowrey  v.  Brown,  3  Sneed  17.  Va. 
Hansbrough  v.  Neal,  94  Va.  722,  27  S. 
E.  593. 

[a]  A  general  verdict  is  good  on 
two  issues,  where  the  finding  necessar- 
ily shows  tha,t  the  subject  matter  of 
both  issues  was  determined  by  the  ver- 
dict.  Wilson  V.  Bushnell,  1  Ark.  465. 

[b]  Illustration. —  (1)  In  an  action 
of  assumpsit  where  pleas  of  non  as- 
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ant  is  proper,^^  unless  there  is  error  in  the  admission  of  evidence  or  a 
charge  of  the  court  as  to  one  of  the  issues,^'  or  unless  the  statute  re- 
quires the  finding  to  show  on  which  plea  or  pleas  it  is  f  ounded,^^ 

(IV.)  Where  Otoss-Demand  Is  Interposed.  —  When  a  cross-demand  to  the 
plaintiff 's  cause  of  action  is  interposed,  the  jury  must  pass  on  both."*^ 
Ordinarily  if  the  jury  find  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action 
and  of  the  defendant's  cross-demand,  they  may  strike  a  balance  and 
return  a  verdict  for  a  gross  sum.*"    If  they  find  for  one  claim  and 


eumpsit  and  the  statute  of  limitations 
are  interposed,  a  general  verdict  "for 
the  plaintiff"  fixing  the  amount  of  his 
damages  is  responsive  to  both  issues. 
Hansbrough  v.  Neal,  94  Va.  722,  726, 
27  S.  E.  593.  (2)  In  trespass  in  which 
are  pleaded  the  general  issue,  and  a 
special  issue  justifying  a  part  thereof, 
a  general  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  cov- 
ers both  issues  and  is  good.  Wilson  v. 
Bushnell,  1  Ark.  465.  (3)  On  a  plea  in 
abatement  to  a  writ  of  attachment, 
and  a  plea  ia  bar,  a  general  finding  for 
the  plaintiff  disposes  of  both  issues. 
Hawkins  v.  Albright,  70  111.  87. 

85.  Ark.  —  State  Bank  v.  Cason,  10 
Ark.  479.  Cal.  —  Crosett  v.  Whelan,  44 
Cal.  200.  Ga.  —  City  Bank'«.  Macon, 
76  Ga.  93.  Ind.  —  Shaw  v.  Barnhart, 
17  Ind.  183.  Mass.  —  Hodges  v.  Kay- 
mond,  9  Mass.  316.  S.  O.  —  Walker  v. 
Talioferro's  Admr.,  2  Brev.  390.  Tex. 
Hamilton  v.  Rice,  15  Tex.  382. 

[a]  Effect  of  Statement  of  Ground. 
(1)  The  jury  need  not  state  the  ground 
of  their  verdict,  but  the  fact  that  they 
do  so  does  not  vitiate  the  verdict.  Ham- 
ilton V.  Eice,  15  Tex.  382.  (2)  But  if 
the  plea  sustained  by  the  evidence 
raises  an  immaterial  issue  only  (Agee 
V.  Medlock,  26  Ala.  281),  or  (3)  is  other- 
wise bad  (CuUum  v.  The  Branch  Bank, 
4  Ala.  21,  37  Am.  Dec.  725),  a  general 
verdict  for  the  defendant  is  bad. 

86.  Maryland  v.  Baldwin,  112  U.  S. 
460,  493,  5  Sup.  Ct.  278,  28  L.  ed.  822. 

[a]  Eeason  of  Bule.  —  The  general- 
ity of  the  verdict  prevents  the  court 
from  seeing  on  which  plea  the  jury 
found,  and  therefore,  if  upon  any  one 
issue  error  was  committed,  either  in  the 
admission  of  evidence  or  in  the  charge 
of  the  court,  the  verdict  must  be  set 
aside,  as  the  jury  may  have  been  con- 
trolled by  that  evidence  or  instruction. 
Maryland  v.  Baldwin,  112  U.  S.  490,  5 
Sup.  Ct.  278,  28  L.  ed.  822. 

87.  See  the  statutes  and  Crockett  v. 
Garrard,  4  Ga.  App.  360,  61  S.  E.  552; 
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Hewson  v.  Safian,  7  Ohio  232,  pt.  2,  in 
replevin. 

[a]  The  plaintiff  may  invoke  the 
statute  and  rec[uest,  at  any  time  before 
verdict  is  finally  received  and  the  jury 
has  dispersed,  that  the  verdict  for 
the  defendant  show  on  which  of  the 
pleas  it  is  rendered.  Crockett  &  Co.  v. 
Garrard  &  Co.,  4  Ga.  App.  360,  61  S.  E. 
552. 

[b]  Effect  of  Failure  To  Object. 
But  if  a  verdict  in  violation  of  the 
statute  is  received  without  objection, 
there  is  no  cause  for  a  new  trial.  Little 
V.  Rogers,  99  Ga.  95,  24  S.  E.  856. 

[cj  The  form  in  which  the  defenses 
are  stated  is  not  determinative  of  the 
question  whether  several  pleas  are  filed. 
Several  pleas  may  be  presented  in  one 
paragraph,  and  several  paragraphs  ap- 
parently preventing  separate  pleas  may 
in  fact  constitute  only  one.  Crockett  & 
Co.  V.  Garrard  &  Co.,  4  Ga.  App.  360, 
61  S.  E.  552. 

[d]  Under  a  statute  requiring  that 
pleas  in  abatement  and  in  bar  be  heard 
at  the  same  time  and  that  judgment  be 
rendered  on  each  plea,  the  jury  must 
render  a  verdict  on  both  pleas,  even 
though  the  plea  in  abatement,  which 
should  be  first  considered  and  acted 
upon  should  be  determined  in  favor  of 
the  defendant.  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T. 
P.  E.  Co.  i>.  McCallum,  105  Tenn.  623, 
59  S.  W.  136. 

88.  Morgan  v.  Driggs,  17  La.  176; 
Carr  v.  Stevenson,  5  Humph.  (Tenn.) 
559. 

•Responsiveness,    see    supra,    III,    D, 

1,0., 

89.  '  Vt.  —  Clemmons  v.  Clemmons, 
68  Vt.  77,  34  Atl.  34,  where  an  inde- 
pendent offset  is  interposed.  W.  Va, 
Black's  Admr.  v.  Thomas,  21  W.  Va. 
709.  Wis.  — Edleman  v.  Kidd,  65  Wis. 
18,  26  N.  W.  116,  a  counterclaim  aris- 
ing out  of  the  same  transaction. 

[a]  And  it  Is  Proper  for  the  Court 
so  To  Instruct  the  Jury.  —  Abbott  v, 
Curtis  &  Co.  Mfg.  Co.,  25  Fed.  402, 
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against  the  other,  a  general  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  or  defendant, 
without  mentioning  the  counterclaim,  or  the  complaint  as  the  case  may 
he,  is  sufficient  when  cause  of  action  and  counterclaim  are  so  related 
that  it  is  apparent  from  the  verdict  and  record  that  the  jury  passed 
on  each ;°''  where  they  are  not  so  related  it  has  been  held  that  the  jury 
must  make" a  finding  on  each,  for  the  reason  that  a  finding  for  one  does 


[b]  A  verdict  fhat  <'they  [the 
jury]  find  the  plaintiff  indebted  to  the 
defendant  in  the  sum  of  two  dollars 
and  forty  cents,  over  and  above  the 
plaintiff's  demand  in  this  behalf"  is 
good.  Pledger  v.  Glover,  2  Port.  (Ala.) 
174. 

[c]  Wiero  partial  payments  are 
pleaded,  the  verdict  may  be  for  the 
plaintiff  for  the  amount  found  due  after 
deducting  the  payments  admitted  or 
proved.    Eohr  v.  Anderson,  51  Md.  205. 

[d]  When  the  amount  of  a  plain- 
tiff's demand  is  admitted,  the  jury  in 
assessing  damages  on  a  counterclaim, 
may,  subject  to  the  direction  of  the 
court,  deduct  the  amount  admitted  to 
be  due  the  plaintiff,  but  their  verdict 
should  show  it.  If  it  is  uncertain 
whether  they  made  the  deduction,  the 
verdict  should  be  set  aside.  Brainard 
V.  Lane,  26  Ohio  St.  632. 

[e]  But  when  a  defendant  cannot 
have  a  judgment  for  the  excess  of  (i) 
his  demand  over  the  plaintiff's,  unless 
the  jury  find  some  amount  for  the 
plaintiff,  it  has  been  held  that  it  must 
appear  from  the  verdict  that  they  so 
found.  Morgan  v.  Driggs,  17  La.  176; 
Buchanan  v.  Smith,  1  Baxt.  (Tenn.) 
350.  But  compare  Black's  Admr.  v. 
Thomas,  21  W.  Va.  709;  Edelman  v. 
Kidd,  65  Wis.  18,  26  N.  W.  116.  (2) 
The  verdict  in  such  case  should  ascer- 
tain and  state  the  amount  due  to  the 
plaintiff  from  the  defendant,  and  the 
larger  amount  due  to  the  defendant 
from  the  plaintiff  and  award  the  ex- 
cess to  the  defendant,  or  it  should  con- 
tain recitals  showing  that  some  amount 
was  found  for  the  plaintiff  and  that 
the  amount  awarded  the  defendant  is 
the  excess.  Buchanan  v.  Smith,  1  Baxt. 
(Tenn.)   350. 

[f  ]  If  there  is  no  balance,  the  ver- 
dict should  be  "nothing  due  either 
party"  instead  of  for  the  defendant, 
under  a  statute  providing  that  neither 
party  shall  recover  costs  in  such  case. 
Morgan  v.  Hefler,  68  Me.  131. 

90,  Ind.  —  Beers  v.  Flock,  2  Ind. 
App.  667,  28  N.  E.  1011.  La.  —  Theriot 


V.  Henderson,  6  La.  Ann.  222;  Kelly  v. 
Caldwell,  4  La.  38.  Mo.  —  Cosgrove  v. 
Stange,  194  Mo.  App.  14,  183  S.  W.  691; 
Nowell  V.  Mode,  132  Mo.  App.  232,  111 
S.  W.  641;  Plymouth  Cordage  Co.  v. 
Yeargain,  87  Mo.  App.  561.  Neb. 
Guthrie  v.  Brown,  42  Neb.  652,  60  N. 
W.  939.  N.  Y.  — Phillips  v.  Lewis,  12 
App.  Div.  460,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  707. 
Ohio.  —  Butler  v.  Kneeland,  23  Ohio 
St.  196. 

[a]  There  is  no  difference  in  prin- 
ciple, between  a  failure  of  the  jury  to 
mention  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action 
when  they  find  on  the  defendant's 
counterclaim,  and  a  failure  to  find  on 
the  counterclaim  in  finding  for  the 
plaintiff.  Cosgrove  v.  Staage,  194  Mo. 
App.  14,  183  S.  W.  691. 

[b]  Thus,  it  may  be  laid  down  aa 
a  general  rule,  though  not  as  an  abso- 
lute rule  that  where  the  counterclaim 
arises  out  of  the  contract  or  transac- 
tion set  forth  in  the  petition  as  the 
foundation  of  the  plaintiff's  claim,  or 
is  connected  with  the  subject  of  action, 
a  verdict  and  finding  for  one  necessar- 
ily includes  a  verdict  and  finding 
against  the  other,  with  the  exception 
noted  in  the  case  of  Advance  Thresher 
Co.  V.  Speak,  167  Mo.  App.  470,  151  S. 
W.  235,  where  the  damages  sought  are 
consequential^  and  where  the  counter- 
claim is  file  under  the  code  section 
allowing  in  an  action  on  contract,  a 
counterclaim  on  any  other  cause  of  ac- 
tion arising  on  contract,  it  is  generally 
necessary  that  there  be  two  findings 
in  one  verdict.  Cosgrove  v.  Stange,  194 
Mo.  App.  14,  183  S.  W.  691. 

[e]  But  technical  accuracy  requires 
a  finding  on  both  causes  of  action. 
Gawk  V.  Millovich  (Mo.  App.),  203  S. 
W.  1006;  Cosgrove  v.  Stange,  194  Mo. 
App.  14,  183  S.  W.  691,  construing  Mar- 
shall V.  Armstrong,  105  Mo.  App.  234, 
79  S.  W.  1161;  Everson  v.  Graves,  26 
Neb.  262,  41  N.  W.  994. 

[dj  The  party  must  request  a  spe- 
cial flnditig  as  to  each  cause  of  action 
if  he  wishes  one.  Everson  d.  Graves, 
26  Neb.  262,  41  N.  W.  994. 
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not  necessarily  show  a  consideration  of  the  other,"*  though  some  author- 
ities seem  to  hold  otherwise." 

(V.)  Where  Several  Actions  Are  Consolidated.  —  The  propriety  of  a  gen- 
eral  verdict  where  several  actions  are  consolidated  is  elsewhere  dis- 
cussed.^' 

h.  Surplusage,  —  Surplusage  does  not  vitiate  a  verdict,^*  and  will  be 
disregarded  in  entering  judgment  on  the  verdict,'^  or  in  construing  it.'^ 

i.  Technical  and  Clerical  Errors.  —  Technical  defects,  and  clerical 
errors,  do  not  invalidate  a  verdict  and  will  be  disregarded,  when  the 
meaning  of  the  jury  is  clear.''  Accordingly,  if  the  intention  of  a  jury 
is  perfectly  clear,  a  verdict  is  not  rendered  insufficient  by  errors  of 


91.  Cosgrove  v.  Stange,  194  Mo. 
App.  14,  183  S.  W.  691. 

[a]  ' '  Where  it  appears  that  the 
plaintiff's  cause  of  action  and  the  de- 
fendant's cause  of  action  are  independ- 
ent and  separate,  or  that  the  damages 
claimed  by  the  defendant  in  his  coun- 
terclaim do  not  naturally  and  necessar- 
ily follow  from  the  breach  he  is  claim- 
ing, where  his  counterclaim  does  not 
partake  of  the  same  contract  or  sub- 
ject matter  pleaded  in  the  plaintiff's 
petition,  then  in  that  case  the  verdict 
of  the  jury  must  contain  a  special  find- 
ing in  order  to  respond  to  the  plead- 
ings." Cosgrove  v.  Stange,  194  Mo. 
App.  14,  183  S.  W.  691. 

Responsiveness,  see  supra,  III,  D, 
1,  c. 

92.  See  i«/ra,  this  note. 

[a]  When  notice  of  set-off  is  given 
under  the  general  issue  the  set-off  is  a 
part  of  the  issue,  and  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  is  in  effect  a  rejection  of  it. 
Harris  v.  Tiffany  &  Co.,  8  B.  Mon. 
(Ky.)  225.  See  also  Southern  Fittings 
&  Foundry  Co.  v.  Warfield,  18  Ga.  App. 
283,  89  S.  E.  376. 

93.  See  5  Standabd  Peoc.  276. 

94.  Cal.  —  Pierce  v.  Schaden,  62  Cal. 
283;  Marquard  v.  Wheeler,  52  Cal.  445; 
Watson  V.  San  Francisco  &  H.  B.  E. 
Co.,  50  Cal.  523  625.  Ha.  —  Henry  v. 
Cookeroft,  80  So.  313.  Ind.  — Pitts- 
burgh, C.  &  St.  L.  E.  Co.  V.  Adams,  105 
Ind.  151,  5  N.  E.  187.  la.  — William- 
son V.  Bunkers,  179  Iowa  485, 161  N.  W. 
449.  Ky.  — Miller  v.  Shaekleford,  4 
Dana  264.  Miss.  —  Louisville  &  N.  E. 
Co.  V.  King,  119  Miss.  79,  80  So.  490. 
Neb.  —  Baum  Iron  Co.  v.  Union  Sav. 
Bank,  50  Neb.  387,  69  N.  W.  939.  Nev. 
Gregory  v.  Ffothingham,  1  Nev.  253, 
262.  N.  C  — Hawkins  v.  House,  65  N. 
C.  614.  W.  Va.  — Martin  v.  Ohio  E.  Co., 
37  W.  Va.  349,  16  S.  E.  589. 
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Award  of  costs  as  surplusage,  see  5 
Standard  Proc.  915. 

[a]  What  Is  Surplusage,  —  (J) 
"Foreign  matter  inserted  in  a  verdict 
is  usually  regarded  as  surplusage,  im- 
less  of  a  character  to  confuse  its  mean- 
ing." But  this  rule  is  not  universal. 
If  in  view  of  the  argument,  the  foreign 
matter  indicates  an  undertaking  to  de- 
cide something  beside  the  issues  sub- 
mitted, it  is  not  surplusage.  William- 
son V.  Bunkers,  179  Iowa  485,  161  N. 
W.  449.  (2)  A  finding  outside  the  is- 
sues which  shows  clearly  that  the  jury 
had  reasoned  incorrectly  or  that  they 
had  come  to  their  conclusion  from  false 
premises  is  not  surplusage.  Gregory  v. 
Prothingham,  1  Nev.  253,  262.  Nor  is 
a  finding  beyond  the  issue,  without 
which  the  jury  would  not  have  found 
as  it  did.   See  swpra,  III,  D,  1,  c. 

95.  Ala.  —  Chambers  v.  Walker,  42 
Ala.  445.  m.  — O'Brien  v.  Palmer,  49 
111.  72.  Mo.  —  Eanney  i;.  Bader,  48  Mo, 
539.  N.  O.  —  Hawkins  v.  House,  65  N. 
C.  614. 

See  15  Standakd  Peoc.  57,  note  74. 

96.  Peninsular  Naval  Stores  Co.  v. 
State,  20  Ga.  App.  501,  93  S.  E.  159; 
Monk-Sloan  Supply  Co.  v.  Quitman  OU 
Co.,  10  Ga.  App.  390,  73  S.  E.  522. 

97.  Cal.  —  Lake  Shore  Cattle  Co.  v. 
Modoc  Land  &  Livestock  Co.,  130  Cal. 
669,  63  Pac.  72.  Ind.— Westfield  Gas  & 
M.  Co.  V.  Abernathy,  8  Ind.  App.  73,  35 
N.  E.  399.  Ore.  —  Wilson  v.  Investment 
Co.,  80  Ore.  233,  156  Pae.  249.  S.  D. 
Jeansch  v.  Lewis,  1  S.  D.  609,  48  N.  W. 
128. 

As  to  designation  of  parties,  see 
supra,  III,  D,  1,  e,   (III). 

[a]  The  fact  that  the  jury  uses  the 
word  "estimate"  instead  of  "assess" 
in  declaring  the  amount  of  the  recov- 
ery is  a  mere  formal  objection.  Eoddy 
V.  McGetrick,  49  Ala.  159. 
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grammar,*'  punctuation,*'  or  in  spelling,^  or  even  by  the  omission  of 
words.^ 

2.  Special  Verdicts.  —  a.  In  General.^  —  The  special  verdict  was  rec- 
ognized at  common  law,*  and  in  the  absence  of  statute  a  special  verdict 
may  always  be  returned.^  By  statute  in  many  states  a  special  verdict 
practically  identical  with  that  of  the  common  law  is  provided  for,*  but 
in  other  states  the  statute  only  permits  special  verdicts  in  certain 
classes  of  cases  or  for  the  recovery  of  certain  specified  property,^  and 
in  some  states  the  special  verdict  has  been  abolished,*  but  the  statute 
authorizing  Special  interrogatories  does  not  have  that  effect.*  Some 
statutes  specifically  leave  it  to  the  jury's  discretion  whether  they  will 
render  a  special  or  a  general  verdict.^"  Under  such  statutes  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  jury  is  usually  held  absolute,"  and  the  court  cannot 


Kot  Ground  for  New  Trial. — See  20 
Standabd  Pkoc.  456. 

98.  Hays  v.  Hogan,  273  Mo.  1,  200 
S.  W.  286,  L.  E.  A.  19180,  715;  Gurley 
V.  O'Dwyer,  61  Mo.  App.  348.  See 
supra,  III,  D,  1,  e,  (III). 

99.  Hays  v.  Hogan,  273  Mo.  1,  200 
S.  W.  286,  L.  E.  A.  19180,  715;  Gurley 
V.  O'Dwyer,  61  Mo.  App.  348. 

1.  Pittsburg,  0.  C.  &  St.  L.  E.  Co. 
V.  Darlington's  Admr.,  129  Ky.  266,  111 
S.  W.  360;  Hays  «.  Hogan,  273  Mo.  1, 
200  S.  W.  286,  L.  E.  A.  1918C,  715; 
Gurley  v.  O'Dwyer,  61  Mo.  App.  348. 

2.  U.  S.  —  Hopkins  v.  Orr,  124  U.  S. 
510,  8  Sup.  Ct.  590,  31  L.  ed.  523.  Kan. 
State  V.  "Wade,  56  Kan.  75,  42  Pae.  353. 
N.  C.  —  Oox  V.  High  Point,  E.  &  S.  E. 
Oo.,  149  N.  C.  86,  62  S.  E.  761,  16  Ann. 
Cas.  475. 

[a]  The  omission  of  the  word  "dol- 
lars" or  of  the  dollar  mark  does  not 
invalidate  a  verdict.  TJ.  S.  —  Hopkins 
V.  Orr,  124  U.  S.  510,  8  Sup.  Ct.  590, 
31  L.  ed.  523.  Ala.  —  Montgomery  v. 
Shirley,  159  Ala.  239,  48  So.  679.  Ga. 
Central  of  Georgia  E.  Co.  v.  Mote,  131 
Ga.  166,  62  S.  E.  164.  Mo.  — Prove 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Severance,  51  Mo.  App.  260. 
N.  O.  —  Cox  V.  High  Point,  E.  &  S.  E. 
Co.,  149  N.  0.  86,  62  S.  E.  761,  16  Ann. 
Cas.  475.  Tex.  —  Bluestein  v.  Collins 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  103  S.  W.  687;  Gulf, 
C.  &  S.  r.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Fink,  4  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  269,  23  S.  W.  330.  Contra,  Nave  v. 
Collier,  6  Ky.  L.  Eep.  602. 

3.  Definition  and  distinctions,  see 
s^pra,  L 

4.  Springer  v.  Reeves,  4  N,  J.  L. 
235. 

5.  Johnson  v.  Higgins,  53  Conn.  236, 
1  Atl.  616;  Tarr  v.  Thompson,  1  Speers 
(S.  C.)  93.   See  supra,  III,  B.      ■ 

«2 


[a]  Code  not  limiting  verdict  to 
general  verdict  the  jury  may  find  upon 
particular  questions  of  fact  upon  which 
the  judge  may  render  judgment.  Banco 
De  Sonera  v.  Bankers'  Mut.  Cas.  Co. 
(Iowa),  95  N.  W.  232. 

6.  See  the  statutes  and  tJ.  S.  —  Col- 
lins V.  Eiley,  104  U.  S.  322,  26  L.  ed. 
752.  Ark.  — Nathan  v.  Sloan,  34  Ark. 
524.  Cal.  —  Estate  of  Sanderson,  74 
Gal.  199,  15  Pac.  753.  lU.- Chicago  & 
N.  W.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Dunleavy,  129  111.  132, 
22  N.  E.  15.  N.  Y.— Williams  v.  Wil- 
lis, 7  Abb.  Pr.  90. 

[a]  That  statutes  are  constitution- 
al, see  Udell  v.  Citizens'  St.  E.  Co.,  152 
Ind.  507,  52  N.  E.  799,  71  Am.  St.  Eep. 
336. 

7.  See  the  statutes  and  Colo. 
Thompson  v.  Gregor,  11  Colo.  531,  19 
Pac.  461.  Idaho.  —  0.  E.  Shaw  Lumb,. 
Co.  V.  Manville,  4  Idaho  369,  39  Pac. 
659.  Minn.  —  Morrow  v.  St.  Paul  City 
Ey.  Co.,  74  Minn.  480,  77  N.  W.  303. 

8.  See  the  statutes  and  Severy  v. 
Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  Ey.  Co.,  6  Okla. 
163,  50  Pae.  162. 

9.  Hendrickson  v.  Walker,  32  Mich. 
68. 

10.  See  the  statutes  and  Colo. 
Thompson  v.  Gregor,  11  Colo.  531,  19 
Pac.  461.  Idaho.  —  0.  E.  Shaw  Lumb. 
Co.  V.  Manville,  4  Idaho  369,  39  Pac. 
559.  Ind.  Ter.  —  Williams  v.  Love,  1 
Ind.  Ter.  585,  43  S.  W.  856.  Mich. 
Peck  V.  Snyder,  13  Mich.  21.  Minn. 
Morrow  v.  St.  Paul  City  Ey.  Co.,  74 
Minn.  480,  77  N.  W.  303. 

11.  Oal.  —  Hunt  v.  Elliott,  77  Cal. 
588,  20  Pae.  132.  Colo.  —  Thompson  v. 
Gregor,  11  Colo.  531,  19  Pac.  461.  Me. 
Puller  V.  Kennebec  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  31 
Me.  325,  the  jury  may  decline  to  bring 
in  other  than  a  general  verdict. 
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direct  the  jury  to  return  only  a  special  verdict,^*  but  it  ia  proper  to 
instruct  the  jury,  that  they  may  in  their  discretion  render  a  special 
verdict,^'  and  where  the  discretion  of  the  jury  is  limited  to  particular 
kind  of  actions,  it  has  been  held  the  court  may  instruct  them  to  bring  in 
a  special  verdict  in  other  kinds  of  eases. ^*  Still  other  statutes  provide 
that  the  court  may  in  its  discretion  order  a  special  verdict  to  be  re- 
turned,^^  and  that  discretion  has  been  held  not  reviewable,^*  though 
other  decisions  are  to  the  effect  that  the  court's  discretion  must  be 
soundly  exercised.^'' 

By  still  other  statutes  a  special  or  general  verdict  may  be  returned 
unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the  court  ;^*  and  some  statutes  provide  that 
the  jury  must  be  directed  by  the  court  to  bring  in  a  special  verdict  on 
the  request  of  either  party.^'    These  statutes  are  mandatory,^"  but  do 


12.  HefEner  v.  Bromwell,  78  Iowa 
648,  43  N.  W.  468;  Schultz  v.  Cremer, 
59  Iowa  182,  13  N.  W.  59. 

[a]  Judge  cannot  compel  either  gen- 
eral or  special,  nor  require  jury  to  give 
reasons  for  rendering  general  verdict. 
Peck  V.  Snyder,  13  Mich.  21. 

13.  Blinn.  —  Morrow  v.  St.  Paul  City 
Ey.  Co.,  74  Minn.  480,  77  N.  W.  303. 
Ohio.  —  Adams  &  Co.'s  Express  v.  Pol- 
lock, 12  OHo  St.  618,  refusal  to  give 
such  instruction  on  request  is  error.  Pa. 
Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Sulphur  Spg. 
etc.  School  Dist.,  3  Penny.  518,  court 
may  in  its  discretion  recommend  a  spe- 
cial verdict  in  a  proper  case. 

14.  Morrow  v.  St.  Paul  City  Ey.  Co., 
74  Minn.  480,  77  N.  W.  303. 

15.  See  the  statutes  and  Cal.  —  Bur- 
ritt  V.  Gibson,  3  Cal.  396,  construing 
the  practice  act.  Colo.  —  Thompson  v. 
Gregor,  11  Colo.  531,  19  Pac.  461.  Ky. 
Howard  v.  Mosley,  8  Ky.  L.  Eep.  431. 
Minn.  —  Morrow  v.  St.  Paul  City  Ey. 
Co.,  74  Minn.  480,  77  N.  W.  303.  Vt. 
Hogle  V.  Clark,  46  Vt.  418;  Babcock  V. 
Culver,  46  Vt.  715. 

'  [a]  Though  neither  party  re- 
quested it,  and  the  jury  has  disagreed 
on  a  general  verdict,  the  court  (1)  may 
require  the  jury  to  render  a  special 
verdict.  Williams  v.  Love,  1  Ind.  Ter. 
585,  43  S.  "W.  856.  (2)  Though  not  re- 
quested the  court  may  of  its  own  mo- 
tion, under  the  express  provision  of 
the  statute  direct  the  jury  to  find  a 
special  verdict.  Howard  v.  Beldenville 
Lumb.  Co.,  129  Wis.  98,  108  N.  W.  48. 

16.  Toledo,  W.  &  W.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Max- 
field,  72  m.  95.  The  particular  statute 
has  since  been  repealed.  See  Chicago 
&  N.  "W.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Dunleavy,  129  111. 
132,  22  N.  E.  15. 
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17.  Burke  v.  McDonald,  2  Idaho  679, 
33  Pac.  49  (holding  that  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  court  on  proper  request  to 
submit  special  issues  where  the  issues 
were  of  a  complicated  nature);  Texas 
&  P.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Miller,  79  Tex.  78,  15 
S.  W.  264,  23  Am.  St.  Rep.'  308,  11  L. 
E.  A.  395,  must  be  a  clear  abuse  of 
discretion  before  action  will  be  revised. 

18.  See  the  statutes  and  Euffling  v. 
Tilton,  12  Ind.  259. 

19.  See  the  statutes  and  111. — Triggs 
V.  Melntyre,  215  111.  369,  74  N.  B.  400, 
affirming  115  111.  App.  257.  Ind. 
Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Kane, 
120  Ind.  140,  22  N.  E.  80.  Ky.  — Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Brice,  84  Ky.  298, 
1  S.  W.  483;  Cook  v.  Meacham,  7  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  836;  Paducah  &  E.  E.  Co.  V. 
McLean,  5  Ky.  L.  Eep.  334.  Ohio. 
Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
St.  Bernard,  19  Ohio  C.  C.  299,  10  Ohio 
Cir.  Dec.  415.  Tex.  —  Galveston,  H.  & 
S.  A.  E.  Co.  V.  Jackson,  92  Tex.  638,  50 
S.  W.  1012  (giving  the  history  of  spe- 
cial verdict  legislation  in  Texas) ;  Stahl 
V.  Askey  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  81  S.  W.  79; 
Smith  V.  Smith,  10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  485, 
32  S.  W.  28.  Wis.  — Pearson  v.  Kelly, 
122  Wis.  660,  100  N".  W.  1064;  McDoug- 
all  V.  Ashland  Sulphite-Pibre  Co.,  97 
Wis.  382,  73  N.  W.  327;  Kenyon  v. 
Kenyon,  72  "Wis.  234,  39  N.  W.  361; 
Fenelon  v.  Butts,  53  Wis.  344,  10  N.  W. 
501;  Kalckhoff  v.  Zoehrlaut,  43  Wis. 
373. 

20.  Ind.  —  Noble  v.  Enos,  19  Ind.  72. 
Kan.  —  Bush  v.  Peake,  14  Kan.  290. 
Ky.  —  Cook  V.  Meachem,  7  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
836;  Paducah  &  E.  R.  Co.  v.  McLean, 
5  Ky.  L.  Rep.  334.  Ohio.  —  Cleveland, 
C.  C.  &  St.-L.  Ry.  Co.  v.  St.  Bernard, 
19  Ohio  C.  C.  299,  10  Ohio  Cir.  Dec. 
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not  take  away  the  power  of  the  court  to  direct  a  non-suit  or  direct  a 
verdiet,^^  or  to  order  a  general  verdict  returned  with  the  special,"^  and 
where  the  province  of  the  jury  is  merely  advisory,  the  request  need  not 
be  complied  with.^' 

b.  Courts  in  Which  Beceivable.  —  The  general  rule  is  that  a  special 
verdict  may  be  rendered  in  a  justice's  court.^* 

The  federal  courts  may  receive  a  special  verdict,^*  but  need  not  eon- 
form  to  the  rules  of  the  particular  state  in  respect  thereto.** 

c.  Time  To  Bequest.  —  The  statutes  sometimes  state  at  what  point 
in  the  procedure  the  request  for  a  special  verdict  shall  be  made,^'  and 
one  cannot,  as  a  matter  of  right,  make  his  request  thereafter.^'  The 
general  rule,  in  the  absence  of  statute,  is  that  the  request  must  ba 
made  before  the  instructions  are  given,^'  and  it  has  been  refused  where 
the  court,  on  request  for  general  instructions,  has  intimated  the  char- 
acter of  fte  instructions,'"  and  after  argument  on  requested  instruc- 
tions.'^ But  the  court  may  grant  the  request  after  discussion  of  the 
questions  of  law  involved  in  the  instructions,'*  and  under  a  statute 
whereby  a  special  verdict  is  a  matter  of  right,  a  request  after  argument 
and  before  the  charge  is  in  time." 

d.  Form  of  Bequest.  —  In  the  absence  of  statute  '*  a  request  for  a 
special  verdict  need  not  be  in  writing,'^  the  practice  differing  in  this 
regard  from  that  obtaining  where  special  interrogatories  are  pro- 
pounded.'* Merely  presenting  a  draft  of  a  special  verdict  is  not  a 
request  for  such  a  verdict,"  and  the  court  may  refuse  a  request  to 


415.  Wis.  —  Pearson  v.  Kelly,  122  Wis. 
660,  100  N.  W.  1064;  Gatzow  v.  Buen- 
ing,  106  Wis.  1,  81  N.  W.  1003,  80  Am. 
St.  By.  17,  49  L.  E.  A.  475,  holding 
that  refusal  is  not  ground  for  reversal 
unless  shown  to  be  prejudicial. 

21.  Furlong  v.  Garrett,  44  Wis.  111. 

22.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Brice, 
84  Ky.  298,  1  S.  W.  483;  Louisville  & 
N.  E.  Co.  V.  Kaufman  &  Co.,  8  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  958. 

23.  Eeddiok  v.  Keesling,  1|29  Ind. 
128,  28  N.  E.  316;  Adams  v.  Rodman, 
102  Wis.  456,  78  N".  W.  588,  759. 

24.  See  18  Standabd  Peoc.  72. 

[a]  Where  justice  is  not  rectuired 
to  be  learned  In  the  law  a  special  ver- 
dict cannot  be  returned.  Wylie  v. 
Hyde,  13  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  249. 

25.  Spoiane  &  I.  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Camp- 
bell, 217  Fed.  518,  133  C.  C.  A.  370; 
Daube  v-  Philadelphia  &  R.  Coal  &  Iron 
Co.,  77  Fed.  713,  23  C.  C.  A.  420;  Bal- 
timore &  O.  E.  Co.  «.  Adams,  10  App. 
Cas.  (D.  C.)  97. 

26.  United  States  Mut.  Ace.  Asso. 
V.  Barry,  131  U.  S.  100,  9  Sup.  Ct.  755, 
33  L.  ed.  60;  iSpokane  &  I.  E.  E,  Co.  v. 
Campbell,  217  Fed.  518,  133  C.  C.  A.) 


370.    Generally,  as  to   conformity,   see 
the  title  "United  States  Courts." 

27.  See  the  statutes. 

28.  United  States  Exp.  Co.  v.  Jen- 
kins, 73  Wis.  471,  41  N.  W.  957,  hold- 
ing that  the  court  is  under  no  duty  to 
accede  to  the  request,  but  may  do  so 
in  its  discretion.  See  also  Pool  v.  Chi- 
cago, M.  &  St.  P.  Ey.  Co.,  66  Wis.  227, 
14  N.  W.  46;  Lockhart  v.  Fessenich,  58 
Wis.  588,  17  N.  W.  302. 

29.  See  cases  in  following  notes. 

30.  Ohio  &  M.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Wrape,  4 
Ind.  App.  100,  30  N".  E.  428,  citing 
Hartlep  v.  Cole,  120  Ind.  247,  22  N.  E. 
130. 

31.  Sanf  ord  Tool  &  Fork  Co.  v.  Mul- 
len, 1  Ind.  App.  204,  27  N.  E.  448. 

32.  Lowman  v.  Sheets,  124  Ind.  416, 
24  N.  E.  351,  7  L.  E.  A.  784. 

33.  Baltimore  &  O."  E.  Co.  v.  Me- 
Camey,  12  Ohio  C.  C.  543,  5  Ohio  Cir. 
Dec.  631. 

34.  See  the  statutes. 

35.  Schmitt  v.  Northern  Pac.  E.  Co., 
120  Wis.  397,  98  K  W.  202. 

36.  See  the  title  "Special  Inter- 
rogatories to  Juries." 

37.  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  Ey.  Co.  v. 

Vol.  XXV 


980 


VERDICT 


direct  the  finding  of  a  special  verdict,  and  to  submit  certain  questions 
only.^' 

e.  Instructions.  —  Subject  to  the  general  rule  obtaining  in  the  partic- 
ular jurisdiction  as  to  charging  or  commenting  upon  the  evidence," 
and  the  rule  that  where  special  interrogatories  are  submitted  the  court 
must  not  intimate  what  the  legal  effect  of  the  answers  will  be,**  the 
court  may  explain  to  the  jury  what  facts  are  material,  and  give  them 
such  instructions  as  will  enable  them  to  settle  those  facts.*^  It  is  not 
good  practice  to  indicate  which  party  asked  for  certain  instructions, 
nor  to  distinguish  portions  as  originating  with  the  court.*^  The  court 
should  not  instruct  generally  on  the  law  applicable  to  the  case,*' 
and  as  in  other  cases  **  abstract  principles  of  law  should  be  omitted.** 
But  where  the  issue  is  one  of  mixed  law  and  fact  an  instruction  on 
the  law  may  be  necessary .*° 

f.  Preparation  and  Form  of  the  Special  Verdict.  —  The  preparation 
and  form  of  the  verdict  is  largely  in  the  court's  discretion.*'  The  court 
may  formulate  the  special  verdict,  in  some  jurisdictions,**  but  tho 


Kane,  120  Ind.  140,  22  N.  B.  80;  Wool- 
len V.  Whitacre,  91  Ind.  502. 

38.  Noble  v.  Enos,  19  Ind.  72;  Me- 
Dougall  V.  Ashland  Sulphite-Fibre  Co., 
97  Wis.  382,  73  N.  W.  327;  Penelon  v. 
Butts,  53  Wis.  344,  10  N.  W.  501. 

39.  See  13  Standard  Proc.  829,  et 
seq. 

40.  See  the  title  "Special  Inter- 
rogatories to  Juries." 

41.  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  Ey.  Co.  V. 
Flannagan,  113  Ind.  488,  14  N.  E.  370, 
3  Am.  St.  Eep.  674;  Lyle  v.  MeCor- 
miek  Harv.  Maeh.  Co.,  108  Wis.  81,  84 
N.  W.  18,  51  L.  E.  A.  906. 

[a]  Matters  wMcIl  may  be  instruct- 
ed on.  "Such  as  are  necessary  to  in- 
form the  jury  as  to  the  issues  made  by 
the  pleadings,  the  rules  for  ■weighing 
and  reconciling  the  testimony,  who  has 
the  burden  of  proof  as  to  the  facts  to 
be  found,  with  whatever  else  may  be 
necessary  to  enable  the  jury  clearly  to 
Understand  their  duties  concerning  such 
special  verdict,  and  the  facts  to  be 
found  therein."  Udell  r.  Citizens' 
etc.  Co.,  152  Ind.  507,  52  N".  E.  799,  71 
Am.  St.  Eep.  336,  citing  Eoller  v. 
Kling,  150  Ind.  159,  49  N.  E.  948. 

[b]  Instruction  on  burden  of  proof 
criticised  as  being  too  general.  The 
jury  should  be  instructed  on  which  side 
the  burden  lay  as  to  each  issue.  Sie- 
brecht  v.  Hogan,  99  Wis.  437,  75  N.  W. 
71. 

[c]  Measure  of  Damages.  —  West- 
ern Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Newhouae,  6  Ind. 
App.  422,  33  N.  E.  80O. 
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42.  Gutzman  v.  Clancy,  114  Wis. 
589,  90  N.  W.  1081,  58  L.  E.  A.  744. 

43.  XT.  S.  — Ward  v.  Cochran,  71 
Fed.  127,  18  C.  C.  A.  1.  Ind.  — Udell 
V.  Citizens'  St.  Ey.  Co.,  152  Ind.  507, 
52  N.  E.  799,  71  Am.  St.  Eep.  336; 
Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Lynch, 
147  Ind.  165,  44  N.  E.  997,  46  N.  E. 
471,  34  L.  E.  A.  293.  Tex.  — Cole  v. 
Crawford,  69  Tex.  124,  5  S.  W.  646. 
Wis.  —  Goesel  v.  Davis,  100  Wis.  678, 
76  N.  W.  768. 

44.  See  13  Standard  Proc.  772. 

45.  CuUen  v.  Hanisch  114  Wis.  24, 
89  N.  W.  900;  Mauch  v.  Hartford,  112 
Wis.  40,  87  N.  W.  816;  Ward  v.  Chi- 
cago, M.  &  St.  P.  E.  Co.,  102  Wis.  215, 
78  N.  W.  442. 

46.  York  v.  HUger  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
84  S.  W.  1117;  Baiter  v.  Chicago  &  N. 
W.  E.  Co.,  104  Wis.  307,  80  N.  W.  644. 

47.  CaJ.  —  American  Co.  v.  Brad- 
ford, 27  Cal.  360.  Dak.  —  McCormach 
V.  Phillips,  4  Dak.  506,  34  N.  W.  39. 
Ind.  —  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Flannagan,  113  Ind.  488,  14  N.  E. 
370,  3  Am.  St.  Eep.  674.  N.  C  — Jor- 
dan V.  Farthing,  117  N.  C.  181,  23  S.  E. 
244.  Wis.  — Hebbe  v.  Maple  Creek, 
121  Wis.  668,  99  N.  W.  442. 

48.  Suydam  v.  Williamson,  20  How. 
(U.  S.)  427,  15  L.  ed.  978;  Mumford  v. 
Wardwell,  6  Wall.  (U.  S.)  423,  18  L. 
ed.  756;  Wittersheim  v.  Lady  Carlisle, 
1  H.  Bl.  631,  126  Eng.  Eeprint  360; 
Cook  V.  Gerrard,  1  Saund.  170,  85  Eng. 
Eeprint  171. 

[a]    It  does  not  vitiate  the  finding! 
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practice  in  some  states  has  permitted  or  required  the  preparation  of 
the  verdict  by  the  jury  either  with  or  without  aid  by  counsel.*' 

g.  Formal  Requisites.  — Generally  by  statute  the  special  verdict 
must  be  in  writing,*"  and  must  be  signed  by  the  f  oreman.*^ 

Fonnal  Conclusion.  —  The  general  rule  is  that  the  special  verdict  need 
not  conclude  that  the  jury  find  one  way  or  the  other  as  the  court  may 
decide  the  law.*^  The  verdict  need  not  find  for  either  plaintiff  or  de- 
fendant.^' 

h.  Sufficiency  of  Special  VerSct.  —  The  special  verdict  must  pass 
upon  all  the  material  issues.'*    The  jury  should  not  find  on  immaterial 


that  the  judge  wrote  them  out,  pro- 
vided the  jury  agreed  thereto  and  re- 
turned them  as  their  verdict.  Aiken 
V.  Lyon,  127  N.  C.  171,  37  S.  E.  199. 

49.  See  the  statutes  and  IT.  S. 
Mumford  T.  Wardwell,  6  Wall.  423,  18 
L.  ed.  756.  Kan. — Foster  v.  Turner, 
31  Kan,  58,  1  Pac.  145.  Ky.  — Miller 
V.  Shaekleford;  4  Dana  264.  Ohio. 
Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
St.  Bernard,  19  Ohio  C.  C.  299,  TO  Ohio 
Cir.  Dec.  415. 

[a]  Under  former  Indiana  statute 
(1)  two  drafts  were  prepared,  one  by 
each  counsel,  and  the  jury  adopted  that 
one  which  they  held  expressed  the  facts 
as  found  by  them,  or  might  alter  either, 
or  might  reject  both  and  prepare  a 
verdict  themselves.  See  Hopkins  v. 
Stanley,  43  Ind.  553;  Pittsburgh,  Ft. 
W.  &  C.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Ruby,  38  Ind.  294, 
10  Am.  Rep.  Ill;  Kentland  v.  Hagan, 
17  Ind.  App.  1,  46  N.  E.  43.  (2)  Under 
this  statute  the  court  could  not  formu- 
late a  special  verdict.  Pittsburgh,  Ft. 
"W.  &  C.  Ry.  Co.  V.  Ruby,  38  Ind.  294, 
10  Am.  Rep.  Ill;  but  compare  Lauter 
V.  Duckworth,  19  Ind.  App.  535,  48  N. 
E.  864. 

Preparation  by  court  or  counsel  of 
special  Interrogatories  see  "Special  In- 
terrogatories to  Juries." 

50.  See  the  statutes. 

51.  In  re  Keithley's  Est.,  134  Cal.  9, 
66  Pac.  5;  Mounts  v.  Goranson,  29 
Wash.  261,  69  Pac.  740. 

52.  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Cheek, 
152  Ind.  663,  53  N.  E.  641;  Hendrick- 
son  V.  Walker,  32  Mich.  68,  and  see 
cases  in  following  note. 

[a]  Formerly  this  was  required  in 
North  Carolina. — See  State  v.  Moore, 
107  N.  C.  770,  12  S.  E.  249.  But  the  rule 
is  now  otherwise.  State  v.  Spray,  113 
N.  C.  686,  18  S.  E.  700. 

53.  V.  S. — Suydam  v.  Williamson, 
20    How.   427,    15   L.    ed.   978.    Colo. 


Knight  V.  Fisher,  15  Colo.  176,  25  Pac. 
78.  Ind.  —  Helwig  v.  Beckner,  149  Ind. 
131,-  46  N.  E.  644,  48  N.  E.  788.  Mich. 
Hendrickson  v.  Walker,  32  Mich. ,  68. 
Wis.  — Baxter  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  E. 
Co.,  104  Wis.  307,  80  N.  W.  644. 

54,  U.  S.  —  Daube  v.  Philadelphia 
&  R.  Coal  &  Iron  Co.,  77  Fed.  713,  23 
C.  C.  A.  420.  Ala. — Sewall  v.  Glidden, 
1  Ala.  62;  Lee  v.  Campbell's  Heirs,  4 
Port.  198.  Cal.  —  Estate  of  Sanderson, 
74  Cal.  199,  15  Pac.  753.  Kan.  — Mc- 
Gonigle  v.  Gordon,  11  Kan.  167.  Me. 
Nicholson  v.  Maine  Cent.  R.  Co.,  WO 
Me.  342,  61  Atl.  834.  N.  Y.  — Brush  v. 
Batten,  IS  N.  Y.  St.  548.  N.  C  — Ray 
V.  Eason,  173  N.  C.  337,  91  S.  E.  1009. 
Ohio.  —  Leach  v.  Church,  10  Ohio  St. 
148.  Pa.  —  Com.  v.  Pfromm,  255  Pa. 
485,  100  Atl.  276.  Va.  — Tunnell  v. 
Watson,  2  Munf.  (16  Va.)  283. 

[a]  Nothing  must  remain  for  the 
court  but  to  draw  the  conclusions  of 
law  from  the  facts  found.  Silliman  v. 
Gano,  90  Tex.  637,  39  S.  W.  559,  40  S. 
W.  39L 

[b]  IMandamus  will  not  lie  to  com- 
pel reception  of  special  verdict  until 
the  jury  have  found  on  all  the  issues 
submitted  to  them.  Rose  v.  Harvey,  18 
R.  L  527,  30  Atl.  459. 

[o]  "Indiana  Eulo."  — (1)  What 
has  sometimes  been  called  the  ' '  Indiana 
Rule"  departs  from  the  rule  that  the 
verdict  cannot  support  a  judgment  un- 
less it  responds  to  all  the  issues,  by  per- 
mitting judgment  to  be  entered  on  tna 
assumption  that  the  jury  found  against 
the  party  having  the  burden  on  that 
issue.  See  Boyer  v.  Robertson,  144  Ind. 
604,  43  N.  E.  879;  Louisville,  N.  A.  & 
C.  Ry.  Co.  V.  Buck,  116  Ind.  666,  19  N. 
E.  453,  9  Am.  St.  Rep.  883,  2  L.  R.  A. 
520;  Ft.  Wayne  v.  Durnell,  13  Ind.  App, 
669,  42  N.  E.  242.  (2)  A  verdict  is  suf- 
ficient which  finds  enough  facts  to  con- 
stitute a  cause  of  action,  though  all  the 
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faets.^^  The  issuable  facts  presented  by  the  pleadings  and  evidence 
are  what  must  be  found,^^  but  matters  which  were  pleaded  and  which 
there  is  no  evidence  to  support  should  not  be  found.*'  If  all  the  liti- 
gated issues  are  disposed  of  the  verdict  is  sufficient.**  In  other  words 
it  is  sufficient  if  it  finds  all  the  facts  put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings,  and 
on  which  there  is  conflicting  evidence.^®  So  matters  which  are  mere 
surplusage  need  not  be  f  ound.^°  The  substance  only  -of  the  issues  need 
be  found,"  without  any  greater  minuteness  than  in  the  pleadings,"^ 
and  each  particular  matter  of  dispute  between  witnesses  need  not  be 
covered.^^  If  findings  embrace  facts  not  in  issue,  no  conclusion  of  law 
can  be  based  on  those  facts, ^*  but  such  findings  may  be  ignored  as  sur- 
plusage,®* and  judgment  rendered  upon  the  findings  properly  made.'* 
The  facts  must  toe  found,  and  not  mere  recitals  of  the  evidence,®'  or 


allegations  of  the  complaint  are  not 
found.  Bower  v.  Bower,  146  Ind.  393, 
45  N.  E.  595. 

[dj  In  Texas  by  statute  if  the  jury 
answers  all  questions  submitted,  the 
court  is  presumed  to  have  found  from 
the  evidence  the  omitted  facts  neces- 
sary to  support  the  judgment,  provided 
there  is  such  evidence,  even  though  the 
special  verdict  does  not  find  all  neces- 
sary facts.  Southern  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v. 
"Wallace,  23  Tex.  Civ.  App.  12,  54  S.  W. 
638. 

Court  cannot  aid  construction  of  ver- 
dict by  inferring  facts  not  found  see 
infra,  IX,  C. 

55.  Ind.  —  Brazil  Block  Coal  Co.  v. 
Hoodlet,  129  Ind.  327,  27  N.  E.  741, 
Mich.  —  Erwin  v.  Clark,  13  Mich.  10. 
W.  Va.  —  Bentley  v.  Standard  Fire  Ins. 
Co.,  40  W.  Va.  729,  23  S.  B.  584. 

56.  Cal.  —  Ehlers  v.  "Wannack,  118 
Cal.  310,  50  Pac.  433.  Ohio.  —  Howard 
V.  Brower,  37  Ohio  St.  402.  Tex. 
Thompson  v.  Tinnin,  25  Tex.  Bupp.  56. 
Wis.  —  Eberhardt  v.  Sanger,  51  Wis. 
72,  8  N.  W.  Ill,  the  inquiry  is  limited 
to  that  "or,  at  most,  to  such  as  might 
properly  have  been  put  in  issue  by  the 
pleadings — i.  e.,  issuable  facts  in  con- 
tradistinction to  mere  evidence." 

57.  Ind.  —  La  Fayette  v.  Allen,  81 
Ind.  166.  N.  Y.  —  Jones  v.  Brooklyn 
Life  Ins.  Co.,  61  N.  Y.  79.  Tex.  —  Tex- 
as &  P.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Hightower,  12  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  41,  33  S.  W.  541.  Wis.  —  Gib- 
bons V.  Wisconsin  Val.  E.  Co.,  62  Wis. 
546,  22  N.  W.  538. 

58.  Jones  v  Brooklyn  Life  Ins.  Co.. 
61  N.  Y.  79;  Ward  v.  Busack,  46  Wis. 
407,  1  N.  W.  107. 

59.  Wisconsin  Farm  Land  Co.  p, 
BulJard,  119  Wis.  320,  96  N.  W.  833, 

Vol.  XXV 


60.  Tucker  v.  Hyatt,  151  Ind.  332, 
51  N.  E.  469,  44  L.  B.  A.  129. 

61.  Cal.  —  Alhambra  Addition  Wa- 
ter Co.  V.  Eichardson,  72  Cal.  598,  14 
Pac.  379.  Ind.  —  Puterbaugh  v.  Puter- 
baugh,  131  Ind.  288,  30  N.  E.  519,  15 
L.  E.  A.  341;  Becknell  v.  Hosier,  I'O 
Ind.  App.  5,  37  N.  E.  580.  Pa.  — Com. 
V.  Chathams,  50  Pa.  181,  88  Am.  Dee. 
539. 

62.  Cal.  — Murdock  v.  Clarke,  24 
Pac.  272.  Ind.  — Western  Union  Tel. 
Co.  V.  Stratemeier,  11  Ind.  App.  601,  39 
N.  E.  527.  Kan.  — First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Peck,  8  Kan.  660. 

63.  Eberhardt  v.  Sanger,  51  Wis.  72, 
8  N.  W.  Ill,  every  question  put  to  a 
witness  is  not  in  itself  a  "material 
issue  of  fact." 

64.  U.  S.  — Patterson  v.  United 
States,  2  Wheat.  221,  4  L.  ed.  224.  Ind. 
Cincinnati  Barbed-Wire  Fence  Co.  v. 
Chenoweth,  22  Ind.  App.  685,  54  N.  E. 
403.  Tex.  — Hardy  v.  DeLeon,  5  Tex. 
211.  Wis.  — Gehl  v.  Milwaukee  Prod- 
uce Co.,  105  Wis.  573,  81  N.  W.  666. 

65.  Bowlus  V.  Pheuix  Ins.  Co.,  133 
Ind.  106,  32  N.  E.  319,  20  L.  E.  A.  400; 
Kearney  v.  Wurdeman,  33  Mo.  App. 
447.  Compare  Puterbaugh  v.  Puter- 
baughj  131  Ind.  288,  30  N.  E.  519,  15 
L.  E.  A.  341. 

66.  Van  Valkenburgh  v.  Bean,  15 
Ind.  App.  693,  44  N.  E.  652. 

67.  U.  S.  — Barnes  v.  Williams,  11 
Wheat.  415,  6  L.  ed.  508.  Ark.  — Lan- 
gin  V.  Nowland,  44  Ark.  84;  Little 
Eock  &  Ft.  S.  E.  Co.  V.  Miles,  40  Ark. 
298,  48  Am.  Eep.  10;  Nathan  v.  Sloan, 
34  Ark.  624.  Ind.  —  Boyer  v.  Eobert- 
son,  144  Ind.  604,  43  N.  E.  879.  N.  Y. 
Seward  v.  Jackson,  8  Cow.  406.  N.  O. 
State  V.  Fenner,  166  N.  C.  247,  80  S.  E. 
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mere  determination  of  disputes  over  evidentiary  facts.**  The  ultimate 
facts  must  be  stated  and  not  the  evidence  on  which  they  rest,"  but 
verdicts  have  been  upheld  which  find  probative  facts  from  which  the 
ultimate  facts  necessarily  result/"  though  something  more  is  needed 
than  the  finding  of  evidence  sufficient  to  establish  prima  facie  the 
ultimate  faets,'^  and  it  is  said  that  the  law  must  have  made  the  evident- 
iary facts  conclusive  evidence  of  the  ultimate  facts  before  a  return  of 
the  one  will  be  tantamount  to  finding  the  other/^  The  mere  presence 
of  evidence  in  the  special  verdict  does  not  vitiate  it,  if  sufficient  facts 
are  properly  found,^^  but  the  improperly  recited  evidence  cannot  be 


970;  state,!!.  Allen,  166  N.  C.  265,  80 
S.  E.  1075;  State  v.  Watts,  32  N.  C. 
369.  Ohio.  —  Hambleton  v.  Dempsey 
'&  Co.,  20  Ohio  St.  168;  Leach  v. 
Church,  10  Ohio  St.  148.  Va.— Blank's 
Admr.  v.  Foushee,  4  Munf.  (18  Va.) 
61.  Bng.  — Rex  v.  Royee,  4  Burr.  2073, 
98  Eng.  Reprint  81. 

[a]  Obtaining  of  a  mere  extract  of 
the  evidence  is  not  the  design  of  the 
special  verdict.  Zimmer  v.  Pox  River 
Val.  Elee.  R.  Co.,  118  Wis.  614,  95  N. 
W.  957. 

[b]  Failure  to  find  the  conclusions 
of  fact  cannot  be  cured  by  consent  of 
the  parties.  Alberts  v.  Baker,  21  Ind. 
App.  373,  52  N.  E.  469;  Seward  v.  Jack- 
son, 8  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  406. 

68.  Baxter  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  E. 
Co.,  104  Wis.  307,  80  N.  W.  644. 

69.  XT.  S. — Suydam  v.  Williamson, 
20  How.  427,  15  L.  ed.  978;  Monticello 
Bank  v.  Bostwick,  77  Fed.  123,  23  C. 
C.  A.  73.  Ark.  —  Lanagin  v.  Nowland, 
44  Ark.  84.  111.  —  Vincent  v.  Morrison, 
1  111.  227.  Ind.  — Voris  v.  Star  City 
Bldg.  etc.  Assn.,  20  Ind.  App.  630,  50 
N.  B.  779;  State  v.  Griffen,  16  Ind.  App. 
555,  45  N.  E.  935.  Kan.  — First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Peek,  8  Kan.  660.  Mo.  —  Jack- 
son V.  German  Ins.  Co.,  27  Mo.  App.  62. 
N.  Y.  —  Langley  v.  Warner,  3  N.  Y. 
327.  N.  C  — State  v.  Watts,  32  N.  C. 
369.  N.  D.  —  Russell  v.  Meyer,  7  N.  D. 
335,  75  N.  W.  262,  47  L.  R.  A.  637.  Ohio. 
Leach  v.  Church,  10  Ohio  St.  148.  Pa. 
Kinsley  v.  Coyle,  58  Pa.  461.  S.  O. 
Farr  v.  Thompson,  1  Speer  93.  Va. 
Brown  v.  Ralston,  4  Rand.  (25  Va.)  504. 

[a]  In  Indiana  it  is  said  to  be 
"very  difficult  to  deduce  from  the  de- 
cisions *  *  *  a  rule  by  the  use  of 
which  conclusions,  ultimate  facts  and 
evidentiary  facts  can  be  differentiated. 
*  *  *  "The  only  safe  plan  is  to  put 
them  into  the  special  verdict,  where 
they  can  do  no  harm  if  they  should  i 


turn  out,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
to  be  evidentiary  facts,  and  where 
their  absence  might  be  fatal  if  they 
should  turn  out  to  be  inferential 
facts.'  "  Fraser  v.  Churchman,  43  Ind. 
App.  200,  86  N.  E.  1029,  quoting  Louis- 
ville, N.  A.  &  C.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Miller,  141 
Ind.  533,  37  N.  E.  343.  See  also  Shirk 
V.  Wabash  R.  Co.,  14  Ind.  App.  126,  42 
N.  E.  6S6,  where  many  of  the  cases  are 
collected  which  bear  more  particularly 
on  how  far  the  special  verdict  may  go 
when  negligence  and  contributory  neg- 
ligence are  involved. 

70.  Oal.  —  Alhambra  Addition  Wa- 
ter Co.  V.  Riehardsoli,  72  Cal.  598,  14 
Pae.  379.  Ind.  —  Rowley  v.  Sanns,  141 
Ind.  179,  40  N.  E.  674.  Okla.  — Severy 
V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.  Co.,  6  Okla. 
153,  50  Pae.  162. 

[a]  If  from  the  facts  found  but  one 
inference  could  be  drawn,  the  jury  need 
not  find  the  inferential  fact.  Winchell 
V.  Abbott,  77  Wis.  371,  46  N".  W.  665; 
Monkhouse  v.  Hay,  8  Price  (Eng.)  256. 

[b]  Fraud  need  not  be  found  ex- 
pressly, if  facts  amounting  to  fraud  be 
found.  Robertson  v.  Ewell,  3  Munf.  (17 
Va.)  1. 

71.  TT.  S.  —  Prentice  v.  Zane'* 
Admr.,  8  How.  470,  12  L.  ed.  1160.  lU. 
Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Dunleavy, 
129  111.  132,  22  K  E.  15.  N.  T.  — Rog- 
ers 17.  Eagle  Fire  Co.,  9  Wend.  611. 
Ohio.  —  Blake's  Lessee  v.  Davis,  20 
Ohio  231. 

72.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Dun- 
leavy, 129  m.  132,  22  N.  E.  15;  John 
V.  Bates,  Litt.  Sel.  Cas.  (Ky.)  106. 

[a]  If  the  facts  are  such  that  rea- 
sonable men  might  differ  as  to  the  in- 
ferences, the  jury  should  draw  the  in- 
ference. Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  Ry. 
Co.  V.  Miller,  141  Ind.  533,  37  N.  B.  343. 

73.  Whitcomb  v.  Smith,  123  Ind.  329, 
24  N.  E.  109;  Eailsbaek  v.  Eailsback, 
12  Ind.  App.  659,  40  N.  E.  276,  1119. 
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drawn  upon  by  the  court  to  uphold  a  judgment  contrary  to  the  ultimate 
facts  properly  found."* 

XTncontroverted  Matters.  —  Facts  admitted  by  the  pleadings  need  not 
be  found,"  but  facts  admitted  on  the  trial  should  be  found.'*  Accord- 
ing to  one  line  of  authorities  the  jury  must  find  every  fact  necessary 
to  sustain  the  judgment,  however  clear  and  undisputed  the  evidence 
may  be/'  but  in  at  least  one  jurisdiction  any  undisputed  fact  may  be 
considered  by  the  court  as  if  part  of  the  special  verdict,'*  and  the  right 
of  the  court  to  compel  amendment  of  the  special  verdict  to  include  un- 
litigated  or  undisputed  facts  has  also  been  recognizel.'* 

The  Jury  Must  Not  State  Their  Conclusion  of  Law.so  _  If  then  the  special 
verdict  be  merely  a  conclusion  of  law,  it  will  be  set  aside.'^  But  the 
verdict  will  stand  if  it  contains  sufficient  facts  properly  found,  not^ 
withstanding  a  recital  therein  of  the  jury's  conclusion  of  law.*^ 

The  verdict  must  be  definite  and  certain,83  and  the  facts  must  be  found 


[a]  It  needlessly  encumbers  the  rec- 
ord but  otherwise  it  neither  helps  nor 
harms  a  special  verdict  to  include  the 
evidentiary  facts.  Louisville,  N.  A.  & 
C.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Miller,  141  Ind.  533,  37 
N.  E.  343. 

74.  La  Frombois  v.  Jackson,  8  Cow. 
(N.  Y.)  589,  18  Am.  Dec.  463;  Seward 
V.  Jackson,  8  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  406. 

75.  Cal.  —  Powell  v.  Lemoore,  125 
Cal.  468,  58  Pac.  83.  Kan.  —  McGon- 
igle  V.  Gordon,  11  Kan.  167;  Burton  v. 
Boyd,  7  Kan.  17.  Minn.  —  Penske  v. 
Nelson,  74  Minn.  1,  76  N.  "W.  785.  N. 
y.  — Barto  V.  Hlmrod,  8  N.  Y.  483,  69 
Am.  Dec.  506.  Tex.  —  Cole  v.  Crawford, 
69  Tex.  124,  5  S.  W.  646;  "Wentworth 
V.  King  (Tex.  Civi  App.),  49  S.  W.  696. 
Wis.  —  Carpenter  v.  Eolling,  107  Wis. 
559,  83  N.  W.  953. 

76.  Wabash  Ey.  Co.  ■».  Miller,  18 
Ind.  App.  549,  48  N.  E.  663. 

77.  U.  S.  —  Daubs  v.  Philadelphia 
&  E.  Coal  &  Iron  Co.,  77  Fed.  713,  23 
C.  C.  A.  420.  Pa.  — Van  Syckel  v. 
Stewart,  77  Pa.  124;  Wallingford  v. 
Dunlap,  14  Pa.  31.  Tex.  —  Smith  v. 
Warren,  60  Tex.  462;  Thomas  v.  Sal- 
mons (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  39  S.  W.  1094. 

78.  Cooper  v.  Insurance  Co.,  96  Wis. 
362,  71  N.  W.  606;  McDermott  v.  Chi- 
cago, M.  &  St.  P.  Ey.  Co.,  91  Wis.  38, 
64  N.  W.  430;  Hutchinson  v.  Chicago  & 
N.  W.  E.  Co.,  41  Wis.  541.  But  see 
Hodges  V.  Easton,  106  U.  S.  408,  1  Sup. 
Ct.  307,  27  L.  ed.  169. 

79.  See  infra,  VIL 

80.  U.  S.  —  United  States  v.  Collier, 
3  Blatch.  (U.  S.)  325,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
14,833.  Cal.  —  In  re  Gharky's  Estate, 
57  Oal.  274.    Ind.  —  Aurelius  Vt  Lake 
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Erie  &  W.  E.  Co.,  19  Ind.  App.  584,  49 
N.  E.  857.  la.  —  Hatfield  v.  Lockwood, 
18  Iowa  296.  Mich.  —  Brwin  v.  Clark, 
13  Mich.  10.  Pa.  —  Com.  v.  Chathams, 
50  Pa.  181,  88  Am.  Dec.  539.  Tex. 
Devine  v.  United  States  Mortgage  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  48  S.  W.  585.  V». 
Brummel  &  Co.  v.  Enders,  S.  &  Co.,  18 
Gratt.   (59  Va.)   873. 

[a]  Should  Not  Be  Accompanied  by 
a  General  Verdict.  —  Daube  v.  Phila- 
delphia &  E.  Coal  &  Iron  Co.,  77  Fed. 
713,  23  C.  C.  A.  420.   See  supra,  III,  B. 

81.  Terre  Haute  &  I.  E.  Co.  v.  Beck- 
er, 146  Ind.  202,  45  N.  E.  96;  Keller  v. 
Boatman,  49  Ind.  104;  Aultman  &  Co. 
V.  Eichardson,  21  Ind.  App.  211,  52 
N.  E.  86. 

82.  XT.  S.  —  Butler  v.  Hopper,  1 
Wash.  C.  C.  499,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,241. 
Ind.  —  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Berkey,  136  Ind.  181,  35  N.  B.  3;  Dull 
V.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co.,  21 
Ind.  App.  571,  52  N.  E.  1013;  Voris  v. 
Star  City  Building  etc.  Assn.,  20  Ind. 
App.  630,  50  N.  E.  779.  Ky.  — MUler 
V.  Shacklef ord,  4  Dana  264.  Wis.  —  Mc- 
Carthy V.  Whitcomb,  110  Wis.  113,  85 
N.  W.  707. 

[a]  If  the  finding  is  correct  in  law, 
and  in  harmony  with  the  facts  found 
the  verdict  is  good,  though  the  jury 
had  no  right  to  draw  the  inference. 
Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Burton,  139  Ind.  357,  37  N.  E.  150,  38 
N.  B.  594;  Stafford  v.  Chippewa  Val. 
Elec.  E.  Co.,  110  Wis.  331,  85  N.  W. 
1036. 

83.  Ala.  —  Tisdale  r.  Alabama  &  G. 
Lumb.  Co.,  131  Ala.  456,  31  So.  729. 
Ind,  —  Beeknell  v.  Hosier,  10  Ind.  App. 
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not  upon  hypothesis"  or  impliedly.*^  tf  the  verdict  as  a  whole  dis- 
closes sufficient  basis  to  support  the  judgment,  the  latter  will  stand." 
If  the  verdict  be  uncertain  oecause  of  inconsistent  and  confused  find- 
ings, it  cannot  be  cured  by  disregarding  those  portions,*'  unless  the 
inconsistent  parts  are  themselves  immaterial.*'  If  the  findings  are 
contradictory,  no  judgment  can  be  rendered  thereon.*" 

3.  General  Verdict  With  Special  Case  Reserved.  —  At  common  law 
when  the  law  is  doubtful,  the  jury  may  find  a  general  verdict,  subject 
to  the  opinion  of  the  court  as  to  the  law  arising  on  a  special  case 
specifically  stated  by  the  jury.""  In  some  states  it  is  provided  that 
where  on  the  trial  of  an  issue  by  a  jury,  the  case  presents  only  ques- 


5,  37  N.  B.  580.  Minn.  —  Pint  «.  Bauer, 
31  Minn.  4,  16  N.  W.  425.  N.  C  — Bot- 
toms V.  Seaboard  &  B.  Co.,  109  N.  0.  72, 
13  S.  E.  738.  Ohio.  — Kyser  v.  Cannon, 
29  Ohio  St.  359.  Pa.  —  Loew  v.  Stock- 
er,  61  Pa.  347.  S.  C.  —  State  i>.  Dun- 
can, 2  McCord  129.  Tex.  —  Schwartz- 
man  V.  Cabell  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  49  S. 
W.  113.  Va.  — Hall  v.  Batliff,  93  Va. 
327,  24  S.  E.  1011.  Wis.  —  McGowan 
V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  By.  Co.,  91  Wis. 
147,  64  N.   W.  891. 

84.  Woodson  v.  MeCune,  17  Oal. 
298  (a  finding  of  notice  "if  the  pos- 
session is  notice,"  is  too  equivocal); 
Carroll  v.  Bohan,  43  Wis.  218. 

85.  Breeze  v.  Doyle,  19  Cal.  101. 

86.  Alhambra  Addition  Water  Co. 
V.  Bichardson,  72  Cal.  698,  14  Pae.  379; 
Brinson-Judd  Grain  Co.  v.  Becker,  76 
Mo.  App.  375. 

87.  Becknell  v.  Hosier,  10  Ind.  App. 
5,  37  N.  E.  580. 

88.  Bobinson  v.  Washburn,  81  Wis. 
404,  51   N.  W.  578. 

89.  U.  S.  —  Bellows  v.  Hallowell  & 
Augusta  Bank,  2  Mason  31,  3  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  1,279.  Minn.  —  Pint  v.  Bauer,  31 
Mian.  4,  16  N.  W.  425.  N.  Y.  —  Smyth 
V.  Marsich,  4  App.  Div.  171,  38  N.  Y. 
Supp.  932;  Seward  v.  Jackson,  8  Cow. 
406.  K  0.  —  Bottoms  v.  Seaboard  &  B. 
E.  Co.,  109  N.  C.  72,  13  S.  E.  738;  State 
V.  Wallace,  25  N.  0.  195.  Pa.— Wal- 
lingford  v.  Dunlap,  14  Pa.  31.  S.  0. 
Lawrence  v.  Beaubien,  2  Bailey  623, 
23  Am.  Dee.  155.  Tex.  —  Commerce 
M.  &  G.  Co.  V.  Morris  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
86  S.  W.  73.  Va.  —  Bobinson 'sAdmr. 
V.  Brock,  1  Hen.  &  M.  (11  Va.)  213. 
Wis.  —  Fehrman  v.  Pine  Eiver,  118 
Wis.  150,  95  N.  W.  105.  Wye  — Mc- 
Bride  v.  Union  Pae.  E.  Co.,  3  Wyo.  183, 
18  Pae.  635. 

90.    N.  O, — Den  ex  dem.  BroolcB  v. 


BatclifE,  33  N.  C.  321.  Pa.  — See  Wat- 
sontown  Car  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Elmsport 
Lumber  Co.,  99  Pa.  605;  Witman  v. 
Smeltzer,  16  Pa.  Super.  285;  Boberts 
V.  Hopkins,  11  Serg.  &  B.  202,  in  each 
of  which  the  special  ease  was  not  suf- 
ciently  stated  and  held  insufficient  on 
this  ground.  But  see  Wallingford  v. 
Dunlap,  14  Pa.  30,  in  which  the  court 
by  way  of  dictum  says  that  this  prac- 
tice never  existed  in  Pennsylvania. 
Va.  —  Dejarnatte  v.  Allen,  5  Gratt. 
(46  Va.)  499;  McMichen  v.  Amos,  4 
Band.  (25  Va.)  134. 
See   1  Chitty  Crim.  Law  647. 

[a]  Such  a  Verdict  Is  Not  a  Special 
Verdict.  —  Dejarnatte  v.  Allen,  5  Gratt. 
(46  Va.)  499;  McMichen  v.  Amos,  4 
Band.  (25  Va.)  134.  Contra,  Paducah 
&  E.  E.  Co.  t;.  Letcher,  5  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
252;  Wallingford  v.  Dunlap,  14  Pa. 
31.  See  2  Tidd's  Pr.  809.  See  also, 
1   Chitty   Crim.  Law   647. 

[b]  The  question  of  law  reserred 
must  be  stated  (1)  in  the  verdict,  the 
facts  on  which  it  arises  must  be  either 
admitted  on  the  record  or  found  by  the 
jury.  Watsontown  Car  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Elmsport  Lumber  Co.,  99  Pa.  60?;  Wit- 
man  V.  Smeltzer,  16  Pa.  Super.  285. 
(2)  A  general  finding  for  a  party, 
"subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  on 
the  facts  proved,"  is  insufficient.  Bob- 
erts V.  Hopkins,  11  Serg.  &  E.  (Pa.) 
202. 

[c]  The  effect  of  the  general  con- 
clusion for  one  party  necessarily  carries 
with  it  the  idea  that  he  must  prevail, 
unless  the  law  upon  the  special  case 
referred  to  the  court  shall  be  against 
him.  All  facts,  not  found  in  the  spe- 
cial case  are  excluded  from  the  con- 
sideration of'  the  court,  or  are  nega- 
tived by  the  general  finding.  Mc- 
Michen V.  Amos,  4  Band.  (25  Va.)  134. 
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tions  of  law,  the  judge  may  direct  the  jury  to  render  a  verdict  subject 
to  the  opinion  of  the  court.'^ 

E.  Verdicts  in  Criminal  Prosecutions.  —  1.  In  General.  —  In  this 
section  dealing  with  verdicts  in  criminal  cases,  general  and  special 
verdicts  will  be  treated  together,  as  some  courts  seem  to  disagree  as 
to  when  a  verdict  ceases  to  be  a  general  verdict  and  becomes  special.^' 
As  a  general  rule,  a  special  verdict  need  not  be  in  any  particular  form, 
but  is  sufficient  if  it  present  intelligibly  the  facts  found  by  the  jury."" 
It  must  find  facts,  not  the  evidence  to  prove  them,'*  and  these  conclu- 
sions of  facts  must  be  so  presented  that  nothing  remains  to  the  court 
but  to  draw  conclusions  of  law  upon  them."'  But  the  technical  language 
of  the  indictment  or  information  need  not  be  followed.*^  It  has  been 
held  that  a  special  verdict  should  contain  a  formal  conclusion  sub- 
mitting the  facts  found  to  the  judge  for  his  determination  of  the  law 
arising  thereon  and  find  the  defendant  guilty  or  not  guilty  as  he  may 
adjudge  the  law  to  be.^' 


91.  See  the  statutes  and  Byrnes  v. 
Cohoes,  67  N.  Y.  204;  Wilcox  v.  Hoehj 
62  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  509;  Davis  v.  Pioneer 
Furn.  Co.,  102  Wis.  394,  78  N.  W.  596. 

[a]  The  statute  applies  (1)  to  cases 
where  the  facts  being  found  or  con- 
ceded, it  only  remains  to  pronounce  the 
law.  Matson  «.  Farm  Bldg.  Ins.  Co., 
73  N.  Y.  310,  29  Am.  Eep.  149;  Bell 
V.  Shibley,  33  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  610;  Flan- 
dreau  v.  Elsworth,  8  Misc.  428,  28  N. 
Y.  Supp.  671;  Davis  v.  Pioneer  Furn. 
Co.,  102  Wis.  394,  399,  78  N.  W.  596. 
(2)  Where  there  is  no  conflict  of  evi- 
dence as  to  material  facts  or  any 
doubtful  inferences  to  be  deduced  from 
the  facts  proved,  nor  any  exception, 
except  to  the  denial  of  a  motion  for 
nonsuit,  the  judge  may  direct  a  verdict 
subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  at 
general  term.  Howell  v.  Adams,  68 
N.  Y.  314. 

[b]  When  there  are  dispu'ted  ques- 
tions  of  fact  In  a  case,  it  is  erroneous 
to  direct  a  verdict  subject  to  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court.  Wilcox  v.  Hoch,  62 
Barb.  (N.  Y.)  509;  Whitaker  v.  Mer- 
rill, 28  Barb.   (N.  Y.)   526. 

[c]  If  there  is  a  ciuestion  as  to  the 
admissibility  of  evidence,  the  statute 
is  inapplicable.  Bell  v.  Shibley,  33 
Barb.  (N".  Y.)  610. 

[d]  Effect  of  Direction  and  Sub- 
seoLuent  Procedure. —  (1)  The  only  ef- 
fect of  rendering  the  verdict  in  favor 
of  a  party  is,  that  it  devolves  on  him 
to  prepare  the  case  upon  which  the 
general  term  is  to  render  judgment. 
Cobb  V.  Cornish,  16  N.  Y.  602,  6  Abb. 
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Pr.  129,  15  How.  Pr.  407.  (2)  If  hs 
fails  to  do  so,  the  adverse  party  may 
give  notice  of  motion  at  the  next  term 
for  judgment,  and  if  no  sufficient  ex- 
cuse for  not  making  the  case  is  shown, 
judgment  for  the  adverse  party  will  be 
entered.  Jackson  v.  Case,  12  Johns. 
(N.  Y.)  431.  (3)  The  whole  case  is 
before  the  general  term  on  its  merits. 
Northampton  Nat.  Bank  v.  Kidder,  13 
Abb.  N.  Cas.  (N.  Y.)  376,  note.  See 
also  Williams  v.  Insurance  Co.,  1  Hilt. 
(N.  Y.)  345. 

92.  See   supra,   III,   A. 

As  to  special  verdicts  in  civU  actions, 
see  supra,  III,  D,  2. 

93.  Cal.    Penal    Code,    §  1154. 

94.  State  v.  Fenner,  166  N.  C.  247, 
80  S.  E.  970;  State  v.  Hanner,  143  N. 
C.  632,  57  S.  E.  154;  State  v.  Watts, 
32  N.  C.  369;  State  v.  Savage,  36  Ore. 
191,  216,  60  Pac.  610,  61  Pac.  1128. 

95.  State  v.  Savage,  36  Ore.  191, 
216,  60  Pac.  610,  61  Pac.  1128. 

96.  Com.  V.  Chathams,  50  Pa.  181, 
88  Am.  Dec.  539;  Eei  v.  Dawson,  1 
Strange,  19,  93  Eng.  Eeprint  358;  Eex 
V.  Morgan,   1   Bulst.    (Eng.)    87. 

[a]  Expressing  in  general  terms  the 
offense  charged  in  the  indictment, 
though  unnecessary,  does  not  have  the 
effect  of  rendering  the  verdict  void. 
The  jury  having  found  defendant 
"guilty  in  manner  and  form  as 
charged,"  it  is  sufficient.  State  v.  Jen- 
kins, 60  Wis.  599,  19  N.  W.  406. 

97.  State  r.  Gillikin,  114  N.  C.  832, 
19  S.  E,  152:  State  v.  Stewart,  91  N. 
C.  566. 
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2.  Finality.  —  Verdicts  must  be  complete,  and  final,  not  subject  to 
a  contingency.'* 

3.  Certainty  and  Definiteness.  —  A  verdict  must  be  certain,  definite, 
intelligible,  and  unambiguous,  and  show  just  what  the  jury  intends.'* 
But  a  general  verdict  will  be  construed  in  connection  with  the  record, 
and  is  sufficient  if  when  so  construed  its  meaning  is  clearly  manifest.^ 
The  test  of  the  sufficiency  of  a  verdict  is  this :  Is  it  so  certain  that  the 
court  can  give  judgment  upon  it,^  and  can  a  judgment  rendered  upon 
it  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  another  prosecution  for  the  same  offense.' 

4.  Consistency.  —  A  verdict  must  be  consistent  in  all  its  parts,*  even 
when  the  indictment  or  information  contains  several  counts." 


[a]  An  Omission  of  tbe  Fonnal  Con- 
clusion a  Fatal  Defect.  —  State  v.  Stew- 
art, 91  N.  C.  566. 

Rule  in  civil  actions,  see  supra.  III, 
D,  2,  g. 

98.  State  v.  Williams,  89  N.  J.  L. 
234,  98  Atl.  416. 

99.  Ala.  —  Allen  v.  State,  52  Ala. 
391.  Cal.  — People  v.  Ah  Gow,  53  Cal. 
627;  People  v.  Salazar,  2  Cal.  Unrep. 
119.  Conn.  —  Eookey  v.  State,  70  Conn. 
104,  38  Atl.  911.  Fla. —  Bunch  v.  State, 
58  Fla.  9,  50  So.  534;  Washington  v. 
State,  55  Fla.  194,  46  So.  417;  O'Neal 
V.  State,  54  Fla.  96,  44  So.  940;  Long 
V.  State,  42  Fla.  612,  28  So.  855.  Ga. 
Wells  V.  State,  116  Ga.  87,  42  S.  E. 
390;  Walston  v.  State,  54  Ga.  242. 
La.  — State  v.  Johnson,  133  La.  63,  62 
So.  407.  Minn.  —  State  v.  Coon,  18 
Minn.  518.  Mo.  —  State  v.  Eeeves,  276 
Mo.  339,  208  S.  W.  87;  State  v.  Wash- 
ington, 242  Mo.  401,  146  S.  W.  1164; 
State  V.  Standley,  232  Mo.  23,  132  S. 
W.  1122;  State  v.  Eowe,  142  Mo.  439, 
44  S.  W.  266;  State  v.  Pierce,  136  Mo. 
34,  37  S.  W.  815.  Neb.  —  Keeler  v. 
State,  73  Neb.  441,  103  N.  W.  64.  Nev. 
Ex  parte  Booth,  39  Nev.  183,  154  Pac. 
933.  Okla.  — Scott  v.  State,  4  Okla. 
Crim.  70,  109  Pac.  240.  S.  D.  — State 
V.  Hayes,  23  S.  D.  596,  122  N.  W.  652. 
Tex.  —  Haney  v.  State,  2  Tex.  App. 
504.  Va.  —  Henderson  v.  Com.,  98  Va. 
794,  34  S.  E.  381.  W.  Va.  — State  v. 
Vineyard,  101  S.  E.  440;  State  v. 
Newsom,  13  W.  Va.  859.  Wis.  — State 
V.  Blaedow,  45  Wis.  279. 

See  11   Standard  Peoc.   683. 

[a]  Rule  Stated.  —  "It  is  well  es- 
tablished law  that  the  verdict  must  be 
definite  and  certain  as  to  the  crime 
of  which  the  accused  is  found  guilty." 
State' «.  Washington,  242  Mo.  401,  146 
S.  W.  1164. 

1.    See  infra,  IX,  A, 


2.  Fla.  —  Washington  v.  State,  55 
Fla.  194,  46  So.  417.  Minn.  —  State  v. 
Eyan,  13  Minn.  370.  Tex.  —  Williams 
V.  State,  5  Tex.  App.  226. 

3.  111.  —  Chambers  v.  People,  5  111. 
351.  Mo.  —  State  v.  Eowe,  142  Mo. 
439,  44  S.  W.  266.  N.  Y.- Guenther 
V.  People,  24  N.  Y.  100.  Tex.  —  Eob- 
erts  V.  State,  74  Tex.  Crim.  150,  168  S. 
W.  100;  Wooldridge  v.  State,  13  Tex. 
App.  443,  44  Am.  Eep.   708. 

4.  Fla.  —  Eenfroe  v.  State,  76  Fla. 
392,  80  So.  183;  Butler  v.  State,  25 
Fla.  347,  6  So.  67.  lU.  — Tobin  v. 
People,  104  111.  565.  Mass.  —  Com.  v. 
Donovan,  170  Mass.  228,  49  N.  E.  104. 
Minn.  —  State  v.  Macbeth,  133  Minn. 
425,  158  N.  W.  793.  S.  C  — State  v. 
Posey,  4  Strobh.  103. 

[a]  If  the  findings  on  the  essential 
ingredients  of  the  offense  are  irrecon- 
cilable, the  verdict  must  be  set  aside 
and  a  venire  de  novo  be  awarded.  State 
V.  White  Oak  Eiver  Corp.,  Ill  N.  C. 
661,  16  S.  E.  331. 

5.  Kuck  V.  State  (Ga.),  99  S.  E. 
622;  Com.  v.  Haskins,  128  Mass.  60. 
See  infra,  III,  E,  7,  c  and  d. 

[a]  Where  an  indictment  contains 
several  counts  substantially  alike,  (1) 
a  verdict  acquitting  on  some  and  con- 
victing on  others  is  not  on  that  account 
inconsistent.  Hathcook  v.  State,  88 
Ga.  91,  13  S.  E.  959;  Griffin  v.  State, 
18  Ohio  St.  438,  445;  Sasser  v.  State, 
13  Ohio  453.  (2)  But  it  is  otherwise 
if  but  a  single  crime  is  charged  in 
several  counts.  State  v.  Aker  (Mo.), 
213  8.  W.  424;  State  v.  Headrick,  179 
Mo.  300,  78  S.  W.  630. 

[b]  If  the  offense  in  one  count  can- 
not be  committed  without  committing 
the  offense  alleged  in  another,  a  ver- 
dict convicting  of  the  former  and  ac- 
quitting of  the  latter  is  inconsistent. 
Kuck  V.  State  (Ga.),  99  S.  E.  622. 
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5,  Designation  of  Defendant.  —  a.  Generally.  —  A  verdict  of  con- 
viction must  designate  the  guilty  party  in  such  a  way  as  to  leave  no 
doubt  of  his  identity.'  When  only  one  person  is  tried,  it  is  unnecessary 
to  give  his  name/  though  it  is  better  practice  to  do  so.'  The  jury  may 
refer  to  the  accused  as  the  "defendant" '  or  the  "prisoner,"  "  or  they 
may  render  a  verdict  of  "guilty"  or  "guilty  as  charged"  without 
Bpecifically  mentioning  the  accused  in  any  way.^^  If  the  defendant's 
name  is  set  out,  it  should  correspond  with  that  in  the  indictment  or 
information.  A  material  variance  is  fatal."  But  an  immaterial  vari- 
ance does  not  invalidate  a  verdict,  especially  if  the  names  are  idem 
sonans." 


6.  Williams  v.  State,  6  Neb.  3S4. 
See  11   Standard  Pboc.   68'0,  homicide. 

[a]     Blanks  in  Verdict.  —  A  finding 

"that is  guilty"  is  void  because 

it  fails  to  designate  the  defendant  in 
any  way.  Williams  v.  State,  6  Neb. 
334. 

7.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Boggs,  20  Cal. 
432.  Fla.  —  Niblack  v.  State,  70  Tla. 
227,  70  So.  415;  Freeman  v.  State,  50 
Fla.  38,  39  So.  785.  Ga.  — Martin  v. 
State,  25  Ga.  494.  La.  —  State  v. 
Taulk,  30  La.  Ann.  831.  Tex.  —  Gear 
V.  State  (Tex.  Crim.),  42  S.  W.  285; 
George  r.  State,  17  Tex.  App.  513; 
Williams  v.  State,  5  Tex.  App.  226. 

8.  Richardson  v.  State,  72  Fla.  665, 
72  So.  665;  Niblack  v.  State,  70  Fla. 
227,  70  So.  415. 

9.  Oal.  —  People  v.  Ah  Kim,  34  Cal. 
189.  Fla.  —  Eoberson  v.  State,  45  Fla. 
94,  34  So.  294;  Bryant  v.  State,  34 
Fla.  291,  16  So.  177.  Tex.  —  Garza  v. 
State  (Tex.  Crim.),  20  S.  "W.  752; 
George  v.   State,  17  Tex.  App.  513. 

[a]  The  record  may  be  resorted  to 
in  aid  of  the  verdict  to  ascertain  who 
the  "defendant"  is.  Eoberson  v. 
State,  45  Fla.  94,  34  So.  294. 

10.  Bryant  v.  State,  34  Fla.  291,  16 
So.  177. 

[a]  But  the  word  "defendant"  is 
preferable  to  the  word  "prisoner." 
Bryant  v.  State,  34  Fla.  291,  16  So. 
177. 

11.  Ala.  —  Robinson  v.  State,  54 
Ala.  86.  La.  —  State  v.  Jenkins,  43  La. 
Ann.  917,  9  So.  905.  Me.  —  State  v. 
Webber,  90  Me.  108,  37  Atl.  877. 

But  see  Williams  v.  State,  6  Neb. 
334,  339,  where  there  was  an  unfilled 
blank  in  the  verdict. 

12.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Ah  Kim,  34 
Cal.  189.  Mo.  — State  t).  McBride,  19 
Mo.  239.  Tex.  —  Clements  v.  State,  21 
Tex.  App.  258,  17  S.  W.  156,  where  the 
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indictment  was  against  "Clementi 
Turner,"  the  verdict  against  "Turner 
Clements. ' ' 

[a]  A  verdict  finding  a  person  other 
than  the  accused  guilty  of  the  offense 
charged  is  an  acquittal  of  the  accused. 
People  V.  Ah  Ye,  31  Cal.  451. 

[b]  The  use  of  a  different  Ohristian 
name,  not  synonymous  with  that  in 
the  indictment  is  fatal.  State  v.  Mc- 
Bride, 19  Mo.  239,  Joseph  and  James. 

[c]  When  a  defendant  is  described 
in  the  indictment  as  "John  Doe," 
whose  true  name  is  unknown,  and 
nothing  in  the  record  shows  that  his 
true  name  was  discovered  during  the 
trial,  a  verdict  purporting  to  set  out 
his  true  name  is  insuf&cient  as  there  is 
nothing  lb  connect  the  person  charged 
with  the  ■  person  convicted.  Territory 
V.   Do,   1   Ariz.  507,   25   Pac.   472. 

13.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Boggs,  20  Cal. 
432.  Fla.  —  Johnson  v.  State,  51  Fla. 
44,  40  So.  678;  Ewert  v.  State,  43  Fla. 
36,  37  So.  334.  La.  — State  v.  Florez, 
5  La.  Ann.  429.  Minn.  —  State  v. 
Framness,  43  Minn.  490,  45  N.  W. 
1098.  S.  O.  —  State  v.  Dodson,  16  S.  C. 
453.  Tex. —  Lee  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.), 
204  S.  W.  110  (where  Christian  name 
"Missouri"  was  spelled  "Mururee"); 
Williams  v.  State,  5  Tex.  App.  226,  232. 

[a]  Illustration.  —  On  trial  of 
"Perry  B.  P — ,"  a  verdict  against 
"defendant  Bud  P — "  is  not  objec- 
tionable where  there  is  no  question  as 
to  the  identity  of  the  defendant. 
Plumley  v.  State,  8  Tex.  App.  529. 

[b]  Idem  Sonans.  —  An  incorrect 
spelling  of  the  defendant's  name  is 
cured  by  the  words  "the  defendant" 
in  the  verdict,  when  the  names  in  the 
indictment  and  the  verdict  are  idem 
sonans.  Ewert  v.  State,  43  Fla.  36,  37 
So.  334. 

[c]  Henry  and  Harry  are  synonjr. 
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t).  Codefendants.  —  (I.)  Joint  Trial.  —  "When  several  defendants  are 
jointly  tried,  the  jury  should  pass  upon  the  guilt  of  eaeh.^*  Ordinari- 
ly a  jury  may  convict  one  or  more  and  acquit  the  others,"  or  disagree 
as  to  them,^"  or  it  may  find  theni  guilty  of  different  degrees  of  crime.^' 
But  this  rule  is  subject  to  exceptions,  as  where  the  evidence  is  the  same 
against  each  of  the  defendants,^*  or  where  the  offense  is  joint  in 
nature. ^^ 

The  verdict  on  a  joint  trial  must  show  which  defendants  are  con- 
victed and  which  are  acquitted.^"  A  verdict  which  finds  one  guilty  but 
is  silent  as  to  the  others  will  support  a  judgment  against  the  one.^^ 
But  if  it  finds  "the  defendant"  guilty,  the  verdict  is  uncertain.^^ 


mous,  and  a  variance  in  this  respect  is 
not  fatal.  Albert  v.  State  (Tex.  App.), 
72  S.  W.  846. 

[d]  Surplusage.  —  When  the  word 
"defendant"  is  used,  the  name  of  the 
accused  may  be  regarded  as  surplus- 
age.    People  V.  Boggs,  20  Cal.  432. 

14.  Hampton  v.  State,  45  Tex.  154. 

15.  U.  S.  —  United  States  v.  Le 
Fanti,  255  Fed.  210;  United  States  v. 
Montgomery,  3  Sawy.  544,  26  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  15,800.  Ala.  —  Jones  v.  State,  16 
Ala.  App.  477,  79  So.  151.  Del.  —  State 
V.  Jackson,  3  Boyee  279,  82  Atl.  824; 
State  V.  Handy,  66  Atl.  336.  Ga. 
Page  V.  State,  23  Ga.  App.  548,  99  S.  E. 
55;  Maughon  v.  State,  9  Ga.  App.  659, 
71  S.  E.  922.  111.  —  People  v.  Carp,  l80 
111.  App.  673.  Ind.  —  Fitzenrider  v. 
State,  30  Ind.  238;  BloomhufE  v.  State, 
8  Blackf.  205.  Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Bil- 
lings, 167  Mass.  283,  45  N.  E.  910; 
Com.  V.  Gavin,  148  Mass.  449,  18  N.  E. 
675,  19  N.  E.  554;  Com.  v.  Slate,  11 
Gray  60.  Mo.  — State  v.  Smith,  37  Mo. 
58.  N.  J.  — State  v.  Tachin,  92  N.  J. 
L.  269,  106  Atl.  145.  N".  Y.  —  People  v. 
Stein,  1  Park.  Cr.  202.  Okla.  — Mc- 
Kenzie  v.  State,  11  Okla.  Grim.  554, 
149  Pae.  911.  W.  Va.  — State  v.  Lilly, 
47   W.  Va.  496,  35  S.  E.  837. 

Fornication,  see   18  Standard  Proc. 
883. 
Iiewduess,  see  18  Standard  Peoc.  880. 

16.  Com.  V.  Wood,  12  Mass.  313;  Mc- 
Kenzie  v.  State,  11  Okla.  Crim.  554, 
149  Pac.  911,  under  express  statute. 

17.  People  V.  Cohen,  223  N.  Y.  406, 
119  N.  E.  886;  Com.  v.  Brown,  264  Pa. 
85,  107  Atl.   676. 

Larceny,  see  18  Standard  Proc.  778. 

18.  Davis  V.  State,  75  Miss.  637,  23 
So.  770;  People  v.  Munroe,  190  N.  Y. 
435,  83  N.  E.  476;  People  v.  Massett,  7 
N.  Y.  Supp.  839. 

19.  U.  S.  —  Workin  v.  United  States,  | 


260  Fed.  137,  171  C.  C.  A.  173.  Ark. 
Gordon  v.  McLearn,  123  Ark.  496,  502, 
185  S.  W.  803;  State  v.  Smith,  117  Ark. 
384,  175  S.  W.  392;  Cumnock  v.  State, 
87  Ark.  34,  112  S.  W.  147.  Mass. 
Com.  V.  Cook,  12  Allen  542.  Miss. 
Davis  V.  State,  75  Miss.  637,  23  So:  770. 

Conspiracy,  see  5  Standard  Proc.  319. 

Fornication,  see  18  Standard  Proc. 
884. 

Eiot,  see  the  title,  "Eiot." 

20.  Williams  v.  State,  5  Tex.  App. 
226. 

[a]  Sufftcient  Verdicts. —  (1)  On  a 
trial  of  two  of  three  persons  jointly  in- 
dicted, a  verdict  finding  "both  guilty" 
(State  V.  Williamson,  65  S.  C.  242,  43 
S.  E.  671),  or  (2)  finding  "the  prison- 
ers at  the  bar  guilty"  (State  v.  An- 
derson, 45  La.  Ann.  651,  12  So.  737), 
is  sufficiently  certain. 

[bj  A  verdict  finding  each  defend- 
ant by  name  guilty  (1)  is  in  substance 
a  separate  verdict  as  to  each.  Fife  v. 
Com.,  29  Pa.  429,  440.  (2)  A  verdict 
finding  "the  defendants  W.  P.  and  W. 
B.  guilty"  is  sufficient  as  against  the 
objection  that  it  is  joint,  but  it  would 
improve  it  to  insert  the  word  "each" 
before  the  word  guilty.  State  v.  Per- 
son, 2?4  Mo.  262,  267,  136  S.  W.  296. 
See  Brimie  v.  United  States,  200  Fed. 
726,  119  C.  C.  A.  170;  State  v.  Johns, 
259  Mo.  361,  168  8.  W.  587. 

As  to  assessment  of  punislunent,  see 
infra,  III,  E,  11. 

21.  BloomhufE  v.  State,  8  Blackf. 
(Ind.)  205;  Tittle  v.  State,  7  Okla. 
Crim.  462,  123  Pac.  1036. 

[a]  Any  objection  on  this  ground 
should  be  made  at  the  time  the  verdict 
is  presented,  or  it  will  be  waived.  Tit- 
tle V.  State,  7  Okla.  Crim.  462,  123  Pac. 
1036. 

22.  Oal.  —  People  v.  Sepulveda,  59 
Cal.  342;  People  v.  Salazar,  2  Cal.  Tin- 
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(II.)  Separate  Trials.  —  "Where  of  several  persons  jointly  indicted,  only 
one  is  tried,  a  verdict  has  reference  only  to  the  one  on  trial.^^  If  the 
jury  should  return  a  verdict  against  all  the  defendants,  the  verdict  will 
stand  as  to  the  defendant  tried,  but  is  a  nullity  as  to  the  others  not  on 
trial.^* 

6.  Responsiveness  to  Issues.  —  Verdicts  in  criminal  prosecutions 
must  be  responsive  to  the  charge  in  the  indictment  or  information,'^ 
and  must  answer  the  issues  raised  by  the  indictment  or  information  and 
plea,^^  and  determine  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  accused  of  the  crime 
charged  against  him.^'    A  verdict  is  irresponsive  if  it  attempts  to  but 


rep.  119.  Ga.  —  Favor  v.  State,  54  Ga. 
249.  Ore.  —  State  v.  Weeks,  23  Ore.  3, 
34  Pac.  1095.  Utah.  —  Brannigan  v. 
People,  3  Utah  488,  24  Pae.  767. 

23.  HI.  —  Hroneek  v.  People,  134  111. 
139,  24  N.  E.  861,  23  Am.  St.  Kep.  652, 
8  L.  B.  A.  837.  Ky.  —  Hughes  v.  Com., 
12  Ky.  L.  Rep.  580,  14  S.  W.  682.  La, 
State  V.  Chambers,  45  La.  Ann.  36,  1] 
So.  944.  N.  M.  —  State  v.  Orfanakis, 
22  N.  M.  107,  159  Pac.  674. 

[a]  Though  several  persons  are 
jointly  indicted,  a  verdict  convicting 
"the  defendant"  will  be  referred  to 
the  defendant  on  trial  when  one  only 
is  tried.  Ga.  —  Bernhard  v.  State,  76 
Ga.  613;  Wilson  v.  State,  66  Ga.  691; 
Thurmond  v.  State,  55  Ga.  598.  111. 
Hroneek  v.  People,  134  111.  139,  24  N.  E, 
861,  23  Am.  St.  Eep.  652,  8  L.  R.  A. 
837.  Ky.  — Hughes  v.  Com.,  12  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  580,  14  S.  W.  682.  N.  M.  —  State 
V.  Orfanakis,  22  N.  M.  107,  159  Pae 
674.  S.  C.  —  State  v.  Williams,  76  S.  C. 
135,  56  S.  E.  783.  Tex.  —  Garza  v. 
State  (Tex.  Grim.),  20  S.  W.  752. 

[b]  The  jury  need  not,  in  such  case, 
specifically  refer  to  the  defendant  on 
trial  as  the  party  to  be  affected  by  the 
verdict.  State  v.  Orfanakis,  22  N.  M. 
107,  159  Pae.  674. 

24.  Agee  v.  State,  190  Ala.  19,  67 
So.  411;  Sims  «.  State,  87  Ga.  569,  13 
S.  E.  651. 

25.  TJ.  S.  —  Hendrey  v.  United 
States,  233  Fed.  5,  147  C.  C.  A.  75.  Cal. 
People  V.  Akens,  25  Cal.  App.  373,  143 
Pac.  795.  Fla.  —  Eenfroe  v.  State,  76 
Pla.  392,  80  So.  183;  Harris  v.  State, 
53  Fla.  37,  43  So.  311.  lU.  — People  v. 
Lee,  237  111.  272,  86  N.  E.  573.  Kan, 
State  r.  Marshall,  9  Kan.  App.  59,  57 
Pae.  260.  La.  —  State  v.  Alfred,  44  La. 
Ann.  582,  10  So.  887;  State  v.  Guillory, 
42  La.  Ann.  581,  7  So.  690;  State  v. 
Heas,  10  La.  Ann.  195. 

[aj    Verdict  on  part  of  counts  on^; 
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sentence  on  whole  indictment;  judg- 
ment must  be  reversed.  Mo.  —  State  *. 
Standley,  232  Mo.  23,  132  S.  W.  1122; 
State  V.  Rowe,  142  Mo.  439,  44  S.  W. 
266.  Neb.  — Casey  v.  State,  20  Neb. 
138,  29  N.  W.  264.  N.  Y.  — Baron  v. 
People,  1  Parker  Cr.  246;  People  v. 
Olcott,  2  Johns.  Cas.  301,  1  Am.  Dec. 
168.  Okla.  —  Inklebarger  v.  State,  8 
Okla.  Crim.  316,  127  Pac.  707.  S.  O. 
State  V.  Spurgin,  1  McCord  252;  State 
V.  Nichols,  12  Rich  L.  672.  Tex, 
Buster  v.  State,  42  Tex.  315;  Lewis 
Hart  V.  State,  38  Tex.  382;  Wyvias  v. 
State,  64  Tex.  Crim.  236,  142  S.  W.  585. 
Collins  V.  State,  6  Tex.  App.  647.  Va. 
Com.  V.  Smith,  2  Va.  Cas.  327.  See  23 
Standard  Peoc.  306  (rape);  19  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  576  (mayhem) ;  18  Standabd 
Peoc.  777  (larceny) ;  11  Standard  Peoc. 
679  (homicide);  1  Standard  Peoc.  985. 

See  also  the  title,  "Variance  and 
Failure  of  Proof." 

[b]  Cohstruction.  —  A  verdict  find- 
ing a  defendant  "guilty  of  grand  lar- 
ceny as  charged  in  the  information" 
will  be  construed  in  connection  with 
the  information.  If  that  charges  petit 
larceny  only,  the  verdict  will  be 
deemed  a  conviction  of  the  latter  of- 
fense and  will  be  upheld.  Evana  1?. 
State,  150  Ind.  651,  50  N.  E.  820. 

Conviction  of  other  offenses,  see  fully 
12  Standaed  Peoc.  568,  et  seq.,  601. 

26.  Ctonn.  —  Eookey  v.  State,  70 
Conn.  104,  38  Atl.  911.  HI.  —  People  v. 
Marek,  17'0  111.  App.  517;  Brown  v. 
People,  145  HI.  App.  263.  Mo.— State 
i:  Miller,  190  Mo.  449,  89  S.  W.  377; 
State  V.  Cronin,  189  Mo.  663,  671,  88 
S.  W.  604. 

Lotteries,  see  19  Standard  Proc.  63. 
Where  several  pleaa  are  interposed, 
see  infra,  III,  E,  8. 

27.  Rookey  v.  State,  70  Conn.  104, 
38  Atl.  911;  Wynn  v.  State,  1  Blaekf. 
(Ind.)  28. 
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fails  to  find  all  the  elements  of  the  offense,^'  or  if  it  fails  to  find  on 
a  special  plea,^"  or  if  it  finds  the  defendant  guilty  of  an  offense  not 
charged  against  him,  or  included  in  that  charged.'"  If  there  is  any 
uncertainty  as  to  whether  the  defendant  is  found  guilty  of  the  oifense 
with  which  he  is  charged,  or  of  another,  the  verdict  is  objectionable.^^ 
While  any  uncertainty  in  this  respect  may  be  cured  by  the  addition  of 
the  words  "as  charged  in  the  indictment"  or  information,'^  the  use  of 
these  words  is  not  necessary  in  a  general  verdict,  as  such  verdicts  are 
construed  in  connection  with  the  indictment  or  information.''  But 
where  a  finding  of  guilty  is  qualified  by  any  other  words,  they  must 


28.  See  infra,  III,  E,  7,  a  and  b. 

29.  See  infra,  III,  E,  8. 

30.  Ark.  —  Watson  v.  State,  29  Ark. 
299.  Cal.  — People  v.  Arnett,  126  Cal. 
680,  59  Pac.  204.  111.  —  People  v.  Har- 
rison, 261  111.  517,  104  N.  E.  259.  la. 
State  V.  Loser,  132  Iowa  419,  104  N.  W. 
337.  Kan. —  State  v.  Behee,  17  Kan. 
402.  La.  — State  v.  Womack,  31  La. 
Ann.  635.  Mont.  —  State  v.  Sieff,  54 
Mont.  165,  168  Pac.  524.  Pa.  —  SharfE 
V.  Com.,  2  Binn.  514.  S.  0.  —  State  v. 
Spurgin,  1  McCord  252;  State  v.  Loh- 
ma,n,  3  Hill  L.  67.  Tex.  —  Wyvias  v. 
State,  64  Tex.  Crim.  236,  142  S.  W.  585. 

As  a  ground  for  arrest  of  judgment, 
see  2  Standard  Proc.  1029. 

[a]  A  verdict  conTicting  of  a  lesser 
offense  included  in  that  charged  is  re- 
sponsive to  the  charge.  MoPherson  v. 
State,  29  Ark.  225.  Conviction  of  lesser 
or  included  offense,  see  12  Standard 
PBGC.  568,  et  seq. 

[b]  If  the  offense  is  erroneously 
named  in  the  information,  a  verdict 
finding  the  defendant  guilty  of  the  of- 
fense named  rather  than  the  offense 
actually  alleged  is  responsive.  Watson 
V.  State,  29  Ark.  299. 

[cj  If  the  name  of  the  person  on 
whom  the  crime  was  committed  varies 
materially  from  that  alleged  in  the  in- 
dictment or  information,  the  verdict  is 
irresponsive.  Million  v.  People,  6  111. 
App.  537  (where  a  different  Christian 
name  was  used);  Henderson  v.  Com., 
98  Va.  794,  34  S.  E.  381. 

31.  Mass.  —  Dyer  v.  Com.,  23  Pick. 
102.  Pa.  —  Sharff  v.  Com.,  2  Binn.  514. 
W.  Va.  —  State  v.  Newsom,  13  W.  Va. 
859. 

[a]  Uncertainty  Arising  From  Use 
of  Indefinite  Article.  —  Upon  an  indict- 
ment for  libel,  a  verdict  of  guilty  of 
writing  and  publishing  "a"  bill  of 
scandal  ought  not  to  be  received,  for 
the  use  of  the  indefinite  article  "a" 


makes  it  uncertain  whether  the  defend- 
ant was  found  guilty  of  the  particular 
offense  charged  or  another.  Sharff  v. 
Com.,  2  Binn.  (Pa.)  514. 

32.  Mass.  —  Dyer  v.  Com.,  23  Pick. 
102.  But  compare  Com.  -v.  Fischblatt, 
4  Mete.  354.  Va.  — Price  v.  Cpm.,  77 
Va.)  393;  Hoback  v.  Com.,  28  Gratt. 
(69  Va.)  922;  Eandall  v.  Com.,  24  Gratt. 
(65  Va.)  644.  See  Canada  v.  Com.,  22 
Gratt.  (63  Va.)  899.  W.  Va.  — State 
V.  Newsom,  13  W.  Va.  859. 

33.  Ark.  —  Lawrence  v.  State,  71 
Ark.  82,  71  S.  W.  263;  Evans  v.  State, 
58  Ark.  47,  22  S.  W.  1026.  lU.  —  Ey- 
man  v.  People,  6  111.  4.  Ind.  —  Thain 
n.  State,  182  Ind. '345,  106  N.  E.  690; 
Poison  V.  State,  137  Ind.  .519,  35  N.  B. 
907.  la. — State  v.  McCombs,  13  Iowa 
426.  Ky.  — Barton  v.  Com.,  17  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  580,  32  S.  W.  171,  396.  Mass. 
Com.  V.  Fischblatt,  4  Mete.  354.  Neb. 
Preuit  V.  People,  5  Neb.'  377.  Va. 
Rogers  v.  Com.,  19  S.  E.  162.  Wyo. 
Ackermau  v.  State,  7  Wyo.  504,  54  Pac. 
859. 

[a]  Rationale  of  Rule.  —  (1)  While 
the  recital  as  charged  in  the  indictment 
or  information  will  remove  all  doubt 
as  to  whether  the  offense  of  which  an 
accused  is  convicted  is  that  charged 
against  him,  it  must  be  presumed,  in 
the  absence  of  such  a  recital,  that  the 
jury  find  the  defendant  guilty  of  the 
offense  for  which  they  are  sworn  to 
try  him,  and  any  failure  to  recite  that 
fact  in  the  verdict,  if  it  be  a  defect, 
is  one  which  cannot  injure  the  defend- 
ant. Poison  V.  State,  137  Ind.  519,  35 
N.  E.  907.  (2)  The  omission  of  the  re- 
cital is  of  no  consequence,  for  the  ver- 
dict need  not  be  in  writing,  but  may 
be  announced  by  the  foreman  of  the 
jury  orally,  and  then  entered  by  the 
clerk  in  proper  form  of  the  record. 
Dixon  v.  State,  29  Ark.  165. 

[b]  Illustrations. —  (1)  Consequent- 
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not  be  such  as  not  to  render  it  uncertain  whether  the  jury  meant  aQ 
offense  charged  in  the  indictment.^* 

7.  Necessity  and  Scope  of  Findings  as  to  Offense.  —  a.  In  General. 
A  good  verdict  of  conviction  must  contain  either  within  itself  or  by 
reference  to  the  indictment  or  information  all  the  elements  of  the 
crime.^'' 

b.  Where  Indictment  Contains  a  Single  Count.  —  (i.)  in  General.  — 
On  the  trial  of  an  indictment  containing  but  one  count  charging-  a 
single  offense,^''  a  general  verdict  not  setting  up  any  elements  of  thfe 
offense  charged  is  construed  in  connection  with  the  indictment  or  in- 
formation and  covers  all  the  elements  of  the  offense  charged.'^  Ac- 
cordingly a  jury,  intending  to  convict  the  defendant  of  the  offense 
charged,  may  return  a  general  verdict  of  "guilty,""  or  "guilty  aa 


ly,  a  verdict  finding  the  defendant 
"guilty  of  assault  and  battery  with 
intent  to  commit  the  crime  of  rape" 
(Poison  V.  State,  137  Ind.  519,  35  N.  E. 
907),  or  (2)  "guilty  of  murder  in  the 
first  degree"  (Dixoa  v.  State,  29  Ark. 
165),  is  directly  responsive  to  the  is- 
sue formed  on  a  plea  of  not  guilty. 

[c]  The  word  "guilty"  means 
"guilty  as  charged,"  and  therefore  a 
verdict  of  guilty  is  responsive.  Ala. 
McDonald  v.  State,  118  Ala.  672,  23  So. 
637.  Haw.  —  Lee  Yau  v.  Republic,  11 
Hawaii  143.  Tex.  —  Steinberger  v. 
State,  35  Tex.  Grim.  492,  34  S.  "W.  617. 

[d]  Even  when  the  verdict  finds  the 
defendant  guilty  of  a  lesser  offense  in- 
cluded in  that  charged,  the  words  "as 
charged,"  etc.,  are  not  necessary.  See 
McPherson  v.  State,  29  Ark.  225;  Com. 
V.  Fischblatt,  4  Mete.  (Mass.)  354. 

34.  Dyer  v.  Com.,  23  Pick.  (Mass.) 
102,  distinguished  in  Com.  v.  Fischblatt, 
4  Mete.  (Mass.)   354. 

[a]  Illustration.  —  Under  an  indict- 
ment charging  a  malicious  shooting  of 
another  with  intent  to  maim,  etc.,  a 
verdict,  finding  the  defendant  "guilty 
of  unlawful  shooting"  which  does  not 
designate  the  person  shot,  if  any,  or 
does  not  contain  the  words  "as 
charged  in  the  indictment,"  or  similar 
language,  so  as  to  make  it  clear  that 
the  jury  meant  the  offense  charged,  is 
objectionable  because  it  is  uncertain. 
State  V.  Newsom,  13   W.  Va.  859. 

[b]  Specifying  Goods  Stolen.  —  On 
an  indictment  charging  the  receipt  of 
certain  specified  stolen  goods,  a  verdict 
finding  the  accused  guilty  of  receiving 
stolen  goods,  without  specifically  find- 
ing them  to  be  the  goods  mentioned  in 
the  indictment,  or  finding  the  defend- 
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ant  guilty  in  the  manner  and  form  etc., 
is  insufficient  to  sustain  a  judgment. 
Dyer  v.  Com.,  23  Pick.  (Mass.)  102. 

35.  Ariz.  —  Kimball  v.  Territory,  13 
Ariz.  310,  115  Pac.  70.  Oal.  — People 
\o.  Cummings,  117  Cal.  497,  49  Pac.  576. 
m.  — People  V.  Lee,  237  111.  272,  86  N. 
E.  573;  Donovan  v.  People,  215  111.  520, 
523,  74  N.  E.  772. 

[aj  To  find  the  "defendant  guilty 
of  the  Indictment  as  charged  to  him," 
is  error.  People  v.  Ah  Gow,  53  Cal.  627. 

[b]  A  verdict  finding  a  defendant 
"guilty  of  misdemeanor,"  is  vague  and 
uncertain.  Smith  «.  State,  117  Ga.  16, 
43  S.  E.  440;  WeUs  v.  State,  116  Ga. 
87,  42  S.  E.  390. 

A  general  verdict  of  guilty  is  suffi- 
cient because  construed  in  connection 
with  indictment,  see  supra.  III,  E,  6 
and  infra,  III,  B,  7,  b,  1. 

36.  Where  the  indictment  contains 
several  counts,  see  infra.  III,  E,  7,  c, 
and  d. 

37.  CaJ.  —  People  v.  Jochinsky,  106 
Cal.  eSs,  39  Pac.  1077.  111.  —  Donovan 
V.  People,  215  111.  520,  74  N.  E.  772. 
Mass.  —  Com.  «.  Call,  21  Pick.  509,,  32 
Am.  Dec.  284.  Mich.  —  See  People  v. 
Levey,  172  N.  W.  427.  N.  T.  — Fitz- 
gerald V.  People,  49  Barb.  122.  Ohio. 
.Ellars  V.  State,  25  Ohio  St.  385;  Schoon- 
over  V.  State,  17  Ohio  St.  294,  297.  Ore. 
State  V.  Shuster,  91  Ore.  243,  175  Pac. 
862. 

As  to  construction  of  verdicts,  see 
infra,  IX. 

38.  Ala.  —  Giles  v..  State,  52  Ala.  29. 
Cal.  —  People  v.  Brady,  133  Cal.  ix,  65 
Pac.  823.  Colo.  — Smith  v.  People,  1 
Colo.  121.  Ga.— Littlefield  v.  State,  22 
Ga.  App.  783,  97  S.  E.  259.  Dl.  — Peo- 
ple V.  Marek,  170  III.  App.  517.    La. 
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charged,  "3»  or  guilty  as  charged  in  the  indictment,  information  or 
complaint,  as  the  case  may  be,*"  unless  the  offense  is  divided  into 
degrees  in  which  case  it  is  sometimes  required  that  the  degree  be  speci- 
fied also.*^  It  is  not  necessary  for  them  to  specifically  name  the  of- 
fense,"^ except  when  the  verdict  would  otherwise  be  uncertain,*^  or  to 
detail  the  facts  supporting  the  conclusion  as  to  the  guilt  of  the  ac- 
cused.** But  if  a  verdict  of  guilty  goes  further  and  attempts  to  name 
the  crime,  or  adds  other  qualifying  facts,  it  must  specifically  find  all, 


State  V.  Warner,  117  La.  938,  42  So. 
432;  State  v.  Jurehe,  17  La.  Ann.  71. 
Minn. — State  v.  Eno,  8  Minn.  220.  Mo. 
State  V.  Holland,  162  Mo.  App.  678, 
145  S.  W.  522.  Tex.— Franklin  v. 
State,  63  Tex.  Crim.  438,  140  S.  W. 
1091;  Aladin  v.  State,  48  Tex.  Crim.  1, 
86  S.  "W.  327,  122  Am.  St.  Eep.  730; 
Steinberger  v.  State,  35  Tex.  Crim.  492, 
34  S.  W.  617;  Nettles  v.  State,  5  Tex. 
App.  386.  Va.— Hoback  v.  Com.,  28 
Gratt.  (69  Va.)  922. 

In  abortion  cases,  see  1  Standard 
Prffc.  120. 

Gaming,  see  10  Standard  Proc.  363. 

Lotteries,  see  19  Standard  Proe.  63. 

39.  Cal.— People  v.  Perez,  87  Cal. 
122,  25  Pac.  262;  People  v.  Gilbert,  57 
Cal.  96;  People  v.  March,  6  Cal.  543. 
Oolo. — Smith.  V.  People,  1  Colo.  121. 
Haw. — In  re  Titeomb,  9  Hawaii  131. 
Ind. — Kennedy  v.  State,  6  Ind.  485. 
la. — State  V.  Weese,  53  Iowa  92,  4  N. 
W.  827.  Ky.— Brown  v.  Com.,  30  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  505,  99  S.  W.  236;  Hecker  v. 
Com.,  24  Ky.  L.  Rep.  936,  70  S.  W.  291. 
La.— State  v.  Golden,  113  La.  791,  37 
Soj  75,7.  Miss. — Harris  v.  State,  10  So. 
478.  Mo.— State  v.  Bowman,  278  Mo. 
492,  213  S.  "W.  97.  Wash.— State  v. 
Pepoon,  62  Wash.  635,  114  Pac.  449. 

40.  Oal.— People  v.  De  Qeer,  60 
Cal.  382.  m.— People  v.  Marek,  170 
111.  App.  517.  Ind. — Vancleave  v. 
State,  150  Ind.  273,  49  N.  E.  1060. 

[a]  The  omisBion  of  the  word 
"charged"  in  the  expression  "as 
charged  in  the  indictment"  does  not 
render  a  verdict  uncertain.  Styles  v. 
State,  37  Tex.  Crim.  599,  40  S.  W.  498. 

[b]  If  the  jury  in  designating  the 
state's  pleading  make  a  mistake  as  to 
whether  it  is  an  indictment,  informa- 
tion, or  complaint,  the  mistake  is  im- 
material. Colip  V.  State,  153  Ind.  584, 
55  N.  E.  739,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  322;  Mc- 
Gee  V.  State,  37  Tex.  Crim.  668,  40  S. 
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W.  967;  Jackson  v.  State,  37  Tex.  Orim. 
612,  40  S.  W.  498. 

41.  See  infra.  III,  E,  7,  b,  (IH). 

42.  Cal.— People  v.  Brady,  133  Cal. 
XX,  65  Pac.  823.  Fla.— Thomas  v. 
State,  74  Fla.  200,  76  So.  780.  la. 
State  V.  Williams,  8  Iowa  533.  Ky. 
Hunn  V  Com.,  143  Ky.  143,  136  S.  W. 
144.  La, — State  v.  Jenkins,  43  La. 
Ann.  917,  9  So.  905.  Tex. — Jones  v. 
State,  55  Tex.  Crim.  535,  117  S.  W. 
127;  Cohea  v  State,  11  Tex.  App.  153, 
158;  Henderson  v  State,  5  Tex.  App. 
134.  Wash.— State  v  Smith,  58  Wiash. 
235,  108  Pac.  618. 

43.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  When  an  offense  and  included 
offenses  are  submitted  to  a  jury,  (1)  a 
verdict  of  "guilty"  assessing  a  pun- 
ishment applicable  to  either  offense  is 
uncertain  and  therefore  invalid.  Moody 
V.  State,  52  Tex.  Crim.  232,,  105  S.  W. 
1127;  Lee  v.  State,  41  Tex.  Crim.  557, 
55  S.  W.  814.  (2)  But  when  the  verdict 
is  "guilty  as  charged"  (Lewis  v.  State 
[Tex.  Crim.], '217  S.  W.  695.  See  Me- 
Gee  V.  State,  39  Tex.  Crim.  190,  45  S. 
W.  709,  overruling  Guest  v.  State,  24 
Tex.  App.  530,  7  S.  W.  242)  or  (3) 
when  the  punishment  fixed  is  one  which 
can  be  inflicted  as  punishment  for  only 
one  of  the  grades  of  offenses  submitted 
(Burton  v.  State,  62  Tex.  Crim.  648, 
138  S.  W.  1019),  the  verdict  is  suffi- 
cient. General  verdicts  as  a  conviction 
of  Vac  highest  offense  charged,  see  in- 
fra, m,  E,  7,  b,   (III). 

44.  Eootey  v.  State,  70  Conn.  104, 
38  Atl.  911. 

[a]  The  time  when  the  offense  was 
committed  need  not  be  stated.  Moun- 
tain V.  State,  40  Ala.  344. 

[b]  The  place  where  the  offense  ia 
comimitted  need  not  be  stated.  People' 
V.  Jochinsky,  106  Cal.  638,  39  Pae. 
1077;  Com.  v.  Kaiser,  184  Pa.  493,  39 
Atl.  299. 
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the  facts  essential  to  constitute  a  crime,^^  either  in  terms,**  or  by  neces- 
sary implication,"  or  by  a  proper  reference  to  the  indictment  or  in- 
formation,** unless  from  the  name  of  the  crime  a  finding  of  all  these 
facts  will  be  assumed,  as  where  the  name  has  a  technical  significance."' 


45.  Ariz. — iKimball  v.  Territory,  13 
Ariz.  310,  115  Pae.  70.  Oal.— People 
V.  Tilley,  135  Oal.  61,  67  Pae.  42;  People 
V.  Cummings,  117  Cal.  497,  49  Pae.  576; 
People  V.  Small,  1  Cal.  App.  320,  82  Pae. 
87.  Fla.^O'Neal  v.  State,  54  Pla.  96, 
44  So.  940;  Harris  v.  State,  53  Pla.  37, 
43  So.  311.  Ga.— O'Connell  v.  State, 
55  Ga.  191.  la.— State  v.  Arthur,  21 
Iowa  322.  La. — State  v.  Johnson,  133 
La.  63,  62  So.  407;  State  v.  French, 
50  La.  Ann.  461,  23  So.  606;' State  v. 
Burden,  38  La.  Ann.  357.  Mo. — State 
V.  Polloels;,  105  Mo.  App.  273,  79  S.  W 
980.  Neb. — Holmes  v.  State,  58  Neb. 
297,  78  N.  W.  641.  N.  Y.— Miller  v. 
People,  25  Hun  473.  N.  O.— State  v. 
Colonial  Club,  154  N.  C.  177,  69  S.  E. 
771;  State  v.  Whitaker,  89  N.  C.  472; 
State  V.  Hudson,  74  N.  C.  246.  Va. 
Eandall  v.  Com.,  24  Gratt.  (65  Va.)  644, 
W.  Va.— 'See  State  v.  Newsom,  13  W. 
Va.  859. 

[a]  Rationale  of  Rule. — (1)  The 
reason  given  for  this  holding  by  some 
courts  is  that  the  verdict  is  a  special 
verdict.  State  v.  French,  50'  La.  Ann. 
461,  23  So.  606;  Miller  v.  People,  25 
Hun  (N".  Y.)  473.  See  also  State  v. 
Savage,  36  Ore.  191,  216,  60  Pae.  610, 
61  Pae.  1128.  (2)  In  State  v.  Arthur, 
21  Iowa  322,  it  was  held  that  the  ver- 
dict partakes  of  the  nature  of  a  spe- 
cial verdict.  But  in  People  v.  Tilley, 
135  Cal.  61,  67  Pae.  42,  it  was  held  {3) 
that  the  verdict  is  not  a  special  verdict, 
but  a  general  verdict.  General  verdicts 
must  be  construed  with  the  indictment 
or  information,  and  the  plea  of  the  de- 
fendant, but  there  is  no  room  for  in- 
ference outside  the  words  of  the  ver- 
dict. These  jnust  express  the  intention 
of  the  jury  unequivocally.  And  there- 
fore when  a  verdict  finding  the  defend- 
ant "guilty  of  receiving  stolen  goods" 
is  returned,  it  is  uncertain  whether  the 
Jury  found  on  the  issue  of  knowledge 
or  intent  and  the  verdict  is  insufficient. 
Compare  Blackshare  v.  State,  94  Ark. 
548,  128  S.  W.  549,  as  to  effect  of  an 
assessment  of  punishment. 

[b]  A  verdict  finding  a  defendant 
guilty  of  but  one  of  a  number  of  es- 
sential elements  of  a  crime  is  insuffi- 
cient to  sustain  a  judgment  of  eonvic- 
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tion  of  the  crime  charged.  Kimball  v. 
Territory,  13  Ariz.  310,  115  Pae.  70. 

[c]  Illustration. — Under  an  indict- 
ment for  "unlawfully,  wilfully,  and 
maliciously  killing  one  ewe  sheep,"  a 
verdict  of  "guilty  of  killing  one  ewe 
sheep"  is  insufficient  because  of  the 
omission  of  the  elements  essential  to 
the  crime.  Eenfroe  v.  State,  76  Fla, 
392,  80  So.  183. 

[d]  A  verdict  finding  a  defendant 
"guilty  of  wounding  less  than  may- 
hem' '  is  defective  in  failing  to  find  the 
criminal  intent.  State  v.  French,  50 
La.  Ann.  461,  23  So.  606. 

A  verdict  finding  a  defendant  guilty 
of  "receiving  stolen  goods,"  is  insuffi- 
cient, for  the  same  reason.  See  22 
Standard  Proc.  448.  Compare  Black- 
share  V.  State,  94  Ark.  548,  128  S.  W. 
549,  where  the  jury  assessed  a  punish- 
ment. 

46.  People  v.  Marek,  170  111.  App. 
517. 

47.  People  v.  Marek,  170  HI.  App. 
517. 

48.  See  infra,  this  section. 

49.  ni.— People  v.  Butler,  268  111. 
635,  109  N.  E.  677;  People  v.  Tierney, 
350  111.  515,  95  N.  B.  447;  Meadowcroft 
V.  People,  163  111.  56,  85,  45  N.  E.  991, 
54  Am.  St.  Eep.  447,  35  L.  E.  A.  176. 
la. — State  v.  French,  50  La.  Ann.  461, 
23  So.  606.  Minn.— State  v.  W.est,  39 
Minn.  321,  40  N.  W.  249.  Ore.— State 
V.  Savage,  36  Ore.  191,  216,  60  Pae.  610, 
61  Pae.  1128. 

[a]  Where  the  name  of  the  crime 
embraces  all  the  ingredients  essential 
to  constitute  it,  as  for  instance  larceny, 
or  manslaughter,  a  verdict  "guilty  of 
larceny,"  or  "of  manslaughter,"  cov- 
ers' all  the  elements  of  the  offense. 
State  V.  French,  50  La.  Ann.  461,  23 
So.  606. 

[b]  A  verdict  of  "guilty  of  inde- 
cent assault"  sufficiently  describes  the 
ofeense.  State  v.  West,  39  Minn.  321, 
40  N.  W.  249. 

[c]  A  verdict  "guilty  of  larceny," 
is  sufficient  (State  v.  French,  50  La, 
Ann.  fei,  23  So.  606;  State  v.  Savage, 
36  Ore.  191,  216,  60  Pae.  610,  61  Pae. 
1128),  in  the  absence  of  statute  requir- 
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This  is  true  of  special  verdicts.^"  or  of  verdicts  which  though  intended 
as  general  verdicts  contain  specific  findings,^^  for  in  either  event  there 
is,  in  the  absence  of  a  reference  to  the  pleading,  no  room  for  inference 
outside  of  the  words  used  in  the  verdict."*^  If  there  is  a  specific  refer- 
ence to  the  indictment  or  information,  the  verdict  is  sufficient,  accord- 
ing to  some  authorities,  though  some  elements  of  the  crime  be  omit- 
ted,^^  as  the  description  of  the  offense  may  be  rejected  as  surplusage.^* 
But  by  other  authorities  the  words  "as  charged"  in  the  indictment,  or 
similar  words,  are  held  to  refer  merely  to  the  facts  specifically  found 
and  do  not  supply  omitted  facts.®^ 

(II.)  Lesser  Included  Offense.—  If  the  jury  convict  of  a  lesser  offense 
included  in  that  charged,  they  must  specify  the  offense  of  which  they 
find  the  defendant  guilty.^^  As  such  a  verdict  must  involve  an  acquit- 


ing  additional  findings.  See  the  title, 
"Larceny." 

Crime  must  he  one  charged,  see  supra, 
III,  E,  6. 

Effect  of  misspelling  name  of  offense, 
see  supra.  III,  B,  7,  a. 

50.  IT.  S. — ^United  States  v.  Buzzo, 
18  Wall.  125,  21  L.  ed.  -  812.  Ala. 
Huffman  v.  State,  89  Ala.  33,  8  So.  28; 
Clay  V.  State,  43  Ala.  350.  la.— State 
V.  Arthur,  21  Iowa  322.  La. — State  v. 
Eitehie,  3  La.  Ann.  511.  Mass. — Com. 
V.  Fisehblatt,  4  Mete.  354;  Dyer  v. 
Com.,  23  Pick.  102;  Com.  v.  Call,  21 
Pick.  509,  32  Am.  Dec.  284.  Mich. 
People  V.  Wells,  8  Mich.  104.  Mo. 
State  V.  Bishop,  231  Mo.  411,  133  S.  W. 
33;  State  v.  Holland,  162  Mo.  App.  678, 
682,  145  S.  W.  522.  N.  C— State  v. 
Allen,  166  N.  C.  265,  80  S.  E.  1075; 
State  V.  Hanner,  143  N.  C.  632,  57  S.  B. 
154;  State  v.  Finlayson,  113  N.  C.  628, 
18  S.  E.  200.  Ore. — State  v.  Stephanus, 
53  Ore.  135,  99  Pac.  428.  Pa.— Hunter 
V.  Com.,  2  Serg.  &  R.  298;  Com.  v.  Chan- 
ning,  55  Pa.  Super.  510.  Tenn. — Jones 
V.  State,  2  Swan  399.  Wis.— iSullivan 
V.  State,  44  Wis.  595. 

[a]  The  verdict  must  find  the  crim- 
inal intent  when  it  is  one  of  the  essen- 
tial ingredients  of  a  crime.  O'Neal  v. 
State,  54  Fla.  96,  44  So.  940. 

[b]  The  county  where  the  crime 
was  committed  imust  be  stated  in  a  spe- 
cial verdict.  Com.  v.  Call,  21  Pick. 
(Mass.)  509,  32  Am.  Dec.  284;  Eeg.  v. 
ffazel,  1  Leach  C.  C.  (Bng.)  368.  But 
see  People  v.  Savage,  36  Ore.  191,  60 
Pac.  610,  61  Pac.  1128. 

51.  People  V.  Tilley,  135  Oal.  61,  67 
Pae.  42. 

[a]  But  when  the  jury  assess  a  pun- 
ishment, it  is  clear  that  they  intend  to 


convict  for  the  crime  charged,  and  a 
verdict  "guilty  of  receiving  stolen 
goods"  is  valid.  Blackshare  v.  State, 
94  Ark.  548,  28  S.  W.  549. 

52.  See  infra,  IX,  A,  and  B. 

53.  Cal. — People  v.  Cornell,  29  Oal. 
App.  430,  155  Pae.  1026.  Idaho. 
State  V.  Schweitzer,  18  Idaho  609,  111 
Pac.  130.  Kan. — ^State  v.  Johnson,  99 
Kan.  850,  163  Pac.  462.  N.  Y.— Miller 
V.  People,  25  Hun  473.  Wis. — State  v. 
Jenkins,  60  Wis.  599,  19  N.  W.  406. 

54.  Oal.— People  v.  Brady,  133  Cal. 
XX,  65  Pac.  823.  Idaho.— State  v. 
Schweitzer,  18  Idaho  609,  111  Pac.  130. 
la. — State  v.  Williams,  8  Iowa  533. 
Tenn. — Wallace  v.  State,  2  Lea  29. 
Wis.— State  v.  Jenkins,  60  Wis.  599,  19 
N.  W.  406. 

See  10  Standard  Proc.  363. 

As  to  surplusage,  see  infra,  HI,  E,  12. 

55.  Ariz. — Kimball  v.  Territory,  13 
Ariz.  310,  115  Pac.  70.  lU.— People  v. 
Lee,  237  111.  272,  86  N.  B.  573;  Dono- 
van V.  People,  215  111.  520,  74  N.  E. 
772;  People  ».  Moreland,  186  111.  App. 
562.  Compare  People  v.  Marek,  170  111. 
App.  517.  Mo.— State  v.  Holland,  162 
Mo.  App.  678,  145  8.  W:.  522. 

[a]  But,  even  under  these  holdings, 
the  following  verdicts  are  sofficient: 
(1)  "guilty  of  embezzlement  in  the 
manner  and  form,"  etc.  Meadoweroft 
V.  People,  163  HI.  56,  45  Nt  E.  991,  54 
Am.  St.  Eep.  447,  35  L.  E.  A.  176.  (2) 
"Guilty  of  indecent  liberties  with 
child  in  the  manner  and  form,"  eto. 
People  V.  Butler,  268  111.  635,  109  N.  E. 
677.  (3)  Guilty  of  robbery  in  the  man- 
ner and  form,  etc.  People  i>.  Tierney, 
250  111.  515,  95  N.  E.  447. 

56.  Conn. — Eookey  v.  State,  70 
Conn.  104,  38  Atl.  911.     Tex.- Lee  v. 
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tal  of  the  higher  offense,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  verdict  specifi- 
cally state  that  the  accused  is  not  guilty  of  the  offense  charged." 

(III.)  Where  Offense  Charged  Emhra«es  Different  Degrees  or  Grades  of  Crime. 
At  common  law,  a  general  verdict  of  guilty  as  charged  means  guilty 
of  the  highest  degree  or  grade  of  offense  charged  in  the  indictment,^' 
unless  a  contrary  intention  is  indicated  in  some  manner.^* 

Some  statutes  provide  that  whenever  a  crime  is  distinguished  into 
degrees,  the  jury,  if  they  convict  the  defendant,  must  find  the  degree 
of  the  crime  of  which  he  is  guilty.*"    Some  statutes  in  terms  require 


State,  41  Tex.  dim.  557,  55  S.  W.  814; 
Hays  V.  State,  33  Tex.  Grim.  546,  28 
S.  W.  203;  Cohea  v.  State,  11  Tex.  App. 
153,  158.  Va.— Hobaek  v.  Com.,  28 
Gratt.   (69  Va.)   922. 

[a]  The  essential  elements  of  the 
crime  must  be  found  by  the  jury  (State 
V.  Peterson,  23  S.  D.  629,  122  N.  W> 
667),  but  they  may  designate  the  crime 
by  its  name  when  it  includes  all  the 
elements  of  the  crime.  See  supra,  III, 
E,  7,  a. 

[B]  Form. — In  finding  a  part  of  the 
offense  charged,  the  verdict  may  be 
returned  in  any  intelligible  form.  No 
technical  words  are  necessary.  All  that 
is  required  is,  that  it  be  clear  and  ex- 
plicit, free  from  uncertainty.  Com.  v. 
Fischblatt,  4  Mete.  (Mass.)  354. 

As  to  use  of  words  "as  charged  in 
the  indictment"  or  information,  see 
supra.  III,  E,  6. 

As  to  light  to  convict  of  included 
offense,  see  12  Standard  Proo.  568,  et 
seq. 

57.  Conn. — Rookey  v.  State,  70 
Conn.  104,  38  Atl.  911.  Ga.— Miller 
V.  State,  58  Ga.  200.  Ind.— Bryant  v. 
State,  72  Ind.  400.  Mo.— State  v. 
Leavitt,  87  Me.  ,72,  32  Atl.  787.  Md. 
Weighorst  v.  State,  7  Md.  448.  But 
compare  State  v.  Flannigan,  6  Md.  167. 
Miss. — Swinney  v.  State,  8  Smed.  & 
M.  576.  N"eb.— Williams  v.  State,  6 
Neb.  334.  Ohio. — Morehead  v.  State, 
34  Ohio  St.  212,  218.  Tex.— Waddill 
V.  State,  33  Tex.  342.  But  compare  Bell 
V.  State,  70  Tex.  Crim.  466,  156  S.  W. 
1194,  and  Art.  771,  Code  Crim.  Proc. 

See  12  Standard  Proc.  569,  570;  14 
Standard  Proc.  594. 

[a]  The  Early  Common  Rule  Was 
Otherwise. — See  Rookey  v.  State,  70 
Conn.  1D4,  38  Atl.  911. 

[b]  Negativing  Intent. — But  in 
Kilkelly  v.  State,  43  Wis.  604,  609,  i1 
was  held  that  when  .murder  is  charged, 
the  jury  in  finding  the  included  intent 
necessary  to  a  lower  degree  of  crime, 
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must  negative  intent  to  murder.  But 
see  Birker  v.  State,  118  Wis.  108,  112, 
94  N.  W.  643,  modifying  this  rule  when 
applied  to  intent  to  do  great  bodily 
harm. 

58.  Ark.- Curtis  v.  State,  26  Ark. 
439.  CaJ.— See  People  v.  Campbell,  40 
Cal.  129,  131.  Colo. — Perry  v.  People^ 
38  Colo.  23,  31,  87  Pac.  796.  Ga. 
Estes  V.  State,  55  Ga.  131;  Dean  v. 
State,  43  Ga.  218;  Scott  v.  State,  14 
Ga.  App.  806,  82  S.  E.  376;  Tooke  v. 
gtate,  4  Ga.  App.  495,  61  S.  E.  917. 
Ind.— iThain  v.  State,  182  Ind.  345, 
106  N.  E.  690;  Siple  v.  State,  154  Ind. 
647,  57  N.  E.  544;  Rose  v.  State,  82 
Ind.  344.  N.  C— State  v  Barnes,  122 
N.  C.  1031,  29   S.  E.  381. 

Contra,  King  v.  Cornwell,  3  Hawaii 
154. 

59.  Martin  v.  State,  46  Ark.   38. 

[a]  Effect  of  Punishment  As- 
sessed.— When  a  defendant  is  charged 
with  aggravated  assault  and  with  as- 
sault and  battery,  a  verdict  of  guilty 
assessing  a  fine  of  one  dollar  will  be 
presumed,  from  the  smallness  of  the 
fine,  to  apply  to  the  lowest  grade  of 
offense.     Martin  v.  State,  46  Ark.  38. 

60.  See  the  statutes  and  the  follow- 
ing cases:  Ala. — Cobia  v.  State,  16 
Ala.  781.  Ark.— Neville  v.  State,  26 
Ark.  614.  Cal. — People  v.  Jochinsky, 
106  Cal.  638,  39  Pac.  1077  (burglary); 
People  V.  Lee  Yune  Chong,  94  Cat 
379,  29  Pac.  776  (murder);  People  v. 
Coch,  53  Cal.  627  (arson);  People  v. 
Bannister,  100  Cal.  xviii,  34  Pac.  710 
(burglary);  People  v.  Campbell,  40 
Cal.  129,  murder.  Haw.^King  v. 
Bridges,  5  Hawaii  467,  471.  Kan. 
State  V.  Johnson,  99  Kan.  850,  163  Pac. 
462;  State  v.  Ireland,  72  Kan.  265,  83 
Pac.  1036;  In  re  Black,  52  Kan.  64,  34 
Pac.  414;  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  331.  Mont. 
Territory  v.  Stears,  2  Mont.  324.  N.  Y. 
People  V.  Rugg,  98  N.  Y.  537.  Tenn. 
Waddle  v.  State,  112  Tenn.  556,  82  & 
W.  827, 
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that  the  degree  of  the  offense  be  stated  only  when  the  jury  convict  the 
defendant  of  a  degree  inferior  to  that  alleged."^  And  some  are  limited 
to  particular  crimes,  such  as  murder.'^  These  statutes  are  mandatory," 
and  a  noncompliance  therewith  renders  the  verdict  invalid,"*  except  in 
those  cases  in  which  it  is  held  the  degree  need  not  be  stated."  A  failure 
to  specify  the  degree,  when  required,  is  not  cured  by  an  assessment  of 
a  punishment  which  indicates  the  degree,""  but  there  is  authority  to 
the  contrary."' 

It  is  well  settled  that  these  statutes  have  no  application  to  offenses 
which,  though  they  include  other  offenses,  are  not  divided"*  into  de- 


See  also,  18  Standard  Pboc.  777;  11 
Standard  Peoo.  685;  4  Standaed  Pboc. 
609. 

[a]  It  is  a  sufficient  statement  of 
the  degree  if  the  verdict  states  all  the 
essential  elements  that  constitute  an 
ofEense  of  a  particular  degree.  State 
V.  Ireland,  72  Kan.  265,  83  Pae.  1036. 

61.  State  V.  Sivils,  105  Mo.  530,  16 
S.  W.  880;  State  v.  Elvins,  101  Mo. 
243,  13  S.  W.  937;  State  v.  Montgom- 
ery, 98  Mo.  399,  11  S.  W.  1012;  State 
V.  Matrassey,  47  Mo.  295. 

[a]  But  when  murder  is  charged,  the 
jury  must  always  designate  the  degree 
of  the  offense  of  which  the  accused  is 
convicted.    State  v.  Blunt,  110  Mo.  322, 

19  S.  W.  650;  State  v.  Montgomery, 
98  Mo.  399,  11  S.  W.  1012,  overruling 
State  V.  Core,  70   Mo.  491. 

62.  Fuller  v.  State,  110  Ala.  655,  20 
So.  1020;     Brown  v.  State,  109  Ala.  70, 

20  So.  103;  State  v.  Matthews,  142  N. 
C.  621,  55  S.  E.  342.  See  11  Standard 
Pboc.  685. 

[a]  In  Texas,  (1)  formerly  the  stat- 
ute expressly  required  a  jury  in  a  mur- 
der case  to  specify  the  degree  of  which 
the  defendant  is  found  guilty.  Orner 
V.  State,  65  Tex.  Grim.  137,  143  S.  W. 
935;  Brooks  v.  State,  42  Tex.  Grim. 
347,  60  S.  W.  53;  McGloud  v.  State, 
37  Tex.  Grim.  237,  39  S.  W.  104.  (2) 
This  statute  has  been  repealed  (see 
the  statutes),  so  that  it  is  no  longer 
necessary  to  specify  the  degree  when 
the  accused  is  convicted  of  the  offense 
charged.  See  McGee  v.  State,  39  Tex. 
Grim.  190,  45  S.  W.  709;  Nettles  v. 
State,  5  Tex.  App.  386,  discussing  rule 
in  absence  of  statute. 

63.  Colo.  —  Kearney  v.  People,  11 
Golo.  258,  17  Pac.  782.  Kan.  —  State 
17.  Treadwell,  54  Kan.  613,  38  Pac.  813. 
Micli.  —  TuUy  v.  People,  6  Mich.  273. 
Mo. — State  v.  Montgomery,  98  Mo. 
399,  11  S.  W.  1012, 


64.  Ala.  —  Levison  v.  State,  54  Ala. 
520.  Ark.  —  Trammell  v.  State,  26 
Ark.  534;  Allen  v.  State,  26  Ark.  333; 
Thompson  v.  State,  26  Ark.  323.  0»1. 
People  V.  O'Neil,  78  Gal.  388,  20  Pac. 
705;     People  v.  Coch,  53  Gal.  627. 

[a]  Bui  the  verdict  is  not  void  so 
as  to  authorize  a  discharge  of  the  pris- 
oner on  habeas  corpus.  In  re  Black,  52 
Kan.  64,  34  Pac.  414,  39  Am.  St.  Eep. 
331;  Garza  v.  State,  39  Tex.  Grim.  358, 
46  S.  W.  242,  73  Am.  St.  Eep.  927. 

[b]  Remedy.  —  The  defendant  is 
not  entitled  to  be  discharged  because 
of  this  informality  in  the  verdict.  But 
a  judgment  rendered  on  the  verdict 
will  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial 
granted,  even  though  a  new  trial  may 
not  be  requested  by  the  defendant. 
People  V.  Lee  Tune  Chong,  94  Gal. 
379,  386,  29  Pae.  776. 

65.  See  infra,  this  section. 

66.  People  ».  Lee  Tune  Ghong,  94 
Gal.  379,  29  Pac.  776;  Buster  v.  State, 
42  Tex.  315;  Hays  v.  State,  33  Tex. 
App.  546,  28  S.  W.  203;  Armstead  v. 
State,  22  Tex.  App.  51,  2  S.  W.  627. 
See  Lee  v.  State,  66  Tex.  Grim.  567, 
148  S.  "W.  567.  But  see  Roberts  v. 
State,  74  Tex.  Grim.  594,  168  S.  W. 
98. 

67.  Hunn  r.  Com.,  143  Kj.  143,  136 
R.  W.  144;  Hays  v.  Com.,  12  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  611,  14  S.  W.  833;  Bowlegs  v. 
State,  9  Okla.  Grim.  69,  130  Pac.  824. 

68.  Ariz.  —  Maxwell  v.  Terr.,  10 
Ariz.  1,  85  Pac  116.  Cal.  —  People  v. 
Gilbert,  60  Gal.  108.  Ky.  — Patter- 
son V.  Com.,  99  Ky.  610,  5  S.  W.  765; 
s.  c,  86  Ky.  313,  5  S.  W.  387.  Mo. 
State  V.  Berning,  91  Mo.  82,  3  S.  W. 
588;  State  v.  Eobb,  90  Mo.  30,  2  S.  W. 
1. 

[a]  Robbery  is  not  within  the  stat- 
ute though  it  may  include  larceny. 
People   V.   Gilbert,   60   Cal.   108. 
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grees.    They  apply  only  to  offenses  divided  into  degrees.*' 

The  second  and  third  statutes  above  referred  to  need  no  elaboration. 
Under  the  first,  the  jury  must  designate  which  degree  of  the  offense 
they  find  the  defendant  guilty  of,  if  the  language  of  the  indictment  is 
applicable  to  different  degrees.'"  But  where  the  allegations  are  ap- 
plicable to  and  charge  one  degree  of  crime  only,  it  is  held  by  some 
authorities  that  a  verdict  of  "guilty  as  charged"  by  reference  makes 
the  indictment  a  part  of  the  verdict,  and  sufficiently  indicates  the 
degree  of  the  offense,'^  especially  when  under  the  evidence  no  other 
degree  of  guilt  could  have  been  found  by  the  jury.'"  In  such  case  it  is 
necessary  to  specify  the  degree  of  offense  only  when  the  jury  acquit 
the  defendant  of  the  main  charge  and  convict  of  a  lesser  degree.''  The 
same  principle  renders  it  unnecessary  to  specify  the  degree  of  crime 
where  only  one  grade  of  offense  is  submitted  to  the  jury.'*  Other 
authorities,  however,  especially  in  homicide  cases,  do  not  make  this  ex- 
ception to  the  rule,  and  require  the  jury  to  specify  the  degree  of  crime 
in  all  cases  in  which  they  are  authorized  to  convict  of  inferior  degrees 
of  crime,  regardless  of  the  form  of  the  indictment."  They  must  do  so, 
even  when  the  court  advises  the  jury  that  under  the  evidence  they  can 


[b]  Where  the  crime  of  grand  lar- 
ceny is  charged,  a  verdict  of  guilty  as 
charged  is  a  sufficient  finding  of  the 
degree.  People  v.  Perez,  87  Cal.  122, 
25  Pac.  262;  People  v.  Whitely,  64 
Cal.   211,   27  Pac.  1104. 

69.  See  cases  cited  in  the  next  pre- 
ceding note. 

70.  Ala.  —  Cobia  v.  State,  16  Ala. 
781.  CaL  —  People  v.  Marquis,  15  Cal. 
38.  Mont.  —  See  Territory  v.  Stears,  2 
Mont.  324.  NeT.  —  State  v.  Rover,  10 
Nev.  388,  21  Am.  Kep.  745.  Pa.— John- 
son V.  Com.,  24  Pa.  386. 

71.  Ala.  — Davis  v.  State,  52  ATa. 
357  (arson) ;  Phillips  v.  State,  11  Ala. 
App.  15,  65  So.  444.  HI.  —  Bond  v. 
People,  39  HI.  26.  Ind.  —  Siple  v. 
State,  154  Ind.  647,  57  N.  E.  544,  mur- 
der in  the  first  degree.  Minn.  —  State 
V.  Eno,  8  Minn.  220  (larceny) ;  Bilan- 
sky  V.  State,  3  Minn.  427,  murder.  N. 
]M.  —  Territory  v.  Eomine,  2  N.  M. 
114,  murder.  N.  Y.  —  People  v.  Eugg, 
98  N.  T.  637,  murder.  N.  0.  — See 
State  V.  Murphy,  157  N.  C.  614,  72  S. 
E.  1075,  not  finally  deciding  the  point. 
Okla.  —  Hardeman  v.  State,  15  Okla. 
Crim.  229,  175  Pae.  948;  Bowlegs  v. 
State,  9  Okla.  Crim.  69,  130  Pac.  824. 
Ore. — State  v.  Shuster,  90  Ore.  243, 
175  Pac.  862.  Pa.  —  Johnson  v.  Com., 
24  Pa.  386  (murder);  Com.  c.  Earle, 
1  Whart.  525,  murder  by  poison.  Va. 
Horton  v.  Com.,  99  "Va.  848,  38  S.  E. 
184.     Wash.  —  State    v.     Pepoon,     62 
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■Wash.  635,  114  Pac.  449  (Where  mur- 
der in  the  first  degree  was  charged); 
Leschi  «.   Ter.,   1   Wash.   Ter.   23. 

72.  State  v.  Pepoon,  62  Wash.  635, 
114  Pac.  449.  , 

78.  Mum.  —  Bilansky  v.  State,  S 
Minn.  427.  N.  M.  —  Territory  v.  Eom- 
ine, 2  N.  M.  114.  N.  Y,  — People  v. 
Eugg,  98  N.  Y.  637. 

74.  Essery  v.  State,  72  Tex.  Crim. 
414,  163  S.  W.  17;  Styles  v.  State,  37 
Tei.   Crim.  599,  40  S.  W.  498. 

75.  Ariz.  —  Maxwell  v.  Terr.,  10 
Ariz.  1,  85  Pac.  116.  Cal.  —  People  v. 
Lee  Yune  Chong,  94  Cal.  379,  29  Pae. 
776;  People  v.  O'Neil,  78  Cal.  388,  20 
Pae.  705;  People  v.  Campbell,  40  CaU 
129.  ■Contra,  People  v.  March,  6  Cal. 
543.  Colo.  —  Kearney  v.  People,  11 
Colo.  258,  17  Pac.  782.  Fla.  —  Andrews 
V.  State,  68  Pla.  140,  66  So.  564.  la. 
State  V.  Moran,  7  Iowa  236.  Kan. 
State  V.  Treadwell,  54  Kan.  513,  38 
Pac.  813,  burglary.  Mont.  —  Territory 
V.  Stears,  2  Mont.  324.  Neb.  — Wil- 
liams V.  State,  6  Neb,  334.  Ohio. — ^Dick 
V.  State,  3  Ohio  St.  89. 

[a]  "In  our  opinion,  the  court  is 
not  authorized,  in  any  case,  to  refer 
to  the  indictment  in  order  to  determine 
the  degree  of  murder  of  which  the 
jury  find  the  accused  guilty;  but  on 
the  contrary,  that  the  true  intent  and 
purpose  of  the  act  were  to  impose  upon 
the  jury  the  duty  of  designating  by 
their  Terdict;  distinctly  and  unequivQ* 
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find  the  defendant  guilty  of  a  specified  degree  of  the  crime  onlyj^  But 
if  the  lowest  degree  of  a  crime  only  is  charged,  it  is  not  necessary, 
even  under  the  latter  authorities,  that  a  verdict  of  guilty  specify  the 
degree/^ 

c.  Where  Different  Offenses  Are  Charge'd  in  One  Count.  —  Where 
burglary  and  larceny  are  charged  in  one  count,'*  a  general  verdict  of 
guilty  is  regarded  by  some  authorities  as  a  conviction  of  burglary,  the 
higher  crime,"  while  others  hold  the  verdict  is  invalid  for  uncer- 
tainty.** 

d.  Indictment  Containing  Several  Counts.  —  (I.)  Where  One  Offense  Is 
Alleged  in  Different  Waya.  —When  one  offense  is  charged  in  several  counts 
in  different  ways  to  meet  the  evidence,  the  jury  may  render  a  general 
verdict  of  not  guilty*^,  or  guilty,*^  upon  the  whole  indictment  as  for  a 


oally,  the  degree  of  the  crime,  and  not 
leave  it  to  be  inferred  or  conjectured 
therefrom."  State  v.  Eover,  10  Nev. 
388,    393,   21    Am.    Eep.    745. 

[b]  It  is  well  settled  that  the  degree 
of  offense  must  be  determined  from 
the  verdict  itself,  and  that  the  addi- 
tion of  the  words  ' '  as  charged  and  set 
forth  in  the  information,"  is  insuffic- 
ient. State  D.  O'Shea,  59  Kan.  593, 
53  Pac.  876. 

Kule  in  homicide  cases,  see  11  Stand- 
AKD  Proc.   687. 

76.  People  v.  Cornwell,  101  Cal. 
xviii,  35  Pac.  566;  People  v.  Bannister, 
100  Cal.  xviii,  34  Pac.  710. 

77.  Ala.  —  Anderson  v.  State,  65 
Ala.  553.  Ariz.  —  Maxwell  v.  Terr.,  10 
Ariz.  1,  85  Pac.  116.  Cal.  —  People  v. 
Fisher,  51  Cal.  319.  Kan.  —  State  v. 
Adams,  20  Kan.  311,  burglary  in  the 
second  degree. 

[a]  "That  statute  can  apply  only 
when  the  jury  could  under  the  indict- 
ment find  the  defendants  guilty  of  any 
of  several  degrees  of  a  crime."  Max- 
well V.  Terr.,  10  Ariz.  1,  85  Pac.  116. 

78.  Joinder,  see  4  Standard  Peoc. 
604. 

79.  Ga.  —  Tarborough  v.  State,  86 
Ga.  396,  12  S.  E.  650.  La.  — State  v. 
Crenshaw,  45  La.  Ann.  496,  12  So.  628. 
Miss.  —  Roberts  v.  State,  55  Miss.  421. 

80.  State  v.  Jones,  168  Mo.  398,  68 
S.  W.  566;  State  v.  Eowe,  142  Mo.  439, 
44  S.  W.  266;  State  v.  Pierce,  136  Mo. 
34,  37  S.  W.  815;  State  v.  Harmon, 
106  Mo.  635,  18  S.  W.  128.  See  4 
Standard  Pboc.   608. 

81.  Com.  V.  Fitchburg  R.  Co.,  120 
Mass.  372. 

82.  U.  S.  —  Brand  v.  United  States, 
236  Fed.  219,  149  C.  C.  A.  409;    John- 


son V.  United  States,  215  Fed.  679, 
131  C.  C.  A.  613,  L.  R.  A.  1915A,  862; 
United  States  v.  Keller,  19  Fed.  633. 
Ala.  —  Kilgore  v.  State,  74  Ala.  1. 
Ark.  —  Toungblood  v.  State,  35  Ajk. 
35;  Levells  v.  State,  32  Ark.  585. 
Conn.  —  State  v.  Smith,  5  Day  175,  5 
Am.  Deo.  132.  Ga.  — Fry  r.  State,  141 
Ga.  789,  82  S.  E.  135;  Dozier  v.  State, 
14  Ga.  App.  473,  81  S.  E.  368;  Tooke 
V.  State,  4  Ga.  App.  495,  61  S.  E.  917; 
Barksdale  v.  State  (Ga.  App.),  100  S. 
B.  45,  robbery  by  force  and  by  in- 
timidation, m.  —  Koser  v.  People,  224 
111.  201,  79  N.  E.  615;  Longford  v. 
People,  134  111.  444,  25  N.  E.  1009. 
Ind.  —  Thain  v.  State,  182  Ind.  345,  106 
N.  E.  690;  Brown  v.  State,  105  Ind. 
385,  5  N.  E.  900.  La.  — State  v.  Cook, 
42  La.  Ann.  85,  7  So.  64.  Me.  — State 
V.  Rounds,  76  Me.  123.  Mass.  —  Com. 
V.  Flagg,  135  Mass.  545;  Com.  v.  Boston 
&  M.  B.  Co.,  133  Mass.  383;  Com. 
v.  Fitchburg  B.  Co.,  120  Mass.  372; 
Com.  V.  Desmarteau,  16  Gray  1.  Mo. 
State  V.  Beeves,  276  Mo.  339,  208  S.  "W. 
87;  State  v.  Schmidt,  137  Mo.  266,  38 
S.  W.  938;  State  v.  Van  Wye,  136  Mo. 
227,  37  S.  W.  938,  58  Am.  St.  Eep.  627; 
State  V.  Noland,  111  Mo.  473,  19  S.  W. 
715;  State  «.  McDonald,  85  Mo.  539; 
State  V.  Simpson,  126  Mo.  App.  169, 
103  S.  W.  592.  N".  H.  —  State  i;.  Scrip- 
ture, 42  N.  H.  485.  N.  J. —Donnelly 
V.  State,  26  N.  J.  L.  463.  N.  Y.— People 
V.  Emerson,  6  N.  Y.  Crim.  157,  5  N.  Y. 
Supp.  374.  N".  C  — State  v.  Baker,  63 
N.  C.  276.  N.  D.  — State  v.  Bickford, 
28  N.  D.  36,  147  N.  W.  407,  Ann.  Cas. 
1916D,  140.  Ohio.  —  Tabler  v.  State, 
34  Ohio  St.  127.  S.  O.  —  State  v.  Pries- 
ter,  1  Cheves  103.  Tex.  —  Davidson  v. 
State    (Tei.    Crim.),    216   S.    W.    624; 
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single  offense,  or  they  may  return  a  verdict  of  guilty  on  the  count 
proved  and  not  guilty  on  the  others.^'  But  a  verdict  finding  the  de- 
fendant guilty  on  each  count,  or  on  all  the  counts,  is  bad  for  incon- 
eistency."  A  general  verdict  of  guilty  on  the  whole  indictment  is  not 
inconsistent.^^  Nor  is  it  objectionable  as  being  contrary  to  the  evidence, 
if  any  count  is  supported  by  proof."  And  the  court  when  sentencing 
the  defendant  will  impose  but  a  single  sentence,  or  under  the  practice 
in  some  states,  it  will  impose  several  sentences  to  run  concurrently." 
(II.)  Where  Distinct  Offenses  Are  Alleged.  —  When  several  distinct  of- 
fenses are  set  up  in  different  counts,  the  accurate  practice  is  for  the 
jury  to  find  specifically  on  each  count,^'  especially  when  requested  to 


Sloan  V.  state,  75  Tex.  Grim.  33,  170 
S.  W.  156;  Isaacs  v.  State,  36  Tex. 
Ciim.  505,  38  S.  W.  40;  Shuman  t;. 
State,  34  Tex.  Grim.  69,  29  S.  W.  160. 
See  1  Standakd  Pboc.  158. 

[a]  "The  general  rule  is,  -where  an 
indictment  is  in  two  or  more  counts, 
each  of  which  charges  the  same  offenses 
in  a  different  form,  or  where  the  sev- 
eral counts  relate  to  the  same  trans- 
action and  are  framed  on  different  sec- 
tions of  the  statute  to  meet  the  exi- 
gencies occurring  at  the  trial,  or  where 
the  several  counts  state  different ,  de- 
grees of  the  same  offense,  a  general  ver- 
dict will  be  sustained."  State  v.  Pace, 
269  Mo.  681,  685,  192  S.  W.  428. 

[b]  Wlere  the  several  counts  relate 
to  the  same  transaction  and  are  framed 
on  different  sections  of  the  statute  to 
meet  the  exigencies  of  the  proof,  a 
general  finding  which  does  not  assess 
a  punishment  in  excess  of  that  speci- 
fied on  any  section  on  which  any  count 
is  based  is  permissible.  State  v.  Pitts, 
68  Mo.  556. 

[c]  But  for  a  single  act,  though  It 
violates  one  or  more  penal  statutes, 
there  can  be  but  one  conviction  of  the 
offender.  Therefore  on  the  trial  of  an 
indictment  charging  the  same  act,  in 
different  counts,  as  a  violation  of  dif- 
ferent statutes,  a  verdict  of  guilty  as 
charged  and  assessing  a  punishment, 
refers  to  both  counts  and  is  erroneous. 
Burt  V.  State,  159  Ala.  134,  48  So.  851. 

Embezzlement,  see  8  Standabd  Pboc. 
249. 

Mayhem,  see  19  Standard  Prog.  577. 

83.  Gom.  V.  Fitchburg  E.  Go.,  120 
Mass.  372. 

[a]  But  the  jury  cannot  be  reciulred 
to  Indicate  on  which  count  (1)  they 
convict.  Jackson  t).  State,  74  Ala.  26. 
(2)  But  in  Fooshee  v.  State,  3  Okla. 
Grim.   666,  681,   108  Pae.  554,  it  was 
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held  that  no  prejudice  results  from  a, 
direction  to  the  jury  to  specify  which 
count   they   convict   on. 

84.  D.  O.  —  Fulton  v.  United  States, 
45  App.  Gas.  27.  Me. —State  v. 
Eounds,  76  Me.  123.  Mass.  —  Gom.  v. 
Fitchburg  B.  Co.,  120  Mass.  372. 

85.  U.  S.  —  Huffman  v.  United 
States,  259  Fed.  35,  170  C.  C.  A.  35; 
Walsh  V.  United  States,  174  Fed.  615, 
98  G.  G.  A.  461.  Ala.  —  Towns  v.  State, 
111  Ala.  1,  20  So.  698.  N.  O.  — State  v. 
Baker,  63  N.  G.  276.  Ohio.  —  Tabler  v. 
State,  34  Ohio  St.  127;  Griffin  v.  State, 
18  Ohio  St.  438. 

86.  State  v.  Smith,  5  Day  (Gonn.) 
175,  5  Am.  Dec.  132;  Dozier  v.  State, 
14  Ga.  App.  473,  81  S.  B.  368;  Hall 
V.  State,  8  Ga.  App.  747,  70  S.  E.  211; 
Tooke  V.  State,  4  Ga.  App.  495,  61  S.  E. 
917. 

87.  Ga.  —  Tooke  v.  State,  4  Ga.  App. 
495,  503,  61  S.  E.  917.  N.  O.  — State 
V.  Toole,  106  N.  G.  736,  740,  11  S.  E. 
168.  Tex.  —  Grawf  ord  v.  State,  31  Tex. 
Grim.  51,  19  S.  W.  766. 

See  title,  "Sentence  and  Judgment." 

88.  Wharton's  Grim.  PI.  &  Pr.  §736, 
and  the  following  cases:  Ga.  —  Tooke 
V.  State,  4  Ga.  App.  495,  61  S.  E.  917. 
Ohio.  —  Eldredge  v.  State,  37  Ohio  St. 
191;  Wilson  v.  State,  20  Ohio  26.  But 
see  Bailey  v.  State,  4  Ohio  St.  440, 
holding  the  verdict  would  not  be  more 
specific  if  each  count  was  specified  by 
number.  Okla.  —  Scott  v.  State,  4  Okla. 
Grim.  70,  109  Pac.  240  (dicta) ;  Fooshee 
V.  State,  3  Okla.  Grim.  666,  108  Pac. 
554.  Tex.  —  Lovejoy  17.  State,  40  Tex. 
Grim.  89,  48  S.  W.  520;  Southern  v. 
State,  34  Tex.  Grim.  144,  29  S.  W.  780. 
Va.  —  See  Johnson  v.  Gom.,  102  Va. 
i927,  46  S.  E.  789. 

[a]  It  is  the  duty  of  the  jury-  to 
pass  on  each  count  separately,  applying 
to  each  the  evidence  bearing  on  the 
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do  so  by  the  defendantj'^  or  to  render  a  verdict  of  not  guilty.°°  The 
authorities  are  in  some  confusion  as  to  the  propriety  and  effect  of  a 
general  verdict  of  guilty.^^  This  is  due  in  part  to  the  different  rules 
relative  to  the  power  of  the  trial  court  to  apply  the  verdict  to  the  count 
proved.^^ 

It  is  agreed  that,  if  none  of  the  counts  is  bad,  a  general  verdict  not 
specifically  referring  to  any  count  relates  to  all  the  counts  submitted 
to  the  jury  and  embraces  every  criminal  transaction  alleged  therein.'' 
If  some  of  the  counts  are  abandoned  by  the  state  or  withdrawn  from 
the  consideration  of  the  jury  by  the  court,  a  general  verdict  will  be 
applied  only  to  the  counts  submitted  to  them.^*  Accordingly  if  several 
distinct  misdemeanors  which  are  not  repugnant  are  alleged,  and  if  the 
evidence  demands  a  conviction  on  each  count,  a  general  verdict  of 


defendant's  guilt  or  mnoeence.  Com. 
V.  Carey,  103  Mass.  214;  Stephens  v. 
State,  53  N.  J.  L.  245,  21  Atl.  1038. 

[b]  In  California,  under  a  statute 
requiring  eacli  offense  upon  which  a 
defendant  is  convicted  to  be  stated  in 
the  verdict,  the  bringing  in  of  separ- 
ate verdicts  on  each  count  is  sufficient. 
People  V.  Schwartz  (Gal.  App.),  185 
Pac.  686. 

[c]  A  verdict  of  guilty  on  both 
counts  is  equivalent  to  a  general  ver- 
dict of  guilty  and  is  sustainable  on  a 
single  good  count.  State  v.  Verona,  93 
N.  J.  L.  389,  108  Atl.  250. 

89.  N.  C.  —  State  v.  Toole,  106  N.  C, 
736,  11  8.  E.  168.  Ohio.  —  Eldredge  v. 
State,  37  Ohio  St.  191.  Tex.  — South- 
ern V.  State,  34  Tex.  Grim.  144,  29  S. 
W.  780. 

[a]  The  court  has  a  discretion  as  to 
whether  it  will  ask  the  jury  to  find 
separately  on  each  count,  even  when 
requested  to  do  so  by  the  prisoner. 
State  V.  Tuller,  34  Conn.  280,  298. 

90.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  If  the  general  verdict  is  not 
guilty,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  his 
discharge,  as  he  is  acquitted  on  each 
count.  State  v.  Toole,  106  N.  C.  736, 
11  S.  E.  168. 

91.  See  infra,  this  section.  See  also 
22  Standard  Proc.  306;  18  Stand- 
ard Proc.  777;  11  Standard  Proc.  680. 

[a]  Test.  —  Whether  the  court  will 
require  an  election  between  counts,  is 
not  a  test  whether  a  general  verdict  is 
proper,  because  the  propriety  of  re- 
quiring an  election  is  discretionary 
with  the  court.  State  v.  Pace,  269  Mo. 
881,   686,   192   S.   W.   428. 

92.  See  inf-ra,  this  section. 

93.  XJ.  S.  — Ballew  v.  United  States, 


160  U.  S.  187,  16  Sup.  Ct.  263,  40  L. 
ed.  388;  Schraubstadter  v.  United 
States,  199  Fed.  568,  118  C.  G.  A.  42; 
Kaye  v.  United  States,  177  Eed.  147, 
100  C.  C.  A.  567.  Conn.  —  State  v.  Tul- 
ler, 34  Conn.  280.  Fla.  —  Washington 
V.  State,  51  Fla.  137,  40  So.  765.  Ga. 
Driver  v.  State,  112  Ga.  229,  37  S.  E. 
400;  Sewell  v.  State,  23  Ga.  App.  765, 
99  S.  E.  320;  Dozier  v.  State,  14  Ga. 
App.  473,  81  S.  E.  368;  Tooke  v.  State, 
4  Ga.  App.  495,  61  S.  E.  917.  111. 
Herman  v.  People,  131  111.  594,  22  N. 
E.  471,  9  L.  E.  A.  182.  Me.  — State  v. 
Tibbetts,  86  Me.  189,  29  Atl.  979.  Mass. 
Com.  V.  Carey,  103  Mass.  214.  Miss. 
Scott  V.  State,  31  Miss.  473.  N.  J. 
State  V.  Huggins,  84  N.  J.  L.  254,  258, 
87  Atl.  630.  N.  C  — State  v.  Kling- 
man,  172  N.  C.  947,  90  S.  E.  690;  State 
V.  Sheppard,  142  N".  C.  586,  55  S.  E. 
146;  State  v.  Hight,  124  N.  C.  845,  32 
S.  E.  966;  State  v.  Toole,  106  N.  C.  736, 
11  S.  E.  168.  Tex.  —  Southern  v.  State, 
34  Tex.  Grim.  144,  29  S.  W.  780.  Vt. 
State  V.  Hooker,  17  Vt.  658. 

See  6  Standard  Proc.  18. 

When  some  counts  are  abandoned  or 
withdrawn,  see  infra,  this  section. 

94.  Ga.  —  Waver  v.  State,  108  6a. 
775,  33  S.  E.  423;  Innes  v.  State,  19  Ga. 
App.  271,  91  S.  E.  339;  Tooke  v.  State, 
4  Ga.  App.  495,  602,  61  S.  E.  917.  Me. 
State  V.  Rounds,  76  Me.  123.  Mo. 
State  V.  Hesterly,  178  Mo.  43,  76  S.  W. 
985.  Neb.  —  Bridges  v.  State,  80  Neb. 
91,  113  N.  W.  1048.  N.  C  — State  v. 
Thompson,  95  N.  G.  596;  State  v.  Leak, 
80  N.  C.  403.  Tex.  —  Jones  v.  State,  55 
Tex.  Grim.  535,  117  S.  W.  127;  Powell 
V.  State  (Tex.),  24  S.  W.  516;  Parks 
V.  State,  29  Tex.  App.  597,  16  S.  W. 
632.  Wis.  — Grottkau  v.  State,  70  Wis, 
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guilty  is  proper  as  a  conviction  of  each  offense,"^  and  the  court  may 
sentence  the  defendant  on  each  count,  which  sentences  may,  according 
to  some  authorities,  be  cumulative,^'  unless  they  arise  out  of  the  same 
transaction.^'  If  distinct  felonies,  which  are  not  repugnant,  are 
charged,  a  general  verdict  is  invalid  according  to  some  authorities  be- 
cause the  rule  against  convicting  a  defendant  of  two  distinct  felonies 
in  the  same  trial  and  on  one  indictment  is  thereby  infringed."  But, 
such  a  verdict  is  upheld  by  other  authorities,*'  and  it  is  left  to  the 
judge  to  apply  the  sentence  according  to  the  law  and  facts  proved.^ 
If  it  should  appear  that  the  offenses  are  distinct  and  do  not  arise  out 
of  the  same  transaction,  the  judge  may  sentence  on  both  as  distinct 


462,    36    N.    W.    31.     Wyo.  — Long   v. 
State,  15  Wyo.  262,  88  Pae.  617. 

[a]  The  failure  to  enter  a  nolle 
prosequi  on  the  counts  abandoned  is 
immaterial  where  the  court  orders  the 
trial  to  proceed  on  a  particular  count. 
Grottkau  v.  State,  70  Wis.  462,  36  N. 
W.  31. 

[b]  The  verdict  wiU  be  construed 
as  an  acquittal  of  the  other  counts. 
State  V.  Thompson,  95  N.  0.  596. 

95.  U.  S.  —  Schraubstadter  v.  Unit- 
ed States,  199  Fed.  568,  118  C.  C.  A. 
42.  Colo.  —  Noble  v.  People,  180  Pac. 
562.  Ga.  — Driver  v.  State,  112  Ga. 
229,  37  S.  E.  400;  Bishop  v.  State,  21 
Ga.  App.  236,  94  S.  B.  49;  Cronin  v. 
State,  13  Ga.  App.  652,  79  S.  E.  747. 
Ohio.  —  Eldredge- u.  State,  37  Ohio  St. 
191. 

96.  Fla.  —  Washington  v.  State,  51 
Fla.  137,  40  So.  765.  111.  — See  People 
V.  Brown,  273  111.  169,  112  N.  E.  462. 
Me.  —  State  v.  Tibbetts,  86  Me.  189,  29 
Atl.  979.  N.  C.  —  State  v.  Toole,  106  N. 
C.  736,  740,  11  S.  E.  168. 

See  the  title,  "Sentence  and  Judgr 
ment." 

[a]  Presumption.  —  Where  a  jury 
renders  a  general  verdict  on  an  indict- 
ment charging  distinct  misdemeanors, 
and  the  court  sentences  the  defendant 
on  each  count,  it  will  be  presumed,  in 
the  absence  of  evidence  to  the-contrary, 
that  the  several  offenses  were  proved. 
Eldredge  v.  State,  37  Ohio  St.  191. 

97.  Floyd  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.),  68 
S.  W.  690. 

See  infra,  this  section. 

98.  State  v.  Loeb  (Moi),  190  S.  W. 
299;  State  v.  Carragin,  210  Mo.  351, 
109  S.  W.  553.  See  also  Scott  v.  State, 
4  Okla.  Crim.  70,  109  Pac.  240;  Fooshee 
V.  State,  3  Okla.  Crim.  666,  108  Pac. 
S54. 

[a]     "The  rule  is  well  established 
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that  a  general  verdict,  where  the  sev- 
eral counts  of  the  indictment  charge 
several  distinct  crimes,  will  not  be  up- 
held. Such  is  the  case  where  several 
distinct  larcenies  were  charged  in  the 
different  counts  of  the  indictment. 
[State  V.  Harmon,  106  Mo.  635.]" 
State  V.  Face,  269  Mo.  681,  686,  192  S. 
W.  428. 

[b]  Where  forgery  and  uttering  are 
regarded  as  separate  offenses,  a  general 
verdict  is  invalid  for  the  reason  that  a 
defendant  cannot  be  convicted  of  diff- 
erent felonies  in  the  same  trial  and  on 
thev  same  indictment.  State  v.  Carra- 
gin, 210  Mo.  351,  109  S.  W.  553. 

99.  Ala.  —  Hughes  v.  State,  11  Ala. 
App.  307,  66  So.  844.  lU.  — Campbell 
V.  People,  109  III.  565,  50  Am.  Eep.  621. 
Ind.  —  Vancleave  v.  State,  150  Ind.  273, 
49  N.  E.  1060,  burglary  and  larceny. 
La.  —  State  v.  Crenshaw,  45  La.  Ann. 
496,  12  So.  628.  Va.  —  See  Hoback  v. 
Com.,  28  Gratt.  (69  Va.)  922. 

[a]  Where  two  distinct  cognate  of- 
fenses are  charged,  such  as  forgery  and 
uttering,  it  is  better  practice  to  find  a 
general  verdict  for  the  two  offenses. 
Johnson  v.  Com.,  102  Va.  927,  46  S.  B. 
789.  Contra,  State  v.  Carragin,  210  Mo. 
351,  109  S.  W.  553. 

1.  Conn.  — State  v.  Tuller,  34  Conn. 
280,  299.  Mass.  —  Crowley  v.  Com.,  11 
Mete.  575.  Pa.  —  Com.  v.  Birdsall,  69 
Pa.  482,  8  Am.  Eep.  283. 

[a]  It  will  be  presumed  on  appeal, 
that  the  trial  judge  imposed  the  sen- 
tence according  to  the  law  applicable 
to  the  facts  proved.  Com.  v.  Birdsall, 
69  Pa.  482,  8  Am.  Rep.  283. 

[b]  Illustration.  —  When  a  defend- 
ant is  charged  with  burglary  with  in- 
tent to  steal  in  one  count,  and  with 
larceny  in  the  same  building  on  the 
same  day  in  another  count,  and  is  found 
guilty  generally,  the  sentence  whether 
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offenses.^  But  if  it  should  appear  that  they  are  part  of  one  transaction, 
and  if  the  punishment  on  each  is  the  same,  the  court  will  impose  a 
single  punishment.^  If  the  punishment  on  each  is  different,  a  general 
verdict  of  guilty  is  a  conviction  of  the  highest  grade  of  offense  charged, 
and  the  court  may^  impose  sentence  on  that.*  So,  if  the  same  trans- 
action is  charged  in  different  counts,  one  for  a  higher  and  the  others 
for  lesser  offenses  such  as  would  be  merged  in  the  conviction  of  the 
higher,  a  general  verdict  of  guilty  is  a  conviction  of  the  highest  grade 
charged  if  there  is  testimony  to  support  it.° 

If  the  same  transaction  is  charged  in  different  ways  as  constituting 
distinct  offenses  which  are  repugnant,  a  general  verdict  of  "guilty  on 


it  is  proper  for  burglary  only  or  for 
burglary  and  larceny  also  cannot  be 
reversed  on.  error  because  the  record 
does  not  show  whether  one  offense  only 
or  two  were  proved  at  the  trial.  It 
will  be  presumed  the  sentence  is  ap- 
plicable to  the  facts  proved.  Com.  v. 
Birdsall,  69  Pa.  482,  8  Am.  Eep.  283. 

2.  na.  —  Washington  v.  State,  51 
Fla.  137,  40  So.  765.  La.  — State  v. 
Warner,  117  La.  938,  42  So.  432,  burg- 
lary and  larceny.  Mass.  —  Crowley  v. 
Com.,  11  Mete.  575. 
'  3.  Campbell  v.  People,  109  111.  565, 
60  Am.  Rep.  621,  receiving  stolen  prop- 
erty and  aiding  in  its  concealment. 

Forgery  and.  uttering,  see  8  Standard 
Peoc.  1184. 

4.  Ala.  —  Hughes  v.  State,  11  Ala. 
App.  307,  66  So.  844.  lU.  —  Love  v. 
People,  160  111.  501,  43  N.  E.  710,  32 
L.  B.  A.  139.  La.  —  State  v.  Crenshaw, 
45  La.  Ann.  496,  12  So.  628;  State  v. 
NichoUs,  37  La.  Ann.  779.  Me.  —  State 
V.  Hood,  51  Me.  363,  burglary  and  lar- 
ceny. Mass.  —  Crowley  v.  Com.,  11 
Mete.  575.  Miss.  —  Dees  v.  State,  89 
Miss.  754,  42  So.  605,  where  burglary 
and  larceny  were  charged.  S.  C. — State 
V.  Smith,  18  S.  C.  149;  State  v.  Scott, 
15  S.  C.  434;  State  v.  Nelson,  14  Rich. 
L.  169,  94  Am.  Dec.  130;  State  v.  Tid- 
well,  5  StTobh.  1.  Tex.  —  Lovejoy  v. 
State,  40  Tex.  Grim.  89,  100,  48  S.  W. 
520. 

[a]  Rule  Stated.  —  After  a  review 
of  the  cases,  the  court  in  State  v. 
Smith,  18  S.  C.  149,  156,  says:  "We 
think  that  the  rule  to  be  extracted 
from  them  [the  cases  reviewed]  is,  that 
where  several  distinct  offenses  are 
charged  in  different  counts  of  an  in- 
dictment, all  growing  out  of  the  same 
act  or  acts,  even  though  subject  to  dif- 
ferent punishments,  a  general  verdict 
of  guilty  furnishes  no  ground  for  a  mo- 


tion in  arrest  of  judgment,  and  no 
ground  for  a  new  trial,  provided  the 
jury  have  been  explicitly  instructed 
that  the  effect  of  a  general  verdict  will 
be  to  find  the  party  accused  guilty  of 
the  highest  offense  charged." 

[b]  Illustration.  —  On  a  general 
verdict  of  guilty  rendered  on  an  in- 
dictment charging,  in  separate  counts, 
burglary,  grand  larceny,  and  receiving 
stolen  goods,  the  court  may  sentence 
the  defendant  for  burglary.  Hughes  v, 
,State,  11  Ala.  App.  307,  66  So.  844. 

5.  XT.  S.  —  United  States  v.  Fischer, 
245  Fed.  477,  where  an  offense  and  a 
conspiracy  to  commit  it  were  alleged. 
Ala.  — Scott  V.  State,  37  Ala.  117,  mur- 
der and  manslaughter.  Ind.  —  Frolieh 
V.  State,  11  Ind.  213.  Md.  — Manly  r. 
State,  7  Md.  135,  assault  with  intent  to 
kill  and  assault  and  battery.  Mass, 
Com.  V.  Jenks,  1  Gray  490,  the  offense 
of  being  a  common  seller  of  liquors 
and  of  selling  on  one  occasion  were 
charged.  Mo.  —  State  v.  Core,  70  Mo. 
491,  murder  in  different  degrees.  N.  J. 
State  V.  Dugan,  65  N.  J.  L.  65,  46  Atl. 
566  (assault  with  intent  to  kill  and 
assault  and  battery);  Cook  i;.  State, 
24  N.  J.  L.  843,  rape  and  assault  with 
intent  to  commit  rape.  N.  C.  —  State 
V.  Gilchrist,  113  N.  C.  673,  18  S.  B.  319, 
murder  in  different  degrees.  Vt. 
State  V.  Hooker,  17  Vt.  658,  669.  Va. 
Hoback  v.  Com.,  28  Gratt.  (69  Va.)  922. 

But  see  Carter  v.  State,  20  Wis.  647. 

[a]  Rule  Stated.  —  "When  one  and 
the  same  criminal  transaction  is 
charged  in  different  courts  alleging  the 
commission  of  different  grades  of  the 
same  offense,  but  one  penalty  will  be 
awarded,  and  upon  a  general  verdict  of 
guilty,  it  will  be  the  punishment  ap- 
propriate to  the  highest  grade."  State 
V.  Hood,  51  Me.  363. 

[b]  Ibougli  the  indictment  chaiges 
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both  counts"  or  on  all  counts  is  invalid  for  inconsistency.^  But  a  gen- 
eral verdict  of  "guilty"  is  proper  where  the  punishment  for  each  of- 
fense is  the  same/  it  being  proper  for  the  court  to  apply  the  verdict  to 
the  count  sustained  by  the  proof .^  The  same  rule  has  been  applied 
when  the  punishments  are  different ; '  but  there  is  authority  holding  the 
verdict  erroneous  in  such  case." 

Effect  of  Assessment  of  Funishiueiit.  —  If  it  is  obvious  from  the  verdict, 
or  the  punishment  assessed  by  the  jury  that  they  intend  to  punish  the 
defendant  for  only  one  of  the  several  offenses  charged,  a  general  ver- 
dict is  uncertain.^^ 


tlie  highest  crime  only,  it  is  equivalent 
to  an  indictment  containing  separate 
counts  for  each  included  offense  for 
which  the  jury  may  render  a  verdict 
of  guilty.  If  the  evidence  supports  the 
highest  degree  only,  a  verdict  of  guilty 
will  be  referred  to  that  degree.  State 
V.  Gilchrist,  113  N.  C.  673,  18  S.  E.  319. 
As  to  sentence  imposed,  see  the  title 
"Sentence  and  Judgment." 

6.  D.  C.  —  Davis  v.  United  States, 
37  App.  Cas.  126.  Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Has- 
kins,  128  Mass.  60.  Tex.  —  Moore  v, 
State  (Tex.  Grim.),  203  S.   W.  51. 

See  Lanasa  v.  State,  109  Md.  602,  71 
Atl.  1058  (holding  counts  not  repug- 
nant); Cook  V.  State,  24  N.  J.  L.  843. 
See  22  Standard  Pkoc.  448. 

[a]  In  Fulton  v.  United  States,  45 
App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  27,  42,  it  was  held 
to  be  no  answer,  to  a  verdict  finding 
the  defendant  guilty  on  both  counts, 
to  say  that  because  the  jury  may  have 
convicted  him  on  one,  he  is  not  harmed. 
While  the  court  may  not  impose  the 
maximum  penalty  possible  under  either 
count,  it  is  mere  conjecture  to  say  the 
court  was  not  influenced  by  the  double 
conviction. 

[b]  Larceny  and  Receiving  Stolen 
Goods.  —  Where  an  indictment  in  one 
count  charges  larceny  of  a  chattel,  and 
in  another  count  charges  receiving  the 
same  chattel  with  knowledge  that  it 
had  been  stolen,  a  verdict  of  guilty  of 
both  counts  is  inconsistent.  Com.  v.  Has- 
kins,  128  Mass.  60. 

[cj  Where  embezzlement  and  ob- 
taining money  under  false  pretenses, 
relating  to  the  same  money,  are 
charged.  Davis  v.  United  States,  37 
App.  Cas.   (D.  C.)    126. 

7.  Ark.  — Cargill  v.  State,  76  Ark. 
550,  90  S.  W.  618.  Tenn.  —  Cook  v., 
State,  84  Tenn.  461.  Wis.  —  Nelson  v. 
State,  52  Wis.  534,  9  N.  W.  388. 

[a]    An    Instruction    directing    the 
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jury  to  designate  on  which  count  they 
find  is  improper  and  should  not  be 
given.    Cook  v.  State,  84  Tenn.  461. 

8.  Ark.  — Cargill  v.  State,  76  Ark. 
550,  90  S.  W.  618.  Fla.  —  Washington 
V.  State,  51  Fla.  137,  40  So.  765.  N.  J. 
State  V.  Verona,  93  N.  J.  L.  389,  108 
Atl.  250.  N.  C  — State  v.  Carter,  113 
N.  C.  639,  18  S.  E.  517.  Tex.  — McCor- 
mick  V.  State  (Tex.  Crim.),  216  S.  W. 
871;  Longoria  v.  State,  80  Tex.  Crim. 
121,  188  S.  W.  987;  Bosson  v.  State,  37 
Tex.  Crim.  87,  38  S.  W.  788. 

9.  State  V.  Tuller,  34  Conn.  280; 
Crowley  v.  Com.,  11,  Mete.  (Mass.)  575. 

[aj  Beason  for  Sustaining  Verdict. 
The  difliculty  in  sentencing  the  defend- 
ant is  more  apparent  than  real.  It  must 
be  left  to  the  trial  judge  to  apply  the 
sentence  according  to  the  law  and  the 
facts  proved.  And  therefore  a  general 
verdict  will  be  sustained.  State  v.  Tul- 
ler, 34  Conn.  280. 

10.  State  V.  Goings,  98  N.  C.  766,  4 
S.  E.  121;  State  v.  Johnson,  75  N.  0. 
123,  22  Am.  Eep.  666  (where  larceny 
of  a  horse  was  a  capital  offense  and 
receiving  stolen  goods  a  misdemeanor) ; 
State  V.  Major,  14  Rich.  L.  (S.  C.)  76. 
Compare  State  C  Jones,  82  N.  C.  685. 

[a]  The  reason  is  that  the  court 
cannot  tell  on  which  count  to  impose 
sentence.  State  v.  Major,  14  Rich.  L. 
(S.  C.)  76. 

11.  Watkins  v.  State,  37  Ark.  370; 
State  V.  Young  (Mo.),  215  S.  W.  499; 
State  V.  McHenry  (Mo.),  207  S.  W. 
808;  State  v.  Pace,  269  Mo.  681,  192  S. 
W.  428;  State  v.  Standley,  232  Mo.  23, 
27,  132  S.  W.  1122;  State  v.  Pierce,  136 
Mo.  34,  37  S.  W.  815;  State  v.  Harmon, 
106  Mo.  635,  18  S.  W.  128;  State  v.  Be- 
dell, 35  Mo.  App.  551.  But  compare 
Herman  v.  People,  131  111.  594,  22  N. 
E.  471,  9  L.  E.  A.  182. 

[a]  The  difaculty  in  a  verdict  of 
this  character  is,  that  it  being  clear 
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Where  Some  Counts  Are  Bad.  —  If  some  of  the  counts  are  bad,  it  is  a 
general  rule  that  the  verdict  is  presumed  to  have  been  given  on  the 
counts  that  are  good." 

Where  Some  Counts  Are  Unsupported  hy  Evidence.  —  If  any  count  in  an 
indictment  or  information  charging  distinct  offenses  is  not  supported 
by  the  evidence,  a  general  verdict  is  not  good,  according  to  some  author- 
ities, for  the  reason  that  the  verdict  being  deemed  to  be  a  conviction  on 
each  count  is  contrary  to  the  evidence  if  any  one  is  not  proved."  Ac- 
cording to  others,  if  the  offenses  are  of  the  same  grade  and  are  punish- 
able alike,  the  court  will  not  arrest  the  sentence  by  granting  a  new 
trial,  but  will  apply  the  verdict  to  the  count  supported  by  the  evidence, 
and  impose  sentence  on  that  count.^*    Of  course,  if  the  accused  should 


that  the  jury  find  the  defendant  not 
guilty  of  all  the  offenses  but  one,  it 
(Cannot  be  told,  in  the  event  of  a  new 
trial,  on  which  count  he  should  be  tried. 
State  V.  Noland,  111  Mo.  473,  499,  19 
S.  W.  715. 

12.  See  19  Standard  Proc.  631;  12 
Standard  Proc.  702;  8  Standard  Proc. 
248;  6  Standard  Proc.  18;  1  Stand- 
ard Proc.  120;  and  the  title,  "Sen- 
tence and  Judgment." 

13.  Colo. —  Noble  i;.  People,  180  Pac. 
562,  misdemeanors.  Ga.  —  Driver  v. 
State,  112  Ga.  229,  37  S.  E.  400 ;  Sewell 
V.  State  (Ga.  App.),  99  S.  E.  320; 
Doziar  v.  State,  14  Ga.  App.  473,  81 
S.  E.  368;  Morse  v.  State,  10  Ga.  App. 
61,  72  S.  PJ.  534;  Hall  v.  State,  8  Ga. 
App.  747,  70  S.  E.  211,  misdemeanors. 
N.  Y. —  See  People  v.  Barnes,  158  App. 
Div.  712,  143  N.  Y.  Supp.  885.  S.  C. 
State  V.  Scott,  15  S.  C.  434,  felony. 

[a]  "A  paramoujit  reason  why  the 
distinction  [between  those  cases  where 
the  several  counts  relate  to  one  offense, 
and  where  they  relate  to  distinct  of- 
fenses] should  exist  is  this:  where  the 
indictment  relates  to  a  sole  transac- 
tion, and  the  pleader,  not  being  certain 
as  to  the  exact  manner  in  which  he 
shall  be  able  to  prove  that  the  crime 
was  committed,  yet  knowing  that  if 
he  describes  the  offense  with  alterna- 
tive or  ambiguous  allegations  he  ren- 
ders the  indictment  subject  to  demurrer 
for  duplicity,  resorts  to  the  fiction  of 
charging  that  the  defendant  has  com- 
mitted a  number  of  crimes,  all  in  fact 
the  isame,  yet  varying  in  detail — that 
is,  charges  the  same  offense  in  different 
counts,  as  if  it  were  a  number  of  trans- 
actions— the  court  on  the  trial  of  the 
case,  and  the  appellate  tribunal  on  a 
review  of  it,  largely  disregard  the  fic- 
tion and  look  to  the  substance,  and  not 


the  form  of  the  charge.  Hence  if  the 
defendant  is  convicted  generally — that 
is  to  say  on  all  the  counts — the  court 
imposes  but  a  single  sentence;  or  (un- 
der the  former  practice  in  England  and 
under  the  present  practice  in  some  of 
the  States)  meets  fiction  with  fiction, 
and  imposes  several  sentences,  but 
makes  them  run  concurrently.  On  the 
other  hand,  where  the  same  indictment 
really  charges  a  number  of  distinct  and 
separate  transactions,  it  becomes  the 
duty  of  the  trial  court  to  conduct  the 
case,  and  of  the  appellate  court  to  re- 
view it,  just  as  if  it  were  a  consolida- 
tion of  separate  indictments;  and 
where  the  defendant  was  convicted 
generally — that  is  to  say  on  all  of  the 
counts — or  specifically  on  more  than 
one  of  them — it  was  the  course  at  com- 
mon law  to  sentence  the  defendant  on 
each  count;  and  these  sentences  might 
be  cumulative."  Tooke  v.  State,  4  Ga. 
App.  495,  503,  61  S.  E.  917. 

[b]  A  motion  for  new  trial  should 
be  sustained  in  such  case  if  any  count 
is  not  proved.  Sewell  v.  State,  23  Ga. 
App.  765,  99  S.  E.  320. 

Form  of  Objection.  —  As  to  motion 
in  arrest  of  judgment,  see  2  Standard 
Proc.  1029.  As  to  motion  for  new  trial, 
see  20  Standard  Proc.  517,  et  seq. 

14.  U.  S.  —  Gallot  V.  United  States, 
87  Fed.  446,  31  C.  C.  A.  44.  Ala.— Caw- 
ley  V.  State,  37  Ala.  152.  Cal.  — People 
V.  Shotwell,  27  Cal.  394.  Miss.  —  Can- 
non V.  State,  75  Miss.  364,  22  So.  827. 
N.  J.  — State  V.  Verona,  93  N.  J.  L. 
389,  108  Atl.  25'0.  N.  C.  —  State  v. 
Klingman,  172  N.  C.  947,  90  S.  E.  690; 
State  V.  Sheppard,  142  N.  C.  586,  55 
S.  E.  146;  State  v.  Toole,  106  N.  C. 
736,  11  S.  E.  168.  Pa.  — Henwood  v. 
Com.,  52  Pa.  424;  Com.  v.  Gayton,  69 
Pa.   iSuper.    513.     Tenn.  —  Chappie    v. 
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be  sentenced  on  the  basis  that  he  is  guilty  of  all  counts,^^  or  of  the  un- 
supported count,"  judgment  will  be  reversed  unless  statute  authorizes 
the  correction  of  the  sentence  by  the  appellate  court.^' 

Where  Erroneous  Instructions  Are  Given.  —  Where  an  erroneous  charge 
is  given  as  to  one  of  several  counts  charging  distinct  offenses  of  the 
same  grade  and  punishable  alike,  a  general  verdict  will  be  referred  to 
the  count  as  to  which  there  is  no  error.^^ 

(III.)  Conviction  on  Some  Counts  But  Not  All.  —  Where  an  indictment  or 
information  contains  more  than  one  count,  the  jury  may  legally  con- 


state, 124  Tenn.  105,  135  S.  W.  321. 
Tex.  —  Lovejoy  v.  State,  40  Tex.  Grim. 
89,  100,  48  S.  W.  520;  Southern  v.  State, 
34  Tex.  Grim.  144,  29  S.  W.  780.  See 
Shell  V.  State  (Tex.  Grim.),  38  S.  W. 
207,  holding  the  verdict  to  be  insuffi- 
cient because  of  instructions  limiting 
the  consideration  of  the  evidence  on 
the  count  which  was  proved.  Vt. 
State  V.  Bugbee,  22  Vt.  32. 
See  10  Standard  Proc.  363. 

[a]  It  Is  entirely  competent  for  the 
court  (1)  to  receive  a  general  verdict, 
and  from  his  recollection  or  notes  of 
the  evidence,  to  apply  the  verdict  to 
the  count  proven,  and  sentence  the  de- 
fendant accordingly.  Southern  v.  State, 
34  Tex.  Grim.  144,  29  S.  W.  780.  (2) 
The  court  does  not  thereby  usurp  the 
functions  of  the  jury.  Lovfejoy  v. 
State,  40  Tex.  Grim.  89,  100,  48  S.  "W. 
520. 

[b]  The  principle  is  this:  that  a 
general  verdict  in  effect  constitutes 
separate  verdicts  on  each  count,  if  the 
offenses  are  of  the  same  grade  and  are 
punishable  alike,  and  any  one  of  the 
verdicts,  if  valid,  supports  the  judg- 
ment. It  cannot  be  said  that  sentence 
is  imposed  on  an  objectionable  count 
or  verdict,  or  that  the  judgment  was 
increased  by  the  number  of  counts. 
State  V.  Toole,  106  N.  C.  736,  11  S.  B. 
168,  170. 

[c]  No  Evidence  as  to  a  Count. 
When  the  evidence,  the  charge  of  the 
court,  and  the  argument  of  counsel  are 
confined  to  certain  counts,  it  will  be 
presumed  that  the  jury  followed  the 
course  of  the  trial  and  that  the  ver- 
dict relates  only  to  such  counts.  State 
17.  Poythress,  174  N.  G.  809,  93  S.  E. 
919;  State  v.  Holder,  133  N.  C.  709,  45 
S.  E.  862;  State  v.  May,  132  N.  G.  1020, 
43  S.  B.  819;  State  v.  Toole,  106  N.  C. 
736,  11  S.  E.  168. 

[d]  If  the  evidence  though  applic- 
able to  either  count  is  sufficient  to 
justify  a  conviction  on  either  count,  a 
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general  verdict  will  be  sustained.  State 
V.  Stroud,'  95  N.  C.  626.  See  also  State 
V.  Toole,  106  N.  G.  736,  11  S.  E.  168, 
170. 

[e]  The  defendant  is  not  prejudiced, 
even  though  (1)  some  of  the  counts 
are  not  supported  by  the  evidence,  if 
only  one  sentence  is  imposed,  which  is 
applicable  to  either  (Lucas  t>.  State, 
144  Ala.  63,  39  So.  821,  3  L.  E.  A.  (N". 
S.)  412;  Arden  v.  State,  6  Ala.  App.  64, 
60'  So.  538),  or  (2)  if  the  punishment 
on  each  count  is  the  same  and  run» 
concurrently.  Morris  v.  United  States, 
229  Fed.  516,  143  G.  G.  A.  584. 

[f]  Effect  of  Failure  To  Object  to 
Evidence.  —  A  defendant  who  does  not 
seek  in  any  way  upon  the  trial  to  have 
unsupported  counts  withdrawn  from  the 
consideration  of  the  jury,  cannot  on 
appeal  raise  the  question  that  only  one 
of  several  counts,  all  of  which  are  good 
as  a  matter  of  pleading,  is  supported 
by  the  evidence.  State  v.  Eeed,  53 
Mont.   292,   163   Pac.   477. 

[g]  It  will  be  presumed,  on  appeal, 
that  the  trial  judge  imposed  sentence 
according  to  the  law  applicable  to  the 
facts  proved.  People  v.  Shotwell,  27 
Gal.  394,  403;  Growley  v.  Com.,  11 
Mete.  (Mass.)  575. 

Entry  of  nolle  prosequi  as  to  unsup- 
ported count,  see  22  Standard  Peoc. 
659. 

15.  Johnson  v.  United  States,  '215 
Fed.  679,  131  G.  G.  A.  613,  L.  E.  A. 
1915A,  862;  State  v.  Hight,  124  N.  C. 
845,  32  S.  E.  966. 

16.  State  V.  Huggins,  84  N.  J.  L. 
254,  87  Atl.  630;  State  v.  Hight,  124 
N.  C.  845,  32  S.  E.  966. 

17.  State  V.  Huggins,  84  N.  J.  L. 
254,  87  Atl.  630. 

18.  N.  J.  —  State  v.  Huggins,  84  N. 
J.  L.  254,  87  Atl.  630.  N.  C.  —  State  v. 
Goleman,  101  S.  E.  261;  State  v.  Hol- 
der, 133  N.  C.  709,  45  S.  E.  862;  State 
V.  Toole,  106  N.  G.  736,  11  S.  E.  168, 
overruling  State  v.  McCauless,  9  Ired. 
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vict  the  defendant  of  some  of  the  counts  and  acquit  him  of  others,"  or 
disagree  as  to  thern.^" 

When  the  jury  convict  on  less  than  the  whole  number  of  counts,  the 
verdict  must  specify  on  which  counts  the  defendant  is  found  guilty,^* 
or  designate  the  specific  offense  of  which  they  convict  the  defendant." 
But  the  verdict  need  not  specifically  acquit  the  defendant  of  the  counts 
on  which  he  is  not  found  guilty.  The  verdict  is  sufficient  as  a  con- 
viction of  the  counts  named,  and  its  silence  as  to  the  other  counts 
operates  as  an  acquittal  of  them.^'    An  acquittal  under  one  count  is 


375.    Tex.  — Lovejoy  v.  State,  40  Ter. 
Crim.  89,  98,  48  S.  W.  520. 

19.  XT.  S.  — Grey  v.  United  States, 
172  Fed.  101,  96  C.  C.  A.  415;  United 
States  V.  Wilson,  176  Fed.  806.  Ga. 
O'Brien  v.  State,  22  Qz.  App.  249,  95 
8.  E.  938;  Tooke  v.  State,  4  Ga.  App. 
495,  61  S.  E.  917.  III.  — Miller  v. 
People,  229  111.  376,  82  N.  E.  391;  Buth 
V.  People,  99  111.  185.  Kan.  —  State  v. 
WTiitworth,  98  Kan.  271,  158  Pac.  42. 
Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Euisseau,  140  Mass. 
363,  5  N.  E.  166.  Mach.  —  People  v. 
Rivers,  147  Mich.  643,  111  N.  "W.  201. 

20.  U.  S.  —  Selvester  t:  United 
States,  170  U.  S.  262,  18  Sup.  Ct.  680, 
42  L.  ed.  1029;  Dolan  v.  United  States, 
133  Fed.  440,  69  C.  C.  A.  274.  Kan. 
State  V.  Weiss,  84  Kan.  165,  113  Pae. 
388.  Mass. —  Com.  v.  Stedman,  12  Mete. 
444.  Ohio.  —  But  see  Hurley  v.  State, 
6  Ohio  399. 

[a]  The  effect  of  such  an  entry  jus- 
tifies (1)  the  discharge  of  the  jury,  and 
a  subsequent  prosecution  for  the  of- 
fense as  to  which  the  jury  had  dis- 
agreed will  not  constitute  second  jeo- 
pardy. Selvester  v.  United  States,  170 
U.  S.  262,  269,  18  Sup.  Ct.  580,  42  L.  ed. 
1029.  (2)  But  some  authorities  hold 
that  the  practical  effect  of  such  a  ver- 
dict, in  law,  is  to  acquit  the  defendant 
on  the  count  on  which  they  disagree. 
State  V.  McGee,  55  S.  C.  247,  253,  33 
S.  E.  353,  74  Am.  St.  Eep.  741. 

[b]  The  state  may,  without  the 
consent  of  the  defendant,  enter  a  noUe 
prosequi  as  to  the  counts  on  which  the 
jury  disagree.  But  the  court  may  re- 
ceive the  verdict  without  a  nolle  pros. 
Com.  V.  Stedman,  12  Mete.  (Mass.)  444. 

21.  Bl.  —  Day  17.  People,  76  111.  380 ; 
People  V.  Whitson,  74  111.  20;  Hud- 
son V.  People,  29  111.  App.  454.  But 
see  Powers  v.  People,  42  111.  App.  30. 
Kan.  — State  v.  Pigg,  78  Kan.  618,  97 
Pao.  859.  Vt.  — State  v.  Pianfetti,  79 
Vt.  236,  65  Atl.  84. 


22.  Guenther  v.  People,  24  N.  T. 
100;  Hobaek  v.  Com.,  28  Gratt.  (69 
Va.)  922. 

23.  XT.  S.  — Selvester  v.  United 
States,  170  U.  S.  262,  18  Sup.  Ct.  580, 
42  L.  ed.  1029;  Dealy  v.  United  States, 
152  U.  S.  539,  14  Sup.  Ct.  680,  38  L.  ed. 
545.  But  see  United  States  v.  McKeen, 
1  McLean  429,  444.  Ala.  —  Parish  v. 
State,  130  Ala.  92,  30  So.  474;,  Rogers 
V.  State  (Ala.  App.),  83  So.  359;  Old- 
acre  V.  State,  16  Ala.  App.  151,  75  So. 
827;  Brown  v.  State,  15  Ala.  App.  180, 
72  So.  757.  Colo.  —  Bigcraft  v.  People, 
30  Colo.  298,  70  Pac.  417.  Fla.  — Mar- 
tinez V.  State,  76  Fla.  159,  79  So.  751; 
Salon  V.  State,  70  Fla.  622,  70  So.  603; 
Cox  V.  State,  63  Fla.  12,  58  So.  49.  Ga. 
Quinn  v.  State,  22  Ga.  App.  632,  97  S. 
E.  84.  Haw.  —  King  v.  McGiffin,  7 
Hawaii  104;  King  v.  Naone,  2  Hawaii 
746.  HI.  —  People  v.  Weil,  243  HI.  208, 
90  N.  E.  731,  134  Am.  ,St.  Eep.  357; 
People  V.  Martin,  171  111.  App.  153. 
But  compare  People  v.  Whitson,  74  111, 
20.  Ind.  Ter.  —  See  Brown  v.  United 
States,  2  Ind.  Ter.  582,  52  S.  W.  56. 
Ind.  — Ward  v.  State,  125  N.  E.  397; 
Beaty  v.  State,  82  Ind.  228;  Harvey  v. 
State,  80  Ind.  142.  Kan.  —  State  v.  Mc- 
Naught,  36  Kan.  624,  14  Pac.  277.  Me. 
State  r.  Phinney,  42  Me.  384.  Mass. 
Com.  V.  Hackett,  170  Mass.  194,  48  N. 
E.  1087.  Mo.  — State  v.  Whitton,  68 
Mo.  91;  State  v.  McAnally,  105  Mo. 
App.  333,  79  S.  W.  990.  See  State  v. 
Beeves,  276  Mo.  339,  208  S.  W.  87. 
Neb.  — Ford  v.  State,  79  Neb.  309,  112 
N.  W.  606,  overruling  Casey  v.  State, 
20  Neb.  138,  29  N.  W.  264.  N.  T. 
People  V.  Bowling,  84  N.  y.  478; 
Guenther  v.  People,  24  N.  Y.  100.  N.  O. 
State  V.  Poythress,  174  N.  C.  809,  93 
S.  E.  919;  State  v.  Fisher,  162  N.  C. 
560,  77  S.  E.  121.  Ohio.  —  Jackson  v. 
State,  39  Ohio  St.  37.  But  see  Wilson 
V.  State,  20  Ohio  26;  Hurley  v.  State, 
6  Ohio  399,  as  to  earlier  rule.     lez. 
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not  an  acquittal  on  the  whole  indictment.^* 

e.  Where  Several  Indictments  Are  Consolidated.  —  The  consolida- 
tion of  several  indictments  produces  a  situation  which  is  the  same  as 
if  all  had  been  returned  as  counts  in  one  indictment,^^  and  the  rules 
as  to  the  sufficiency  of  a  general  verdict  on  indictments  containing 
several  counts  apply.^°  It  has  been  held  that  separate  verdicts  should 
be  rendered  in  such  case.^^ 

8.  Where  Several  Pleas  Are  Interposed.  —  Where  a  defendant  inter- 
poses several  pleas,  the  verdict  should  cover  each,  and  expressly  find 
whether  or  not  the  special  pleas  are  true,^'  unless  the  special  pleas  are 
withdrawn  or  waived.^' 

9.  Where  Previous  Conviction  of  Another  Offense  Is  Charged. 
Whenever  the  fact  of  a  previous  conviction  of  another  offense  is  charged 
in  an  indictment  or  information,  the  jury,  if  they  find  the  defendant 
guilty  of  the  offense  with  which  he  is  charged,  must  also  find  whether 
or  not  he  has  suffered  such  previous  conviction,^"  unless,'^  under 


Davis  V.  State,  61  Tex.  Crim.  611,  136 
S.  W.  45.  See  Mizell  v.  State  (Tei. 
Crim.),  203  S.  W.  49.  Va.  — Collins  v. 
Com.,  123  Va.  815,  96  S.  E.  826;  Rose 
V.  Com.,  116  Va.  1023,  82  S.  E.  699; 
Johnson  v.  Com.,  102  Va.  927,  46  S.  E. 
789.  W.  Va.  — State  v.  Swain,  81  W. 
Va.  278,  94  S.  E.  142. 

[a]  But  It  is  better  practice  for  the 
verdict  to  respond  to  each  count.  King 
V.   Naone,  2   Hawaii   746. 

Once  in  jeopardy,  see  14  Standard 
Peoc.  569,  574,  616. 

24.  U.  S.  —  Mounday  v.  United 
States,  225  Fed.  965,  140  C.  C.  A.  93; 
Lyman  v-  United  States,  241  Fed.  945. 
Ind.  — Bissot  v.  State,  53  Ind.  408. 
Tex.  —  Garza  v.  State,  12  Tex.  App. 
261. 

Homicide,  see  11  Standard  Pboc. 
681. 

25.  McElroy  v.  United  States,  164 
U.  S.  76,  17  Sup.  Ct.  31,  41  L.  ed.  355. 

28.  Porter  v.  United  States,  91  Fed. 
494,  33  C.  C.  A.  652. 

27.  Moffitt  V.  People,  59  Colo.  406, 
149  Pac.  104;  Fontaine  V.  State,  6 
Baxt.  (Tenn.)  514. 

28.  Ala.  —  Tucker  v.  State,  152  Ala. 
1,  44  So.  587;  Davis  v.  State,  136  Ala. 
129,  33  So.  818  (plea  of  misnomer); 
Dominick  v.  State,  40  Ala.  680,  91  Am. 
Dec.  496;  Hays  v.  State,  15  Ala.  App. 
104,  72  So.  577.  Cal.  — People  v. 
Tucker,  115  Cal.  337,  47  Pac.  Ill;  Ex 
parte  King,  10  Cal.  App.  282,  101  Pac. 
810;  People  v.  O'Leary,  2  Cal.  Unrep. 
843,  16  Pac.  884.  N.  T.  — People  v. 
Burch,  5  N.  Y.  Cr.  29.  Pa.  — SoUiday 
V.  Com.,  28  Pa.  18.     S.  D.  — State  v. 
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Kieffer,  17  S.  D.  67,  95  N.  W.  289. 
Tex.  —  Davis  v.  State,  42  Tex.  494; 
Wright  V.  State,  27  Tex.  App.  447,  11 
S.  W.  458;  Taylor  v.  State,  4  Tex.  App. 
40.  TJtali. —  State  v.  Creechley,  27  Utah 
142,  75  Pac.  384. 

When  a  plea  of  former  acquittal  or 
conviction  is  interposed,  gee  14  Stand- 
aed  Pboc.  621. 

Where  plea  of  insanity  is  interposed, 
see  13  Standard  Peoc.  630. 

[a]  Whether  or  not  there  is  proof 
on  a,  special  plea,  the  jury  must  find 
on  it.  State  v.  Creechley,  27  Utah  142, 
75  Pac.  384.  But  see  Eohinson  v.  State, 
23  Tex.  App.  315,  4  S.  W.  904. 

29.  Spraggins  v.  State,  139  Ala.  93, 
35  So.  1000;  State  v.  Spurgeon,  102  Mo. 
App.  34,  74  S.   W.  453. 

30.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Eppinger,  109 
Cal.  294,  41  Pac.  1037;  People  v.  Carl- 
ton, 57  Cal.  559;  People  v.  Dueber,  34 
Cal.  App.  686,  168  Pac.  578;  People  v. 
Franklin,  26  Cal.  App.  23,  171  Pac.  441. 
Fla.  —  See  Pridgeon  v.  State,  68  Fla. 
98,  66  So.  564.  la.  — State  v.  Smith, 
129  Iowa  709,  106  N.  W.  187,  4  L.  E.  A, 
(N.  S.)  539.  Ky.  —  Sweeney  v.  Com., 
18  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1020,  39  S.  W.  22;  See 
Chenowith  v.  Com.,  11  Ky.  L.  Eep.  561, 
12  S.  W.  585.  Md.  — Hall  v.  State,  121 
Md.  577,  89  Atl.  Ill;  Kenny  v.  State, 
121  Md.  120,  87  Atl.  1109;  Maguire  v. 
State,  47  Md.  485.  Mum.  — State  v. 
Findling,  123  Minn.  413,  144  N.  W.  142. 
Mo.  —  State  v.  McBroom,  238  Mo.  495, 
141  S.  W.  1120.  N.  T.  — People  v. 
Eeilly,  25  Misc.  45,  53  N.  T.  Supp.  1005. 

81.  People  V.  Barton,  88  Cal.  176,  25 
Pac.  1117;     People  v.  Brooks,  65  041. 
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statute,  the  answer  of  the  defendant  admits  the  charge.  It  is  some- 
times provided  that  the  verdict  in  such  case  may  be  "We  find  the 
charge  of  previous  conviction  true"  or  not  true,^^  but  this  statute  is 
not  mandatory  and  the  form  prescribed  need  not  be  literally  followed,^' 
it  being  only  necessary  for  the  jury  to  make  such  a  finding  as  clearly 
indicates  a  finding  on  this  issue.'*  A  general  verdict  of  guilty  with- 
out a  specific  finding  on  the  issue  of  previous  conviction  will  be  treated 
as  a  finding  in  favor  of  the  defendant  on  this  issue,  and  it  does  not 
justify  a  sentence  for  a  second  offense,^'  unless,  of  course,  the  defend- 
ant has  admitted  the  charge,^*  or  unless  the  jury,  under  proper  in- 
structions, assess  a  punishment  indicating  a  finding  of  a  previous  con- 
viction.'^ The  portion  of  the  verdict  relating  to  a  prior  conviction  is 
severable  from  the  remainder  of  the  verdict,  and  if  it  is  not  sustained 
by  the  proof,  it  may  be  disregarded  and  judgment  rendered  on  the  re- 
mainder if  that  is  sustained  by  the  evidence.'' 

10.  Recommendation  to  Mercy.  —  "While  juries  frequently  embody 
in  their  verdicts  of  conviction  a  recommendation  of  the  prisoner  to  the 
mercy  of  the  court,"  and  some  statutes  specifically  authorize  them  to 
do  so,  particularly  in  capital  cases,*"  it  is  the  rule  in  the  absence  of 
statute,  that  juries  should  not  concern  themselves  with  the  punish- 
ment,** and  the  trial  court  should  avoid  promising  a  jury  that  he  will 
be  influenced  by  a  recommendation  to  mercy  in  imposing  sentence.** 


295,  4  Pae.  7;  People  v.  Carlton,  57 
Cal.  559.  But  see  People  v.  Sickles,  156 
N.  Y.  541,  51  N.  E.  288. 

Effect  of  confession  of  previous  con- 
viction on  the  reading  of  the  pleading 
to  the  jury,   see   the   title    "Trial." 

32.  State  v.  Gordon,  35  Mont.  458, 
465,  90   Pac.   173. 

S3.  State  v.  Gordon,  35  Mont.  458, 
465,  90  Pac.  173. 

34.  ria.  —  Henderson  v.  State,  55 
Fla.  36,  46  So.  151.  lU.  — People  v. 
Tierney,  250  111.  515,  520,  95  N.  B.  447. 
Mo.  — State  v.  Baldwin,  214  Mo.  290, 
113  S.  "W.  1123. 

[a]  A  verdict  finding  the  defendant 
"guilty  of  habitual  criminal"  is  a  suf- 
ficient finding  of  a  prior  conviction. 
State  V.  Baldwin,  214  Mo.  290,  113  S. 
W.  1123. 

35.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Eppinger,  109 
Cal.  294,  41  Pac.  1037.  Md.  — Kenny  v. 
State,  121  Md.  120,  87  Atl.  1109.  Va. 
Thomas  v.  Com.,  22  Gratt.  (63  Va.)  912. 

But  see  Evans  v.  State,  150  Ind.  651, 
50  N.  E.  820. 

Contra,  Lakomy  v.  People  (Colo.), 
178    Pac.    571. 

36.  See  supra,  this  section. 

37.  Lucas  v.  Com.,  142  Ky.  416,  134 
S.  W.  456;  Oliver  v.  Com.,  113  Ky. 
228,  67  S.  W.  983;     Herndon  v.  Com., 

M 


105  Ky.  197,  48  S.  "W.  989,  88  Am.  St. 
Eep.  303;  ,  Satterfield  v.  Com.,  105  Va. 
867,  52  S.  E.  979.  But  see  Sector  v. 
Com.,  80  Ky.  468. 

38.  People  v.  Chadwick,  4  Cal.  App. 
63,  74,  87  Pac.  384,  389.  Compare,  Com. 
V,  Briggs,  7  Pick.   (Mass.)    177. 

39.  See  Thlinket  Packing  Co.  v. 
United  States,  236  Fed.  109,  149  C.  C. 
A.  319.  See  also  11  Standard  Pboc.  690, 
homicide. 

40.  See  the  statutes  and  the  follow- 
ing: Del.  —  State  v.  Jaroslowski,  103 
Atl.  657.  Fla.  —  Hicks  v.  State,  25  Fla. 
535,  6  So.  441.  Ga.  —  Williams  v.  State, 
119  Ga.  425,  46  S.  E.  626.  Ohio.— State 
V.  Ellis,  98  Ohio  St.  21,  120  N.  E.  218. 
S.  0.  —  State  V.  Stevens,  106  S.  C.  272, 
91  S.  E.   302. 

Instructions  as  to  recommendation  to 
mercy,  see  13  Standabd  Proc.  945. 

[a]  A  verdict  is  not  invalid  because 
of  a  failure  of  a  jury  to  recommend  a. 
defendant  to  the  mercy  of  the  court, 
such  recommendation  being  within  the 
discretion  of  the  jury.  Williams  v. 
State,  119  Ga.  425,  46  S.  E.  626;  Tho- 
mas V.  State,  89  Ga.  479,  15  S.  E.  537. 

41.  State  V.  Kernan,  154  Iowa  672, 
135   N.    W.   362. 

42.  Iowa.  — State  v.  Kernan,  154 
Iowa  672,  135  N.  W.  362.   N.  M.  —  Ter- 
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But  a  recommendation  to  mercy  does  not  vitiate  a  verdict,**  even  in  a 
capital  case.**  It  is  addressed  solely  to  the  eourt*^  who  may  direct  the 
verdict  to  be  entered  without  the  recommendation,*'  or  may  require 
the  jury  to  return  a  verdict  without  the  recommendation,*^  or  may  re- 
ject the  recommendation  as  surplusage.** 

11.  Assessment  of  Punishment.  —  a.  Power  and  Duty  of  Jury. 
"While  in  many  states  the  punishment  is  assessed  by  the  court,  not  by 
the  jury,*^  statutes,  in  some  jurisdictions,  authorize  the  jury  to  assess 
or  recommend  the  punishment  in  eases  in  which  an  unchangeable  pen- 
alty is  not  fixed  by  law.^"  The  statutes  fall  into  two  general  classes, 
first  those  which  authorize  the  jury  to  assess  the  punishment  within 


ritory  v.  Griego,  8  N".  M.  133,  42  Pac. 
81.  S.  C  — See  State  v.  Gill,  14  S.  C. 
410.  S.  D.  — State  v.  Kiefer,  16  S.  D. 
180,  91  N.  W.  1117,  1  Ann.  Cas.  268. 
Wis.  — McBean  v.  State,  83  "Wis.  206, 
53'  N.  W.  497. 

See  13  Standaed  Pboc.  945. 

[a]  A  recLuest  by  the  jury  for  in- 
struction as  to  their  rights  and  duties 
in  recommending  a  prisoner  to  the 
mercy  of  the  court  should  be  dis- 
regarded as  their  sole  duty  is  to  de- 
termine the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the 
defendant.  State  v.  Vasquez,  16  Nev. 
42. 

43.  Stephens  v.  State,  51  Ga.  236. 
See  State  v.  Hutchinson,  7  Nev.  53. 

[a]  Indeed,  when  the  penalty  for 
the  crime  charged  is  fixed  by  law,  a 
recommendation  to  mercy  is  futile. 
State  V.  Mcintosh,  141  La.  150,  74  So. 
886,  murder. 

[b]  A  recommendation  to  mercy 
constitutes  no  part  of  the  verdict. 
People  V.  Lee,  17  Cal.  76. 

44.  State  v.  Arata,  56  Wash.  185, 
105  Pac.  227. 

[a]  In  Mississippi,  the  rule  seems  to 
be  that  when  in  a  capital  case  the  jury 
returns  a  verdict  of  guilty  asking  the 
mercy  of  the  court,  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  court  when  requested  to  do  so  to 
require  the  jury  to  dispel  the  cloud 
created  by  its  recommendation.  But 
if  the  jury  is  polled  and  no  request 
that  the  cloud  be  removed,  such  a  ver- 
dict will  support  a  judgment  of  death, 
or  life  imprisonment  as  is  appropriate 
under  the  verdict.  Smith  v.  State,  75 
Miss.  542,  23  So.  260;  Penn  v.  State, 
62  Miss.  450,  477.  See  also  Sykes  v. 
State,  92  Miss.  247,  45  So.  838;  Avant 
V.  State,  88  Miss.  226,  40  So.  483,  117 
Am.  St.   Eep.    737. 

45.  People  v.  Lee,  17  Cg,!.  76;     Bay 
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V.  State,  108  Tenn.  282,  67  S.  "W.  553. 

46.  People  v.  Lee,  17  Cal.   76. 

47.  State  v.  Potter,  15  Kan.  302; 
Avant  V.  State,  88  Miss.  i226,  40  So. 
483,  117  Am.  St.  Eep.  737;  Smith  v. 
State,  75  Miss.  542,  23  So.  260. 

48.  Cal.  — People  v.  Sykes,  10  Cal. 
App.  67,  101  Pac.  20.  La.  — State  v. 
Cook,  117  La,  114,  41  So.  434.  Miss. 
Penn  v.  State,  62  Miss.  450.  N.  J. 
State  V.  Overton,  85  N.  J.  L.  287,  88 
Atl.  689.  N.  O.  —  State  i;.  McKay,  150 
N.  C.  813,  63  S.  E.  1059.  See  State 
V.  Hancock,  151  N.  C.  699,  66  S.  E. 
137.  Pa.  —  Com.  v.  Zee,  262  Pa.  251, 
105  Atl.  279.  Wash.  — State  v.  Arata, 
56  Wash.  185,  1'06  Pac.  227.  W.  Va. 
State  V.  Newman,  49  W.  Va.  724,  39 
S.  E.  655. 

49.  Harvey  v.  Com.,  23  Gratt.  (64 
Va.)  941.  And  see  the  title,  "Sen- 
tence and  Judgment." 

[a]  At  common  law,  (1)  the  jury 
had  no  right  to  assess  the  punishment 
of  the  prisoner.  State  i;.  Hamey,  168 
Mo.  167,  67  S.  W.  620,  57  L.  E.  A.  ^46.  , 
(2)  But  see  Bottom  v.  Com.,  98  Ky.  17, 
32  S.  W.  140,  holding  the  right  and 
duty  of  the  jury  in  fixing  the  punish- 
ment according  to  their  discretion  on 
the  trial  of  common-law  offenses  has 
never  been  questioned,  is  as  old  as  the 
common  law  itself,  and  an  important 
part  of  it. 

[b]  In  nearly  all  of  the  older  states, 
the  punishment  is  assessed  by  the  court 
not  by  the  jury.  See  Territory  v. 
Young,  2  N.  M.  93,  106. 

As  to  recommendation  to  mercy,  see 
infra,  III,  B,  10. 

50.  See   infrci,   this  note. 

[a]  When  one  unchangeable  penalty 
is  fixed  by  law  for  the  commission  of 
a  crime,  it  is  not  necessary  that  a  ver- 
dict  of   conviction   assess   the   punish- 
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the  legal  limits,^^  and  those  which  authorize  the  jury  to  commute  the 
punishment  from  death  to  imprisonment.'^  With  respect  to  the  former, 
the  exercise  of  the  right  is  optional  with  the  jury,  under  some  statutes. 
If  they  fail  to  exercise  it,  the  court  must  assess  the  punishment.^'  But 
under  other  statutes,  the  jury  is  required  to  assess  the  punishment,  a 
failure  to  do  which  renders  their  verdict  insufficient.'*  With  respect 
to  the  latter,  if  the  jury  do  not  qualify  their  verdict  hy  recommending 
"without  capital  punishment,"  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  tp  impose  a 
sentence  of  death.''  The  practice  under  the  indeterminate  sentence 
and  parole  laws  varies.'"  If  the  jury  should  assess  the  punishment. when 


ment  because  there  is  nothing  to  as- 
sess. Inglish  V.  Com.,  Litt.  Sel.  Cas. 
(Ky.)  417;     Herron  v.  Com.,  79  Ky.  38, 

1  Ky.  L.  Eep.  312;    Territory  v.  Eomine, 

2  N.  M.  114,  128. 

[b]  The  authority  of  a  jury  ia  not 
limited  to  cases  where  palliating  or 
mitigating  circumstances  exist.  Wins- 
ton 17.  United  States,  172  U.  S.  303,  19 
Sup.  Ct.  212,  43  L.  ed.  456.  Contra, 
People  V.  Brick,  68  Oal.  190,  8  Pae. 
858;     People  v.  Welch,  49  Cal.  174. 

Instructions  as  to  punishment,  see  13 
Standaed    Peoc.    945. 

[c]  As  to  recommending  a  suspen- 
sion of  sentence,  see  Simonds  v.  State, 
76  Tex.  Crim.  487,  175  S.  W.  1064; 
Onstott  V.  State,  75  Tex.  Crim.  72,  170 
S.  W.  301;  Martin  v.  State,  71  Tex. 
Crim.  ,212,  158  S.  W.  994;  Brown  V. 
State,  71  Tex.  Crim.  212,  158  S.  W.  807. 

51.  Ala.  —  Genie  v.  State,  39  So. 
573;  Washington  v.  State,  125  Ala.  40, 
28,  So.  78;  Spicer  v.  State,  105  Ala. 
123,  16  So.  706.  Ga.  —  Yaughan  v. 
State,  148  Ga.  517,  97  S.  E.  540;  Valen- 
tine V.  State,  77  Ga.  470;  Walston  «. 
State,  54  Ga.  242;  Peterson  v.  State, 
47  Ga.  524.  lU.  —  People  v.  Dubia,  289 
111.  276,  124  N.  E.  537.  Ky.  — Taggart 
V.  Com.,  104  Ky.  301,  46  S.  W.  674; 
Eldridge  v.  Com.,  87  Ky.  365,  8  8.  W. 
892.  Mo. — State  v.  Sweeney,  93  Mo.  38, 
5  S.  W.  614.  N.  J.  —  State  v.  Martin, 
92  N.  J.  L.  436,  106  Atl.  385.  Tex. 
O'Connor  v.  State,  37  Tex.  Crim.  267, 
39  S.  W.  368.  Wyo. — Hamilton  v.  Ter., 
1  Wyo.  131. 

52.  tr.  S. — Johnson  v.  TTnited  States, 
225  U.  S.  405,  32  Sup.  Ct.  748,  56  L. 
ed.  1142;  Winston  v.  United  States,  172 
U.  S.  303,  19  Sup.  Ct.  212,  43  L.  ed. 
456.  Ala.  —  McGufE  v.  State,  88  Ala. 
147,  7  So.  35,  16  Am.  St.  Eep.  25.  Cal. 
People  *.  Brick,  68  Cal.  190,  8  Pac. 
858;  People  v.  Welch,  49  Cal.  174. 
Ind.  —  Jackson  v.  State,   161   Ind.   36, 


67  N.  E.  690.  La.  —  State  v.  Burns,  30 
La.  Ann.  679.  Miss. — ^Hem.,  Ann. 
Code,  1917,  §  959;  Penn  v.  State,  62 
Miss.  450.  Tenn.  —  Murphy  v.  State,  7 
Coldw.  516;  Turner  v.  State,  3  Heisk. 
452. 

See  11  Standard  Pboc.  689,  homi- 
cide. 

[a]  The  addition  of  the  words  "with 
capital  punishment"  does  not  affect  a 
verdict.  The  words  are  surplusage. 
State  V.  Burns,  30  La.  Ann.  679. 

53.  Ark. —  Stinson  v.  State,  125  Ark. 
339,  189  S.  W.  49;  Conrand  v.  State,  65 
Ark.  559,  47  S.  W.  628;  Fagg  v.  State, 
50  Ark.  506,  8  S.  W.  829.  Mo.— State 
V.  Ammons,  220  Mo.  6,  119  S.  W.  390; 
State  V.  Van  Wye,  136  Mo.  227,  243,  37 
S.  W.  938,  58  Am.  St.  Eep.  627;  State 
V.  Eobb,  90  Mo,  30,  2  S.  W.  1,  under 
express  statute.  Mont.  —  In  re  Gomez, 
52  Mont.  189,  156  Pac.  1078.  Okla. 
Blair  v.  State,  4  Okla.  Crim.  369,  111 
Pac.  1003. 

54.  Patterson  v.  Com.,  99  Ky.  610,  5 
S.  W.  765;  s.  c,  86  Ky.  313,  5  S.  W. 
387;  Williamson  f.  State,  72  Tex.  Crim. 
618,  163  S.  W.  435;  Mclnturf  v.  State, 
20  Tex.  App.  335,  354;  Doran  v.  State, 
7  Tex.  App.  385. 

55.  People  v.  Welch,  49  Cal.  174; 
Turner  v.  State,  3  Heisk.   (Tenn.)  452. 

56.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  In  Illinois,  the  jury  is  not  re- 
quired to  fix  the  term  of  imprisonment 
under  the  parole  law.  People  v.  No- 
waski,  254  111.  146,  98  N.  E.  242. 

[b]  In  Indiana,  a  verdict  simply 
stating  the  age  of  the  defendant  and- 
that  he  is  guilty  of  a  designated  of- 
fense, without  fixing  the  punishment, 
is  authorized  by  the  reformatory  act. 
Skelton  v.  State,  149  Ind.  641,  49  N.  E. 
901. 

[c]  In  Kentucky,  the  jury  must  fix 
a  minimum  and  maximum  punishment. 
Carroll  v.  Com.,  164  Ky.  599,  175  S.  W. 
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they  are  not  authorized  to  do  so,  the  assessment  may  be  rejected  as  sur- 
plusage.^^ 

b.  Sufficiency  of  Assessment.  —  In  assessing  the  punishment,  the  jury 
must  by  their  verdict  determine  both  the  character  and  the  extent  of  the 
punishment.'*  The  punishment  assessed  must  be  within  the  legal  limits 
prescribed  by  the  statute.'^  If  the  jury  assess  an  unauthorized  punish- 
ment, the  judge  should  direct  them  to  reconsider  their  verdict.'"  If  he 
does  not  do  so,  the  verdict  is  invalid,^^  unless  a  statute  authorizes  the 


1043;     Borders  v.  Com.,  164  Ky.   344, 

175  S.  W.  633;  Gardner  v.  Com.,  164 
Ky.  196,   175   S.    W.   362. 

[d]  In  Montana,  when  the  jury 
exercises  the  discretion  vested  in  them, 
they  should  fix  the  minimum  as  well 
as  the  maximum  punishment.  In  re 
Gomez,  52  Mont.  189,  156  Pac.  1078. 

[e]  In  Texas,  when  the  jury  fixes 
the  punishment  at  a  term  of  years,  the 
court  may  impose  sentence  from  the 
lowest  limit  fixed  by  law  to  that  fixed 

.by   the   jury.     Clay  v.   State,   75   Tex. 
Crim.   387,   170   S.   "W.   743. 

[f]  A  verdict  in  which  the  maxi- 
mum and  minimum  punishment  as- 
sessed are  the  same,  (1)  is  erroneous 
and  should  not  be  received  by  the  court. 
If  received,  judgment  will  be  reversed, 
and  the  defendant  remanded  for  new 
trial,  according  tq  some;  authorities. 
Klette  V.  Com.,  165  Ky.  430,  177  S.  W. 
258;      Stephens  v-   Com.,  164  Ky.  265, 

176  S.  W.  353.  (2)  According  to  others, 
it  becomes  the  duty  of  the  judge  to 
assess  and  declare  a  proper  punish- 
ment just  as  though  the  jury  had  at- 
tempted no  expression  on  the  subject. 
In  re  Lewis,  51  Mont.  539,  154  Pac. 
713.  See  In  re  Collins,  51  Mont.  215, 
152  Pac.  40. 

57.  Ala.  —  Ex  parte  Morrissette,  200 
Ala.  488,  76  So.  430;  Genie  v.  State, 
39  So.  573;  Henson  v.  State,  120  Ala. 
316,  25  So.  23.  Dl.  —  Henderson  v. 
People,  165  111.  607,  611,  46  N.  E.  711; 
Armstrong  v.  People,  37  111.  459.  la. 
Cropper  v.  United  States,  Morris  269. 
Tex.  —  Perry  v.  State,  44  Tex.  473. 
Va.— -Harvey  v.  Com.,  23  Gratt.  (64 
Va.)  941.  W.  Va.  — State  v.  Greer,  22 
W.   Va.   800,   829. 

58.  Weatherford  v.  State,  43  Ala. 
319. 

59.  Meno  v.  State,  186  Ind.  4,  114 
N.  E.  689;  Hare  v.  State,  79  Tex. 
Crim.  379,  185  8.  W.  47;  Fate  V.  State, 
73  Tex.  Crim.  278,  164  S.  W.  1018. 

[a]       Fractional    Parts    of    Years. 
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Within  the  statutory  limits,  the  jury 
may  fix  the  term  of  imprisonment  'at 
any  length  of  time  it  deems  advisable. 
It  need  not  fix  the  punishment  in  years 
but  may  fix  a  fractional  part  of  a  year. 
Hare  v.  State,  79  Tex.  Crim.  379,  185  S. 
W.  47,  where  the  punishment  assessed 
was   two   and   one-half  years. 

60.  See  infra,  VII,  A;  1,  b. 

61.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Where  an  excessive  punishment 
is  imposed.  Com.  v.  Smith,  2  Va.  Cas. 
327. 

[b]  Where  the  jury  assess  a  punish- 
ment below  the  legal  limit,  (1)  the 
verdict  is  erroneous,  but  not  void. 
Ind.  —  State  t>.  Arnold,  144  Ind.  651,  42 
N.  E.  1095,  43  N.  E.  871;  Hoskins  v. 
State,  27  Ind.  470.  Okla.  — Eea  «. 
State,  6  Okla.  Crim.  366,  118  Pac.  815. 
Tenn.  —  Mayfield  v.  State,  101  Tenn. 
673,  49  S.  W.  742;  State  v.  Eagsdale, 
10  Lea  671;  Murphy  v.  State,  7  Coldw. 
516.  Va.  —  Nemo  v.  Com.,  2  Gratt.  (43 
Va.)  558.  Contra,  Ex  parte  Goucher, 
103  Ala.  305,  15  So.  601,  where  the  de- 
fendant was  discharged  on  habeas 
corpus.  (2)  The  trial  judge  in  render- 
ing judgment  in  such  case  cannot  im- 
pose a  proper  punishment  (Nemo  v. 
Com.,  2  Gratt.  [43  Va.]  558),  unlessi 
authorized  to  do  so  by  statute.  (3) 
A  venire  de  novo  should  be  directed  if 
the  jury  persist  in  rendering  a  verdict 
of  this  character,  or  if  they  have  been 
discharged  so  that  the  error  may  not 
be  corrected.  Nemo  v.  Com.,  2  Gratt. 
(43  Va.)  558.  (4)  And  on  writ  of 
error  a  judgment  according  to  the  ver- 
dict will  be  reversed,  but  the  prisoner 
will  not  be  discharged.  He  will  be  re- 
manded for  another  trial.  Jones  v. 
Com.,  20  Gratt.  (61  Va.)  848;  Nemo 
V.  Com.,  2  Gratt.  (43  Va.)  558.  (5) 
But  some  courts  hold  that  as  the  error 
is  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  he  can- 
not complain.  Meadowcroft  v.  People, 
163  111.  56,  45  N.  E.  991,  54  Am.  St. 
Eep.  447,  35  L.  E.  A.  176;     State  v. 
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court  to  fix  a  proper  punishment,*^  or  unless  the  excess  is  clearly  separ- 
able, in  which  case  the  excess  may  be  rejected  as  surplusage."^  But  the 
court  is  ■without  power  to  reduce  the  punishment  assessed  if  it  is  within 
the  legal  limits."* 

The  place  of  confinement  need  not  be  stated,"^  except  when  required  by 
statute."" 

Age  of  Defendant.  —  Under  some  statutes  providing  for  the  confine- 
ment of  persons  below  a  specified  age  in  houses  of  correction  and  re- 
formatories, the  jury  is  required  to  state  the  age  of  the  defendant  in 
the  verdict,"'  and,  in  some  states,  say  whether  the  convict  shall  be  sent 
to  the  penitentiary  or  to  the  reformatory."*  If  the  jury  do  not  find  the 
age  of  the  accused,  and  fix  the  house  of  correction  as  the  place  of  con- 
finement, it  will  be  presumed  that  the  accused  is  an  adult,  and  the  ver- 
dict will  be  upheld."® 

Codef endants.  —  In  assessing  the  punishment  of  several  persons  tried 


Arnold,  144  Ind.  651,  42  N.  E.  1095,  43 
N.  E.  871. 

62.  State  v.  TuU,  119  Mo.  421,  24 
S.  W.  1010;  State  v.  Dalton,  106  Mo. 
463,  17  S.  W.  700. 

63.  Freeman  v.  State,  151  Ala.  10, 
44  So.  46;  Taylor  v.  State,  114  Ala.  20, 
21  So.  947;  Veatch  v.  State,  60  Ind. 
291. 

[a]  Where  a  fine  in  addition  to  im- 
prisonment is  erroneously  added,  the 
added  punishment  is  clearly  separable 
and  may  be  rejected  as  surplusage. 
Veatch  v.  State,  60  Ind.  291. 

64.  Cohen  v.  State,  10  Ind.  App. 
339,  37  N.  E.  809;  State  v.  Daniels,  32 
Mo.  558. 

65.  Ala.  — MeGuff  v.  State,  88  Ala. 
147,  7  So.  35,  16  Am.  St.  Eep.  25; 
London  v.  State  (Ala.  App.),  61  So. 
611.  111.  —  Eeatherstone  v.  People,  194 
111.  325,  62  N.  E.  684.  Tex.  — Willcox 
V.  State,  68  Tex.  Grim.  138,  150  S,  V7. 
■898. 

66.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  Under  Statute  Relating  to  Con- 
finenient  in  Reformatories.  —  Byrd  v. 
State,  55  Tex.  Grim.  390,  116  S.  "W. 
1146.  But  see  Miller  v.  State,  149  Ind. 
607,  49  N.  E.  894,  40  L.  R.  A.  109,  it 
is  sufficient  to  find  the  age  of  the  de- 
fendant. 

67.  Cohen  v.  State,  10  Ind.  App. 
339,  37  N.  E.  809;  Byrd  V.  State,  55 
Tex.  Grim.  390,  1I6  S.  W.  1146;  Hen- 
derson V.  State,  50  Tex.  Crim.  620,  99 
S.  W.  1001;  Watson  v.  State,  49  Tex. 
Grim.  371,  92  S.  W.  807;  Hays  v.  State, 
80  Tex.  App.  472,  17   S.  W.   1063. 

[a]  Designating  the  place  of  con- 
finement as  the  reformatoiy  does  not 


cure  an  omission  to  state  the  age  of 
the  minor.  Byrd  v.  State,  55  I'ex.  Crim. 
390,  116  S.  W.  1146;  Henderson  v. 
State,  50  Tex.  Grim.  620,  99  S.  W. 
1001.  Contra,  Cole  v.  State,  32  Tex. 
Crim.  423,  24  S.  W.  510. 

[b]  In  Eose  v.  State,  82  Ind.  344, 
it  ■was  held  that  when  the  jury  assess 
a  punishment  applicable  to  an  infant, 
and  the  court  pronounces  sentence 
thereon,  it  is  reasonable  to  presume 
that  the  jury  kept  within  the  law  and 
assessed  the  punishment  because  they 
found  the  case  to  be  within  the  stat- 
ute. The  presumption  that  persons  are 
of  full  age  yields  to  this  presumption 
of  regularity. 

[c]  The  exact  age  of  the  accused 
need  not  be  stated.  The  jury  may  find 
the  defendant's  age  to  be  within  the 
limits  fixed  by  law  for  imprisonment 
in  the  reformatory.  Colip  v.  State,  153 
Ind.  584,  55  N.  E.  739,  74  Am.  St.  Eep, 
322. 

68.  See  supra,  this  section,  catch 
line  "Place  of  Confinement." 

69.  People  v.  Poole,  284  III.  39,  119 
N.  E.  916;  Herder  v.  People,  209  111. 
50,  70  N.  E.  674;  Doss  v.  People,  158 
111.  660,  41  N.  E.  1093,  49  Am.  St.  Rep. 
180;  Beuchert  v.  State,  165  Ind.  523, 
76  N.  E.  111. 

[a]  There  is  a  presumption  that  all 
persons  are  of  full  age  until  the  con- 
trary appears.  Eose  v.  State,  82  Ind. 
344. 

[b]  If  no  proof  aa  to  the  defend- 
ant's age  is  made  by  the  state,  the 
defendant  may  introduce  such  proof. 
If  he  does  not  do  so,  a  failure  of  the 
jury  to  find  his  age  does  not  vitiate 
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jointly,  the  jury  should  assess  the  penalty  against  each  separately/" 
especially  when  they  assess  a  fine  as  a  punishment.'^  A  joint  award  of 
a  fine  against  all  is  erroneous/^  The  same  rule  is  applied  by  some 
authorities  when  a  punishment  of  imprisonment  or  death  is  inflicted 
against  all,'^  but  there  is  authority  to  the  contrary,  where  the  intention 
of  the  jury  to  impose  on  each  defendant  the  punishment  of  imprison- 
ment or  death  can  be  reasonably  ascertained.'* 
Several  Offenses.  —  It  has  been  held  that  a  jury,  finding  a  defendaml 


the  verdict,  and  the  court  in  imposing 
sentenee  may  assume  he  is  of  full 
age.  Boone  v.  State,  160  Ind.  678,  67 
N.  E.  518. 


70.  Hooper  v.  Com.,  11  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
369;  Mootry  v.  State,  35  Tex.  Crim. 
450,  33  S.  W.  877,  34  S.  W.  126;  Cun- 
ningham V.  State,  26  Tex.  App.  83,  9 
S.  W.  62.  See  Harris  v.  State  (Okla. 
Crim.),   181   Pac.   944. 

71.  Ala.  — Perry  v.  State,  149  Ala. 
40,  43  So.  18.  Ark.  — Straughan  v. 
State,  16  Ark.  37.  Tex.  —  Hines  v. 
State,  48  Tex.  Crim.  24,  85  S.  W.  1'057- 
Edwards  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.).  75  s' 
W.  859. 

72.  Hines  v.  State,  48  Tex.  Crim.  24, 
85  S.  W.  1057;  Edwards  v.  State  (Tex. 
Crim.),  75  S.  W.  859. 

[a]  The  reason  of  the  rule  is  that  it 
cannot  be  ascertained  from  a  verdict, 
finding  several  defendants  guilty  and 
assessing'  a  fine  as  punishment,  whether 
the  jury  intended  to  fine  each  defend- 
ant the  sum  named,  or  to  fine  them 
jointly.  Edwards  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.). 
75  S.  ■W,.  859.  ' 

[b]  Fine  and  Imprisonment.  —  But 
when  the  jury  fix  the  punishment  of 
the  defendants  at  imprisonment  for  a 
stated  time  "and  in  addition  thereto," 
at  a  fine  in  a  certain  sum,  it  is  evident 
that  the  imprisonment  is  intended  as 
a  separate  imprisonment  of  each  for 
the  time  specified,  and  the  assessment 
of  a  fine  in  connection  therewith  re- 
moves all  doubts  as  to  the  fine. 
Meadowcroft  v.  People,  163  111.  56,  87, 
45  N.  E.  991,  54  Am.  St.  Eep.  447,  35 
L.  E.  A.  176.  See  also  Walker  v.  State 
11  Okla.  Crim.  339,  352,  127  Pac.  895, 
when  the  verdict  fixed  "their  punish- 
ment by  a  fine  of  $500.00  and  imprison- 
ment in  the  county  jail  for  a  period  of 
90  days." 

73.    State   v.   Person,   234   Mo.  262. 

136  S.  W.  296.  ' 

[a]      Illustration,— A  verdict  find- 
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ing  two  defendants  guilty  and  assessing 
"their  punishment  at  two  years  in 
the  penitentiary"  is  erroneous.  State 
V.  Person,  234  Mo.  262,  136  S.  W.  296; 
State  V.  ThornhUl,  174  Mo.  364,  74  S. 
W.  832;  State  v.  Gordon,  153  Mo.  576, 
55   S.  W.   76. 

[b]  Remedy.  —  If  a  verdict  in  viola- 
tion of  the  rule  in  the  text  is  re- 
turned, the  court  should  direct  the  jury 
to  reframe  it,  or  failing  in  this,  it 
should  itself  assess  and  declare  the 
punishment,  which  the  jury  fail  to  do, 
in  case  the  statute  authorizes  it  to  do 
so.  State  «>.  Person,  234  Mo.  262,  136  S. 
W.  296;  State  v.  Thornhill,  174  Mo.  364, 
74  S.  W.  832. 

74.    Ala.  —  Davis   v.    State,    8    Ala. 
App.  147,  62  So.  1027.     Ark.  — Wood- 
ward V.  State,  84  Ark.  119,  104  S.  W. 
1109.       111.  —  Meadowcroft   v.   People, 
163  HI.   56,  45  N.  E.  991,  54  Am.  St. 
Eep.  447,  35  L.  E.  A.  176.    Okla.— Wal- 
ker V.  State,  11   Okla.   Crim.  339,  127 
Pac.    895.       Tex.  —  Edwards   v.    State 
(Tex.  Crim.),  75  S.   W.  869;     Garza  ■». 
State,  43, Tex.  Crim.  499,  66  S.  W.  109? ; 
Davidson  v.  State,  40   Tex.  Crim.  285, 
49  S.  "W.  372,  50  S.  W.  365;    Mootry  v. 
State,  35  Tex.  Crim.  450,  33  S.  W.  877, 
34  S.  W.  126,  overruling  earlier  cases, 
[a]      Illustration. —  (1)    A    verdict, 
finding     the      defendants     guilty     as 
charged  and   assessing   "their  punish- 
ment at  two  years'  confinement,"  etc., 
when  fairly  construed,  indicates  an  in- 
tention   to    inflict    the    punishment    of 
two  years'  imprisonment  on  each  and 
is  sufficient.    Davidson  v.  State,  40  Tex. 
Crim.  285,  49  S.  W.  372,  50  S.  W.  365. 
(2)_  The    same    is    true    of    a   verdict 
which   finds     the    defendants,    naming 
them,    guilty    of   murder   in    the    first 
degree  as  charged  and  assesses  "their 
punishment     at     death"     (Mootry     v. 
State,  35  Tex.  Crim.  450,  33  S.  W.  877, 
34  S.  W.  126),  or  (3)  at  life  imprison- 
ment.   Polk  V.  State,  35  Tex.  Crim.  495. 
34  S.  W.  633. 
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guilty  of  two  or  more  ofEenses,  should  fix  a  separate  punishment  for 
eachj^ 

Omissions  and  Mistakes.  —  Immaterial  omissions,  errors  or  mistakes  in 
the  statement  of  the  punishment  assessed  do  not  render  a  verdict  in- 
sufScient.'®  But  even  when  the  defect  is  fatal  to  the  assessment,  it  does 
not  ;?itiate  the  verdict,  in  jurisdictions  in  which  the  court  is  authorized 
to  assess  the  punishment  in  case  the  jury  fail  to  do  so.'" 
_  12.  Surplusage.  —  Surplusage  does  not  vitiate  if  there  remains  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  a  perfect  finding  responsive  to  the  issues.'* 


75.  state  v.  McHenry  (Mo.),  207  S. 
W.  808;  State  v.  Logan,  209  Mo.  401, 
107  S.  W.  1058;  State  v.  McCune,  209 
Mo.    399,   107    S.   W.    1058. 

76.  Kelly  v.  State,  36  Tex.  Crim.  480, 
38  S.  W.  39.  But  see  Evans  v.  State, 
35  Tex.  Crim.  485,  34  S.  W.  285,  hold- 
ing insufficient  a  verdict  designating 
the  place  of  confinement  as  the  "Re- 
form School"  instead  of  the  "house  of 
correction   and   reformatory." 

[a]  The  omission  of  the  word,  "fine" 
in  connection  with  the  sum  named  as 
part  of  the  punishment  is  immaterial. 
State  V.  Jones,  114  Mo.  App.  343,  89 
S.  "W.  366;  McGee  v.  State,  37  Tex. 
Crim.    668,    40    S.    W.    967. 

[b]  The  omission  of  the  dollar  marls 
or  the  word  "dollars"  is  immaterial. 
Ex  parte  McLean,  84  Kan.  852,  115  Pao. 
647,  35  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  653;     O'Doch- 

,  arty  v.  State    (Tex.   Crim.),  57  S.    W. 
657. 

[e]  The  omission  of  the  word 
"state"  before  the  word  "peniten- 
tiary" does  not  invalidate  a  verdict. 
Stroggins  v.  State,  43  Tex.  Crim.  605, 
68  S.  W.  170. 

[d]  Omission  of  Word  "Confine- 
ment."—  Craig  V.  State,  62  Tex.  Crim. 
299,  137  S.  W.  667;  Baker  v.  State,  56 
Tex.  Crim.  16,  118  S.  W.  542;  Jones  v. 
State,  7  Tex.  App.  103. 

[e]  Omission  of  Word  "Punish- 
ment."—  State  V.  Stamper,  136  Mo. 
App.  401,  117  8.  W.  1192. 

[f]  But  when  the  word  "years"  is 
omitted,  the  verdict  fails  to  assess  the 
punishment,  and  the  court  must  do  so, 
under  some  statutes.  State  v.  Van  Wye, 
136  Mo.  227,  37  S.  W.  938,  58  Am.  St. 
Eep.  627. 

[g]  Place  of  Imprisonment.  —  (1) 
Where  under  the  facts  it  is  the  ab- 
solute duty  of  the  court  to  sentence  a 
defendant  to  the  "Indiana  State 
Farm, ' '  a  verdict  designating  the  place 
of  imprisonment  as  "the  penal  form" 


is  not  ambiguous.  Banks  v.  State  (Ind.)i 
123  N.  E.  691.  (2)  The  use  of  th» 
words  "state  prison"  for  "state  peni- 
tentiary" does  not  vitiate  a  verdict. 
McCoy  V.  State,  7  Tex.  App.  379; 
Moore  v.  State,  7  Tex.  App.  14,  24. 

[h]  Bad  spelling  does  not  render  a 
verdict  void  if  its  meaning  is  clear.  See 
infra,  III,  E,  13.  This  rule  has  been  ap- 
plied when  the  following  words  were 
misspelled:  (1)  "assess".  (Lee  v. 
State  [Tex.  Crim.],  204  S.  W.  110; 
Johnson  v.  State,  51  Tex;  Crim.  648, 
104  S.  W.  902;  Hamilton  v.  State  [Tex. 
Crim],  34  S.  W.  280);  (2)  "punish- 
ment" (Upton  V.  State,  48  Tex.  Crim. 
289,  88  S.  W.  212;  Bain  v.  State,  46 
Tex.  Crim.  96,  79  S.  W.  814);  (3) 
"fine"  (Bland  v.  State,  4  Tex.  App.  15, 
where  the  word  was  spelled  "find"); 
(4)  "years"  (Pearson  v.  State,  79  Tex. 
Crim.  609,  187  S.  W.  336;  Jones  v. 
State,  35  Tex.  Crim.  565,  34  S.  W.  631, 
"jears");  (5)  "confinement"  (Mc- 
Millan V.  State,  7  Tex.  App.  100, 
spelled  "confindendment");  (6)  "pris- 
on" (McCoy  V.  State,  7  Tex.  App. 
379),  and  (7)  "penitentiary."  State 
V.  Ivy  (Mo.),  192  S.  W.  737;  State  v. 
McNamara,  100  Mo.  100,  13  S.  W.  938; 
Willingham  v.  State,  62  Tex.  Crim.  55, 
136  S.  W.  470  ("pently");  McMillan «. 
State,  7  Tex.  App.  100  (spelled  "peni- 
tentiatry").  (8)  But  see  Keeller  v. 
State,  4  Tex.  App.  527,  holding  the  ver- 
dict defective  where  the  word  was 
spelled  "penty. " 

[il  Abbreviations.  —  Abbreviating 
the  word  "dollars"  to  "dels"  is  not 
fatal.  Short  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.),  29 
S.  W.  1072. 

77.  State  v.  Van  Wye,  136  Mo.  227, 
37  S.  W.  938,  58  Am.  St.  Eep.  627. 

78.  AjIz.  —  Kimball  v.  Territory,  13 
Ariz.  310,  115  Pac.  70.  Oal.  — People 
V.  Holmes,  118  Cal.  444,  50  Pac.  675; 
People  V.  Jochinsky,  106  Cal.  638,  39 
Pac,  1077;   People  v.  Hines,  5  Cal.  App. 
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13.  Clerical  and  Technical  Defects.  —  Mere  inaccuracies  of  ex- 
pression/' or  clerical  errors,*"  or  by  mistakes  of  grammar*^  or  spelling,*^ 
do  not  invalidate  a  verdict,  if  it  is  definite  and  clearly  expresses  the 
manifest  intention  of  the  jury  when  construed  in  connection  with  the 
remainder  of  the  record.  If  in  attempting  to  designate  the  offense  its 
name  is  misspelled  or  incorrectly  stated,  the  defect  is  not  fatal  if  the 


122,  89  Pae.  858.  111.  —  People  v.  Cole- 
man, 251  111.  497.  96  N.  E.  239;  Hender- 
son V.  People,  165  111.  607,  46  N.  E.  711; 
Chambers  v.  People,  5  111.  361.  La. 
State  V.  Blue,  134  La.  561,  64  So.  411; 
State  V.  Burns,  30  La.  Ann.  679.  Mass. 
Com.  V.  Fisehblatt,  4  Mete.  354.  Miss. 
Penn  v.  State,  62  Miss.  450;  Traube 
V.  State,  56  Miss.  153;  Gipson  v.  State, 
38  Miss.  295.  N.  C—  State  v.  Scott,  142 
N.  C.  602,  55  S.  E.  270.  N.  D.  — State 
%:  Maloney,  7  N.  D.  119,  72  N.  W.  927. 
S.  C.  —  State  V.  Eobinson,  31  S.  C. 
453,  10  S.  E.  101.  Tex.  — Bittick  v. 
State,  40  Tex.  117;  Roberts  v.  State, 
33  Tex.  Crim.  83,  24  S.  "W.  895. 

See  11   Standard  Proc.   684. 

Beconunendation.  to  mercy  as  sur- 
plusage, see  supra,  III,  E,  10. 

Designation  of  offense  as  surplusage, 
see  supra,  III,  E,  7,  a. 

Name  of  accused  as  surplusage,  see 
infra,  III,  E,  6,  a. 

[a]  "It  is  only  when  a  verdict,  be- 
fore certain  and  valid,  according  to  a 
fair  construction,  has  been  cumbered 
by  the  addition  of  useless  matter,  not 
qualifying  the  previous  meaning,  that 
the  addition  can  be  rejected  as  sur- 
plusage." City  Council  v.  Weikman,  2 
Spear  (S.  C.)  371,  quoted  in  State  v. 
McGee,  55  S.  C.  247,  253,  33  S.  E.  353, 
74  Am.  St.  Eep.  741. 

[b]  If  a  valid  portion  of  a  verdict 
is  not  dependent  on  a  void  portion,  the 
latter  may  be  treated  as  surplusage  an^ 
the  verdict  upheld  as  to  the  former 
portion.  O'Neal  v.  State,  54  Ela.  96, 
44    So.   940. 

[c]  If  the  jury  incorrectly  describe 
the  offense  as  "not  a  felony,"  the  des- 
cription may  be  treated  as  surplusage. 
People  V.  Holmes,  118  Cal.  444,  50  Pae. 
675. 

79.  Fla.  — O'Neal  v.  State,  54  Pla. 
96,  44  So.  940.  Ga.  —  Barbour  v.  State, 
8  Ga.  App.  27,  68  S.  E.  458.  Va.— Hen- 
derson V.  Com.,  98  Va.  794,  34  S.  E. 
381. 

[a]  The  use  of  the  word  "attempt" 
for  "intent"  in  finding  a  defendant 
guilty  of  "assault  with  intent  to  mur- 
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der"  is  not  fatal.    Hart  v.  State,   38 
Tex.  382. 

80.  People  v.  Brady,  133  Cal.  xx,  65 
Pae.  823. 

[a]  When  a  verdict,  though  assess- 
ing punishment,  omits  the  word  "guil- 
ty," the  omission  is  immaterial  after 
judgment  in  the  absence  of  objection 
before  the  discharge  of  the  jury.  Wil- 
liams V.  Com.,  140  Ky.  34,  130  S.  W. 
807.  But  see  Wynn  v.  State,  1  Blaekf. 
(Ind.)   28. 

81.  Pugh  V.  State,  55  Ma.  150,  45  So. 
1023;  Thompson  v.  State,  69  Tex. 
Crim.  31,  152  S.  W.  893;  "Walker  v. 
State,  13  Tex.  App.  618;  Wooldridge  v. 
State,  13  Tex.  App.  443;  McMillan  v. 
State,  7   Tex.  App.   100. 

82.  Ala.  —  Durrett  v.  State,  133 
Ala.  119,  32  So.  234;  Harrall  v.  State, 
26  Ala.  52.  Ariz.  —  Wilson  «.  Territory, 
7  Ariz.  47,  60  Pae.  697.  Fla.  —  Pugh 
V.  State,  55  Ela.  150,  46  So.  1023;  Long 
V.  State,  42  Fla.  612,  28  So.  855;  Hig- 
ginbotham  v.  State,  42  Fla.  573,  29  So. 
410,  89  Am.  St.  Eep.  237.  Ky.  — Mit- 
chell V.  Com.,  106  Ky.  602,  51  S.  W.  17; 
Taggart  v.  Com.,  104  Ky.  301,  46  S.  W. 
674.  La.  — State  v.  Blue,  134  La.  661, 
64  So.  411;  State  v.  Smith,  33  La.  Ann. 
1414;  State  v.  Eoss,  32  La.  Ann.  854. 
Miss.  —  Kellum  v.  State,  64  Miss.  226, 
1  So.  174.  Mo.- State  v.  Martin,  230 
Mo.  680,  132  S.  W.  595.  Tex.  — Wil- 
lingham  v.  State,  62  Tex.  Crim.  55,  136 
S.  W.  470;  Harris  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.), 
34  S.  W.  922;  Walker  v.  State,  13  Tex. 
App.  618,  44  Am.  Eep.  716;  Krebs  ■». 
State,  3  Tex.  App.  348;  Haney  v. 
State,  2  Tex.  App.  504. 

See  11  Staijdakd  Peoc.  685. 

[a]  The  doctrine  of  idem  sonans 
applies  to  verdicts.  Ariz.  —  Wilson  v. 
Territory,  7  Ariz.  47,  60  Pae.  697.  Fla. 
Pugh  V.  State,  55  Fla.  150,  46  So. 
1023.  Tex.  — Walker  v.  State,  13  Tex. 
App.  618,  44  Am.  Eep.  716;  Haney  v. 
State,  2   Tex.  App.  504.  . 

[b]  The  imperfect  spelling  of  the 
word  "guilty"  is  not  fatal.  Ala. 
Webb  v.  State,  138  Ala  53,  34  So.  1011. 
Fla.  —  Hjgginbotham  v.  State,  42  Fla, 
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words  are  idem  sonans,  or  if  the  meaning  of  the  jury  is  clear/^  or  if  the 
recital  "as  charged  in  the  indictment"  or  information  is  incorporated 
in  the  verdict.^* 

IV.  ASSENT  OF  JURORS.  —  A.  Unanimity.  —  Verdicts  of  juries, 
both  in  civiP^  and  criminal''  cases,  must  be  unanimous,  unless  a  verdict 
by  a  less  number  than  all  is  authorized  by  constitution  or  valid  statute.^' 


573,  29  So.  410,  89  Am.  St.  Eep.  237. 
Tex.  —  McGee  v.  State,  39  Tex.  Crim. 
190,  45  S.  W.  709;  Harris  v.  State 
(Tex.  Crim.),  34  S.  "W.  922.  Contra^ 
Wilson  V.  State,  12  Tex.  App.  481; 
Taylor  v.  State,  5  Tex.  App.  569. 

[c]  All  irregularities  in  speUing  are 
cured  by  the  clerk  reading  the  verdict 
correctly,  and  by  the  assent  of  the 
jury  to  the  verdict  as  read.  State  v. 
Blue,  134  La.  561,  64  So.  411. 

Misspelling  in  the  assessment  of 
punishment,  see  swpra,  III,  E,  11,  b. 

83.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Brady,  133  Cal. 
XX,  65  Pac.  823,  where  defendant  was 
found  guilty  of  "burgularly."  Xia. 
State  V.  Smith,  104  La.  464,  29  So.  20. 
Tex.  —  But  see  Haney  v.  State,  2  Tex. 
App.  504,  holding  insufficient  a  verdict 
finding  defendant  guilty  of  "burgeral- 
ly." 

84.  People  v.  Patrick,  277  III.  210, 
115  N.  E.  390;  Wallace  v.  State,  2  Lea 
(Tenn.)   29. 

[a]  Illustration. —  (1)  A  verdict 
convicting  of  "abortion  in  the  man- 
ner and  form  as  charged"  will  be  up- 
held when  it  was  clear  that  the  jury 
meant  "guilty  of  causing  an  abor- 
tion." People  V.  Patrick,  277  111.  210, 
115  N.  E.  390.  (2)  Where  a  defendant 
is  accused  of  obtaining  by  false  pre- 
tense the  signature  of  a  person,  a  ver- 
dict "guilty  of  obtaining  mOney  un- 
der false  pretense,  as  charged  in  the 
indictment,"  is  not  irresponsive  to  the 
charge  or  to  an  instruction  that  proof 
that  the  draft  was  cashed  is  of  no  con- 
sequence and  is  surplusage.  The 
language  of  the  verdict  referring  to 
the  obtaining  of  money  by  false  pre- 
tense is  surplusage.  Wallace  v.  State, 
2    Lea    (Tenn.)    29., 

85.  XT.  S. — American  Pub.  Co.  v. 
Pisher,  10  Utah  147,  37  Pac.  259,  re- 
versed, 166  U.  8.  464,  17  Sup.  Ct.  618, 
41  L.  ed.  1079.  Ala.  —  McCary  v.  Ala- 
bama Gt.  So.  E.  Co.,  182  Ala.  597,  62 
So.  18;  Alabama  Great  Southern  E. 
Co.  V.  McWhorter,  156  Ala.  269,  47  So. 
84.  Ariz.  —  Carroll  v.  Byers,  4  Ariz. 
J58,  36  Peic  499.    Ark.  —  Carpenter  v, 


Wayne,  219  S.  W.  735.  D.  O.  — Bis- 
trict  of  Columbia  v.  Humphries,  11 
App.  Cas.  68.  Ga.  —  Smith  v.  Mitchell, 
6  Ga.  456.  lU.  — Chicago  &  N.  W.  E. 
Co.  V.  Dunleavy,  129  111,  132,  22  N.  E. 
15.  Ind.— -Houk  v.  Allen,  126  Ind. 
668,  25  N.  E.  897,  11  L.  E.  A.  706.  la. 
Jessup  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ey.  Co.,  82 
Iowa  243,  48  N.  W.  77.  Kan.  —  Madus- 
ka  V.  Thomas,  6  Kan.  153.  Mass. 
Lawrence  v.  Stearns,  11  Pick.  501< 
Mich.  —  Chicago,  etc.,  E.  Co.  v.  San. 
ford,  23  Mich.  418;  Sanford  v.  Chi- 
cago, etc.,  E.  Co.,  2  Mich.  N.  P.  132. 
Mont.  —  Kleinschmidt  v.  Dunphy,  1 
Mont.  118.  Neb.  —  Lincoln  Traction 
Co.  V.  Heller,  72  Neb.  127,  100  N.  W. 
197,  102  N.  W.  262.  BT.  J.  —  Eyerson  v. 
Kitchell's  Exrs.,  3  N.  J.  L.  998.  N.  Y. 
Weeks  v.  Hart,  24  Hun  181.  N.  C. 
Owens  ■;;.  Southern  Ey.  Co.,  123  N.  C. 
183/^  31  S.  E.  383;  State  v.  Barker,  107 
N.  C.  913,  12  S.  E.  115,  10  L.  E.  A, 
50.  Okla.  —  Bradford  v.  Terr.,  1  Okla. 
366,  34  Pac.  66.  Pa.  — Scott  v.  Scott, 
no  Pa.  387,  2  Atl.  531.  Tenn.  — Mem- 
phis V.  C.  E.  Co.  1/.  Pillow,  9  Heisk. 
248;  McDonald  v.  McDonald,  5  Yerg. 
307.  Va.  —  Com.  v.  Gibson,  2  Va.  Cas. 
70. 

See  State  v.  Bates,  14  Utah  293,  47 
Pac.  78,  43  L.  E.  A.  33  (note),  and 
16   Standabd   Pkoc.    864. 

86.  AJa.  — Way  v.  State,  155  Ala. 
52,  46  So.  273.  Mo.— State  v.  Wash- 
ington, 242  Mo.  401,  146  S.  W.  1164. 
Ohio.  —  Work  v.  State,  2  Ohio  St.  296, 
59  Am.  Dec.  671;  State  v.  Smith,  Tapp. 
175.  S.  C.  —  State  v.  Harden,  1  Bailey 
L.  3.  Tex.  —  Archer  v.  State,  51  Tex. 
Crim.  46,  100  S.  W.  769. 

87.  See  the  statutes,  and  constitu- 
tions. 

As  to  constitutionality  of  statutes, 
see  16  Standard  Pboc.  864. 

Impairment  of  right  to  trial  by  jury 
by  verdicts  of  less  than  the  whole 
number  of  jurors,  see  16  Standard 
Pkoc.   864. 

[a]  111  civil  actions,  (1)  verdicts 
by  less  than  all  the  jurors  is  author- 
ized in  gome  states.     Ky.  —  American 
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The  parties  to  a  criminal  ease  cannot  hy  agreement  authorize  a  ver- 
dict by  a  less  number  of  jurors  than  the  statute  requires.**  But  the 
parties  to  a  civil  action  may  do  so." 

B.  Chaeacter  of  Assent.  —  While  jurors  must  agree  upon  all  mat- 
ters on  which  they  are  required  to  find,  it  is  not  necessary  that  they 
arrive  at  their  conclusions  by  the  same  method  of  reasoning.*"   And 


Exp.  Co.  V.  Com.,  171  Ky.  1,  186  S.  W. 
887;  Frye  v.  McKinley,  136  Ky.  31,  123 
S.  "W.  821.  Mo.  — MeClure  i).  Feld- 
man,  184  Mo.  710,  84  S.  W.  16;  Daw- 
son V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.,  197  Mo. 
App.  169,  193  S.  W.  43;  Kelly-Good- 
fellow  Shoe  Co.  v.  Sally,  114  Uo.  App. 
222,  89  S.  W.  889;  Marshall  v.  Arm- 
strong, 105  Mo.  App.  234,  79  S.  W. 
1161.  Ohio.  —  Memea  v.  Niemes,  97 
Ohio  St.  145,  119  N.  E.  503;  E.  A.  El- 
der &  Co.  V.  Shoffstall,  90  Ohio  St. 
265,  107  N.  E.  539.  Okla.  —  Curtis  * 
Gartside  Co.  v.  Pigg,  39  OMa.  31,  134 
Pac.  1125.  Utah. — Scott  V.  Provo 
City,  14  Utah  31,  45  Pae.  1005;  Smith 
V.  Salt  Lake  City  Ey.  Co.,  13  Utah  33, 
43  Pac.  919.  (2)  the  words  'f civil 
auctions "  as  used  in  this  connection, 
embrace  such  actions  as  involve  prop- 
erty rights  between  individuals  only, 
and  do  not  embrace  penal  actions  of  a 
quasi  criminal  character.  American 
Exp.  Co.  V.  Com.,  171  Ky.  1,  186  S.  W. 
887.  (3)  A  will  conte.st  is  a  civil 
action  within  the  application  of  the 
statute.  Niemes  v.  Niemes,  97  Ohio 
St.  145,  119  N.  E.  603.  (4)  So  also  an 
action  on  a  life  insurance  policy. 
National  Protective  Legion  v.  Allphin, 
141_  Ky.  777,  133  S.  W.  788.  (5)  An 
action  in  a  state  court  based  on  the 
federal  employers'  liability  act  is 
within  the  statute.  Bombolis  v.  Min- 
neapolis &  St.  L.  E.  Co.,  128  Minn.  112, 
150  N.  W.  385;  "Winters  v.  Minne- 
apolis &  St.  L.  E.  Co.,  126  Minn.  260, 
148  N.   W.   106. 

[b]  In  Criminal  Oases.  —  Verdicts 
by  less  than  all  the  jurors  are  some- 
times authorized  (1)  in  misdemeanor 
cases  (State  v.  Scheministy,  31  Idaho 
504,  174  Pac.  611),  or  (2)  in  cases 
punishable  at  hard  labor.  State  v.  Bia- 
gas,  1'05  La.  503,  29  So.  971,  man- 
slaughter for  example.  (3)  Under  a 
statute  authorizing  a  majority  verdict 
in  cases  necessarily  punishable  at  hard 
labor,  and  requiring  a  unanimous  ver- 
dict in  cases  in  which  punishment  may 
be  capital,  it  is  necesary  on  a  trial  for 
murder,  that  all  twelve  of  the  jurors 
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concur  to  find  a  verdict  for  manslaugh- 
ter. But  on  an  indictment  charging 
manslaughter,  a  majority  verdict  can  be 
rendejed  because  the  punishment  is 
necessarily  hard  labor.  State  v.  Biagas, 
105  La.  503,  29  So.  971. 

[c]  After  Discharge  of  Some  Jur- 
ors.—  (1)  In  some  states,  in  mis^ 
demeanor  cases,  a  verdict  may  be  ren- 
dered by  the  jurors  remaining  after  a 
discharge  of  one  or  more  jurors  not 
exceeding  three.  Lane  v.  State,  80  Tex. 
Crim.  140,  189  S.  W.  138;  Eenfro  v. 
State,  80  Tex.  Crim.  137,  189  S.  W. 
157;  Bay  v.  State,  4  Tex.  App.  450. 
See  16  Standard  Peoc.  864,  note  78, 
[b],  as  to  constitutionality  of  such 
statutes.  (2)  If  no  jurors  have  been 
discharged,  a  majority  verdict  cannot 
be  rendered  under  the  statute  referred 
to  in  the  text.  Cortonelia  v.  State,  80 
Tex.  Crim.  146,  189  S.  W.  139. 

[d]  Only  in  the  cases  in  which  the 
statute,  or  constitution,  authorizes  it, 
can  a  verdict  by  less  than  all  the  jur- 
ors be  returned.  American  Exp.  Co.  V. 
Com.,  171  Ky.  1,  186  S.  W.  887. 

88.  Archer  v.  State,  51  Tex.  Crim. 
46,  100  S.  W.  769. 

As  to  waiver  of  trial  by  jury,  see  16 
Standard  Proc.  941. 

89.  Northern  Pank  ■».  Buford,  1 
Duv.  (Ky.)  335;  Snow  v.  Hardy,  3 
Minn.  77. 

[a]  But  tf  the  consent  of  a  party 
is  fraudulently,  unfairly  or  dishonest- 
ly obtained,  it  does  not  bind  him.  Snow 
V.  Hardy,  3  Minn.  77. 

[b]  Weight  of  Verdict  on  Review. 
A  majority  verdict  returned  pursuant 
to  stipulation  of  the  parties  is  not  en- 
titled to  the  sanctity  ordinarily  at- 
tached to  verdicts,  and  a  reviewing 
court  will  not  hesitate  to  set  it  aside 
if  unsupported  by  the  weight  of  evi- 
dence.    Welder  v.   Hunt,   34   Tex.   44. 

As  to  waiver  of  trial  by  jury,  see 
16  Standard  Proc.  925. 

90.  m.  — Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ey.  Co. 
17.  Dunleavy,  129  111.  132,  144,  22  N.  E. 
1 5.  N.  Y.  —  Murray  v.  New  York  Life 
Ins.  Co.,  96  N.  Y.  614,  48  Am.  Eep. 


VERDICT 


1019 


•while  the  law  will  not  receive  a  verdict  to  which  the  individual  jurors 
have  not  yielded  their  voluntary  consent,  it  does  not  prevent  a  juror 
from  yielding  his  own  judgment  to  that  of  his  fellows,^^  provided  there 
is  an  assent  of  the  mind  to  the  fact  found  by  the  jury.*'' 

C.  WiTHDRAWAii  OF  AssENT.  —  Until  a  verdict  is  complete,  or  in  other 
words,  until  it  has  been  rendered  in  open  court,  received  and  recorded, 
and  the  jury  discharged,  any  juror  may  change  his  opinion  and  with- 
draw his  assent  to  the  verdict.*'  The  entry  in  the  minutes  made  when 
the  verdict  is  declared  by  the  jury  is  not  the  recording  which  makes 
the  verdict  fixed  and  unalterable,**  and  the  jury  may  dissent  when  they 
are  asked  if  the  verdict  as  recorded  is  their  verdict.*^  If  any  juror  dis- 
agrees, the  jury  must  be  sent  out  again  for  further  consideration  of 
the  case." 


658.     W.  Va  — Brogan  v.  Union  Trac- 
tion Co.,  76  W.  Va.  698,  86  S.  E.  753. 

91.  Com.  V.  Drew,  4  Mass.  391;  Hen- 
derson V.  State,  12  Tex.  525,  533. 

[a]  "  While  the  law  respects  individ- 
ual judgment,  and  will  not  receive  a 
verdict  to  which  every  juror  has  not 
yielded  his  voluntary  consent,  it  can- 
not prevent  him  from  yielding,  if  he 
will,  his  own  judgment  in  deference  to 
the  opinions  of  his  fellows.  ...  It 
expects  jurors  to  compare  opinions,  and 
yield  such  deference  as  they  conscien- 
tiously can  to  the  opinions  of  each 
other,  in  order  to  concur,  if  possible,  in 
a  verdict."  Henderson  v.  State,  12 
Tex.  525,  533. 

92.  Eothbauer  v.  State,  22  Wis.  468; 
State  V.  Austin,  6   Wis.  205. 

[a]  If  a  juror  thinks  the  prisoner 
is  not  guilty,  but  assents  to  the  verdict 
for  the  sake  of-  agreement,  the  verdict 
should  not  be  received.  Bothbauer  v. 
State,  22  Wis.  468. 

93.  Cal. — Pitzpatrick  v.  Himmel- 
mann,  48  Cal.  588.  HI,  —  Nomaque  v. 
People,  1  III.  145,  12  Am.  Dec.  157. 
Kan.  ^  Bishop  v.  Mugler,  33  Kan.  145, 
5  Pae.  756.  Minn. — Steele  v.  Etheridge, 
15  Minn.  501.  N.  J.  — Clark  v.  Bead, 
5  N.  J.  L.  486.  N.  Y.  —  Warner  v.  New 
York  Cent.  B.  B.  Co.,  52  N.  T.  437, 
442,  11  Am.  Bep.  724;  Weeks  v.  Hart, 
24  Hun  181;  Boot  v.  Sherwood,  6  Johns. 
68,  5  Am.  Dec.  191.  N.  C.  —  Owens  v. 
Southern  By.  Co.,  123  N.  C.  183,  31  S. 
E.  383,  68  Am.  St.  Bep.  821;  State  v. 
John,  30  N.  C.  330,  49  Am.  Dec.  396. 
Okla.  —  Friek  v.  Beynolds,  6  Okla.  638, 
648,  52  Pac.  391.  Pa.  —  Scott  v.  Scott, 
110  Pa.  387,  2  Atl.  531.  Va.  — Balti- 
more &  O.  B.  Co.  V.  Polly,  Woods  & 
Co.,  14  Gratt.  (55  Va.)  447,  473.  Wis. 
State  V.  Austin,  6  Wis.  205, 


'  [a]  Until  the  jury  assent  to  ver- 
dict as  entered  and  read  by  the  clerk, 
they  may  dissent  therefrom.  Water- 
town  Eecl.  Society's  Appeal,  46  Conn. 
230. 

[b]  Whether  or  not  the  jury  Is 
poUed,  a  juror  may  dissent.  Scott  v. 
Scott,   no    Pa.    387,    2    Atl.    531. 

[c]  The  dissent  of  a  juror  must 
proceed  upon  the  questions  of  fact  de- 
termined by  the  jury,  and  not  upon  a 
mistake  as  to  the  legal  effect  of  the 
verdict.  Fitzpatriok  v.  Himmelmann, 
48  Cal.  588. 

Dissent  when  jury  is  polled,  sec  infra, 

VI,  J,  8. 

Dissent  from  sealed  verdict,  tea 
infra,  VIII,  D. 

94.  Ward  v.  Bailey,  23  Me.  316; 
Bex.  V.  Vodden,  23  L.  J.  B.  N.  S.  M.  0. 
7,  17  Jur.  1014,  22  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  Ca», 
596. 

95.  Md.  —  Browne  v.  Browne,  33 
Md.  103.  Mass.  —  Bopps  v.  Barker,  4 
Pick.  239.  Mich.  —  Stewart  v.  People, 
23  Mich.  63,  9  Am.  Bep.  78.  N.  Y. 
Labar  v.  Koplin,  4  N.  Y.  547;  Boot  v. 
Sherwood,  6  Johns.  68,  5  Am.  Dec.  191. 
Ore.  —  Nickelson  v.  Smith,  15  Ore.  200, 
14  Pac.  40.  Eng.  —  Beg.  v.  Vodden,  23 
L.  J.  B.  N.  S.  M.  C.  7,  17  Jur.  1014,  22 
L.  &  Eq.  Oas.  596;  Bex  v.  Parkin,  1 
Moody  Cr.  Cas.  45. 

Amendment  in  such  case,  see  infra, 

VII,  A,  1,  b,  (II). 

96.  Ark.  —  Saxon  v.  Foster,  69  Ark. 
626,  65  S.  W.  425.  la.  —  Jessup  v.  Chi- 
cago &  N.  W.  By.  Co.,  82  Iowa  243,  4S 
N.  W.  77.  Mass.  —  Bopps  v.  Barker,  4 
Pick.  239. 

In  case  of  sealed  verdicts,  see  infra, 

VIII,  D. 

Dissent  on  polling  of  jury,  see  infra, 
VI,  J,  8. 
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V.  FORMULATION.  —  The  general  rule  is  that  the  trial  judge  need 
not  prepare  forms  of  verdict.*'  However  the  judge  should  give  the  jury 
such  clear  and  specific  directions  as  will  enable  it  to  frame  its  own  ver- 
dict,°'  and  though  it  has  been  held  in  at  least  one  jurisdiction,  that  he 
cannot  draw  up  the  verdict  even  at  request  of  the  jury,'*  the  more  usual 
holding  is  that  he  may  formulate  the  verdict,^  but  if  he  does  so,  he 
should  then  submit  forms  for  every  verdict  which  may  properly  be  re- 
turned,'' especially  if  requested  to  do  so,^  but  he  should  not  submit  a 
form  of  general  verdict  contradictory  of  an  answer  to'  a  special  inter- 
rogatory.* The  court  may  in  its  discretion  permit  counsel  to  furnish 
the  jury  with  skeleton  forms  of  verdict,^  and  it  has  been  said  to  be 


97.  Cal.  — People  v.  Hill,  116  Cal. 
562,  48  Pac.  711.  HL  — Morrill  v. 
Lindemann,  86  111.  App.  75.  la. —  Free- 
ty  V.  Sibley,  183  Iowa  827,  167  N.  W. 
770.  Okla.  —  Brown  v.  TuU,  164  Pac. 
785. 

[a]  Even  suitable  forms  requested 
by  counsel  may  be  refused.  Birdsall  v. 
Carter,   11    Neb.   143,   7   N.   W.    751. 

98.  Eockmore  v.  State,  93  Ga.  123, 
19  S.  E.  32.  And  see  generally  the 
title  "Instructions,"  13  Standard 
Peoc.   698. 

[a]  Oral  Instruction.  —  See  13 
Standard  Pboc.  756,  757,  and  the  fol- 
lowing cases:  Ind.  —  Peelle  v.  State, 
161  Ind.  378,  68  N.  E.  682.  la.— Free- 
by  V.  Sibley,  183  Iowa  827,  167  N.  W. 
770.  N.  Y.  —  People  v.  Graves,  5  Park 
Cr.  134.  Ohio.  —  Mimius  v.  State,  16 
Ohio  St.  221;  See  Campbell  v.  Beckett, 
8  Ohio   St.  210. 

[b]  Submitting  blank  forms  with  a 
final  instruction  that  if  jury  could  not 
formulate  verdict  they  might  request 
instructions  thereon,  is  proper.  People 
V.  Brady,  133  Cal  xx,  65  Pac.  823. 

Instructing  the  jury  where  they  re- 
turn a  verdict  improper  in  form,  see 
infra,  VII,  A,  1,  b,  (IV). 

99.  Gove  V.  Breedlove,  5  Rob.  (La.) 
78. 

[a]  Objection.  —  If  the  judge  does 
prepare  forms  of  verdict,  the  party  ag- 
grieved must  except  to  the  form  pre- 
pared at  the  time  in  order  to  avail 
himself  of  any  error  therein.  Brown 
V.  Tull   (Okla.),  164  Pac.  785. 

1.  Coffee  V.  Groover,  20  Fla.  64,  re- 
versed, 123  U.  S.  1,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1,  31  L. 
ed.  51;  Lake  Erie  &  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Gris- 
wold  (Ind.  App.),  125  N.  E.  783. 

[a]  If  Not  Prejudicial. — Seidel  v. 
Quincy,  O.  &  K.  C.  E.  Co.,  109  Mo.  App. 
160,  83  S.  W.  77. 
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[b]  It  is  not  only  the  privilege  bnt 
is  sometimes  the  duty  of  the  court  to 
so  assist  the  jury.  Carlin  v.  Douegan, 
15  Kan.  173. 

[c]  Forms  with  recommendations  as 
to  suspension  of  sentence  may  be  sub- 
mitted in  a  criminal  case.  Lee  v.  State, 
78  Tex.  Crim.  210,  181  S.  W.  728. 

2.  Vaughan  v.  Farmers'  &  Mer- 
chants' Bank,  146  Ga.  51,  90  S.  E.  478; 
Freeby  v.  Sibley,  183  Iowa  827,  167 
N.  W.  770.  See  11  Standard  Pboc.  683, 
note  25.  Compare,  Green  v.  State,  40 
Fla.  474,  24  So.  537. 

[a]  Where  there  are  several  defend- 
ants there  must  be  submitted  not  only 
a  verdict  for  or  against  both,  but  for 
one  and  against  another.  Freeby  v. 
Sibley,  183  Iowa  827,  167  N.  W.  770. 
See  also  Lewin  v.  Barry,  15  Colo.  App. 
461,  63  Pac.  121;  Morrill  v.  Linde- 
mann, 86  111.  App.  76. 

[b]  Omission  to  submit  verdict  for 
manslaughter  is  error  where  there  was 
evidence  as  to  provocation  which  might 
reduce  the  degree  to  manslaughter. 
Jabich  V.  People,  58  Colo.  175,  143  Pa. 
1092.  But  see  Dacey  v.  People,  116  111. 
555,  6  N.  E.  165;  Dunn  v.  People,  109 
111.  635,  646;  State  v.  St.  Clair,  16  Nev. 
207. 

[c]  A  failure  to  submit  a  form  of 
verdict  of  not  guilty  on  one  only  of 
different  counts  is  not  erroneous, 
though  forms  for  general  verdicts  of 
guilty  and  not  guUty  ane  submitted. 
Ehea  v.  State,  63  Neb.  461,  88  N.  W. 
789. 

3.  Green  v.  State,  40  Fla.  474,  24 
So.  537. 

4.  Carger  v.  Fee,  140  Ind.  572,  39 
N.  E.  93. 

5.  Snyder  v.  Braden,  58  Ind.  143; 
Newton  v.  Brown,  1  Utah  287. 
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66unsel's  duty  to  see  that  the  verdict  is  formally  expressed.^  So  after 
the  jury  has  found  for  a  party  his  counsel  may  be  permitted  to  formu- 
late the  verdict/  The  preparation  of  the  verdict  may  be  by  the  clerk 
instead  of  by  the  jury.' 

VI.  RENDITION,  RECEPTION,  ENTRY  AND  RECORD.  — A,  In 
General.  —  A  verdict  is  not  complete  and  valid  until  it  is  rendered  in 
open  court  by  the  jury,  received  and  recorded.*  Frequently  it  is  said 
that  the  reception  of  a  verdict  is  a  judicial  aet.^°  But  according  to  some 
authorities,  the  act  is  regarded  as  ministerial,^^  or  at  least  only  a  quasi 
judicial  act.** 

B.  In  Open  CoxniT.  —  It  is  a  general  rule**  that  a  verdict  must  be 


6.  Allen  v.  State,  52  Ala.  391;  New- 
ton V.  Brown,  1  Utah  287. 

7.  Goebel  v.  Pugh,  88  Ky.  34,  10  S. 
W.  1. 

[a]  In  criminal  cases,  at  the  jury's 
request  and  in  its  presence,  the  court 
may  direct  the  solicitor  general  to  put 
in  proper  form  the  verdict  the  jury 
indicate  they  have  agreed  upon.  Pool 
V.  State,  87  6a.  526,  13  S.  E.  556; 
Brantley  v.  State,  87  Ga.  149,  13  S.  E. 
257. 

8.  State  V.  Klein,  38  Wash.  475,  80 
Pac.  770,  "it  is  9,  matter  of  no  im- 
portance who  prepared  the  form." 

9.  Ala.  —  Jones  v.  State,  97  Ala.  77, 
12  So.  274,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  150;  King 
V.  Bobinson,  5  Ala.  App.  431,  59  So. 
371.  See  Comer  v.  Jackson,  60  Ala. 
384.  Ga.  —  Irvine  v.  Grant,  15  Ga. 
App.  269,  82  S.  E.  819.  111.  —  Catholic 
Order  of  Foresters  v.  Fitz,  181  111.  206, 
54  N.  E.  952;  Nomaque  v.  People,  1 
111.  145,  12  Am.  Dec.  157;  Garrett  1;. 
John  V.  Farwell  Co.,  102  111.  App.  31; 
Crotty  V.  Wyatt,  3  111.  App.  388.  Me. 
Withee  v.  Rowe,  45  Me.  571 ;  Goodwin 
V.  Appleton,  22  Me.  453.  N.  J.  —  John- 
son V.  Depuy,  2  N.  J.  L.  165.  N.  Y. 
Labar  v-  Koplin,  4  N.  Y.  547;  Boot  v. 
Saerwood,  6  Johns.  68,  6  Am.  Dec.  191. 
O^^cs.  —  Allen  V.  State,  13  Okla.  Crim. 
533,  165  Pac.  745,  L.  B.  A.  1917E, 
1085.  Va.  —  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.  v. 
Polly,  Woods  &  Co.,  14  Gratt.  (55  Va.) 
447,  ^73. 

[a]  A  verdict  is  not  a  verdict  untij 
it  is  afHrmed  by  the  jury  in  open  court. 
King  v.  Bobinson,  5  Ala.  App.  431,  59 
So.  371. 

[bj  Until  it  is  recorded,  a  verdict  is 
not  perfected.  Jones  v.  State,  97  Ala. 
77,  12  So.  274,  38  Am.  St.  Eep.  150. 

10.  McClure  v.  State,  77  Ind.  287; 
Kelley  v.  Grand  Trunk  W.  By.  Co.,  46 


Ind.  App.  697,  93  N.  E.  616;  Allen  v. 
State,  13  Okla.  Crim.  533,  165  Pac.  745, 
L.  E.  A.  1917E,  1085. 

11.  111.  —  Mclntyre  v.  People,  38 
111.  514;  East  St.  Louis  Connecting  By. 
Co.  V.  Eggmann,  71  111.  App.  32.  Kan. 
State  v.  Keehn,  85  Kan.  765,  118  Pac. 
851;  State  V.  McKinney,  31  Kan.  570, 
584,  3  Pac.  356.  La.  —  State  v.  Canty, 
41  La.  Ann.  587,  6  So.  338.  Neb. 
State  V.  Beall,  48  Neb.  817,  67  N.  W. 
868. 

And  therefore  a  verdict  may  be  re- 
ceived on  Sunday  (see  the  title  "Sun- 
day and  Holidays"),  or  when  the 
court  is  not  organized  and  in  lawful 
session  as  a  court,  see  infra,  VI,  B. 

12.  State  V.  McKinney,  31  Kan.  670, 
584,   3   Pac.   356. 

3.  Ala.  — Wells  «.  State,  147  Ala. 
140,  41  So.  630;  Hayes  v.  State,  107 
Ala.  1,  18  So.  172;  Jackson  v.  State, 
102  Ala.  76,  15  So.  351.  IH.  — Nomaque 
V.  People,  1  111.  145,  12  Am.  Dec.  157. 
Ind.  —  Sage  v.  Brown,  34  Ind.  464.  Me. 
Anonymous,  63  Me.  590.  Mass.  —  Law- 
rence v-  Stearns,  11  Pick.  501.  Neb. 
Longfellow  v.  State,  10  Neb.  105,  4  N. 
W.  420.  N.  J.  —  Davis  v.  Delaware  Tp., 
41  N.  J.  L.  56.  N.  Y.  —  Boot  v.  Sher- 
wood, 6  Johns.  68,  5  Am.  Dec.  191. 
Pa.  —  See  Person  v.  Neigh,  52  Pa.  199. 
Va.  — Bull  V.  Com.,  14  Gratt.  (55  Va.) 
613;  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.  v.  Polly, 
Woods  &  Co.,  14  Gratt.  (55  Va.)  447, 
473. 

But  see  State  v.  Keehn,  85  Kan.  765, 
796,  118  Pac.  851  (a  murder  case); 
State  V.  McKinney,  31  Kan.  670,  584, 
3  Pac.  356,  where  the  reception  of  a 
verdict  is   regarded  as   ministerial. 

[a]  Cannot  Be  Rendered  at  Cham- 
bers.—  State  V.  Bray,  67  N.  C.  283. 
But  see  Palmer  v.  Harper,  Wright 
(Ohio)    383. 
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rendered  and  received  in  open  court,  unless  it  is  otherwise  agreed  by 
the  parties.^* 

C.  Time  and  Place.  —  As  the  reception  of  a  verdict  is  usually  deemed 
a  judicial  act,  a  verdict  should  be  deliyered  at  a  place  prescribed  for 
the  holding  of  eourt,^^  and  while  the  court  is  convened.^^  The  authori- 
ties are  not  uniform  as  to  the  right  to  receive  a  verdict  during  a  period 
of  adjournment.  Ordinarily  a  verdict  cannot  be  received  during  such 
a  period,  in  the  absence  of  the  parties,^^  unless  the  parties  consent 
thereto,^^  or  the  statute  provides  that  during  an  adjournment  the  court 
shall  be  deemed  open  for  purposes  connected  with  a  case  submitted  to 
the  jury.^° 

It  is  permissible  to  receive  a  verdict  after  an  announcement  of  ad- 
journment but  before  the  act  of  separation  and  departure,^"  and,  ac- 

[b]  To  constitute  a  court,  it  is  es- 
sential that  the  judge  be  in  the  dis- 
charge of  his  duties  at  the  time  and  in 
the  place  prescribed  by  law  for  the 
sitting  of  the  court.  McClerkin  v. 
State,  20  Fla.  879.  See  the  title 
"Courts."  And  therefore  it  is  neces- 
sary that  the  judge  be  present,  at  the 
place  prescribed  for  holding  court,  and 
that  court  be  convened,  when  a  verdict 
is  delivered.  See  infra,  VI,  C;  VI,  D; 
VI,  E. 

14.  See  Ga.  Code,  1910,  §  5931,  and 
generally  the  title   "Stipulations." 

15.  Jackson  v.  State,  102  Ala.  76, 
15  So.  351;    Tuhe  v.  Eber,  19  Ind.  126. 

[a]  A  judge  at  his  hotel  is  not 
sitting  as  a  court,  and  a  verdict  re- 
ceived by  him  at  his  hotel  is  void 
though  the  defendant  be  present.  Jack- 
sou  V.  State,  102  Ala.  76,  15  So.  351. 

[b]  But  -when  a  juror  is  ill,  it  has 
been  held  that  it  is  not  error  to  ad- 
journ to  the  sick  juror's  house,  and  in 
the  presence  of  the  parties  and  their 
counsel  to  receive  a  verdict.  King  v. 
Faber  &  Co.,  51  Pa.  387. 

16.  See   infra,   this   section, 
[a]     When  court  is  convened  before 

the  time  to  which  it  was  adjourned, 
and  the  verdict  received,  the  irregular- 
ity, if  any,  is  not  prejudiced  when 
both  the  prisoner  and  his  counsel  are 
present.  State  v.  Barfield,  36  La.  Ann. 
89;  Manion  v.  State  (Neb.),  175  N.  W. 
1013. 

17.  Colo.  —  Harding  v.  People,  10 
Colo.  387,  15  Pac.  727.  Minn.  — Ken- 
nedy V.  Eaught,  6  Minn.  235.  Neb. 
Longfellow  v.  State,  10  Nob.  105,  4  N. 
W.  420;  Young  v.  Seymour,  4  Neb.  86. 
N.  Y.  — Gale  v.  Hoysradt,  1  How.  Pr. 
72;  People  ex  rel.  Stafford  v.  Mayor's 
Court,   1   Wend.   36.      Pa. — Shamokin 
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Coal  &  Iron  Co.  v.  Mitman,  3  Pa.  379. 
S.  I>.  — Peart  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P. 
Ry.  Co.,  5  S.  D.  337,  58  N.   W.  806. 

But  see  East  St.  Louis  Connecting 
R.  Co.  V.  Eggmann,  71  111.  App.  32, 
when  a  verdict  was  received  without 
the  presence  of  the  clerk  or  defend- 
ant's counsel. 

[a]  A  verdict  received  during  an 
adjournment  is  a  mere  privy  verdict, 
and  has  no  force  unless  afterwards  af- 
firmed put>licly.  Longfellow  v.  State, 
10  Neb.  105,  4  N.  W.  420;  Young  v. 
Seymour,  4  Neb.  86. 

[b]  Even  though  in  adjourning  the 
court  announces  that  it  will  at  all 
times  be  open  for  the  purpose  of  receiv- 
ing verdict.  Young  v.  Seymour,  4  Neb. 
86;  Peart  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry. 
Co.,  5  S.  D.  337,  58  N.  W.  806.  See 
also  People  ex  rel.  Stafford  v.  Mayor's 
Court,  1  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  36.  But  see 
Tim  V.  Eosenfeld,  168  Mass.  393,  47  N. 
E.   106,  under  statute. 

As  to  sealed  verdict,  see  infra,  VIII. 

18.  Harding  v.  People,  10  Colo.  387, 

15  Pac.  727.  See  Kennedy  v.  Eaught, 
6  Minn.  235. 

19.  See  the  statutes  and  the  fol- 
lowing cases:  Mass.  —  Tim  v.  Eosen- 
feld, 168  Mass.  393,  47  N.  E.  106.  Okla. 
In  re  Patswald,  5  Okla.  789,  60  Pac. 
139.  S.  D.  —  State  V.  Jackson,  21  S.  D. 
494,  113  N.  W.  880,  16  Ann.  Cas.  87. 
Tex.  —  Templeton  «.  State,  5  Tex.  App. 
398. 

20.  In  re  Green,  16  111.  234;  Person 
V.  Neigh,  52  Pa.  199.  But  see  Chicago 
V.  Eogers,   61  111.   188. 

[a]  The  judge  need  not  reopen  court) 
to  receive  the  verdict  rendered  imme- 
diately after  adjournment.  In  re  Green, 

16  111.  234. 
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cording  to  some  authorities  at  least,  even  after  the  act  of  separation 
if  the  parties  and  their  counsel  are  present.^^ 

A  verdict  can  not  be  rendered  after  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  ths 
court,"^  unless  statute  provides  otherwise.^^ 

The  reception  of  a  verdict  on  Sundays  and  holidays  is  elsewhere 
treated.^* 

D.  By  Whom  Received. — In  General.— A  verdict,^^  except  a  ver- 
dict of  acquittal,^*  is  without  effect  until  it  has  been  received,  ac- 
cepted and  approved  by  the  trial  judge,  or  some  one  for  him  when  his 
presence  is  and  may  be  waived.^'  It  is  the  duty  of  the  judge  to  look 
after  the  form  and  substance  of  a  verdict  so  as  to  prevent  a  doubtful 


21.  lU.  —  Mclntyre  v.  People,  38  111. 
514,  followed  in  East  St.  Louis  Connect- 
ing Ry.  Co.  V.  Eggman,  81  111.  App.  32, 
in  both,  of  these  cases  the  judge  re- 
opened court.  Kan.  —  State  v.  Keehn, 
85  Kan.  765,  796,  118  Pae.  851;  State 
V.  McKinney,  31  Kan.  570,  584,  3  Pae. 
356.  Wis.  —  Barrett  v.  State,  1  Wis. 
175. 

[a]  The  reason  a  verdict  may  be 
received  during  a  period  of  adjourn- 
ment is  that  the  reception  of  a  verdict 
is  a  ministerial  act.  State  v.  McKin- 
ney, 31  Kan.  670,  584,  3  Pae.  356. 

[b]  The  authorities  contrary  to  this 
view  "rest  on  the  fact  that  the  defend- 
ant was  not  himself  present,  or  being 
present  lost  his  right  of  polling  the  jury 
in  consequence  of  the  absence  of  his 
counsel."  State  v.  McKinney,  31  Kan. 
570,  585,  3  Pae.  356. 

[c]  The  presence  of  the  parties  and 
counsel  without  objection  may  operate 
as  a  waiver  of  the  error  in  receiving  a 
verdict  during  an  adjournment.  State 
V.  McKinney,  31  Kan.  570,  585,  3  Pae. 
356,  query. 

22.  Colo.  —  Anderson  v.  Hulet,  4 
Colo.  App.  448,  36  Pae.  309.  la.  — Gra- 
ble  V.  State,  2  G.  Gr.  559.  Tenn. 
Gregg  V.  Cooke,  Peck  82.  Tex.  —  Har- 
per V.  State,  43  Tex.  431;  Ex  parte  Par- 
ker, 35  Tex.  Crim.  12,  29  S.  W.  480,  790; 
In  re  Juneman,  28  Tex.  App.  486,  13  S. 
W.  783. 

[a]  With  the  close  of  the  term,  the 
jury  is  discharged  by  operation  of  law. 
Anderson  v.  Hulet,  4  Colo.  App.  448, 
36  Pae.  309.  See  also  17  Standabd  Peoc. 
623. 

23.  See  the  statutes  and  Weske  v. 
Chicago  Union  Traction  Co.,  117  111. 
App.  298. 

24.  See  the  title,  "Sunday  and 
Holidays." 


25.  Ala.  —  King  v.  Eobinson,  5  Ala. 
App.  431,  59  So.  371.  Kan.  — State  v. 
Lyon,  83  Kan.  168,  109  Pae.  990.  Mo. 
See  State  v.  Ostrander,  30  Mo.  13.  N. 
C  — State  V.  Godwin,  138  N.  C.  582, 
50  S.  E.  277. 

[a]  The  court  alone  has  authority 
to  receive  a  verdict.  Chicago  &  A.  E. 
Co.  V.  Merrimau,  86  111.  App.  454. 

[bj  As  the  presence  of  a  judge  ia 
essential  to  the  constitution  of  a  court, 
it  is  essential  that  a  judge  be  present 
at  the  rendition  of  a  verdict.  Ala. 
Hayes  v.  State,  107  Ala.  1,  18  So.  172; 
Waller  v.  State,  40  Ala.  325;  White- 
hurst  V.  State,  3  Ala.  App.  88,  57  So. 
1026.  Ga.  —  Martin  v.  State,  10  Ga. 
App.  455,  73  S.  E.  686.  N.  C  — State 
V.  Austin,  108  N.  C.  780,  13  S.  E.  219. 
Okla.  —  See  In  re  Patswald,  5  Okla. 
789,  50  Pae.  139.  S.  D.  —  State  v.  Jack- 
son, 21  S.  D.  494,  113  N.  W.  880,  16 
Ann.  Cas.  87. 

[c]  An  accused  has  a  right  to  have 
the  verdict  rendered  in  the  presence 
of  the  judge.  State  v.  Austin,  108  N.  C. 
780,  785,  13  S.  E.  219. 

[d]  The  absence  of  an  assistant 
judge  does  not  affect  the  validity  of  a 
verdict.  Wathan  v.  Penebaker,  3  Bibb 
(Ky.)  99.  But  see  People  v.  Shaw,  63 
N.  Y.  36;  Blend  v.  People,  41  N.  Y.  604. 

Presence  of  judge  at  trial,  see  the 
title  "Trial." 

Authority  of  disqualified  judge  to  re- 
ceive verdict,  see  16  Standard  Pkoc. 
693. 

26.  State  v.  Lyon,  83  Kan.  168,  109 
Pae.  990;  State  v.  Arrington,  7  N.  C. 
571. 

27.  State  v.  Keehn,  85  Kan.  765,  118 
Pae.  851,  a'  murder  case.  See  infra^  VI, 
E. 

As  to  waiver  of  presence  Qf  judge 
generally,  see  the  title,  "Trial." 
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or  insufficient  finding  from  passing  into  the  records  of  the  court.''®  But 
when  a  complete  formal  verdict  is  returned  by  a  jury,  the  court  has  no 
discretion  in  the  matter,  but  must  receive  it.^^ 

It  is  not  necessary,  however,  that  the  same  judge  who  tried  the  case 
receive  the  verdict.^" 

The  clerk  nas  no  authority  to  receive  a  verdict,*^  unless  authorized  by 
the  court  to  do  so.^^  And  if  he  receives  the  verdict  in  a  recess  of  court 
and  in  the  absence  of  the  accused  without  a  direction  of  court  or  the 
consent  of  the  parties,  the  verdict  is  invalid.^^ 

E.  Delegation  of  Power. —  In  civil  Cases. —  When  the  reception 
of  a  verdict  is  regarded  as  a  ministerial  act,  it  is  within  the  power  of 
the  parties  to  a  civil  action  to  stipulate  that  the  verdict  may  be  received 
by  the  clerk  or  other  person  in  the  absence  of  the  judge,^*  but  the  judge 
cannot  without  such  consent  authorize  the  clerk  or  some  one  else  to  re- 
ceive the  verdict.'^  When  the  act  is  regarded  as  judicial,  such  a  stipu- 


28.  As  to  amendment,  see  infra,  YII. 

29.  Fla.  — Grant  v.  State,  33  Fla. 
291,  14  So.  757,  23  h.  E.  A.  723.  Ga. 
Register  v.  State,  10  Ga.  App.  623,  74 
S.  E.  429.  Mo.  —  State  v.  Ostrander, 
30  Mo.  13. 

[a]  Contrary  to  Evidence  or  In- 
structions.—  (1)  On  the  ground  that  it 
is  against  the  evidence,  the  court  can- 
not refuse  to  receive  a  verdict.  State 
V.  Eombauer,  44  Mo.  590  j  State  v.  Os- 
trander, 30  Mo.  13.  (2)  And  it  is  well 
settled  that  a  court  cannot  set  aside  a 
verdict  of  acquittal  for  any  erro?  of 
law  or  disregard  of  the  evidence  or  in- 
strvwjtions.  Kegister  v.  State,  10  Ga. 
App.  663,  74  S.  E.  429.  (3)  Even  though 
a  verdict  is  contrary  to  the  instructions 
and  for  a  less  degree  of  crime  than  the 
evidence  shows,  the  court  must  receive 
it.  Eegister  v.  State,  10  Ga.  App.  623, 
74  S.  E.  429;  Spence  v.  State,  7  Ga. 
App.  825,  68  S.  E.  443. 

Mandamus  to  compel  receipt  of  ver. 
diet,  see  infra,  VI,  L. 

30.  Chicago  &  A.  E.  Co.  V.  Merri- 
man,  86  111.  App.  454. 

[a]  ta  case  another  judge  la  called 
in  to  try  a  case,  it  is  reversible  error 
for  the  judge  from  whom  the  change 
was  taken  to  receive  the  verdict.  State 
V.  Finder,  12  S.  D.  423,  81  N.  W.  959. 
See  16  Standaed  Peoc.  635,  636. 

31.  State  V.  Mills,  19  Ark.  476. 

32.  As  to  power  of  court  to  delegate 
authority,  see  infra,  VI,  E. 

33.  TJ.  S.  — Nelson  v.  Wood,  210 
Fed.  18,  126  C.  C.  A.  598.  Ala.  — Cow- 
art  V.  State,  147  Ala.  137,  41  So.  631; 
Hayes  v.  State,  107  Ala.  1,  18  So.  172; 
Jones  V.  State,  97  Ala.  77,  12  So.  274, 
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38  Am.  St.  Eep.  150.  Ark. — State  v. 
Mills,  19  Ark.  476.  N.  J.  — See  Davis 
V.  Delaware  Tp.,  41  N.  J.  L.  55.  N.  C. 
State  V.  Epps,  76  N.  C.  55. 

[a]  Bemedy. —  (1)  If  the  clerk 
without  authority  receives  a  verdict 
not  responsive  to  all  the  issues,  the 
judge  has  power  to  order  the  jury  to 
retire  and  finish  their  verdict,  if  they 
have  not  dispersed.  Mitchell  v.  Mitch- 
ell, 122  N.  C.  332,  29  S.  E.  367.  (2) 
But  if  the  jury  has  dispersed,  a  verdict 
received  by  the  clerk  without  author- 
ity will  be  set  aside.  Cowart  v.  State, 
147  Ala.  137,  41  So.  631. 

[b]  Effect. —  (1)  The  irregularity 
does  not  result  in  an  acquittal  when 
the  judge  refuses  to  receive  it,  but  the 
dispersal  of  the  jury  before  returning 
a  valid  verdict  necessitates  a  new  trial. 
Cowart  V.  State,  147  Ala.  137,  41  So. 
631.  (2)  I£  the  verdict  is  received  and 
entered  by  the  judge  on  his  docket,  and 
the  jury  is  discharged,  the  irregularity 
operates  as  an  acquittal.  Jones  v. 
State,  97  Ala.  77,  12  So.  274,  38  Am. 
St.  Eep.  160. 

34.  Ala.  —  Sorrelle  v.  Craig,  9  Ala. 
534.  Kan.  —  Wetmore  State  Bank  v. 
Courter,  97  Kan.  178,  155  Pac.  27, 
Minn. —  Bedal  v.  Spurr,  33  Minn.  207, 
22  N.  W.  390.  N.  Y.  —  Dubue  v.  Lazell, 
Dalley  &  Co.,  182  N.  Y.  482,  75  N.  E. 
401.  N.  C.  —  Barger  Bros.  v.  Alley,  167 
N.  C.  362,  83  S.  E.  612;  See  Mitchell  v. 
Mitchell,  122  N.  C.  332,  29  S.  E.  367; 
Willoughby  v.  Threadgill,  72  N".  C.  438. 
Wis.  —  Burlingame  v.  Burlingame,  18 
Wis.  285. 

35.  Morris  v.  Harburger,  100  App. 
Div.  357,  91  N.  Y.  Supp.  409,  explained 
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lation  would  be  in  violation  of  the  general  rale  that  consent  of  parties 
cannot  empower  a  court  to  delegate  any  -judicial  functions.'' 

In  criminal,  as  in  civil  cases,  the  trial  judge  cannot,  even  with  the  eon- 
sent  of  the  parties  authorize  another  to  receive  a  verdict,  if  the  act  is 
regarded  as  judicial,''  especially  when  he  is  not  appointed  a  special 
judge,'^  and  even  when  the  act  is  deemed  ministerial  some  authorities 
hold  that  the  element  of  public  interest  or  policy  renders  the  presence 
of  the  justice  essential,^^  though  others  hold  the  presence  of  the  judge 
may  be  waived,  especially  in  misdemeanor  cases.*" 

F.  Presence  of  Clerk.  —  The  clerk  is  not  essential  to  the  constitu- 
tion of  a  court  and  he  need  not  be  present  at  the  reception  of  a  ver- 
dict." 

G.  Presence  of  Jurors.  —  Except  by  consent,*^  a  verdict  can  only  be 
rendered  by  a  full  jury.*' 

H.  Presence  of  Parties.  —  In  civil  actions,  the  parties  need  not  be 


in  Dubue  v.  Lazell,  Dalley  &  Co.,  182 
N.  Y.  482,  488,  75  N.  E.  401.  Compare 
Houston  V.  Potts,  65  N.  C.  41,  in  which 
it  does  not  appear  whether  the  consent 
of  the  parties  was  given. 

[a]  In  New  Jersey,  the  statute 
authorizes  a  court  to  order  the  clerk  to 
take  a  verdict,  unless  such  order  is  dis- 
sented from  by  counsel.  Davis  v.  Dela- 
ware Tp.,  41  N.  J.  L.  55. 

36.  WUlett  v.  Porter,  42  Ind.  250; 
Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.  v.  Polly,  Woods 
&  Co.,  14  Gratt.  (55  Va.)  447,  475. 

37.  Ind.  —  McClure  v.  State,  77  Ind. 
287;  Trout  v.  West,  29  Ind.  51.  Okla. 
Allen  V.  State,  13  Okla.  Crim.  533,  165 
Pac.  745,  L.  E.  A.  1917E,  1085,  note. 
S.  D.  — State  v.  Jackson,  21  S.  D.  494, 
113  N.  W.  880,  16  Ann.  Oas.  87. 

38.  Quinn  v.  State,  130  Ind.  340,  30 
N.  E.  300. 

39.  Dubuc  V.  Lazell,  Dalley  &  Co., 
182  N.  Y.  482,  75  N.  E.  401. 

40.  Brown  v.  State,  63  Ala.  97,  103, 
104  (misdemeanor  case) ;  State  v.  Epps, 
76  N.  C.  55  (misdemeanor  case);  Hous- 
ton V.  Potts,  65  N.  C.  41. 

[a]  In  felony  cases,  the  presence  of 
the  judge  cannot  be  waived.  See  No- 
maque  v.  People,  1  111.  145,  12  Am.  Dec. 
157;  State  v.  Epps,  76  N.  C.  55.  Contra 
State  V.  Keehn,  85  Kan.  765,  118  Pac. 
851  (a  capital  case);  State  v.  Way,  76 
Kan.  928,  93  Pac.  159. 

[b]  In  capital  cases,  the  judge's 
presence  cannot  be  waived.  State  v. 
Austin,  108  N.  O.  780,  785,  13  S.  E.  219; 
Houston  V.  Potts,  65  N.  C.  41.    Contra, 


State  V.  Keehn,  85  Kan.  765,  799,  118 
Pac.  851. 

41.  McClerkin  v.  State,  20  Ela.  879; 
Eichards  v.  State,  136  Ga.  67,  70  S.  E. 
868;  Eobinson  v.  State,  128  Ga.  254, 
57  S.  E.  315. 

Authority  of  clerk  to  receive  verdict, , 
see  supra,  VI,  D,  1. 

42.  Bishop  V.  Mugler,  33  Kan.  145, 
5  Pac.  756. 

43.  Colo.  —  Kohn  v.  Kennedy,  6 
Colo.  App.  388,  41  Pac.  510.  Ga.  —  Pat- 
terson V.  State,  122  Ga.  587,  50  S.  E. 
489.  111.  —  Nomaque  v.  People,  1  111. 
145,  12  Am.  Dec.  157.  Kan. —  Bishop 
V.  Mugler,  33  Kan.  145,  5  Pac.  756. 
Mass.  —  Lawrence  v.  Stearns,  11  Pick. 
501.  Minn.  —  Klemmer  v.  Biersdorf, 
137  Minn.  474,  163  N".  W.  527.  Mo. 
Norvell  v.  Deval,  50  Mo.  272,  11  Am. 
Eep.  413.  State  v.  Mansfield,  41  Mo. 
470.  Ohio.  —  Sargent  v.  State,  11  Ohio 
472.  Va.  —  Com.  v.  Gibson,  2  Va.  Cas. 
70. 

[a]  A  sealed  verdict  should  be  pre- 
sented by  a  full  jury  (1)  in  open  court 
(U.  S.  — Doyle  v.  United  States,  10 
Fed.  269.  Kan.  —  Bishop  v.  Mugler,  33 
Kan.  145,  5  Pac  756.  Mass.  —  Law- 
rence V.  Stearns,  11  Pick.  501.  N.  Y. 
Eoot  V.  Sherwood,  6  Johns.  68,  5  Am. 
Dec.  191),  unless  (2)  the  parties  con- 
sent to  its  return  by  a  less  number 
(Bishop  V.  Mugler,  33  Kan.  145,  5  Pac. 
756),  or  (3)  waive  their  presence  by 
failure  to  demand  that  they  be  present, 
or  demand  that  the  jury  be  polled. 
State  V.  Thompson,  74  Iowa  119,  37  N. 
W.  104. 
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present  at  the  rendition  of  a  verdict,**  unless  it  is  received  while  the 
court  is  not  in  regular  session.*^ 

The  necessity  of  the  presence  of  the  accused  in  a  criminal  prosecution 
is  elsewhere  discussed.*^  ' 

I.  Peesence  op  Counsel.  —  It  is  not  essential  that  counsel  be  pres- 
ent at  the  reception  of  a  verdict,*^  unless  perhaps  when  a  verdict  is  re- 
ceived while  the  court  is  not  in  regular  session.*'  An  accused  is  entitled 
to  have  his  counsel  present  at  the  reception  of  a  verdict,*^  but  he  may 
waive  the  privilege.^"  The  court  is  not  required  to  send  for  counsel,^^ 
though  it  may  do  so  as  a  matter  of  courtesy.''^ 


44.  Colo.  — Stiles  v.  Ford,  2  Colo. 
128.  Conn.  —  Merwin  v.  Wheeler,  41 
Conn.  14.  Ga.  —  Ward  v.  Ward,  144  Ga. 
312,  87  S.  E.  17;  Perry  v.  Mulligan,  58 
Ga.  479;  Jones  v.  Bullard,  52  Ga.  145. 
Kan.  —  Strowger  v.  Sample,  44  Kan. 
298,  24  Pae.  425;  McCormick  Harvest- 
ing Mach.  Co.  V.  Lauber,  7  Kan.  App. 
730,  52  Pac.  577.  Mass.  —  Tim  v.  Ros- 
enfeld,  168  Mass.  393,  47  N.  E.  106.  N. 
J.  —  Gould  V.  Magee,  3  N.  J.  L.  475. 
N.  C.  —  Barger  Bros.  v.  Alley,  167  N. 
C.  362,  83  S.  E.  612.  Contra,  Graham  v. 
Tate,  77  N;  C.  120,  a  judgment  of  non- 
suit should  be  entered  against  the 
plaintiff  if  he  absents  himself.  It  is 
sharp  practice  for  a  defendant  to  take 
a  verdict  against  the  plaintiff. 

[a]  But  at  common  law,  the  plain- 
tiff is  called  before  the  foreman  an- 
nounces the  verdict,  and  if  he  fails  to 
answer  a  nonsuit  is  entered.  Bronstein 
V.  American  Ice  Co.,  119  Md.  132,  86 
Atl.  131;  Hall  V.  Schuehardt,  34  Md. 
15;  Graham  v.  Tate,  77  N.  C.  120.  See 
7  Standard  Proc.  662,  676. 

45.  See  supra,  VI,  C. 

46.  See -the  title,  "Trial." 

47.  Ala.  —  Whitehurst  v.  State,  3 
Ala.  App.  88,  57  So.  1026.  Ariz. 
Torque  v.  Carrillo,  1  Ariz.  336,  25  Pae. 
526.  Ga.  —  O'Bannon  v.  State,  76  Ga. 
29.  Kan.  —  Strowger  v.  Sample,  44 
Kan.  298,  24  Pac.  425;  McCormick  Har- 
vesting Mach.  Co.  V.  Lauber,  7  Kan. 
App.  730,  52  Pac.  577.  Md.  — Hommer 
V.  State,  85  Md.  562,  37  Atl.  26.  Mass. 
Tim  V.  Eosenfeld,  168  Mass.  393,  47  N. 
E.  106.  Tex.  — Huffman  v.  State,  28 
Tex.  App.  174,  12  S.  W.  588;  Beaumont 
V.  State,  1  Tex.  App.  533,  28  Am.  Rep. 
424.  Wis.  — Martin  v.  State,  79  Wis. 
165,  48  N.  W.  119. 

[a]  When  a  verdict  is  received 
while  court  Is  in  regular  session,  the 
absence  of  counsel  does  not  invalidate 
a  verdict,   the  accused  being  present. 
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Hommer  v.  State,  85  Md.  562,  37  Atl. 
26;  Martin  v.  State,  79  Wis.  165,  48  N. 
W.  119. 

[b]  Presence  of  Counsel  Presumed. 
Torque  v.  Carrillo,  1  Ariz.  336,  25  Pae. 
526. 

48.  See  supra,  VI,  B  and  C. 

49.  Whitehurst  v.  State,  3  Ala.  App. 
88,  57  So.  1026.  But  see  Hommer  v. 
State,  85  Md.  562,  37  Atl.  26. 

50.  Ga.  —  Richards  v.  State,  136  Ga. 
67,  70  8.  E.  868.  Miss.  —  Penn  v.  State, 
62  Miss.  450.  Ohio.  —  Crusen  v.  State, 
10  Ohio  St.  258. 

[a]  When  the  accused  does  not  call 
the  court's  attention  to  the  absence  of 
his  counsel  it  is  not  error  to  receive  a 
verdict  in  the  absence  of  counsel. 
Whitehurst  v.  State,  3  Ala.  App.  88,  57 
So.  1026;  Huffman  v.  State,  28  Tex. 
App.  174,  12  S.  W.  588;  Beaumont  v. 
State,  1  Tex.  App.  533,  28  Am.  Rep. 
424. 

51.  Kan.  —  Seaton  v.  Smith,  45  Kan. 
43,  25  Pac.  222.  N.  J.  — Gould  v.  Ma- 
gee, 3  N.  J.  L.  475.  Ohio.  —  Crusen  v. 
State,  10  Ohio  St.  258;  Sutcliffe  v. 
State,  18  Ohio  469,  ,51  Am.  Dec.  459. 
Okla.  —  Hardeman  v.  State,  15  Okla. 
Crim.  229,  175  Pac.  948,  952.  Wis. 
Walczakowski  v.  Milwaukee  E.  E.  &  L. 
Co.,  157  Wis.  191,  147  N.  W.  20;  Bar- 
rett v.  State,  1  Wis.  175. 

[a]  Though  a  verdict  is  received 
during  a  recess,  the  court  is  not  re- 
quired to  notify  counsel.  McCormick 
Harvesting  Mach.  Co.  v.  Lauber,  7  Kan. 
App.  730,  52  Pac.  677.  But  see  Welch 
V.  Stiles,  47  Iowa  171. 

[b]  Though  the  judge  agrees  to  send 
for  counsel,  a  failure  to  do  so  is  not 
cause  for  reversal.  Seaton  v.  Smith,  45 
Kan.  43,  25  Pac.  222. 

52.  Richards  v.  State,  136  Ga.  67,  70 
S.  E.  868;  Hardeman  v.  Sta-te,  15  Okla. 
Crim.  229,  175  Pac.  948. 

[a]    If  counsel  is  not  at  the  place  he 


VEltDICT 


im 


J.  Procedure.  —  Verdicts  in  civil  and  criminal  cases  are  usually  ren- 
dered in  the  same  manner .°' 

Oral  Verdict.  —  In  general,  the  procedure^*  on  the  rendition  and  re- 
ception of  an  oral  verdict  is  as  follows :  "When  the  jury  or  so  many  of 
them  as  the  law  may  prescribe,=°  have  agreed  upon  their  verdict,  they 
must  be  conducted  into  court.*"  Their  names  must  be  called  by  the 
clerk.*^  If  all  appear,  they  must  be  asked  whether  they  have  agreed 
upon  their  verdict.^*  If  they  answer  in  the  affirmative,  they  or  their 
foreman  must  declare  it.®°  It  is  entered  by  the  clerk,""  and  read  to  the 
jury,"^  and  inquiry  is  made  of  them  if  that  is  their  verdict."^  On  the 
acquiescence  of  the  jury,  no  question  by  the  court  or  either  party  being 
made,  the  jury  is  discharged  from  further  consideration  of  the  case,"^ 
and  the  finding,  rendering  and  recording  is  complete."*  The  entry  in 
the  minutes  is  not  that  recording  which  makes  the  verdict  fixed  and 
unalterable."^  It  is  the  assent  of  the  jury  to  the  reading  of  the  verdict 
as  entered  which  makes  the  verdict."" 

Written  Verdicts.  —  The  procedure  in  the  case  of  written  verdicts  var- 
ies slightly  from  that  just  outlined."'  "When  the  jurors  appear  and  an- 
nounce their  agreement  on  a  verdict,  they  or  their  foreman,  on  being 


stated  he  would  be,  there  is  no  error 
in  receiving  a  verdict  in  his  absence. 
Richards  v.  State,  136  Ga.  67,  70  S.  E. 
868. 

53.  State  v.  Engle,  13  Ohio  490. 

54.  For  a  complete  statement  as  to 
the  procedure  when  the  verdict  is  oral, 
see  Eoberts  v.  State,  14  Ga.  18;  Long- 
fellow V.  State,  10  Neb.  105,  4  N.  Vf. 
420. 

55.  See  supra,  Yl,  F. 

56.  See  supra,  VI,  B. 

57.  Eoberts  v.  State,  14  Ga.  18. 

[aj  The  purpose  of  calling  the 
names  of  the  jury  is  to  ascertain  if  all 
are  present.  Longfellow  v.  State,  10 
Neb.  105,  4  N.  W.  420. 

[b]  A  failure  to  call  their  names  is 
not  prejudicial  if  all  are  in  fact  pres- 
ent. Cal.  —  People  v.  Eodundo,  44  Cal. 
538.  Conn.  —  Eaymond  v.  Bell,  18  Conn. 
81.  Ind.  — Norton  v.  State,  106  Ind. 
163,  6  N.  E.  126. 

58.  Kohn  v.  Kennedy,  6  Colo.  App. 
388,  41  Pac.  510;  Eoberts  v.  State,  14 
Ga.  18. 

59.  Blum  V.  Pate,  20  Cal.  69;  Has- 
son  V.  Com.,  10  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1054,  11  S. 
W.  286.   See  infra,  this  subsection. 

60.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Nichols,  62  Cal. 
518;  People  V.  Smith,  59  Cal.  601;  Peo- 
ple i;.  Gilbert,  57  Cal.  96.  Ga.  — Eob- 
erts V.  State,  14  Ga.  18.  Okla.  — Milli- 
gan  V.  Territory,  2  Okla.  164,  166,  37 
Pac.  1059. 

[a]     The  place  of  entry  varies  (1)  in 


the  different  states.  In  some  the  entry 
is  made  upon  the  minutes.  Werner  v. 
New  York  Cent.  E.  E.  Co.,  62  N.  Y. 
437,  11  Am.  Eep.  724..  (2)  In  others  on 
the  back  of  the  indictment.  Com.  v. 
Tobin,  125  Mass.  203,  206,  28  Am.  Eep. 
220. 

61.  Reg.  V.  Vodden,  23  L.  J.  E.  N. 
S.  M.  C.  7,  17  Jur.  1014,  22  Eng.  L.  & 
Eq.  Eep.  596. 

62.  Rookey  v.  State,  70  Conn.  104, 
38  Atl.  911;  Com.  •;;.  Gibson,  2  Va.  Cas. 
70. 

63.  Warner  -k.  New  York  Cent.  E.  E. 
Co.,  52  N.  Y.  437,  11  Am.  Eep.  724. 

As  to  mode  indicating  assent,  see 
infra,  this  subsection. 

64.  La.  —  State  v.  Paulk,  30  La. 
Ann.  831.  N.  Y.  —  Warner  v.  New 
York  Cent.  E.  E.  Co.,  52  N.  Y.  437,  442, 
11  Am.  Eep.  724.  Okla  —  Milligan  v. 
Territory,  2  Okla.  164,  166,  37  Pac.  1059. 

65.  Warner  v.  New  York  Cent.  E.  E. 
Co.,  52  N.  Y.  437,  443,  11  Am.  Eep.  724; 
Nickelson  v.  Smith,  15  Ore.  200,  14 
Pac.  40.   See  supra,  IV,  C. 

66.  Eookey  v.  State,  70  Conn.  104, 
108,  38  Atl.  911;  Watertown  Ecel.  So- 
ciety's Appeal,  46  Conn.  230. 

67.  See  infra,  this  subsection. 

[a]  As  to  procedure  in  Colorado, 
see  Eyan  v.  People,  50  Colo.  99,  108, 
114  Pac.  306. 

[b]  In  Florida,  see  Grant  v.  State, 
33  Fla.  291,  14  So.  757,  23  L.  E.  A.  723. 
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required,  must  "render"  or  return  their  verdict.'®  The  written  instru- 
ment is  then  read  to  the  jury,"'  and  inquiry  is  made  of  them  whether 
that  is  their  verdict.'"  If  there  is  no  dissent  the  verdict  is  complete,'^ 
and  a  permanent  record  is  afterwards  made.''^  A  verdict  is  not  required 
to  be  filed'^  unless  statute  so  provides.''* 


68.  Kramm  v.  Stockton  Elee.  E.  Co., 
22  Cal.  App.  737,  761,  136  Pae.  523, 
534;  Kohn  v.  Kennedy,  6  Colo.  App. 
388,  41  Pac.  510. 

As  to  manner  of  return,  lee  infra, 
this  subsection. 

69.  Blum  V.  Pate,  20  Cal.  69;  State 
V.  McCormick,  84  Me.  566,  24  Atl.  938. 

[a]  Beaatag. —  (1)  The  defendant 
is  entitled  to  have  the  verdict  read  be- 
fore it  is  recorded.  But  if  the  jury  is 
polled,  he  is  not  prejudiced  by  a  fail- 
ure to  read  it  before  recordation.  Peo- 
ple V.  Nichols,  62  Cal.  518;  Blum  v. 
Pate,  20  Cal.  69..  (2)  It  is  better  pro- 
cedure that  the  proposed  verdict,  when 
handed  to  the  clerk  be  read  audibly 
hy  him,  though  it  may  sometimes  be 
necessary,  or  at  least  desirable,  that  it 
be  made  known  only  to  the  judge  un- 
til he  decides  to  accept  it.  The  matter 
rests  in  the  discretion  of  the  judge. 
Magoohan  v.  Curran,  71  Conn.  551,  42 
Atl.  656. 

[b]  The  judge  may  read  the  ver- 
dict to  the  jury,  though  the  clerk  usu- 
ally reads  it.  O  'Connor  v.  State,  9  Fla. 
215. 

70.  Eyan  v.  People,  50  Colo.  99,  108, 
114  Pac.  306. 

[a]  A  failure  to  inquire  of  the  jury 
whether  the  verdict  rendered  is  their 
verdict  is  not  fatal  in  the  absence  of 
objection.  Eaymond  v.  Bell,  18  Conn. 
81. 

71.  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  {  618. 

72.  Grant  v.  State,  33  Fla.  291,  14 
So.  757,  23  L.  E.  A.  723.  See  Milligan 
V.  Territory,  2  Okla.  164,  37  Pac.  1059. 

[aj  But  compare  Smith  v.  State,  51 
"Wis.  615,  8  N.  W.  410,  37  Am.  Eep. 
845,  holding  the  entry  of  the  verdict 
in  the  minute  book  is  the  only  entry 
necessary  before  the  discharge  of  the 
jury.  An  entry  in  the  criminal  record 
may  be  made  after  the  jury  is  dis- 
charged. 

[b]  "Eecording"  Explained.— (1) 
It  is  true  that  a  verdict  must  be  re- 
corded before  the  jury  is  discharged. 
But  this  cannot  mean  that  a  verdict 
must  be  regularly  written  down  in  the 
minutes  of  the  court.  The  clerk  usu- 
ally makes  a  brief  memorandum  on  the 
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indictment  or  on  his  docket,  and  this 
is  all  that  is  necessary.  If  the  jury 
themselves  record  the  verdict  on  the 
back  of  the  indictment,  this  is  suffi- 
cient recording  within  the  meaning  of 
-the  law.  O  'Connor  v.  State,  9  Fla.  215. 
(2)  "It  may  be  that  the  true  rule  is 
that  the  verdict  is  considered  as  re- 
corded, in  the  eye  of  the  law,  when 
it  is  pronounced  by  the  jury  in  open 
court  and  in  the  presence  of  the  par- 
ties."  O'Connor  v.  State,  9  Fla.  215. 

[c]  Though  statutes  relating  to  oral 
verdicts  recLuire  the  recordation  imme- 
diately (1)  when  a  verdict  is  declared, 
and  the  reading  of  the  entry  to  the 
jury,  it  is  not  prejudicial  error  for  the 
clerk,  should  a  written  verdict  be  re- 
turned, to  read  the  verdict  to  the  jury, 
and  record  it  after  their  discharge. 
Ariz,  —  Territory  v.  Harper,  1  Ariz. 
399,  25  Pac.  528.  Cal.— -People  v. 
Smalling,  94  Cal.  112,  29  Pac.  421.  Ky. 
Hasson  v.  Com.,  10  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1054,  11 
S.  W.  286.  Okla.  —  Milligan  «.  Terri- 
tory, 2  Okla.  164,  37  Pae.  1059.  (2) 
This  statute  had  its  origin  in  the  prac- 
tice of  verbal  verdicts.  Territory  v. 
Harper,  1  Ariz.  399,  25  Pae.  528.  (3) 
At  common  law  the  reason  requiring  a 
verdict  to  be  entered  immediately  on 
its  rendition  is  to  prevent  mistakes,  as 
the  verdict  is  oral.  When  a  verdict  is 
written,  no  mistake  can  occur  as  to 
the  jury's  intention.  When  the  clerk 
reads  the  instrument  returned,  he  in 
effect  reads  the  recorded  verdict.  Mil- 
ligan 1?.  Territory,  2  Okla.  164,  37  Pac, 
1059. 

[d]  Without  being  copied  into  the 
order  book,  a  verdict  becomes  a  "pa- 
per" pertaining  to  the  cause  and  a 
part  of  the  record  when  returned  into 
court  and  filed  with  the  clerk.  There- 
fore, a  lost  verdict,  like  any  other  part 
of  the  record,  may  be  supplied  by  a 
proved  copy.  Sanders  v.  Sanders,  24 
Ind.  133. 

73.  Williams  v.  State,  7  Tex.  App. 
163. 

74.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  Failure  of  record  to  show  date 
on  which  verdict  is  filed  does  not  affect 
the  validity  of  the  verdict  if  duly  re- 
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It  is  the  recorded  verdict,  not  the  paper  returned  by  a  jury,  as  their 
verdict  to  which  an  appellate  court  must  look  to  ascertain  the  finding 
of  a  jury. '5  The  written  memorandum  is  not  part  of  the  record,  or 
evidence  of  it  after  the  record  is  made  up,"  and  in  case  of  a  variance 
between  the  verdict  as  written  out  and  as  entered  and  read  by  the  clerk 
and  assented  to  by  the  jurors  the  latter  controls.''' 

Manner  of  Declaring  or  Eendering.  —  The  verdict  may  be  declared  by 
the  foreman  or  any  other  juror  or,  if  written,  may  be  returned  or  ren- 
dered by  delivery  to  and  announcement  by  the  clerk.''* 

Manner  of  Indicating  Assent.—  The  jury  may  indicate  their  assent  by 


corded.    State  v.  Maoek,  104  Kan.  742, 
180  Pac.  985.  ' 

75.  Ala.  —  Comer  v.  Jacison,  50 
Ala.  384;  Patterson  v.  Cook,  8  Port.  66. 
111.  —  Brewer  &  HofEman  Brew.  Co.  v, 
Hermann,  88  111.  App.  285.  Lambert  c. 
Borden,  10  111.  App.  648.  Minn. —  Left- 
wich  V.  Day,  32  Minn.  512,  21  N.  W. 
731.  Pa.  —  Com.  v.  Breyessee,  160  Pa. 
451,  28  Atl.  824,  40  Am.  St.  Eep.  729; 
Com.  V.  Dudley,  46  Pa.  Super.  337;  Com. 
V.  Houghton,  22  Pa.  Super.  52;  Com.  v. 
Mills,  3  Pa.  Super.  161. 

But  see  State  v.  Murray,  139  La.  280, 
71  So.  510;  State  v.  Eeonnals,  14  La. 
Ann.  278  (holding  that  when  the  ver- 
dict is  in  the  record,  an  apparent  error 
by  a  careless  clerk  in  recording  a  ver- 
dict cannot  have  effect) ;  Mclnturf  v. 
State,  20  Tex.  App.  335,  holding  a  cler- 
ical error  in  the  entry  of  a  verdict  is 
not  fatal  when  the  record  containing 
the  verdict  itself  shows  the  verdict  as 
rendered  was  sufficient. 

76.  Comer  v.  Jackson,  50  Ala.  384. 
Patterson  v.  Cook,  8  Port.  (Ala.)  66; 
Com.  V.  Breyessee,  160  Pa.  451,  28  Atl. 
824,  40  Am.'  St.  Bep.  729;  Com.  v.  Fla- 
herty, 25  Pa.  Super.  490. 

[a]  That  the  paper  returned  by  the 
jury  is  on  file  does  not  make  it  part  of 
the  record.  Com.  v.  Houghton,  22  Pa. 
Super.  52. 

77.  Watertown  Eecl.  Society's  Ap- 
peal, 46  Conn.  230;  Catholic  Order  of 
Foresters  v.  Fitz,  181  111.  206,  54  N.  E. 
962;  Griffin  v.  Larned,  111  111.  432; 
Mexican  Amole  Soap  Co.  v.  Clarke,  72 
111.  App.  655;  Jemison  v.  Chicago  Const. 
Co.,  64  III.  App.  436. 

[a]  The  reason  is,  that  the  jury 
have  the  power  to  change  their  verdict 
until  it  has  been  recorded.  Watertown 
Eccl.  Society's  Appeal,  46  Conn.  230; 
Catholic  Order  of  Foresters  v.  Fitz,  181 
111.  206,  54  N.  E.  952. 


[b]  Presumption,  —  In  case  of  vari- 
ance between  the  verdict  as  returned 
and  as  entered,  it  will  be  presumed,  in 
the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary, 
that  the  formal  verdict  entered  on  the 
record  was  so  shaped  by  direction  of 
the  court,  with  the  assent  of  the  jury. 
This  consent  need  not  be  entered  of 
record.  State  v.  Steptoe,  1  Mo.  App.  19. 

[o]  Sealed  verdicts  are  embraced 
by  this  rule.  Griffin  v.  Larned,  111  111. 
432. 

78.  See  infra,  this  note  and  Blum  v. 
Pate,  20  Cal.  69. 

[a]  By  Whom  Declared.— (1)  A 
verdict  is  usually  delivered  or  declared 
by  the  foreman  of  the  jury.  Com.  v. 
Tobin,  125  Mass.  2'03,  28  Am.  Eep.  220. 
(2)  But  it  may  be  delivered  by  any 
juror  (State  v.  Faulk,  30  La.  Ann.  831), 
since  it  is  not  necessary  that  there  be 
a  foreman.  Eoberta  v.  State,  14  Ga.  18; 
State  V.  Smith,  33  La.  Ann.  1414. 

[b]  A  verdict  is  suflciently  "de- 
clared," when  it,  properly  signed,  is 
returned  by  the  jury  into  court,  and 
handed  by  the  foreman  to  the  judge, 
and  by  him  to  the  clerk,  who  then  read 
it  aloud,  even  though  it  is  not  an- 
nounced by  the  foreman.  The  reading 
by  the  clerk  should  be  regarded  as  a 
declaration  of  the  verdict  by  the  fore- 
man. Hasson  v.  Com.,  10  Ky.  L.  Eep, 
1054,  11  S.  W.  286. 

[c]  The  word  "rendered,"  in  a 
statute  requiring  written  verdicts,  evi- 
dently means  "returned,"  so  that  it  is 
unnecessary  that  the  foreman  read  the 
verdict.  This  is  further  emphasized  by 
the  fact  that  the  statute  requires  the 
clerk  after  the  rendition  of  the  verdict 
to  "read"  it  to  the  jury.  Kramm  v. 
Sto'clfon  Elec.  E.  Co.,  22  Cal.  App.  737, 
761,  136  Pac.  523,  534. 
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physical  signs  of  approval,"  or  by  tacit  acquiescence,^"  as  well  as  by 
spoken  words  of  assent.*^  The  assent  of  the  foreman  is  conclusive  on 
all,  unless  a  disagreement  is  expressed  at  the  time'.^^ 

There  must  be  a  substantial  compliance  with  such  formalities  as  have 
been  long  in  use,  as  form  in  such  case  becomes  substanee.^^  But  depart- 
ures from  the  prescribed  procedure  do  not  necessitate  a  reversal  even 
in  criminal  cases  where  the  departure  is  not  prejudicial  or  does  not 
tend  to  prejudice.** 

K.  Polling  Jury. -p-1.  Definition  and  Purpose.  —  Polling  a  jury 
is  a  means  of  ascertaining  if  1;he  verdict  rendered  is  that  of  each  indi- 
vidual juror  and  if  each  still  agrees  to  it.*^ 

2.  Whether  a  Matter  of  Right.  —  Some  courts,  in  the  absence  of 
statute,  hold  that  the  polling  of  a  jury  is  a  matter  of  right,*"  but  others 
hold  that  the  polling  of  a  jury  is  not  a  matter  of  right  upon  request,  but 
rests  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  trial  judge.*'  Some  statutes  secure 


79.  State  v.  Mosca,  90  Conn.  381,  97 
Atl.  340;  Warner  v.  New  York  Cent.  E. 
E.  Co.,  52  N.  Y.  437,  11  Am.  Eep.  724. 

80.  Warner  v.  New  York  Cent.  E. 
E.  Co.,  52  N.  Y.  437,  442,  11  Am.  Eep. 
724. 

81.  State  V.  Mosca,  90  Conn.  381,  97 
Atl.  340. 

82.  Blum  V.  Pate,  20   Cal.   69,  372. 

83.  Grant  v.  State,  33  Fla.  291,  14 
So.  757,  23  L.  E.  A.  723. 

84.  People  v.  Smalling,  94  Cal.  112, 
29  Pac.  421;  People  v.  Nichols,  62  Cal. 
518;  People  v.  Gilbert,  57  Cal.  96;  State 
V.  Dericho,  107  Wash.  468,  182  Pac.  597. 

85.  Ark.  —  Harris  v.  State,  31  Ark. 
196.  111.  — Eitchie  v.  Arnold,  79  111. 
App.  406.  Ind.  —  State  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Postal,  43  Ind.  App.  144,  84  N.  E.  156, 
1093.  La. —  State  v.  Bogain,  12  La. 
Ann.  264.  Md.  —  Hommer  v.  State,  85 
Md.  562,  37  Atl.  26;  Ford  v.  State,  12 
Md.  514.  Neb.  —  Longfellow  v.  State, 
10  Neb.  105,  4  N.  W.  420.  N.  Y.  — La- 
bar  V.  Koplin,  4  N.  Y.  547. 

86.  D.  C.  —  District  of  Columbia  v. 
Humphries,  11  App.  Cas.  68.  111. 
Johnson  v.  Howe,  7  111.  342;  Nomaque 
V.  People,  1  111.  145,  12  Am.  Dec.  157. 
Md.  —  Hommer  v.  State,  85  Md.  562,  37 
Atl.  26.  Mich.  —  Stewart  v.  People,  23 
Mich.  63,  9  Am.  Eep.  78.  Miss. — James 
V.  State,  55  Miss.  57,  30  Am.  Eep.  496, 
both  in  civil  and  criminal  eases.  Mo. 
State  V.  Eeppetto,  66  Mo.  App.  251; 
Poulson  V.  Collier,  18  Mo.  App.  583. 
N.  Y.  —  Warner  v.  New  York  Cent.  E. 
Co.,  52  N.  Y.  437,  11  Am.  Eep.  724; 
Labar  v.  Koplin,  4  N.  Y.  547;  Fox  v. 
Smith,  3  Cow.  23,  where  a  judge  re- 
marked,   "Conceding   that   the   judge 

Vol.  XXV 


may  order  a  jury  polled  seems  to  give 
the  party  a  right  to  insist  upon  it." 
N.  C  — Smith  v.  Paul,  133  N.  C.  66, 
45  S.  E.  348;  State  v.  Young,  77  N.  C. 
498.  Tex.  —  Hancock  v.  Winans,  20 
Tex.  32'0,  holding  the  polling  of  a  jury 
is  probably  a  matter  of  right,  at  least 
in  criminal  cases. 

[a]  Whether  a  verdict  is  signed  by 
all  the  jurors  or  by  the  foreman  only, 
the  parties  have  a  right  to  poll  the 
jury.  Norvell  v.  Deval,  60  Mo.  272, 
11  Am.  Eep.  413. 

87.  U.  S.  —  Dunlop  v.  Munroe,  1 
Cranch  C.  C.  536.  Cal.  —  Blum  v.  Pate, 
20  Cal.  69,  but  see  the  present  statute. 
Colo.  —  Eyan  v.  People,  50  Colo.  99,  114 
Pac.  306;  Hindrey  v.  Williams,  9  Colo. 
371,  12  Pac.  436.  Conn.  — State  v. 
Hoyt,  47  Conn.  518,  36  Am.  Eep.  89. 
Fla.  —  See  Whitner  v.  Hamlin,  12  Fla. 
18.  Ga.  —  Bell  v.  Hutchings,  86  6a. 
562,  12  S.  E.  974;  Smith  v.  Mitchell, 
6  Ga.  458.  Ohio.  —  Landis  v.  Dayton, 
Wright  659.  Pa.  — Scott  v.  Scott,  110 
Pa.  387,  2  Atl.  531,  query.  S.  C.  —  Mar- 
tin V.  Maverick,  1  McCord   24. 

[a]  The  court  has  power  to  permit 
a  poll  of  a  jury.  Scott  v.  Scott,  110  Pa. 
387,  2  Atl.  531. 

[b]  A  Request  that  the  Jury  Be 
Polled  Should  Be  Granted.  —  Cal. 
Blum  V.  Pate,  20  Cal.  69.  Colo. — Eyan 
V.  People,  50  Colo.  99,  108,  114  Pac.  306. 
Va.  —  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.  v.  Polly, 
Woods  &  Co.,  14  Gratt.  (55  Va.)  447, 
473.  But  see  Dunlop  v.  Munroe,  1 
Cranch  C.  C.  (U.  S.)  536  (some  reason 
must  be  assigned  when  requesting  that 
the  jury  be  polled) ;  State  v.  Hoyt,  47 
Conn.  518,  533,  36  Am.  Eep.  89, 
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the  parties  an  absolute  right  to  poll  the  jury  in  civil,*'  or  in  criminal 
cases,  whether  of  felony  or  misdemeanor,*^  or  in  both  civil  and  criminal 
cases.^" 

3.  Waiver  of  Right  to  Poll  of  Jury.  — The  right  of  polling  a  jury 
may  be  waived,^^  and  is  waived  if  no  request  therefor  is  made,®^  or  if 
the  request  is  not  made  in  time.^^ 

4.  Number  of  Times  Jury  May  Be  Polled.  —  The  statutes  relating  to 
the  polling  of  juries  do  not  prohibit  more  than  one  poll.°* 

5.  On  Whose  Motion  or  Request.  —  The  jury  may  be  polled  by  the 
court,  on  its  own  motion,^^  or  on  the  request  of  a  party,^®  but  the  court 
need  not  do  so  in  the  absence  of  a  request  therefor.^' 

6.  When  Request  Made.  —  A  request  that  the  jury  be  polled  must 
be  made  after  the  rendition  of  the  verdict  and  before  its  recordation,^® 


[c]  It  is  not  error  to  deny  a  request 
that  the  jury  be  polled.  Conn. — State 
V.  Hoyt,  47  Conn.  518,  533,  36  Am. 
Eep.  89.  Me. —  Fellow's  Case,  5 
Greenl.  333.  Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Costley, 
118  Mass.  1.  N.  H.  — School  Dist.  v. 
Bragdon,  23  N.  H.  507.  Ohio.  —  Lan- 
dis  V.  Dayton,   Wright   659. 

[d]  In  Massachusetts,  a  party  is 
not  entitled  or  permitted  to  have  the 
jury  polled.  Com.  v.  Tobin,  125  Mass. 
203,  28  Am.  Eep.  220;  Com.  v.  Cost- 
ley,  118  Mass.  1,  28;  Eopps  v.  Barker, 
4  Pick.  239. 

When  a  sealed  Terdict  is  brought  in, 
see  infra,  VIII,  C. 

88.  See  the  statutes  and  the  fol- 
io-wing: Ind.  —  Bowen  v.  Bowen,  74 
Ind.  470;  State  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Postal, 
43  Ind.  App.  144,  150,  84  N.  E.  156, 
1093.  Kan.  —  Bishop  v.  Mugler,  33 
Kan.  145,  5  Pae.  756;  Maduska  v. 
Thomas,  6  Kan.  153.  S.  D.  —  Peart  v. 
Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ey.  Co.,  5  S.  D. 
337,  58  N.  W.  806. 

89.  See  the  statutes  and  the  follow- 
ing: Ala.  —  Cowart  v.  State,  147  Ala. 
137,  41  So.  631.  Ark.  —  Wingfield  v. 
State,  95  Ark.  71,  128  S.  W.  562.  CaL 
See  Blum  v.  Pate,  20  Cal.  69.  Ga. 
See  Southern  Exp.  Co.  v.  Maddox,  3 
Ga.  App.  223,  59  S.  E.  821. 

90.  See  the  statutes. 

91.  Cowart  v.  State,  147  Ala.  137, 
41So.  631;  Brown  v.  State,  63  Ala.  97; 
Eegister  v.  State,  12  Ga.  App.  1,  76 
S.  E.  649. 

[a]  Express  Waiver.  —  A  party  has 
an  absolute  right  to  poll  a  jury  unless 
he  has  expressly  agreed  to  waive  that 
right.    Labar  v.  Koplin,  4  N.  Y.  547. 

Effect  of  agreement  for  a  sealed  ver- 
dict as  a  waiver,  see  infra,  VIII,  D. 


92.  Eegister  v.  State,  12  Ga.  App. 
1,  76  S.  E.  649;  Short  v.  State,  63  Ind. 
376. 

93.  Hommer  v.  State,  85  Md.  562,  87 
Atl.  26. 

94.  Eiee  Fisheries  Co.  v.  Pacific 
Eealty  Co.,  35  Wash.  535,  541,  77  Pae. 
839. 

95.  Harris  v.  State,  31  Ark.  196; 
Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.  v.  Polly,  Woods 
&  Co.,  14  Gratt.   (55  Va.)   447,  473. 

[a]  The  statu-tes  conferring  a  right 
to  poll  a  jury  do  not  deprive  the  court 
of  authority  to  cause  the  jury  to  be 
polled  if  it  has  reason  to  doubt  if  all 
have  assented  to  the  verdict.  Harris 
V.  State,  31  Ark.  196. 

[b]  If  counsel  are  absent  when  a 
verdict  is  returned,  it  is  customary  in 
some  courts  to  poll  the  jury.  Eice 
Fisheries  Co.  v.  Pacific  Eealty  Co.,  35 
Wash.    535,   540,    77    Pae.    839. 

96.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  The  prosecuting  attorney  as 
well  as  the  accused  may  request  that 
the  jury  be  polled.  State  ■».  Young,  77 
N.   C.  498. 

97.  State  v.  Blue,  134  La.  561,  64 
So.  411;  State  v.  Burns,  148  Mo.  167, 
49  S.  W.  1005,  71  Am.  St.  Eep.  588. 

As  to  waiver,  see  s-utpra,  VI,  K.  3. 

98.  Cal.  — Blum  v.  Pate,  20  Cal.  69. 
Fla.  — Grant  v.  State,  33  Fla.  291,  14 
So.  757,  23  L.  E.  723.  Md.  — Hommer 
V.  State,  85  Md.  562,  37  Atl.  26;  Ford 
V.  State,  12  Md.  514,  546.  Minn. 
Steele  v.  Etheridge,  15  Minn.  501.  Wis. 
High  V.  Johnson,  28   Wis.  72. 

[a]  Though  a  written  verdict  is  ir- 
regularly entered  by  the  clerk  before  it 
is  read,  a  request  to  poll  the  jury,  made 
after  the  reading  of  the  record  and  the 
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or  before  the  discharge  of  the  jury.»»  It  is  not  permissible  to  poll  the 
juror  before  the  announcement  of  the  verdict.^  And  a  request  to  poll 
a  jury  made  after  the  jury  is  directed  to  but  before  they  retire  to  cor- 
rect their  verdict,  will  be  denied.^ 

7.  Manner  of.  —  In  polling  a  jury  the  court  or  clerk  calls  the  names 
of  each  juror  separately  and  requires  him  to  declare  his  verdict.^  But 
the  form  of  the  questions  to  be  propounded  is  not  prescribed  by  the 
statutes,  and  any  form  of  words  that  in  a  concise  manner  would  elicit 
the  information  as  to  whether  the  verdict  rendered  is  that  of  each  juror, 
is  sufficient.*  The  question  in  most  common  use  is,  "Is  this  your  ver- 
dict ? '  '^  but  other  forms  of  question  bringing  out  this  fact  may  be  used.^ 
It  is  not  permissible  to  ask  the  jurors  other  questions,'  except  that  for 
the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  a  case  was  properly  tried,  a  court 


assent  of  the  jury  thereto,  may  be  de- 
nied.   Blum  V.  Pate,  20  Cal.  69,  372. 

[b]  The  polling  of  a  jury  after  a 
verdict  has  been  recorded  is  of  no  ef- 
fect. The  dissent  of  a  juror  in  such 
case  must  be  disregarded.  Steele  v. 
Etheridge,  15  Minn.  501,  511. 

99.    Smith  v.  Mitchell,  6  Ga.  458. 

1.  Cable  V.  State  (M.iss.),  38  So.  98; 
State  V.  Windley  (N.  C),  100  S.  B.  116. 

2.  Wightman  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W. 
Ey.  Co.,  73  Wis.  169,  40  N.  W.  689,  9 
Am.  St.  Eep.  778,  .2  L.  E.  A.  185. 

3.  State  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Postal,  43 
Ind.  App.  144,  155,  84  N.  B.  156;  Labar 
V.  Koplin,  4  N.  Y.  547. 

[a]  An  oversight  in  failing  to  poll 
one  of  the  jurors  may  be  corrected  be- 
fore the  jury  have  dispersed,  though 
they  have  been  told  that  they  are  dis- 
charged. Chicago  E.  I.  &  P.  E.  Co.  v. 
Downey,  85  111.  App.  175. 

4.  State  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Postal,  43 
Ind.  App.  144,  151,  84  N.  E.  156,  1093. 

5.  idid.  —  Bowen  v.  Bowen,  74  Ind. 
470;  State  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Postal,  43 
Ind.  App.  144,  152,  84  N.  E.  156,  1093. 
Mo.  —  Poulson  V.  Collier,  18  Mo.  App. 
583.  N.  Y.  —  Labar  v.  Koplin,  4  N.  Y; 
547.    Tex. — Bean  v.  State,  17  Tex.  60. 

[a]  A  better  form  of  question  is, 
"Is  that,  or  is  it  not  your  verdict?" 
Campbell  v.  Murray,  62  6a.  86;  Black 
V.  Thornton,  31  Ga.  641. 

6.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Other  Approved  Forms. —  (1) 
"Did  you  consent  to  that  verdict,  and 
do  you  now  consent?"  Campbell  v. 
Murray,  62  6a.  86.  (2)  "Is  this  your 
verdict?  Are  you  satisfied  with  it?" 
may  be  asked.  State  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Postal,  43  Ind.  App.  144,  84  N.  B.  156. 
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(3)  But  the  party  has  no  right  to  in- 
sist that  the  court  ask  this  latter  ques- 
tion.    Bowen  v.  Bowen,  74  Ind.  470. 

7.  Ala.  —  Moss  v.  State,  152  Ala.  30, 
44  So.  598.  Ark.  —  Kindrix  v.  State,  212 
S.  W.  84.  La.  —  State  v.  Bogain,  12  La. 
Ann.  264.  Mo.  —  Poulson  v.  Collier,  18 
Mo.  App.  583,  603.  N.  Y.  — Labar  v. 
Koplin,  4  N.  Y.  547.  N.  C  — State  v. 
Windley,  100  S.  E.  116,  when  the  court 
asked  the  jurors  if  they  believed  the 
defendant 's  testimony.  Tex.  —  Bas- 
sham  V.  State,  38  Tex.  622;  Bean  v. 
State,  17  Tex.   60,  69. 

[a]  A  party  has  no  right  to  insist 
on  any  other  question  being  put  to  the 
juror  than  the  simple  one  to  ascertain 
whether  they  agree  to  the  verdiet  as 
presented.  Labar  v.  Koplin,  4  N.  Y. 
547. 

[b]  It  is  not  proper  (1)  to  ask  a 
jury  what  their  verdict  means,  nor  to 
question  them  as  to  their  intention  in 
finding  it,  or  as  to  their  reasons  in 
rendering  it.  Ala.  —  Jackson  v.  State, 
147  Ala.  699,  41  So.  178.  Ga.  — Ander- 
son V.  ereen,  46  6a.  361,  375.  Ind. 
Mitchell  V.  Parks,  26  Ind.  354.  N.  Y. 
Labar  v.  Koplin,  4  N.  Y.  547.  But 
Compare,  Cameron  v.  Stack-Gibbs  Lumb. 
Co.,  68  Wash.  539,  123  Pac.  1001.  (2) 
It  is  not  proper  to  ask  a  juror  the  rea- 
son for  the  answer  given  by  him  (Poul- 
son V.  Collier,  18  Mo.  App.  583,  603), 
or  (3)  to  ask  how  the  verdict  was  ar- 
rived at,  except,  indeed,  a  juror  may 
testify  whether  the  verdict  was  ar- 
rived at  by  lot.  Kindrix  v.  State 
(Ark.),  212  S.  W.  84.  (4)  Nor  is  it 
proper  to  show  that  the  jury  have  been 
mistaken  in  their  verdict.  Bean  v. 
State,  17  Tex.  60,  69. 
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has  power  to  interrogate  the  jury  as  to  the  grounds  upon  which  they 
found  their  verdict.® 

In  an  equity  case,  it  seems  that  the  court  may  poll  the  jury  as  to  a 
speciflc  answer  to  a  question  propounded  instead  of  to  the  whole  ver- 
dict.^ 

Answers.  —  The  inquiry  of  the  clerk  or  judge  is  not  limited  to  receiv- 
ing a  "yes"  or  "no"  answer  from  a  juror.^°  The  jurors  may  answer 
by  a  movement  of  the  head.^^  But  the  answer  must  be  such  as  to  indi- 
cate clearly  that  the  juror  assents  to  the  verdict.^^ 

The  fact  that  a  juror  consents  reluctantly  does  not  preclude  the  court 
from  receiving  the  verdict.^^  But  if  a  juror  expresses  dissatisfaction 
with  a  verdict  and  states  he  cannot  conscientiously  assent  to  it,  the  court 
should  not  receive  it.^* 

8,  Procedure  After  Polling.  —  If  upon  a  poll,  a  sufficient  number  of 
jurors  do  not  assent  to  the  verdict,  the  court  should  direct  the  jury  to 


8.  TJ.  S.  —  Walker  v.  New  Mexico 
&  S.  P.  E.  Co.,  165  U.  S.  593,  597,  17 
Sup.  Ct.  421,  41  L.  ed.  837;  Eocke- 
feller  v.  Wedge,  149  Fed.  130,  79  C.  C. 
A.  26.  Me.  —  Walker  v.  Bailey,  65  Me. 
354.  Mass.  —  Hart  v.  Brierley,  189 
Mass.  598,  76  N.  E.  286;  Spurr  v. 
Shelburne,  131  Mass.  429;  Lawler  v. 
Earle,  5  Allen  22;  Spoor  v.  Spooner, 
12  Mete.  281.  MT.  H.  — Whiting  v. 
Sussman,  78  N.  H.  486,  102  Atl.  539; 
Dearborn  v.  Newhall,  63  N.  H.  301. 
N.  Y. —  Jackson  v.  Dickenson,  15  Johns. 
309,  8  Am.  Dee.  236.  Vt.  — Germond's 
Admr.  v.  Central  Vt.  E.  E.  Co.,  65  Vt. 
126,  26  Atl.  401. 

[a]  The  inctuiry  is  not  limited  to 
ascertaining  whether  a  verdict  ex- 
presses the  jury's  finding.  Whiting  v. 
Sussman,   78  N.  H.  486,  102  Atl.  539. 

[b]  Whether  certain  issues  were  de- 
termined, the  jury  may  be  asked.  Hart 
V.  Brierley,  189  Mass.  598,  76  N.  E.  286. 

[e]  Time  of  Inquiry.  —  (1)  In  New 
Hampshire,  this  inquiry  may  be  made 
after  the  discharge  and  separation  of 
the  jury.  Dearborn  v.  Newhall,  63  N. 
H.  301.  (2)  In  Massachusetts,  after 
the  jury  has  separated,  the  court  has. 
no  right  to  make  the  inquiry  without 
the  consent  of  both  parties.  Green  v. 
Clay,  10  Allen  (Mass.)  90,  87  Am.  Dec. 
622. 

9.  Bell  V.  Hutchings,  86  6a.  562,  12 
S.  E.  974,.  but  it  is  not  error  to  deny 
a  request  therefor. 

10.  Kindrix  v.  State  (Ark.),  212  S. 
W.  84.-  See  Williams  v.  Williams,  112 
Ark.  507,  166   S.    W.  552. 

[al  The  fact  that  a  juror  answered 
"I  agreed  to  it'|  or  "I  consented  to 


it,"  is  not  ground  for  setting  aside  a, 
verdict.  Green  v.  Bliss,  12'  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  428. 

11.  Brown  v.  State,  141  Ala.  80,  37 
So.  408. 

12.  See  supra,  IV,  and  infra,  this 
section. 

Stating  degree  of  murder,  see  11 
Standard  Peoc.  692. 

13.  Ga.  —  Conyers  v.  Kirk,  78  Ga. 
480,  3  S.  E.  442;  Black  v.  Thornton, 
31  Ga.  641.  Ind.  —  Mitchell  v.  Parks, 
26  Ind.  354.  Kan.  —  Wyley  v.  Bull,  41 
Kan.  206,  20  Pae.  855.  Mo.  —  Eankin 
V.  Harper,  23  Mo.  579.  Tex.  —  Jack  v. 
State,  26  Tex.  1;  Henderson  v.  State, 
12  Tex.  525;  Gose  v.  State,  6  Tex.  App. 
121. 

[a]  Illustration.  —  Where  a  juror 
replies  to  the  question,  "Is  this  your 
verdict?"  "No,  but  I  consented  to 
it,"  and  then  answers  "Yes,"  when 
the  question  is  repeated,  the  verdict 
may  be  received.  Mitchell  v.  Parks,  26 
Ind.   354. 

14.  G-a.  —  Campbell  v.  Murray,  62 
Ga.  86.  Mich.  —  Ostrander  v.  Lansing, 
111  Mich.  693,  70  N.  W.  332.  N.  Y. 
Weeks  v.  Hart,  24  Hun  181.  Okla. 
Frick  V.  Eeynolds,  6  Okla.  638,  52  Pac. 
391.  Wis.  —  Eothbauer  v.  State,  22 
Wis.  468;  Farrell  v.  Hennesy,  21  Wis. 
632;     State  v.  Austin,  6  Wis.  205. 

[a]  Thus,  (1)  when  a  juror  says 
that  although  he  consented  to  a  ver- 
dict as  a  matter  of  accommodation,  it 
was  against  his  conscience,  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  court  to  direct  the  jury  to 
reconsider  their  verdict.  Farrell  v. 
Hennesy,  21  Wis.  632.  (2)  If  a  juror 
replies     "Compromise     verdict,"     the 
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reconsider  their  verdict."  If  all,  when  asked,  answer  in  the  affirma- 
tive, the  verdict  must  be  received  and  recorded  in  accordance  with  rules 
already  discussed.^* 

L.  Mandamus  To  Compel  Receipt.  —  If  a  court  wrongfully  refuses 
to  receive  and  record  a  proper  verdict  it  may  by  mandamus  be  com- 
pelled to  do  so.^' 

VII.  AMENDMENT.  —  A.  Op  Verdict  GENEEAUiY.  —  1.  By  Jury, 
a.  In  General.  —  The  right  to  amend  a  verdict  is  of  common  law  ori- 
gin.^^  Until  a  verdict  is  actually  agreed  on,  returned  into  and  received 
by  the  court,  and  recorded  and  the  jury  is  discharged,  they  have  con- 
trol over  it,  and  may  withdraw,  amend  or  change  it  as  they  may  de- 
cide.^^   But  after  recordation  of  a  verdict  and  discharge  of  a  jury,  their 


verdict  should  not  be  received.  Ost- 
lander  v.  Lansing,  111  Mich.  693,  70 
N.  W.  332.  (3)  But  an  answer,  "It  is 
[my  verdict],  as  far  as  it  goes,  "does 
not  invalidate  a  verdict.  Eantin  v. 
Harper,  23  Mo.  579. 

[b]  When  the  juror  assents  for  the 
sake  of  agreement,  the  verdict  should 
not  be  received.  Frick  t>.  Eeynolds,  6 
Okla.  638,  648,  52  Pac.  391;  Eothbauer 
V.  State,  22  Wis.  468. 

15.  Ga.  —  Macon  Ey.  &  L.  Co.  v. 
Barnes,  121  Ga.  443,  49  S.  B.  282;  Black 
V.  Thornton,  31  Ga.  641.  La.  —  State 
V.  Johnson,  141  La.  775,  75  So.  678. 
Neb.  —  Lincoln  Traction  Co.  v.  Heller, 
72  Neb.  127,  100  N.  W.  197,  102  N.  "W. 
262.  Okla.  —  Frick  v.  Eeynolds,  6 
Okla.  638,  52  Pac.  391.  Pa. — Scott  v. 
Scott,  110  Pa.  387,  2  Atl.  531.  Wash. 
Eice  Fisheries  Co.  v-  Pacific  Eealty  Co., 
35  Wash.  535,  77  Pac.  839.  W.  Va. 
State  V.  Davis,  31  W.  Va.  390,  7  S.  E. 
24.  Can.  — Eex  v.  Burdell,  11  Ont.  L. 
Eep.  440,  6  Ann.  Cas.  454. 

[a]  A  motion  for  a  new  trial  is  not 
an  appropriate  remedy  in  case  a  juror 
dissents.  Whidby  v.  State,  21  Ga.  App. 
146,  94  S.  E.  61. 

[b]  The  jury  should  not  be  dis- 
charged (Eex  V.  Burdell,  11  Ont.  L. 
Kep.  440,  6  Ann.  Cas.  464),  unless  they 
persist  in  disagreeing.  See  17  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  601,  618.  Compare,  Scott  v. 
Scott,  110  Pa.  387,  2  Atl.  531,  where 
the  court  says,  unless  all  the  jurors 
were  agreed,  the  judge  should  have  dis- 
charged them. 

[c]  Retiring  to  Jury  Boom. — Though 
the  jury  usually  retire  to  the  jury 
room  to  reconsider  their  verdict  in 
such  case,  it  is  not  necessary  that  they 
do  so.  ,  Eice  Fisheries  Co.  v.  Pacific 
Eealty  Co.,  35  Wash.  535,  77  Pac.  839. 
See  18  Standard  Peoc.  534,  note  42. 

Vol.  XXV 


[d]  Character  of  Verdict. — On  their 
reconsideration,  the  jury  may  render  a 
verdict  similar  to  the  former  finding 
or  quite  different  from  it.  Eex  v. 
Burdell,  11  Ont.  L.  Eep.  440,  6  Ann. 
Cas.  454. 

16.  Winslow  V.  State,  76  Ala.  42. 
See  supra,  VL 

17.  Kan.  —  Bishop  v.  Mugler,  33 
Kan.  145,  5  Pac.  756;  Munkers  v.  Wat- 
son, 9  Kan.  668.  Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Jus- 
tices of  Court  of  Sessions,  5  Mass. 
435.  Mo.  — State  v.  Knight,  46  Mo. 
83.  Neb.  — State  v.  Beall,  48  Neb.  817, 
67  N.  W.  868.  Wis.  — See  State  v. 
Clementson,  69  Wis.  628,  35  N.  W.  56, 
and  generally  the  title   "IMandamus." 

[a]  The  reason  is  the  act  of  receiv- 
ing and  recording  9,  verdict  is  essen- 
tially ministerial.  State  v.  BeaJl,  48 
Neb.  817,  67  N.    W.   868. 

[b]  But  the  reception  of  a  verdict 
contrary  to  an  instruction  of  the  court 
will  not  be  compelled.  State  v.  Thayer, 
5  Mo.  App.  420. 

18.  See  Osborne  &  Co.  v.  Morris,  21 
Ore.  367,  28  Pac,  .70. 

19.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Jenkins,  56 
Cal.  4.  Fla.  — Bryant  v.  State,  34  Fla. 
291,  16  So.  177;  Grant  v.  State,  33 
Fla.  291,  14  So.  727,  23  L.  E.  A.  723; 
Coffee  V.  Groover,  20  Fla.  64.  Ga. 
TurbavUle  v.  State,  58  Ga.  545.  Ind. 
State  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Postal,  43  Ind. 
App.  144,  84  N.  E.  156.  Kan.  —  Bishop 
V.  Mugler,  33  Kan.  145,  5  Pac.  756. 
Ky.  —  Hunn  v.  Com.,  143  Ky.  143,  136 
S.  W.  144;  Taggart  v.  Com.,  104  Ky. 
301,  46  S.  W.  674.  La.  — State  v. 
Brady,  124  La.  951,  50  So.  806.  Md. 
Edelen  v.  Thompson,  2  Har.  &  G.  31. 
Tenn.  — Waddle  v.  State,  112  Tenn. 
556,  82  S.  W.  827;  George  v.  Belk,  101 
Tenn.  625,  49  S.  W.  748.  Wis.  —  State 
V.  Clementson,  69  Wis.  628,  35  N.  W. 
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power  in  this  respect,  is  at  an  end.^°  , 

b.  Under  Direction  of  Court.  —  (I.)  In  General.  —  As  it  is  the  duty  of 
trial  judges  to  see  that  verdicts  rendered  are  in  proper  form,^^  they 
may  direct  a  jury  to  reconsider  and  correct  their  verdict,  both  in  civil 
and  criminal  cases,^^  when  the  jury  returns  a  verdict  that  is  informal, 
irregular  or  defective.^^  The  jury  may  be  directed  not  only  to  correct 


56.       Eng.  —  Saunders    v.   Freeman,    1 
Plow.  C.  209,  75  Eng.  Reprint  321. 

See  11  Standard  Proc.  670,  homi- 
cide. 

[a]  Before  they  are  discharged,  a 
jury  may  change  its  verdict.  State  v. 
Clementson,  69   Wis.  628,  35  N.  W.  56. 

[b]  With  or  without  a  suggestion 
of  the  court,  the  jury  may  amend  their 
verdict  at  any  time  until  it  is  received 
and  recorded  by  the  court.  Bryant  v. 
State,  34  Fla.  291,  16  So.  177. 

[c]  An  entirely  new  verdict  may  be 
brought  in.  Grant  v.  State,  33  Pla. 
291,  14  So.  757,  23  L.  E.  A.  723. 

20.  Ford  V.  State,  12  Md.  514. 

21.  Cal.  —  Stewart  v.  Taylor,  68 
Cal.  5,  8  Pac.  605;  People  v.  Jenkins, 
56  Cal.  4.  Mo.  —  Cattell  v.  Dispatch 
Pub.  Co.,  88  Mo.  356.  N.  C.  —  State  v. 
Godwin,  138  N.  C.  582,  50  S.  E.  277. 

See  11  Standard  Peoc.  690,  homicide. 

22.  Ala.  —  King  v.  Eobinson,  5  Ala. 
App.  431,  439,  59  So.  371.  Ind.  — Pehl- 
man  v.  State,  115  Ind.  131,  17  N.  E. 
270.  Eng.  —  Reg.  v.  Meany,  1  Leigh  & 
C.  213,  9  Cox  C.  C.  231. 

23.  Ala.  —  Gaines  v.  State,  146  Ala. 
16,  41  So.  865;  Ezell  v.  State,  103 
Ala.  8,  15  So.  818;  Higginbotham  & 
Co.  V.  Clayton,  80  Ala.  194;  Allen  v. 
State,  52  Ala.  391.  Ark.  — Ford  v. 
State,  34  Ark.  649;  Levells  v.  State, 
32  Ark.  585.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Jenkins, 
56  Cal.  4;  People  v.  Ah  Gow,  63  Cal. 
627;  People  v.  Ah  Te,  31  Cal.  451. 
Colo.  —  Lacey  v.  Bentley,  39  Colo.  449, 
89  Pac.  789.  Fla.  —  Washington  v. 
State,  55  Fla.  194,  46  So.  417;  Coffee 
V.  Groover,  20  Fla.  64,  reversed,  123  U. 
S.  1,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1,  31  L.  ed.  51.  Ga. 
Seaboard  Air  Line  Ey.  Co.  v.  EandoTph, 
136  Ga.  505,  71  S.  E.  887;  Turbaville 
V.  State,  58  Ga.  545;  Register  v. 
State,  10  Ga.  App.  623,  74  S.  E.  429. 
Kan.  — State  v.  Wade,  56  Kan.  75,  42 
Pac.  353.  Ky.  — Winburn  v.  Com.,  181 
Ky.  I'i?.,  203  S.  W.  1073;  Taggart  v. 
Com.,  104  Ky.  301,  46  S.  W.  674.  La. 
State  r.  Washington,  107  La.  298,  31 
So.  638;  State  v.  Smith,  104  La.  464, 
29  So.  20.    Md.  —  Edelen  v.  Thompson, 


2  Har.  &  G.  31.  Mass.  —  Pritchard  v, 
Hennessey,  1  Gray  294.  Miss.  —  Owens 
i;.  State,  82  Miss.  18,  33  So.  718,  21  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  782.  Mo.  — Cattell  v. 
Dispatch  Pub.  Co.,  88  Mo.  356.  N.  J. 
State  V.  Gonneion,  68  N.  J.  L.  429,  53 
Atl.  701.  N.  M.  —  Beall  v.  Terr.,  1  N. 
M.  509.  N.  C.  —  State  v.  Arrington,  7 
N.  C.  571.  Okla.  — Eea  v.  State,  6 
Okla.  Crim.  366,  118  Pac.  815.  Tenn. 
Waddle  v.  State,  112  Tenn.  556,  82  S. 
W.  827;  George  v.  Belk,  101  Tenn.  625, 
49  S.  W.  748.  Tex.  — Jones  v.  State, 
54  Tex.  Crim.  607,  118  S.  W.  761; 
Woolridge  v.  State,  13  Tex.  App.  443, 
44  Am.  Eep.  708;  Long  v.  State,  1  Tex. 
App.    709. 

[a]  Where  Verdict  K  Insensible. 
Grant  v.  State,  33  Fla.  291,  14  So.  757, 
23  L.  E.  A.  723;  State  v.  Godwin,  138 
N.  C.  582,  50  S.  E.  277;  State  v.  Whit- 
aker,  89  N.  C.  472. 

[b]  Repugnant.  —  State  v.  Godwin 
138  N.  C.  582,  50   S.  E.  277. 

[c]  Incomplete.  —  Ark.  —  Fagg  v. 
State,  5'0  Ark.  506,  8  S.  W.  829.  Ga. 
Cook  V.  State,  26  Ga.  593.  Mass. — Ri- 
ley  V.  Williams,  123  Mass.  506;  Mason 
V.  Massa,  122  Mass.  477. 

[d]  Uncertain. — Ariz.  —  Bashford 
V.  Kendall,  2  Ariz.  6,  7  Pac.  176.  Ga. 
Turbaville  f.  State,  58  Ga.  545;  Au- 
gust V.  State,  20  Ga.  App.  168,  92  S.  E. 
956;  Register  v.  State,  10  Ga.  App. 
623,  74  S.  E.  429.  Mass.  —  Lovejoy 
V.  Whitcomb,  174  Mass.  586,  55  N.  E. 
322.  Miss.  — Avant  v.  State,  88  Miss. 
226,  40  So.  483,  117  Am.  St.  Eep.  737; 
Thompson  v.  State,  88  Miss.  223,  40 
So.  545;  Smith  v.  State,  75  Miss.  542, 
23  So.  260. 

[e]  Where  the  verdict  returned  Is 
not  responsive  (1)  to  the  issues  sub- 
mitted (Cal.  —  Ross  V.  Austin,  2  Cal. 
183.  Ga.  — Barfield  v.  Mullino,  107  Ga. 
730,  33  S.  E.  647;  Register  v.  State, 
10  Ga.  App.  623,  74  S.  B.  429.  Ky. 
Davis  V.  Stone,  172  Ky.  696,  702,  189 
S.  W.  937),  or  (2)  which  fails  to  pass 
on  all  the  issues.  State  v.  Arthur,  21 
Iowa  322. 

[f ]  Where  verdict  convicts  of  an  of- 
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a  mistake  in  form,^*  or  to  make  plain  that  which  was  obscure,"  but  also 
to  alter  a  verdict  in  substance,  if  they  so  agree."  They  may  be  directed 
to  correct  their  verdict  when  they  have  not  followed  the  instructions  of 
the  court,"  or  when  they  have  acted  on  an  erroneous  conception  of  the 
law,^^  or  when  the  eoiirt  judges  that  the  jury  have  mistaken  the  evi- 
dence, and  have  brought  in  a  verdict,  contrary  to  it.^' 

Where  Original  Verdict  Is  Valid.  —  When  a  verdict  is  legal  in  form  and 
substance,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  enter  it  as  it  is  rendered.^" 


fense  not  covered  by  the  charge  in  the 
indictment  or  information.  Register  v. 
State,  10  Ga.  App.  623,  74  S.  B.  429; 
State  V.  Sieff,  54  Mont.  165,  168  Pae. 
624. 

[g]  Where  the  Jury  Fail  To  Assess 
the  Damages.  —  Mason  v.  Massa,  122 
Mass.  477. 

[h]  Where  degree  of  ofTense  is  not 
found.  Ark.  —  Gilchrist  v.  State,  100 
Ark.  330,  140  S.  W.  260.  Oal.  — People 
V.  Marquis,  15  Cal.  38.  Tenn.  —  Wad- 
dle V.  State,  112  Tenn.  556,  82  S.  W. 
827.  Tex.  —  Gutirrez  v.  State  (Tex. 
Grim.),  59  S.  W.  274;  Martinez  v. 
State   (Tex.  Grim.),  58  S.  W.  1018. 

[i]  Where  Jury  Fix  Liability  for 
Costs.  — Fox  V.  Boyd,  104  Tenn.  357, 
58  S.  W.  221.  Finding  as  surplusage, 
see  5  Standabd  Proc.  915. 

[j]  Failure  to  say  under  which 
count  they  find  the  defendant  guilty. 
People  V.  Graves,  5  Park.  Or.  (N.  T.) 
134. 

[k]  The  date  from  which  interest  is 
to  run  may  be  added.  Baker  v.  Thomp- 
son, 89   6a.  486,   15  S.  E.   644. 

[1]  In  replevin,  see  22  Standakd 
Peoc.  942.  Where  in  an  action  to 
recover  possession  of  personalty,  the 
jury  fail  to  find  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty and  damages,  the  court  may  direct 
the  jury  to  supply  the  omission.  Noble 
V.  Epperly,  6  Ind.  468. 

[m]  This  Practice  Is, Very  Ancient. 
Pritchard  v.  Hennessey,  1  Gray  (Mass.) 
294. 

24.  Prussel  v.  Knowles,  4  How. 
(Miss.)  90;  Warner-v.  New  York  Cent. 
E.  E.  Co.,  62  N.  Y.  437,  440,  11  Am. 
Eep.  724. 

[a]  When  Through  Mistake  the  Ver- 
dict Does  Not  Express  the  Real  Inten- 
tion. —  Prussel  v.  Knowles,  4  How. 
(Miss.)  90;  Niekelson  v.  Smith,  15 
Ore.  200,  14  Pac.  40. 

25.  Warner  v.  New  York  Cent.  E. 
Co.,  52  N.  Y.  437,  440,  11  Am.  Eep.  724. 

26.  Champ  Spring  Co.  v.  B.  Eoth 
Tool  Co.,  103  Mo.  App.  103,  ll  S.  W. 

Vol.  XXV 


344;  Warner  v.  New  York  Cent.  E.  R. 
Co.,  52  N.  Y.  437,  440,  11  Am.  Rep.  724. 
2f7.  Ky.  —  Louisville  Water  Co.  v. 
Scholtz,  140  Ky.  436,  131  S.  W.  192. 
Me.  —  Snell  v.  Bangor  Steam  Nav.  Co., 
30  Me.  337.  Tex.  —  Roberts  v.  State, 
74  Tex.  Crim.  294,  168  S.  W.  98. 

28.  Kenney  v.  Habich,  137  Mass. 
421;  Whiting  v.  Sussman,  78  N.  H. 
486,  102  Atl.  539. 

[a]  Where  an  improper  assessment 
of  damages  is  made.  Conn.  —  Black  v. 
Griggs,  74  Conn.  582,  51  Atl.  523. 
N.  Y.  —  Eogan  v.  Mullins,  22  App.  Div. 
117,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  920.  Wash.— Frost 
V.  Ainslie  Lumber  Co.,  3  Wash.  241,  28 
Pac.  354,  915. 

[b]  Where  Interest  Is  Omitted. 
Eafel  V.  McDermott,  30  Misc.  208,  62 
N.  Y.  Supp.  245. 

[c]  Where  the  Jury  Fail  To  Allow 
the  Defendant  an  Undisputed  Credit. 
Fathman  v.  Tumilty,  34  Mo.  App.  236. 

[d]  Where  an  Unauthorized  Punish- 
ment Is  Assessed.  —  Jones  v.  State,  54 
Tex.  Crim.  507,  113  S.  W.  761;  Jones 
V.  Com.,  20  Gratt.   (61  Va.)    848. 

29.  Conn.  —  Black  v.  Griggs,  74 
Conn.  582,  51  Atl.  523.  Me.  —  Snell  V. 
Bangor  Steam  Nav.  Co.,  30  Me.  337. 
Wis.  —  State  v.  Clementson,  69  Wis.  628, 
35  N.  W.  56. 

30.  Marquard  v.  Wheeler,  52  Cal. 
445;  Dougherty  v.  Shown,  1  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)   302. 

[a]  The  court  is  not  authorized  in 
such  case  to  assume  that  the  jury  has 
not  understood  his  instructions.  Dough- 
erty V.  Shown,  1  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  302, 
304. 

[b]  It  is  error  to  direct  a  reconsid- 
eration of  the  verdict  because  of  sur- 
plusage and  to  receive  another  verdict 
increasing  the  damages  awarded.  Mar- 
quard V.  Wheeler,  52  Cal.  445. 

[c]  If  the  original  verdict  convicts 
an  accused  of  a  lesser  offense  included 
in  the  charge,  (1)  the  refusal  of  the 
court  to  receive  it  is  error  and  a  sub- 
sequent verdict  for  a  greater  offense  is 
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(II.)  Duration  of  Power.  —  The  power  of  a  court  to  direct  a  jury  to 
correct  its  verdict  continues  until  the  verdict  is  recorded,  and  the  jury 
is  discharged  and  until  the  court's  control  over  the  jury  is  at  an  end.'' 
The  entry  of  an  oral  verdict  in  the  minuted  by  the  clerk  is  not  such  a 
record  as  precludes  an  amendment  of  the  verdict.'^  If  the  jury  though 
formally  discharged  has  not  separated,  and  as  a  body  is  still  in  the 
presence  of  the  court,  the  court  may  direct  them  to  correct  their  ver- 
dict,''  especially  if  the  verdict  is  not  legally  defective  and  the  amend- 
ment is  merely  formal,^*  or  such  as  the  court  itself  might  have  made.'^ 


invaJid.  Eegister  v.  State,  12  Ga.  App. 
1,  76  S.  E.  649;  s.  c,  10  Ga.  App.  623, 
74  S.  E.  429;  State  v.  Maloney,  7  N. 
D.  119,  127,  72  N.  W.  927.  (2)  A  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  the 
second  verdict  is  erroneous  and  void 
is  in  effect  a  motion  to  set  aside  the 
second  verdict,  and  will  be  treated  as 
such,  and  if  the  accused  failed  to  ex- 
cept directly  to  the  reception  of  the 
original  verdict,  it  is  a  finality,  and 
the  accused  will  be  sentenced  upon  it. 
Register  v.  State,  12  Ga.  App.  1,  76 
S.  E.  649. 

31.  Ala.  —  Comer  v.  Jackson,  50 
Ala.  384.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Jenkins,  56 
Cal.  4.  111.  — Williams  v.  People,  44 
111.  478.  la.  — State  v.  Novak,  109 
Iowa  717,  79  N.  W.  465.  Me.  — Snell 
V.  Bangor  Steam  Nav.  Co.,  30  Me.  337; 
Ward  V.  Bailey,  23  Me.  316.  Md.— Ford 
V.  State,  12  Md.  514,  546.  N.  M. 
Murry  v.  Belmore,  21  N.  M.  313,  154 
Pac.  705.  N.  Y.  —  People  v.  Graves, 
5  Park.  Cr.  134.  N.  C  — State  v.  God- 
win, 138  N.  C.  582,  50  S.  E.  277.  Pa. 
Walters  v.  Junkins,  16  Serg.  &  E.  414, 
16  Am.  Dec.  585.  W.  Va.  —  State  v. 
Cobbs,  40  W.  Va.  718,  22  S.  E.  310. 

[a]  At  any  time  before  a  verdict 
has  been  received,  and  recorded,  the 
court  may  (1)  direct  the  jury  to  cor- 
rect it.  Ark.  —  Hamer  v.  State,  104 
Ark.  606,  150  S.  W.  142.  La.  — State 
v.  Mcintosh,  141  La.  150,  74  So.  886. 
Md.  — Ford  v.  State,  12  Md.  514,  546. 
(2)  But  after  the  verdict  is  recorded, 
the  jury  cannot  be  allowed  to  make 
alterations.  Ford  v.  State,  12  Md.  514, 
546. 

32.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Lee  Tune 
Cheng,  94  Cal.  379,  385,  29  Pac.  776. 
la.  —  State  v.  Novak,  109  Iowa  717, 
739,  79  N.  W.  465.  Me.  —  Ward  v. 
Bailey,  23  Me.  316.  N.  Y.  —  Warner  v. 
New 'York.  Cent.  R.  E.  Co.,  52  N.  Y. 
437,  11  Am.  Rep.  724;  People  v. 
Graves,  5  Park.  Cr.  134. 


[a]  Tlough  a  verdict  has  been 
entered  on  the  docket,  the  jury  may 
be  permitted  to  amend  it,  if  they  have 
not  left  the  stand.  Ward  v.  Bailey,  23 
Me.  316. 

[b]  Although  the  informality  is  not 
discovered  until  after  a  verdict  has 
been  entered  on  the  minutes,  the  court 
has  power  to  direct  the  jury  to  correct 
its  verdict  if  the  jury  is  still  before 
it  and  under  its  control.  People  v.  Lee 
Yune  Chong,  94  Cal.  379,  385,  29  Pac. 
776. 

[c]  After  the  verdict  is  marked 
"filed,"  it  may  be  amended.  State 
V.  SiefE,  64  Mont.  165,  168  Pac.  524. 

33.  Ark.  —  Levells  v.  State,  32  Ark. 
585.  Colo.  —  Patrick  Red  Sandstone 
Co.  V.  Skoman,  1  Colo.  App.  323,  29 
Pac.  21.  Ky.  —  Taggart  f.  Com.,  104 
Ky.  301,  46  S.  W.  674.  N.  C.  —  Wil- 
loughby  V.  Threadgill,  72  N.  C.  438, 
where  the  jury  had  not  left  the  court- 
room. S.  C.  —  Devore  v.  Geiger,  41  S. 
0.  138,  19  S.  E.  288.  Tex.  — Boyett  v. 
State,  26  Tex.  App.  689,  9  S.  W.  275. 
Wis.  —  Victor  Sewing  Machine  Co.  v. 
Heller,  44   Wis.   265. 

[a]  Reason  of  Rule.  —  While  the 
jury  has  not  separated  and  as  a  body 
are  still  in  the  presence  of  the  court, 
the  order  of  discharge  is  in  fieri,  and 
may  be  recalled.  Levells  v.  State,  32 
Ark.   585. 

[b]  An  amendment  to  show  on  which 
count  a  defendant  was  convicted  may 
be  directed  after  the  discharge  of  a 
jury.     Levells  v.  State,  32  Ark.  585. 

34.  Ezell  f.  State,  103  Ala.  8,  15 
So.   818,  clerical  error. 

[a]  If  the  verdict  is  legally  defec- 
tive, it  may  be  that  the  defect  cannot 
be  cured  after  the  jury  is  discharged 
and  the  defendant  removed  from  the 
court  room.  Ezell  v.  State,  103  Ala.  8, 
15  So.  818. 

35.  Schoolfleld  v.  Brunton,  20  Colo. 
139,  36  Pac.  1103;     Patrick  Red  Sand- 
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But  when  the  jury  have  dispersed,  they  are  beyond  the  control  of  the 
court  and  they  cannot  be  recalled  and  allowed  to  change  the  substance 
of  their  verdiet,^^  though  this  rule  is  not  strictly  followed  in  some  jur- 
isdictions," particularly  in  case  of  formal  defects,^'  or  where  by  mis- 
take the  real  finding  of  the  jury  was  not  expressed.^^ 

(III.)  How  Many  Times  Jury  May  Reconsider.  —  Some  statutes  limit  the 
number  of  times  the  jury  may  be  directed  to  reconsider  their  verdict.*" 

(IV.)  Proceedings.  —  Courts  may  interpose  on  their  own  motion  to  ask 


stone  Co.  v.  Skoman,  1  Colo.  App.  323, 
29  Pac.  21. 

[a]  Where  Excessive  Damages  Were 
Allowed.  —  Patrick  Eed  Sandstone  Co. 
V.  Skofflan,  1  Colo.  App.  323,  29  Pac.  21; 
Howard  v.  Kopperl,  74  Tex.  494,  5  S. 
W.  627. 

36.  Ala.  — St.  Clair  v.  Caldwell,  72 
Ala.  627.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Lee  Yune 
Chong,  94  Cal.  379,  29  Pac.  776;  Blum 
V.  Pate,  20  Cal.  69.  Ga.  —  Mitchell  v. 
State,  22  Ga.  211,  68  Am.  Dec.  493; 
Settle  V.  Alison,  8  Ga.  201,  52  Am.  Dec. 
393.  111.  —  Williams  v.  People,  44  111. 
478;  Independent  Order  of  Mutual 
Aid  V.  Stahl,  64  111.  App.  314.  Ind. 
Pehlman  v.  State,  115  Ind.  131,  17  N. 
B.  270.  la.  —  Oleson  v.  Header,  40 
Iowa  662.  Kan.  — State  v  Wade,  56 
Kan.  75,  42  Pac.  353.  Me.  — Snell  v. 
Bangor  Steam  Nav.  Co.,  30  Me.  337. 
Mass.  —  Coffin  v.  Jones,  11  Pick.  45. 
Mo. —  State  v.  McBride,  19  Mo.  239. 
N.  Y.  —  Warner  v.  New  York  Cent.  E. 
E.  Co.,  52  N.  Y.  437,  442,  11  Am.  Eep. 
724.  N.  C  — Mitchell  v.  Mitchell,  122 
N.  C.  332,  29  S.  E.  367;  See  Houston 
V.  Potts,  65  N.  C.  41.  Ohio.  —  Sargent 
V.  State,  11  Ohio  472.  Ore.  —  Nickel- 
son  V.  Smith,  15  Ore.  200,  14  Pac.  40. 
Pa.  —  Walters  v.  Junkins,  16  Serg.  & 
E.  414,  16  Am.  Dec.  585.  S.  D.  —  Peter- 
son v.  Sidlinger,  3  S.  D.  265,  52  N.  W. 
1062.  Tex.  — Salinas  v.  Stillman,  25 
Tex.  12;  Essery  v.  State,  72  Tex.  Crim. 
414,  163  S.  W.  17;  Ellis  v.  State,  27 
Tex.  App.  190,  11  S.  W.  111.  Vt. 
McDaniels  v.  McDaniels,  40  Vt.  363, 
94  Am.  Dec.  408.  Wis.  —  Allen  v. 
State,  85  Wis.  22,  54  N.  W.  999. 

[a]  Reason  of  the  Rule. —  With 
the  assent  of  the  jury  to  the  ■verdict  as 
recorded,  their  functions  with  respect 
to  the  case  cease,  and  the  trial  is 
closed,  after  the  verdict  is  received  and 
the  jury  has  been  discharged  and  has 
dispersed,  the  control  of  the  jury  and 
the  court  over  the  verdict  is  at  an  end. 
The  court  cannot  alter  it,  nor  can 
the  jury   be  called  to  alter  or  amend 
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it,  as  well  might  any  other  twelve  men 
be  called  to  alter  it  as  the  men  who 
were  jurors.  People  v.  Lee  Yune 
Chong,  94  Cal.  379,  29  Pac.  776. 

[b]  After  a  jury  has  been  discharged 
and  has  separated  and  mingled  in  other 
affairs,  it  cannot  be  reassembled  to  re- 
consider its  verdict.  Independent 
Order  of  Mut.  Aid  v.  Stahl,  64  111.  App. 
314. 

[c]  The  jury  cannot  find  the  degree 
of  tile  crime  after  their  discharge. 
People  V.  Lee  Yune  Chong,  94  Cal.  379, 
385,  29  Pac.  776. 

Amendment  after  discharge  of  jury 
as  a  ground  for  new  trial,  see  20 
Standard  Proc.  456. 

[d]  Remedy.  —  If  the  verdict  is 
defective  and  the  court  has  lost  control 
over  the  jury,  it  must  set  aside  the 
verdict  and  order  a  new  trial.  See 
Houston  1).  Potts,  65  N.  C.  41.  See  also 
20  Standaed  Pboc.  456. 

[e]  A  directed  verdict  may  be 
amended  after  the  discharge  of  the 
jury.  Harris  v.  Hipsley,  122  Md.  418, 
89  Atl.  852. 

37.  Dearborn  v.  Newhall,  63  N.  H. 
301,  where  a  mistake  was  cured  two 
days  after  rendition  of  the  verdict. 

38.  Eiley  v.  Williams,  123  Mass. 
506  (where  the  court  allowed  the  fore- 
man to  insert  the  words  "and  wife" 
in  the  title  of  the  case,  six  days  after 
the  jury  had  separated);  Howard  v. 
Kopperl,  74  Tex.  494,  5  S.  W.  627, 
where  amendment  was  made  the  fol- 
lowing morning. 

39.  Prussel  v.  Knowles,  4  How. 
(Miss.)  90  (an  amendment  made,  after 
some  iDut  not  all  the  jurors  had  left 
the  court  room,  to  find  against  some 
of  the  defendants  only  instead  of 
against  all) ;  Sigal  v.  Miller  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  25  S.  W.  1012,  amendment,  be- 
fore all  the  jurors  had  left  the  court 
room,  correcting  a  mistake  in  describ- 
ing   the    premises   involved. 

40.  See  the  statutes  and  Black  v. 
Griggs,  74  Conn.  682,  51  Atl.  523. 
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the  jury  to  correct  a  defective  verdict,*^  or  they  may  act  on  suggestion 
of  counsel.*^  When  requiring  a  jury  to  amend  their  verdict,  the  court 
may  instruct  the  jury  as  to  the  corrections  which  should  be  made,*'  and 
send  them  back  to  their  room  for  further  consideration  of  the  case,** 
or  allow  them  to  make  the  correction  in  open  court  without  retiring,*^ 
or  where  the  correction  is  merely  formal,  the  court  may  make  the  cor- 
rection itself,  or  direct  the  clerk  to  do  so,  in  the  presence  and  with  the 
assent  of  the  jury.** 

The  record  should  show  affirmatively  in  case  of  a  felony  that  the  ac- 
cused was  present  when  the  jury  was  instructed  to  amend  their  ver- 
dict,*' as  well  as  when  they  returned  and  delivered  the  corrected  ver- 
diet.*« 

The  jury,  when  directed  to  reconsider  their  verdict,  may  bring  in  an 
entirely  new  verdict.*" 

2.  By  Court.  —  It  is  proper  for  the  court,  both  in  civiP"  and  in  crim- 


41.  Fox  I!.  Boyd,  104  Tenn.  357,  58 
S.   W.  221. 

42.  Fox  V.  Boyd,  104  Tenn.  357,  58 
S.  W.  221. 

43.  Pehlmau  v.  State,  115  Ind.  131, 
17  N.  E.  270;  Jacob  v.  Watking,  10 
App.   Div.   475,   42   N.   Y.  Supp.   6. 

[a]  The  judge  should  act  with  great 
caution  lest  he  suggest  an  alteration 
of  the  verdict  in.  substance.  Fla, 
Grant  v.  State,  33  Fla.  291,  14  So.  757, 
23  L.  E.  A.  723.  N.  C  — State  v.  God- 
win, 138  N.  C.  582,  50  S.  E.  277.  Pa. 
McConnell  v.  Linton,  4  Watts  357; 
Com.  V.  Huston,  46  Pa.  Super.  172. 

[b]  Review.  —  The  remarks  of  the 
court,  either  regarding  the  evidence 
or  matters  of  law  are  subject  to  review 
on  appeal  as  a  part  of  the  charge. 
Black  V.  Griggs,  74  Conn.  582,  61  Atl. 
523. 

44.  Pehlman  v.  State,  115  Ind.  131, 
17  N.  E.  270. 

45.  Cal.  —  Stewart  v.  Taylor,  68  Cal. 
5,  8  Pac.  605.  Neb.  —  Clough  v.  State, 
7  Neb.  320,  342.  S.  C  — State  v.  An- 
derson, 24  S.  C.  109. 

46.  Fla.  —  Coffee  v.  Groover,  20  Fla. 
64.  Ind.  — Pehlman  v.  State,  115  Ind. 
131,  17  N.  B.  270.  Ky.  — Blair  v.  Com., 
93  Ky.  493,  20  S.  W.  434.  Tex.  —  Cat- 
ron V.  State,  63  Tex.  Grim.  377,  140 
S.  W.  227;  Murphree  V.  State,  55  Tex. 
Grim.  316,  115  S.  W.  1189;  ^Hardy  v. 
State,  37  Tex.  Crim.  55,  38  S.  W.  615; 
Taylor  v.  State,  14  Tex.  App.  340. 

[a]  limitation  on  Power.  —  But 
when  the  court  corrects  the  verdict  he 
must  not  usurp  the  functions  of  the 
jury,  and  make  radical  changes  in  the 


verdict.     Pollis  v.  State,  51  Tex.  Crim. 
186,  101  S.  W.  242. 

47.  Waller  v.  State,  40  Ala.  325. 
Presence    of    accused    generally,    see 

the  title,  "Trial." 

48.  Waller  v.  State,  40  Ala.  325. 

49.  Grant  v.  State,  33  Fla.  291,  14 
So.  757,  23  L.  E.  A.  723;  State  v. 
Waterman,   1    Nev.   543. 

50.  Ala.  —  Birmingham  v.  Hawk- 
ins, 196  Ala.  127,  72  So.  25;  St.  Clair 
V.  Caldwell,  72  Ala.  527;  Ewing  v.  San- 
ford,  21  Ala.  167.  Cal.  — Perkins  v. 
Wilson,  3  Cal.  137.  Colo.  —  Sehoolfield 
V.  Brunton,  20  Colo.  139,  36  Pac.  1103. 
m.  —  Chittenden  v.  Evans,  48  111.  52; 
Clapp  V.  Martin,  33  111.  App.  438.  Ind. 
Ter.  —  Swofford  Bros.  Dry  Goods  Co. 
V.  Smith-McCord  Dry  Goods  Co., 
1  Ind.  Ter.  314,  37  S.  W.  103.  la. 
Fromme  v.  Jones,  13  Iowa  474;  Har- 
rell  V.  Stringfield,  Morris  18;  Gordon 
V.  Higley,  i  Morris  13.  Me.  —  Hoey  v. 
Candage,  61  Me.  257;  Little  f.  Lar- 
rabee,  2  Greenl.  37,  11  Am.  Dec.  43. 
Mass.  —  Minot  v.  Boston,  201  Mass.  10, 
86  N.  E.  783,  25  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  311; 
Ashton  V.  Touhey,  131  Mass.  26,  29. 
Mich.  —  Forsythe  v.  Washtenaw  Circ. 
Judge,  180  Mich.  633,  147  N.  W.  549. 
N.  J.  — Kilgus  V.  Wayne  Co.,  85  N.  J. 
L.  351,  88  Atl.  1056.  N.  Y.  —  Donahue 
V.  Wippert,  7  Misc.  506,  28  N.  Y.  Supp. 
495.  Ohio.  —  Sargent  v.  State,  11  Ohio 
472.  Ore.  — Fiore  v.  Ladd,  29  Ore.  528, 
46  Pac.  144.  Pa.  —  Cohn  v.  Seheuer, 
115  Pa.  178,  8  Atl.  421.  Tenn.  — Ken- 
nel i).  Muncey,  Peek.  273.  Tex.  —  St. 
Louis,  S.  F.  &  T.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Wall  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  165  S.  W.   527;      Shaw  v. 
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inal"  eases,  without  the  consent  of  the  jury,  and  even  over  their  positive 
objection,  to  change  the  language  of  the  jury  to  make  the  verdict  cor- 
respond to  the  usual  forms,  whenever  such  change  does  not  alter  the 
meaning  of  the  verdict.  An  important  limitation  of  this  power  is  that 
the  amendment  in  all  cases  must  be  such  as  to  make  the  verdict  conform 
to  the  real  intent  of  the  jury.^^  And  it  is  a  cardinal  rule  that  a  court  can- 
not change  the  substance  of  a  verdict,^^  or  increase  or  decrease  the 


State,  2   Tex.  App.  487.     Vt.  —  Foster 
V.  Caldwell's  Est.,  18  Vt.  176. 

[a]  Kule  Stated.  —  A  general  ver- 
dict is  always  sufficient  if  it  responds 
substantially  to  the  questions  of  right, 
the  issue  or  issues  raised,  all  else  is 
form,  which  the  court  can  supply  with 
or  without  the  consent  of  the  jury. 
St.   Clair  v.  Caldwell,   72  Ala.  527. 

[b]  Effect  of  Statute  on  Power  of 
Court.  —  A  statute,  authorizing  a  court 
to  direct  a  jury  to  correct  its  verdict, 
does  not  take  away  the  court's  com- 
mon law  power  of  amendment.  Os- 
borne &  Co.  V.  Morris,  21  Ore.  367,  28 
Pae.  70. 

[c]  A  motion  to  correct  it  must  be 
directed  to  the  court  in  which  a  verdict 
is  recorded.  Dean  v.  New  York,  29 
App.  Div.  350,  51  ]Sr.  T.  Supp.  586. 

[d]  The  words  "against  the  inter- 
pleaders" may  be  added  after  the 
words  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  where 
the  only  issue  tried  is  between  the 
plaintiff  and  interpleader.  Swofford 
Bros.  Dry  Goods  Co.  v.  Smith-MeCord 
Dry  Goods  Co.,  1  Ind.  Ter.  314,  37  S.  W. 
103. 

Computation  of  interest,  see  14 
Standard  Proc.  124.  See  also  Minot  v. 
Boston,  201  Mass.  10,  86  N.  E.  783, 
25  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  311,  note. 

[ej  Where  a  jury  in  a  general  ver- 
dict fail  to  pass  on  some  issues  that 
do  not  invalidate  the  cause  of  action, 
the  court  may  amend  it  to  conform  to 
the  manifest  intention  of  the  jury  as 
ascertained  from  the  record.  Harvey  v. 
Head,  68  Ga.  247;  Clark  v.  Lamb,  8 
Pick.   (Mass.)  415,  19  Am.  Dec.  332. 

[f]  If  the  evidence  in  a  case  ap- 
plied solely  to  the  good  counts,  or  per- 
haps if  all  the  evidence  given  applies 
to  that  count  as  well  the  others,  a  gen- 
eral verdict,  on  a  complaint  contain- 
ing good  and  bad  counts,  may  be 
amended  by  applying  it  to  the  good 
counts.  Union  Turnpike  Co.  v.  Jen- 
kins, 1  Gaines  (N.  T.)   381,  391. 

51.  Minot  V.  Boston,  201  Mass.  10, 
86  N.  E.  783,  25  L.  E.  A.  (N.  8.)  311; 
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State  V.  Kinsauls,  126  N.  C.  1095,  36 
S.  E.  31,  where  the  next  day  after  ren- 
dition of  a  verdict  of  guilty,  the  court 
added  the  words  "in  the  manner  and 
form  as  charged,"  etc.  But  see  Shaw 
V.  State,  2  Tex.  App.  487. 

[a]  "Whether  the  case  be  civil  or 
criminal,  the  verdict  which  is  defec- 
tive only  in  form  may  be  worked  'into 
form,'  so  that  'it  may  serve.'  "  Minot 
V.  Boston,  201  Mass.  10,  86  N.  E.  783, 
25  L.  E.  A.   (N.  S.)   311,  315. 

[b]  If  the  verdict  includes  matters 
which,  are  addressed  solely  to  the 
court  and  not  part  thereof,  the  court 
may  direct  the  verdict  to  be  entered 
without  such  matter.  People  v.  Lee, 
17  Cal.  76. 

As  to  recommendation  of  mercy,  see 
supra,  III,   E,   10. 

52.  Minot  v.  Boston,  201  Mass.  10, 
86  N.  E.  783,  25  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  311. 

53.  Ala.  —  Birmingham  v.  Hawk- 
ins, 196  Ala.  127,  72  So.  25;  St.  Clair 
V.  Caldwell,  72  Ala.  527;  Merchants' 
Bank  &  Trust  Co.  v.  J.  A.  Elliott  & 
Son,  16  Ala.  App.  620,  80  So.  624.  Ga. 
Brooke  v.  Lowry,  141  Ga.  493,  81  S.  E. 
223.  m.  —  Bodine  v.  Swisher,  66  111. 
536.  la.  —  Moore  v.  Devol,  14  Iowa 
112.  Mo.  —  Acton  v.  Dooley,  16  Mo. 
App.  441,  449.  N.  T.  —  Donahue  v. 
Wippert,  7  Misc.  506,  28  N.  T.  Supp. 
495.  N.  Cj— Winn  v.  Finch  &  Son, 
171  N.  C.  272,  88  S.  E.  332.  Ore. 
Fiore  V.  Ladd,  29  Ore.  528,  46  Pac.  144. 

[a]  Bemedy.  —  If  the  party  deems 
an  amendment  made  by  the  court  to  be 
substantial,  he  should  raise  and  pre- 
serve the  question  in  a  bill  of  excep- 
tions. He  cannot  raise  the  question 
for  the  first  time  on  appeal.  Chitten- 
den V.  Evans,  48  111.  52. 

[b]  Presumption  on  Appeal.  —  If  a 
court  has  made  an  amendment  as  to 
a  matter  of  substance,  it  will  be  pre- 
sumed that  he  did  so  in  the  presence 
of  and  with  the  consent  of  the  jury, 
in  the  absence  of  anything  to  the  con- 
trary. McKinney  v.  Arm  jrong,  97 
111.  App.  208. 
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amount  of  damages  awarded,"  except  where  there  is  an  obvious  error 
in  computation^^  as  shown  by  special  findings.^^ 

With  respect  to  the  time  of  amendment  the  power  of  the  court  is  not 
terminated  by  the  discharge  and  dispersal  of  the  jury,^'  and  continues 
even  after  the  end  of  the  term  at  which  the  case  was  tried.^^ 

From  What  Amended.  -  The  court  may  amend  a  verdict  by  reference 
to  the  reeord,^^  and  in  some  instances,  from  the  judge's  notes,""  or  by 
other  clear  and  satisfactory  evidence.'^ 

3.  By  the  Clerk.  —  A  verdict  cannot  be  altered  by  the  clerk  in  a  mat- 
ter of  substance  after  it  has  been  entered  in  his  minutes  and  the  jury 
has  been  discharged.*^  i 

B.  Of  Special  Verdict.  —  The  jury  may  be  required  by  the  court  to 
put  a  special  verdict  in  proper  form."^   So  they  may  be  sent  back  to 


54.  HI.  —  Birmingham  v.  Hawkins, 
196  Ala.  127,  72  So.  25.  Ky.  — Dunn 
V.  Blue  Grass  Realty  Co.,  163  Ky.  384, 
173  S.  W.  1122.  N.  O.  —  Winn  v.  i'inch 
&  Son,  171  N.  C.  272,  88  S.  B.  332. 
Ore.  —  Fiore  v.  Ladd,  29  Ore.  528,  46 
Pac.   144. 

Adding  interest,  see  14  Standabd 
Peoc.  124. 

[a]  Even  though  a  verdict  be  er- 
roneous as  to  amount,  a  court  cannot 
change  it.  Dunn  v.  Blue  Grass  Realty 
Co.,  163   Ky.  384,   173  S.   W.   1122. 

[b]  But  when  the  court  in  effect 
directs  a  verdict  in  a  certain  sum,  and 
the  jury  fail  to  follow  his  instruction, 
the  court  may  increase  the  verdict  by 
applying  the  correct  rule  of  damages. 
Schweitzer  v.  Connor,  57  Wis.  177,  14 
N.  W.  922. 

As  to  remission  of  damages,  see  the 
title,  "Remission  of  Damages." 

55.  Arneaon  u.  Nerger,  34  ,S.  D.  201, 
147  N.  W.  982. 

56.  Dawson  v.  Shirk,  102  Ind.  184, 
1  N.  E.  292,  by  statute. 

57.  Ga.  — Code,  1910,  §5695.  lU. 
Italian-Swiss  Agricultural  Colony  v. 
Pease,  194  HI.  98,  62  N.  E.  317.  la. 
Gordon  v.  Higley,  Morr.  13.  IVIass, 
Minot  V.  Boston,  201  Mass.  10,  86  N. 
E.  783,  25  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  311.  Pa. 
Cohn  V.  Scheuer,  115  Pa.  178,  8  Atl. 
421.  Teun.  —  See  Barnard  v.  Young,  5 
Humph.  100.  Vt.  — Poster  v.  Cald- 
well's Eat.,  18  Vt.  176. 

But  see  Warner  v.  New  York  Cent. 
E.  E.  Co.,  52  N.  Y.  437,  442,  11  Am. 
Eep.  724. 

[a]  There  is  no  time  absolutely- 
fixed  within  which  (1)  the  amendment 
should  be  moved.  Matheson's  Admr. 
V.  Grant's  Admr.,  2  How.  (V.  S.)  263, 


281,  11  L.  ed.  261.  (2)  At  any  time 
before  final  judgment  is  rendered,  a 
verdict  may  be  amended.  Cane  v-  Wat- 
son,  Morris    (Iowa)    52. 

[b]  Within  a  reasonable  time,  the 
amendment  should  be  moved.  Mathe- 
son's Admr.  ■;;.  Grant's  Admr.,  2  How. 
(U.  S.)  263,  281,  11  L.  ed.  261. 

58.  la.  —  Cane  v.  Watson,  Morris 
52.  Mass.  —  Miaot  v.  Boston,  201  Mass. 
10,  86  N.  E.  783,  25  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
311.  Mo.  —  Acton  v.  Dooley,  16  Mo. 
App.  441. 

59.  Harvey  v.  Head,  68  Ga.  247. 
[a]    Verdict  may  be  amended  by  ref« 

erence  to  the  pleadings,  the  evidence 
in  the  record,  and  in  some  instances, 
from  the  notes  of  the  judge.  Harvey  v. 
Head,  68   Ga.  247. 

60.  U.  S.  —  Matheson's  Admr.  v. 
Grant's  Admr.,  2  How.  263,  11  L.  ed. 
261.  Ga.  —  Harvey  v.  Head,  68  Ga.  247. 
Mass.  —  Cofan  v.  Jones,  11  Pick.  45.  . 
S.  0.  —  Eoulain  v.  McDowall,  1  Bay 
490. 

61.  Murphy  v.  Stewart,  2  How.  (U. 
S.)  263,  279,  11  L.  ed.  261;  Miller  v. 
Steele,  153  Fed.  714,  82  C.  C.  A.  572; 
Acton  V.  Dooley,  16  Mo.  App.  441. 

[a]  Affidavits  of  jurors  are  not  re- 
ceivable. Dean  v.  New  York,  29  App. 
Div.   350,  61   N.   Y.   Supp.   586. 

62.  Delafield  v.  J.  K.  Armsby  Co., 
124  App.  Div.  621,  109  N.  Y.  Supp.  314. 
See  also  McMahon  v.  Hetchhetchy  & 
Y.  Val.  R.  Co.,  2  Cal.  App.  400,  84  Pae. 
350. 

63.  Ind.  —  Quinn  v.  State,  123  Ind. 
59,  23  N.  E.  977.  N.  Y.  — Sleght  v. 
Hartshome,  1  Johns.  149.  Wis. — Herbst 
Importing  Co.  v.  Burnham,  81  Wis.  408, 
51  N.  W.  262.  Tex.  —  Hirseh  v.  Jones 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  42  S.  W.  604. 
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cure  formal  defects.**  The  jury  should  not  be  coerced  by  motion  to  find 
on  a  material  fact  not  found,  but  the  proper  remedy  is  a  motion  for  a 
new  trial. *^  Ordinarily  the  jury  should  not  be  sent  back  for  further  de- 
liberation,**  though  where  the  findings  are  manifestly  made  under  a 
misapprehension  of  the  instructions,  the  court  may  send  them  back  for 
further  deliberation.*^  If  there  be  nothing  left,  but  to  make  a  mathe- 
matical calculation  the  court  may  make  it,*^  and  amendments  may  be 
compelled,  or  made  by  the  court,  to  cover  undisputfed  or  nonlitigated 
matters.*^  Changes  in  the  substance  of  the  verdict  cannot  be  made  un- 
less both  parties  consent,^"  and  the  court  cannot  substitute  its  finding 
for  that  of  the  jury.''^ 

In  criminal  cases  if  the  verdict  be  so  imperfect  that  no  judgment  can 
be  rendered  a  venire  de  novo  is  ordered,  but  the  court  may  order  the 
jury  to  retire  and  remedy  defects  upon  further  deliberation,'^  and  it 
seems  the  court  may  itself  amend  mere  formal  defects  even  in  capital 
cases.'^ 

C.  Op  Eecord.  —  A  court  has  power  to  amend  its  record  to  conform 
to  the  written  verdict  rendered  by  the  jury,  or  in  other  words  to  coa* 
form  to  the  truth.''* 

VIII.  PRIVY  AND  SEALED  VERDICTS.  — A.  In  General.  — In 
relaxing  the  ancient  strictness  in  the  treatment  of  jurors,  the  practice 
grew  up  of  allowing  a  jury,  who  had  arrived  at  a  verdict  during  an  ad- 
journment of  court,  to  separate  on  imparting  privately  to  the  judge  out 


[a]  Filling  blanks  in  verdict.  —  Ft. 
Wayne  v.  Durnell,  13  Ind.  App.  669,  42 
N.  E.  242;  Lebanon  v.  Twiford,  13 
Ind.  App.  384,  41  N.  E.  844. 

[V]  Cbanging  word  "believe"  to 
"find."  Hirsch  v.  Jones  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  42   S.  W.   604. 

64.  Salem-Bedford  Stone  Co.  ■;;. 
O'Brien,  150  Ind.  656,  49  N.  B.  457. 

[a]  It  is  the  court's  duty  to  see 
that  the  verdict  is  in  regular  form. 
If  it  be  irregular,  or  informal,  the  jury- 
should  be  required  to  retire  and  cor- 
rect it.  Ft.  Wayne  v.  Durnell,  13  Ind. 
App.  669,  42  N.  E.  242. 

65.  Pittsburg,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co. 
17.  Montgomery,  152  Ind.  1,  49  N.  B. 
582,  71  Am.  St.  Eep.  301,  69  L.  E.  A. 
875. 

66.  SutlifE  V.  Gilbert,  8  Ohio  405. 

67.  Wightman  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W. 
Ey.  Co.,  73  Wis.  169,  40  N.  W.  689,  9 
Am.  St.  Eep.  778,  2  L.  E.  A.  185. 

68.  Colo.  —  Knight  v.  Fisher,  15 
Colo.  176,  25  Pac.  78.  Ind.  — Hoppes 
s6.  Cfhapin,  15  Ind.  App.  258,  43  N.  E. 
1014.  Wis.  — Doran  v.  Eyan,  81  Wis. 
63,  51  N.  W.  259. 

69.  Minn.  —  Crich  v.  Williamsburg 
Fire  Ins.  Co.,  45  Minn.  441,  48  N.  W. 
198.     N.   Y.  — Watson   v.   Delafield,    1 
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Johns.  150;  iSleght  v.  Hartshorne,  1 
Johns.  149.  Wis.  —  Mayhew  v.  Mather, 
82   Wis.   355,   52   N.   W.   436. 

[a]  This  seems  to  be  the  EzLglish 
practice,  see  Mayo  v.  Archer,  1  Strange 
513,'  93  Bng.  Eeprint  669. 

70.  Mass. —  Walker  •».  Dewing,  8 
Pick.  520.  N.  C  — Mitchell  v.  Mit- 
chell, 122  N.  C.  332,  29  8.  B.  367.  S.  O. 
United  States  v.  Bird's  Creditors,  2 
Brev.  85.  Tex.  —  Coke  v.  Ikard,  39 
Tex.    Civ.    App.    409,    87    S.   W.    869. 

71.  Blohowak  v.  Grochoski,  119 
Wis.  189,  96  N.  W.  551. 

72.  State  v.  Maxwell,  42  Iowa  208; 
State  V.  Banner,  143  N.  C.  6312,  57  S.  E. 
154. 

73.  1   Chit.   Cr.   Law  645. 

74.  U.  S.  — Tomes  v.  Eedfield,  7 
Blatchf.  139,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,085. 
Ala.  —  Lewis  v.  State,  10  Ala.  App.  31, 
64  So.  537.  lU.  — O'Keefe  v.  Kellogg, 
15  ni.  347;  Gross  v.  Sloan,  58  111.  App. 
302.  Mich.  —  Eeynolds  v.  Cavanagh, 
139  Mich.  387,  102  N.  W.  986.  Pa. 
Cohn  V.  Scheuer,  115  Pa.  178,  8  Atl. 
421;     In  re  Ivens'  Appeal,  33  Pa.  237. 

See  the  title,   "Records." 

[a]  Nunc  pro  tunc  the  entry  may 
be  corrected.  Lewis  v.  State,  10  Ala. 
App.  31,  64  So.  537. 
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of  court  what  the  verdict  was/^  This  verdict,  known  as  a  privy  verdict, 
was  of  no  force  unless  it  was  afterwards  affirmed  by  an  oral  verdict 
given  publicly  in  court.''®  Out  of  this  practice,  by  way  of  substitute 
and  to  attain  the  same  end,  the  practice  has  been  adopted  of  directing 
the  jury,  if  they  should  agree  during  the  adjournment  of  court,  to  seal 
up  their  finding  and  affirm  it  at  the  next  opening  of  the  court/^  This 
verdict  is  called  a  sealed  verdict,'*  and  like  the  privy  verdict  out  of 
which  it  arose,  it  must  be  affirmed  in  open  courts' 

B.  When  Authorized.  —  A  trial  court  in  its  discretion,*"  with*^  or 


[b]  At  the  next  term,  the  record 
entry  may  be  corrected.  Keynolds  v. 
Cavanagh,  139  Mich.  387,  102  N.  W. 
986.  See  also  Cohn  v.  Seheuer,  115  Pa. 
178,   8   Atl.  421. 

[c]  But  when  an  entry  in  a  foreign 
language  is  made,  a  translation  of  the 
entry  cannot  properly  be  classed  as  an 
amendment  or  correction.  State  V, 
Walters,    15    La.    Ann.    648. 

[d]  The  appellate  court  cannot 
amend  when  there  is  nothing  on  the 
record  to  amend  by.  Easton  v.  Collier, 
1  Mo.  421. 

75.  Me.  —  See  Anonymous,  63  Me. 
590.  Neb.  —  See  Toung  v.  Seymour,  4 
Neb.  86.  Pa.  —  Kramer  v.  Kister,  187 
Pa.  227,  40  Atl.  1008,  44  L.  E.  A.  432; 
Dorniek  v.  Keichenbaek,  10  Serg.  &  E. 
84.  S.  D.  —  See  Peart  v.  Chicago,  M. 
&  St.  P.  Ey.  Co.,  5  S.  D.  337,  58  N.  W. 
806.  Eng.  —  Saunders  v.  Preeman,  1 
Plow.   C.   209,   75   Eng.   Eeprint'  321. 

[a]  The  very  essence  of  a  privy 
verdict  is  its  secrecy  from  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  parties.  Barrett  v.  State, 
1  Wis.  175. 

[b]  In  What  Cases  Allowed. —  (1) 
A  privy  verdict  "was  only  allowable  in 
civil  cases."  Davis  v.  Delaware  Tp., 
41  N.  J.  L.  55,  57.  (2)  In  case  of 
felony,  a  privy  verdict  could  not  be 
rendered  according  to  the  ancient  com- 
mon law.  Grant  v.  State,  33  Pla.  291, 
14  So.  757,  23  L.  E.  A.  723;  Anony- 
mous, 63  Me.  590.  (3)  In  criminal  cases 
which  concern  life,  no  privy  verdict 
can  be  given.  State  v.  "Wallahan,  Tapp. 
(Ohio)   80. 

[c]  Though  court  be  not  held  in  the 
couTt  room,  the  verdict  may  be  public 
and  not  privy,  as  where  the  court  was 
adjourned  to  the  judge's  chamber. 
Dorniek  v.  Eeichenback,  10  Serg.  &  E. 
(Pa.)  84,  or  where  the  judge  adjourned 
court  to  his  lodgings  and  there  received 
the  verdict.  Campbell  v.  Linton,  27 
U=  C.  Q.  B.   (Can.)   563. 


76.  Mass.  — Com.  v.  Tobin,  125 
Mass.  203,  28  Am.  Eep.  220.  Neb. 
Longfellow  v.  State,  10  Neb.  105,  4  N. 
W.  420.  N.  J.  —  Davis  v.  Delaware 
Tp.,  41  N.  J.  L.  55.  Ohio.  — State  v. 
Engle,  13  Ohio  490.  Eng.  —  Saunders 
V.  Freeman,  1  Plow.  C.  209,  75  Eng.  Ee- 
print 321. 

[a]  Unless  publicly  afG.rmed  by  a 
public  verdict  in  open  court,  wherein 
the  jury  might  if  they  pleased  vary 
from  the  privy  verdict,  a  privy  verdict 
was  of  no  force.  State  v.  Engle,  13 
Ohio  490. 

[b]  Presence  of  Plaintiff.  —  When 
the  jury  come  into  court,  the  plaintiff 
shall  be  called,  and  may  then  be  non- 
suited. Saunders  v.  Freeman,  1  Plow. 
C.  209,  75  Eng.  Eeprint  321.  Necessity 
for  presence  of  parties  in  modern  prac- 
tice, see  supra  VI,  G. 

[c]  If  the  jury  vary  the  verdict  be- 
fore its  announcement  in  open  court, 
it  is  tantamount  to  no  verdict  and  is 
a  nullity.  Davis  v.  Delaware  Tp.,  41 
N.  J.  L.  55. 

77.  Ala.  —  King  v.  Eobinson,  5  Ala. 
App.  431,  59  So.  371.  Me.  — Anony- 
mous, 63  Me.  590.  Mass.  —  Com.  v.  To- 
bin, 125  Mass.  203,  28  Am.  Eep.  220. 
Pa.  —  Dorniek  v.  Eeichenback,  10  Serg. 
&  E.  84. 

Separation  of  jury  after  sealing  ver- 
dict,  see   17   Standard   Proc.   463. 

Whether  order  authorizing  sealed 
verdict  must  be  made  in  open  court, 
see  17  Standard  Proc.  463. 

78.  See  cases  in  next  preceding 
note. 

79.  See  infra,  VIII,  D. 

80.  Bunker  Hill  &  S.  Min.  &  C.  Co. 
V.  Schmelling,  79  Fed.  263,  24  C.  C.  A. 
564;  Kramer  v.  Kister,  187  Pa.  227,  40 
Atl.   1O08,  44  L.  E.  A.  432. 

81.  Ind.  —  Sage  v.  Brown,  34  Ind. 
464.  Neb. — Sogers  v.  Sample,  28  Neb. 
141,  44  N.   W.  86.     N.  Y.  —  Warner  v. 
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without^^  the  consent,  and  even  over  the  objections*^  of  the  parties  or 
counsel,  may  authorize  a  jury  in  civil  actions  to  seal  up  their  verdict 
and  separate,  should  they  agree  upon  a  verdict  during  an  adjournment 
of  the  court.**  While  in  criminal  cases,  the  subject  is  sometimes  gov- 
erned by  statute,*^  the  matter  in  the  absence  thereof,  is  one  of  practice, 
not  affected  by  constitutional  provisions  guaranteeing  a  trial  by  jury,** 
and  different  rules  obtain  in  the  different  jurisdictions.  In  some  states, 
the  practice  in  the  case  of  misdemeanors,*'  and  in  some,  of  felonies,** 
is  to  permit  juries  to  return  sealed  verdicts  on  the  consent  of  the  de- 
fendant and  the  state.  According  to  some  authorities  the  court  in  his 
discretion,  without  the  consent  of  the  defendant,  may  authorize  a  sealed 
verdict  except  in  eases  which  are  capital  or  punishable  by  life  imprison- 
ment,*® or,  according  to  others,  in  any  case  in  which  the  statute  does 
not  forbid  it."" 


New  York  Cent.  B.  E.  Co.,  52  N.   Y. 
437,  11   Am.  Rep.  724. 

[a]  The  absence  of  objection  to  the 
direction  of  the  court  that  the  jury- 
seal  their  verdict  is  a  tacit  assent. 
Douglass  V.  Tousey,  2  Wend.  (N.  T.) 
352,  20  Am.  Dec.  616;  High  v.  John- 
son,  28    Wis.    72. 

82.  U.  S.  — Bunker  HUl  &  S.  M.  & 
C.  Co.  V.  Sehmelling,  79  Fed.  263,  24 
C.  C.  A.  564.  N.  Y.  — Green  v.  Bliss, 
12  How.  Pr.  428.  Pa.  — Kramer  v. 
Kister,  187  Pa.  227,  40  Atl.  1008,  44 
L.  R.  A.  432.  Wis.  — See  High  v. 
Johnson,   28   Wis.   72,  query. 

See  Jessup  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R. 
Co.,  82  Iowa  243,  48  N.  W.  77,  under 
statute. 

83.  Bunker  Hill  &  S.  M.  &  C.  Co.  v. 
Oberder,  79  Fed.  726,  25  C.  C.  A.  171; 
Bunker  Hill  &  S.  M.  &  C.  Co.  v.  Sehmel- 
ling, 79  Fed.  263,  24  C.  C.  A.  664. 

84.  Mass.  —  Com.  v.  Slattery,  147 
Mass.  423,  18  N.  E.  399;  Com.  v.  Car- 
rington,  116  Mass.  37.  Mich.  —  Pierce 
V.  Pierce,  38  Mich.  412.  Mo.  —  Jones 
V.  Burden,  56  Mo.  App.  199.  Ohio. 
Sargent  v.  State,  11  Ohio  472;  Sut- 
liff  V.  Gilbert,  8  Ohio  405. 

See  17  Standabd  Prog.  463. 

85.  See  the  statutes  and  Steudle  v. 
Territory,  19  Okla.  492,  91  Pae.  1024, 
larceny. 

86.  People  v.  Duffek,  163  Mich.  196, 
205,  128  N.  W.  245. 

87.  State  v.  Fertig,  84  Iowa  79,  50 
N.  W.  545;  State  v.  Thompson,  74 
Iowa  119,  37  N.  W.  104. 

88.  V.  S.  —  United  States  v.  Potter, 
6  McLean  186,  27  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,078. 
Oal.  —  People  v.  Kelly,  46  Oal.  355, 
rape.        Minn.  —  See   State   v.   Ander- 
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son,  41  Minn.  104,  42  N.  W.  786,  query. 
Ohio.  —  Sargent  v.  State,  11  Ohio  472. 
[a]  If  the  defendant  objects,  the 
court  cannot  authorize  the  return  of  a 
sealed  verdict.  State  v.  Anderson,  41 
Minn.  104,  42  N.  W.  786. 

89.  U.  S.  — United  States  v.  Ben- 
nett, 16  Blatchf.  338,  373,  24  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  14,571,  a  misdemeanor  case.  lU. 
Reins  v.  People,  30  111.  256.  Me. 
Anonymous,  63  Me.  590.  Mass.  —  Com. 
V.  Slattery,  147  Mass.  423,  18  N.  E. 
399;  Com.  v.  Carrington,  116  Mass. 
37. 

[a]  In  capital  cases  and  cases  punish- 
able by  life  imprisonment,  (1)  the  court 
cannot  authorize  the  bringing  in  of  a 
sealed  verdict  (State  v.  McCormick,  84 
Me.  566,  24  Atl.  938;  Anonymous, '  63 
Me.  590;  Com.  v.  Tobin,  125  Mass.  203, 
28  Am.  Rep.  220),  even  when  (2)  the 
defendant  assents  thereto.  State  v. 
Hornsby,  32  La.  Ann.  1268;  Anderson 
V.  State,  2  Wash.  183,  26  Pac.  267.  But 
compare,  State  v.  Fenlason,  78  Me. 
495,  7  Atl.  385,  holding  (3)  that  under 
the  circumstances  the  offense  was  only 
punishable  by  life  imprisonment  in  the 
discretion  of  the  court,  and  by  a  failure 
of  the  defendant  to  object  he  waived 
any  irregularity  in  authorizing  a 
sealed  verdict. 

90.  People  v.  Duffek,  163  Mich.  196, 
128  N.  W.  245,  where  defendant  was 
charged  with  assault  with  intent  to 
do   bodily  harm  less  than  murder. 

[a]  "In  my  opinion  both  reason  and 
authority  require  the  conclusion  that 
the  whole  matter  [of  sealed  verdicts] 
is  one  of  practice,  which  may  be 
amended  by  courts  or  by  the  legis- 
lature   without    invading    any    of    the 
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But  in  no  case  can  the  jury  seal  up  their  verdict  and  separate  when 
they  have  not  been  authorized  by  the  court  to  do  so.°^ 

C.  Writing,  Sealing  and  Custody  op  Verdict.  —  When  a  jury  is 
authorized  to  bring  in  a  sealed  verdict,^^  they  should  befoi-e  they  sepa^ 
rate  reduce  to  writing  the  verdict  they  agree  on,*^  sign  it.^*  and  then 
seal  it  up.'^  It  may  be  then  delivered  to  the  clerk  of  eourt,^^  or  to  the 
oiScer  in  charge  of  the  jury,^'  as  custodian,  or  it  may  be  retained  by  the 
jury  or  some  member  of  it.** 

D.  Affirmance  in  Court.  —  A  sealed  verdict  is  of  no  effect  until  it 
is  delivered  and  affirmed  in  open  court,^'  unless  the  parties  by  consent 


guaranteed  or  essential  rights  of  a  per- 
son accused  of  crime;  that  the  es- 
sential thing  is  a  verdict  of  the  jury 
■based  upon  no  extrajudicial  considera- 
tions; that  courts  may  pursue  the  prac- 
tice thought  to  be  best  calculated  to 
secure  such  a  verdict,  adopting,  or  de- 
■elining  to  adopt,  in  the  exercise  of  a 
sound  discretion,  one  practice  or  an- 
other, with  or  without  the  consent  of 
the  accused.  The  same  reasoning,  if 
not  the  same  authority,  sustains  a  re- 
fusal to  classify  crimes  by  the  punish- 
ment which  may  be  inflicted  or  other- 
wise, for  the  purpose  of  determining 
whether  the  practice  pursued  in  a  par- 
ticular case  was  or  was  not  erroneous." 
People  V.  Duffek,  163  Mich.  196,  209, 
128  N.  W.  245. 

91.  la.  —  State  v.  Fertig,  84  Iowa 
79,  50  N.  W.  545.  La.  —  State  v. 
Hornsby,  32  La.  Ann.  1268,  even  in 
civil  cases,  the  jury  must  be  authorized 
to  bring  in  a  sealed  verdict.  Mass. 
Mason  v.  Massa,  122  Mass.  477. 

See   17   Standard   Proc.  479. 

[a]  The  separation  must  be  with 
the  express  or  implied  permission  of  the 
court.      Mason  v.  Massa,  122  Mass.  477. 

[b]  The  court  may  direct  the  sheriff 
to  inform  the  jury  that  they  might 
seal  their  verdict.  At  most  such  a 
proceeding  is  a  trifling  irregularity, 
which  does  not  require  that  the  ver- 
dict be  set  aside  in  the  absence  of 
any  showing  that  the  sheriff  said  any- 
thing more  to  the  jury.  Green  17. 
Bliss,  12  How.  Pr.   (N.  T.)  428. 

[e]  An  authority  given  by  letter 
of  the  judge  after  the  adjournment  of 
the  court  is  without  effect.  Sargent  v. 
Eoberts,    1    Pick.    (Mass.)    337. 

92.  See  supra,  VIII,  B. 

93.  Bunker  Hill  &  S.  M.  &  C.  Co.  i;. 
Schmelling,  79  Ped.  263,  24  C.  G.  A. 
664;     Com.  V.  Dorus,  108  Mass.  488.    . 

[a]     A  verdict  in  violation  of  this 


rule  is  invalid  even  though  the  judge^ 
when  the  jury  appear  to  affirm  the  ver- 
dict, directs  them  to  retire  and  reduce 
it  to  writing.  Com.  v.  Dorus,  108  Mass. 
488. 

[b]  Verdict  Should  Designate  tho 
Defendant.  —  State  v.  McCormick,  84 
Me.  566,  24  Atl.  938. 

94.  State  v.  McCormick,  84  Me. 
566,  24  Atl.  ,938. 

[a]  A  failure  to  sign  a  sealed  ver- 
dict is  not  fatal.  Miller  v.  Mabon,  6 
Iowa  456. 

[b]  By  Whom.  —  The  verdict  may 
be  signed  by  the  foreman.  Anonymous, 
63  Me.  590;  Green  v.  Bliss,  13  How. 
Pr.    (N.   Y.)    428. 

95.  Bunker  Hill  &  S.  M.  &  C.  Co.  v. 
Schmelling,  79  Fed.  263,  24  C.  C.  A. 
564;  Com.  v.  Slattery,  147  Mass.  423, 
18  N.  E.  399. 

[a]  A  failure  to  seal  the  envelope 
is  not  fatal  when  the  verdict  is  writ- 
ten on  the  indictment,  as  the  purpose 
of  the  sealing  is  to  identify  the  writ- 
ing. Whether  fatal,  if  the  verdict  was 
on  a  separate  paper,  query.  Com.  v. 
Slattery,  147  Mass.  423,  18  N.  E.  399. 

96.  See  Paige  v.  O'Neal,  12  Cal. 
483;  Hancock  t;.  Winans,  20  Tex.  320, 
327 

97.  Paige  v.  O'Neal,  12  Cal.  483. 
Delivery  to  officer  in  charge,  see  17 

Standard  Peoc.  605. 

98.  Kohn  v.  Kennedy,  6  Colo.  App. 
388,  41  Pac.  510. 

99.  Colo.  —  Anderson  v.  Hulet,  4 
Colo.  App.  448,  36  Pac.  309.  Kan. 
Eigg  V.  Bias,  44  Kan.  148,  24  Pac.  56; 
Bishop  V.  Mugler,  33  Kan.  145,  5  Pae. 
766.  Me.  —  Anonymous,  63  Me.  590. 
Mass.  —  Lawrence  «.  Stearns,  11  Pick. 
501.  N.  Y.  — Root  V.  Sherwood,  fl 
Johns.  68,  5  Am.  Dee.  191.  Pa.  —  Kram- 
er V.  Kister,  187  Pa.  227,  40  Atl.  1008, 
44  L.  E.  A.  432.     Va.  —  Baltimore  & 

Vol  XXV 


1046 


YEBDICT 


waive  this  requirement/  or  statute  provides  otherwise.^  The  procedure 
on  afSrmanee  is  in  general  the  same  as  that  on  the  rendition  of  a  writ- 
ten verdiet,^  though  in  some  states,  the  practice  is  to  require  an  oral 
verdict  in  addition  to  the  sealed  verdict  in  criminal  cases.*  According 
to  the  weight  of  authority,  the  same  right  exists  to  have  the  jury  polled 
as  in  the  ease  of  an  unsealed  verdict,^  and  any  juror  may  express  his 
dissent  from  the  verdict  to  which  they  had  previously  agreed,^  unless 
statute  provides  otherwise.'    Such  dissent  in  criminal  cases  results  in  a 


O.   E.   Co.  V.   Polly,   Woods   &   Co.,   14 
Gratt.    (55   Va.)    447,   474. 

1.  Koon  17.  Insurance  Co.,  104  TJ.  S. 
106,  26  L.  ed.  670;  King  v.  Eobinson, 
5  Ala.  App.  431,  59  So.  371. 

2.  See  the  statutes  and  Higley  & 
Co.  V.  Newell,  28  Iowa  516. 

3.  As  to  proeeduie  generally,  see 
supra,  VI. 

[a]  If  the  jury  is  absent  when  the 
verdict  is  opened,  a  new  trial  should 
be  granted.  Klemmer  v.  Biersdorf,  137 
Minn.  474,  163  N.  W.  527. 

[b]  Wbeie  a  sealed  verdict  is  not 
presented,  it  is  error  to  receive  an 
oral  verdict  as  if  the  jury  had  not 
separated.  Com.  v.  Durfee,  100  Mass. 
146. 

[c]  The  paper  on  which  the  verdict 
is  written  is  never  filed  or  recorded. 
Even  if  it  should  be,  it  is  no  part  of 
the  record.  The  verdict  in  open  court 
is  the  only  competent  evidence  of 
what  jury  found.  Dornick  v.  Eeichen- 
back_,  10  Serg.  &  E.  (Pa.)  84.  Sealed 
verdict  as  part  of  record,  see  2  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  336,  note  60. 

4.  ria.  —  Grant  v.  State,  33  Pla. 
291,  14  So.  757,  23  L.  E.  A.  723.  Md. 
Hechter  v.  State,  94  Md.  429,  443,  50 
Atl.  1041,  56  L.  E.  A.  457.  Mass. 
Com.  V.  Slattery,  147  Mass.  423,  18  N. 
E.  399. 

But  see  State  v.  MeCormick,  84  Me. 
566,  571,  24  Atl.   938. 

[a]  In.  such  case,  the  verdict  is  not 
the  one  written  out  by  the  jury,  but 
the  one  openly  delivered  in  court,  ac- 
cepted and  recorded.  Grant  v.  State, 
33  Fla.  291,  14  So.  757,  23  L.  E.  A.  723. 

5.  Pla.  —  Whitner  v.  Hamlin,  12 
ma.  18.  111.  — Eigg  V.  Cook,  9  111.  336. 
46  Am.  Dec.  462;  Wilcox  v.  Inter- 
national Harvester  Co.,  198  111.  App. 
33.  Minn.  —  Steele  v.  Etheridge,  15 
Minn.  501.  N.  Y.  —  Warner  v.  New 
York  Cent.  E.  Co.,  52  N.  Y.  437,  11 
Am.  Eep.  724;  Green  v.  Bliss,  12  How. 
Pr.  428;      Jackson  v.  Hawks,  2   Wend. 
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619.  Ohio.  —  Sargent  v.  State,  11  Ohio 
472.  S.  B.  —  Peart  v.  Chicago,  M.  & 
St.  P.  Ey.  Co,  5  S.  D.  337,  68  N.  W. 
806.  Tex.  —  Hancock  v.  Winans,  20 
Tex.  320.  Va.  —  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co. 
V.  Polly,  Woods  &  Co.,  14  Gratt.  (55 
Va.)   447,  473. 

But  see  City  Bank  v.  Kent,  57  Ga. 
283. 

Foiling  jury,  see  supra,  VI,  K. 

[a]  An  agreement  for  a  sealed  ver- 
dict does  not  carry  with  it,  by  implica- 
tion, a  waiver  of  the  polling  of  a  jury. 
111.  —  Wilcox  V.  International  Harv. 
Co.,  198  111.  App.  33,  40.  Kan.  — Eigg 
V.  Bias,  44  Kan.  148,  24  Pae.  56.  Mich. 
Stewart  v.  People,  23  Mich.  63,  9  Am. 
Eep.  78.  Contra,  Koon  v.  Insurance 
Co.,  104  U.  S.  106,  26  L.  ed.  670.  And 
see  Nichols  v.  Suneook  Mfg.  Co.,  24  N. 
H.  437. 

[b]  In  Texas,  the  parties  by  con- 
senting to  the  rendition  of  a  sealed 
verdict  must  be  held  to  have  waived 
the  right  to  have  the  jury  polled,  un- 
less it  be  for  the  purpose  of  ascertain- 
ing whether  they  were  all  agreed  to  it 
when  it  was  returned.  Hancock  v. 
Winans,  20   Tex.   320. 

6.  Ark.  —  Kindrix  v.  State  (Ark.), 
212  S.  W.  84,  quoting  2  Bishop's  New 
Crim.  Proe.  §1003  (3).  lU.  — Martin 
V.  Morelock,  32  111.  485.  Mich. —  People 
V.  Duflek,  163  Mich.  196,  128  N.  W. 
245.  N.  Y.  — Green  v.  Bliss,  12  How. 
Pr.  428;  Eoot  v.  Sherwood,  6  Johns. 
68,  5  Am.  Dec.  191.  N.  O.  —  Owens  v. 
Southern  Ey.  Co.,  123  N.  C.  183,  31 
S.  E.  383,  68  Am.  St.  Eep.  821.  Ohio. 
State  V.  Engle,  13  Ohio  490.  Va. 
Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.  v.  Polly,  Woods 
&  Co.,  14  Gratt.  (55  Va.)  447,  473. 

7.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  In  Iowa,  under  statute,  when  by 
consent  of  the  parties  and  court  the 
jury  have  been  permitted  to  seal  their 
verdict,  the  sealing  is  equivalent  to  a 
rendition  and  recording  thereof,  and 
the   jury  shall  not   be   polled   and  no 
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mistrial.*  And  the  rule  in  this  respect  has  been  held  to  be  the  same  in 
civil  actions,^  though  other  authorities  hold  that  the  verdict  may  be 
recommitted  to  the  jury  for  further  deliberation,^"  or  at  least  that  any 
irregularity  is  harmless  if  the  verdict  as  sealed  is  subsequently  con- 
curred in.^^ 

E.  Amendment  of  Verdict.  —  The  functions  of  a  jury  are  dis- 
charged when  they  have  agreed  to,  signed  and  sealed  a  verdict.  And 
they  cannot,  after  having  separated,  deliberate  further  and  render  a 
new  verdict,^^  unless  the  parties  consent  thereto."  But  if  the  verdict 
sealed  by  the  jury  is  informal  or  defective,  and  does  not  express  the 
entire  finding  of  the  jury,^*  or  by  reason  of  a  mistake  fails  to  express 


juror  shall  be  permitted  to  disagree 
unless  the  parties  consent  thereto.  Dun- 
bauld  V.  Thompson,  109  Iowa  199,  80 
N.  W.  324;  Jessup  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W. 
Ey.  Co.,  82  Iowa  243,  48  N.  W.  77; 
Miller  v.  Mabon,  6  Iowa  456. 

8.  Mich.  —  People  v.  Duffek,  163 
Mich.  196,  128  N.  W.  245.  Ohio. 
State  V.  Bngle,  13  Ohio  490.  Wis, 
State  ex  rel.  Volkman  v.  Waltermath, 
162  Wis.  602,  156  N.  W.  946. 

[a]  Reason  of  Rule.  —  The  sole 
function  of  a  jury  is  discharged  when 
they  have  agreed  to,  signed  and  sealed 
a  verdict.  After  having  separated  they 
have  no  further  duty  to  perform  except 
to  deliver  and  announce  the  verdict. 
In  this  view  of  their  functions,  the  dis- 
sent of  a  juror  or  the  sealing  of  a  ver- 
dict defective  in  substance  results  in 
a  mistrial.  People  v.  Duffek,  163  Mich. 
196,  128  N.  W.  245. 

9.  Kramer  v.  Kister,  187  Pa.  227,  40 
Atl.  1008,  44  L.  E.  A.  432.  Scott  v. 
Scott,  ll'O  Pa.  387,  2  Atl.  531.  See  in- 
fra, VIII,  E,  as  to  tight  to  amend  or 
deliberate  further. 

10.  Kan.  —  Morgan  v.  Bell,  41  Kan. 
345,  21  Pac.  255.  In  this  case  there 
was  nothing  to  show  that  the  jury  were 
ever  allowed  to  separate.  Mass.  —  Com. 
V.  Tobin,  125  Mass.  203,  28  Am.  Eep. 
220;  Com.  v.  Carrington,  116  Mass.  37 
(dictum);  See  Lawrence  v.  Stearns,  11 
Pick.  501.  Wis.  —  State  ex  rel.  Volk- 
man V.  Waltermath,  162  Wis.  602,  156 
N.  W.  946. 

See  infra,  VIII,  E. 
Proceedings  In  case  of  dissent,  see 
supra,  IV,  C;  VI,  K,  8. 

11.  Douglass  V.  Tousey,  2  Wend.  (N. 
T.)  352,  20  Am.  Dee.  616. 

12.  Ind.  —  Trout  v.  West,  29  Ind. 
51;  State  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Postal,  43 
Ind.  App.  144,  84  N.  E.  156,  1093.  Me. 
True  V.  Plumley,   36  Me.  466.     N.  Y. 


Green  v.  Bliss,  12  How.  Pr.  428,  432. 
Ohio.  —  SutlifE  V.  Gilbert,  8   Ohio  405. 

Where  jurors  dissent  when  polled, 
see  supra.,  VIII,  D. 

[aj  If  the  verdict  as  sealed  is 
against  the  law  and  evidence,  the  only 
relief  against  its  effects  is  a  motion  for 
new  trial.   Sutliff  v.  Gilbert,  8  Ohio  405. 

[b]  But  when,  the  jury  has  not  sep- 
arated, an  open  verdict  in  court  con- 
trary to  their  privy  verdict  is  good 
and  the  privy  verdict  is  void.  Saun- 
ders V.  Freeman,  1  Plow.  C.  2€9,  75  Eng. 
Eeprint  321. 

13.  True  v.  Plumley,  36  Me.  466. 

14.  U.  S.  —  Clark  v.  Sidway,  142  U. 
S.  682,  12  Sup.  Ct.  327,  35  L.  ed.  1157. 
Ga.  —  Jones  v.  Smith,  64  Ga.  711.  111. 
Strickland  Wine  Co.  v.  Hayes,  94  111. 
App.  476.  Ind.  —  Tyrrell  v.  Lockhart, 
3  Blackf.  136,  affirmed,  Pehlman  v. 
State,  115  Ind.  131,  17  N.  E.  270. 
la.  — Wright  v.  Wright,  114  Iowa  748, 
87  N.  W.  709.  See  Jessup  v. 
Chicago  &  N.  W.  E.  Co.,  82  Iowa 
243,  48  N.  W.  77.  Me.  — Childs  v.  Car- 
penter, 87  Me.  114,  32  Atl.  780;  Snell 
V.  Bangor  Steam  Nav.  Co.,  30  Me.  337. 
Md.  —  Edelen  v.  Thompson,  2  Har.  & 
G.  31.  Mass. — Com.  v.  Tobin,  125  Mass« 
203,  206,  28  Am.  Eep.  220;  Mason  v. 
Massa,  122  Mass.  477.  Mich.  —  Olcott 
V.  Hanson,  12  Mich.  452.  Neb.  —  Sog- 
ers V.  Sample,  28  Neb.  141,  44  N.  W. 
86.  N.  Y.  — Hodgkins  v.  Mead,  119  N. 
Y.  166,  23  N.  E.  559;  Green  v.  Bliss,  12 
How.  Pr.  428;  Herzberg  v.  Murray,  40 
N.  Y.  Super.  271.  Pa.  —  Kramer  v.  Kis- 
ter, 187  Pa.  227,  40  Atl.  1008,  44  L.  E. 
A.  432.  Tex.  —  See  Thomae  v.  Zushlag, 
25  Tex.  Supp.  225.  Wis.  —  State  ex  rel. 
Volkman  v.  Waltermath,  162  Wis.  602, 
156  N".  W.  946. 

[aJ  Character  of  Defects.  —  "Upon 
receiving  a  sealed  verdict  whifh  is  im- 
perfect in  form  or  substance,  the  court 
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the  real  agreement  of  the  jury/°  the  jury  may  be  allowed  to  correct 
their  verdict,  and  these  latter  rtdes  have  been  applied  in  criminal 
eases.^°  Soiiie  authorities,  however,  distinguish  between  civil  and  crim- 
inal cases  with  respect  to  amending  defects  of  substance  in  the  verdict, 
permitting  it  in  the  former  but  not  in  the  latter,^'  though  some  allow 


may  direct  the  jury  to  retire  and  cor- 
rect it. ' '  Herzberg  v.  Murray,  40  N.  Y. 
Super.  271.  But  see  Kramer  v.  Kister, 
187  Pa.  227,  40  Atl.  1008,  44  L.  E.  A, 
432,  hcilding  that  if  a  verdict  is  defect- 
ive in  substance,  it  cannot  be  amended. 

[b]  The  computation  of  interest 
may  be  directed,  where  the  verdict  is 
for  a  sum  certain  "with>  interest." 
Sutliff  V.  -Gilbert,  8  Ohio  405;  Wolf  ran 
V.  Eyster,  7  Watts  (Pa.)  38,  cited  in 
Kramer  v.  Kister,  187  Pa.  227,  40  Atl. 
1008,  44  L.  E.  A.  432. 

[cj  Where  a  sealed  verdict  errone- 
ously severed  damages  against  joint 
tortfeasors,  the  jury  may  be  directed 
to  correct  it.  Tyrrell  v.  Lockhart,  3 
Blackf.  (lud.)  136. 

[d]  Where  the  jury  make  a,  mistake 
arising  wholly  from  an  erroneous  com- 
putation, which  depends  on  fixed  rules. 
Snell  V.  Bangor  Steam  Nav.  Co.,  30  Me. 
337;     Nininger  v.  Knox,  8  Minn.  140. 

[e]  Insertion  of  Amount  of  Recov- 
ery. —  (1)  Where  the  jurors  had  agreed 
that  the  amount  of  recovery  should  be 
the  amount  as  testified  to  by  the  plain- 
tiff but  had  forgotten  the  exact  figures, 
the  court  may,  from  his  minutes,  give 
them  the  amount,  and  they  may  fill  the 
blank  in  their  veraict.  Clark  v.  Sid- 
way,  142  U.  S.  682,  12  Sup.  Ct.  327,  35 
L.  ed.  1157.  To  similar  effect,  see  Mass. 
Pritohard  v.  Hennessey,  1  Gray  194. 
Miss.  —  Maelin  v.  Bloom,  54  Miss.  365. 
Wis.  —  High  V.  Johnson,  28  Wis.  72. 
But  compare  Trout  v.  West,  29  Ind.  51. 
(2)  And  when  the  jury  find  for  the 
plaintiff  according  to  the  contract,  they 
may  be  allowed  to  insert  the  amount. 
Tifield  V.  Adams,  3  Iowa  487.  (3)  So 
also,  when  there  is  no  controversy  as 
to  the  amount,  the  court  may  authorize 
the  jury  to  insert  it.  la.  — Higley  & 
Co.  V.  Newell,  28  Iowa  516.  Mass. 
Mason  v.  Massa,  122  Mass.  477.  N. 
Y.  — Clark  v.  Lude,  63  Hun  363,  IS 
N.  Y.  Supp.  271.  (4)  In  Hodgkins 
V.  Mead,  119  N.  Y.  166,  23  N.  E.  5d9, 
an  amendment  was  sustained  when  made 
on  motion  of  the  plaintiff  three  days 
after  the  rendition  of  a  verdict  "for 
the  plaintiff"  supported  by  aflidavits 
of  all  the  jurors  that  they  agreed  oa  a 
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verdict  for  the  full  amount,  but  being 
uncertain  as  to  the  amount  sealed  their 
verdict  supposing  the  correct  amount 
would  be  inserted  at  the  opening  of 
the  court. 

15.  Me.  —  Beal  v.  Cunningham,  42 
Me.  362.  Minn.  —  Loudy  v.  Clarke,  45 
Minn.  477,  48  N.  W.  25.  N.  Y.  — War- 
ner V.  New  York  Cent.  E.  E.  Co.,  52 
N,  Y.  437,  11  Am.  Eep.  724.  Eng, 
See  Saunders  v.  Freeman,  1  Plow.  C. 
209,  75  Eng.  Eeprint  321. 

[a]  Illustration.  —  (1)  Where  a  ver- 
dict as  written  is  for  one  party,  and 
the  jury  state  they  intended  to  find  for 
the  other,  it  may  be  submitted  to  them 
for  correction.  Loudy  1).  Clarke,  45 
Minn.  477,  48  N.  W.  &5.  To  same  ef- 
fect, see  Beal  v.  Cunningham,  42  Me. 
362.  (2)  When  the  amount  as  stated 
in  the  verdicT  does  not  express  the  true 
intent  of  the  jury,  it  may  be  changed. 
Warner  v.  New  York  Cent.  E.  E.  Co., 
62  N.  Y.  437,  444,  11  Am.  Eep.  724. 

16.  People  V.  Duffek,  163  Mich.  196, 
128  N.  W.  245  (where,  the  phrase  "We, 
the  undersigned  jurors,  find  the  respon- 
dent, A.  D.,  guilty  of"  was  inserted 
"before  the  name  of  the  offense  of 
which  the  defendant  was  convicted. 
The  verdict  in  this  case  had  not  yet 
been  opened  when  the  jury  requested 
its  return) ;  Steudle  c.  Territory,  19 
Okla.  492,  91  Pac.  1024,  where  names  of 
particular  defendants  found  guilty 
were  set  out. 

17.  State  ex  ret.  Volkman  v.  Walter- 
math,  162  Wis.  602,  156  N.  W.  946.  See 
Farley  v.  People,  138  111.  97,  27  N.  E. 
927,  amendment  to  fix  the  punishment 
of  one  of  the  defendants  not  permiss- 
ible. 

[a]  In  Com.  v.  Tobin,  125  Mass. 
203,  206,  28  Am.  Eep.  220,  it  is  stated: 
"When  the  jury  have  been  permitted 
to  separate  after  agreeing  upon  and 
sealing  up  a  verdict,  there  is  this  dif- 
ference between  civil  and  criminal 
cases:  In  a  civil  action,  if  the  written 
verdict  does  not  pass  upon  the  whole 
case,  or  the  jury  refuse  to  afSrm  it,  the 
court  may  send  them  out  again,  and  a 
fuller  or  different  verdict  afterwards 
returned  will  be  good.   But  in  a  erim' 
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it  even  in  criminal  eases."  After  the  affirmance  of  the  verdict,  or  in 
other  words,  after  the  rendition,  receipt  and  recordation  of  the  verdict, 
and  the  discharge  of  the  jury,  it  cannot  be  altered.^'  The  court  may 
make  formal  corrections  in  a  sealed  verdict  in  accordance  with  the 
general  rules.^" 

F.  Effect  of.  —  A  sealed  verdict  affirmed  in  open  court  has  the 
same  effect  and  must  be  treated  in  the  same  manner  as  if  returned  in 
open  court  before  any  separation  of  the  jury  took  place.^^ 

IX.  CONSTRUCTION  OF  VERDICT.  — A.  In  Genekai..  —  The 
construction  of  a  verdict  is  a  question  for  the  court,  not  the  jury.^^ 

B.  General  Verdict.  —  In  construing  a  verdict,  the  main  object  is 
to  ascertain  the  intention  of  the  jury.^'  In  doing  this  the  courts,  both 
in  civil  and  in  criminal  eases,  must  give  verdicts  a  liberal^*  and  a  rea- 


inal  case,  the  oral  verdict  pronounced 
■fay  the  foreman  in  open  court  cannot 
be  received,  unless  it  is  shown  to  ac- 
cord substantially  with  the  form  sealed 
up  by  the  jury  before  their  separa- 
tion." This  rule  is  quoted  with  ap- 
proval in  Koch  v.  State,  126  Wis.  47'0, 
106  N.  W.  531,  3  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1086. 
[b]  In  Maryland,  the  right  to 
amend  or  correct  a  sealed  verdict  in 
criminal  cases  should  be  limited  to 
amendments  conforming  the  oral  ver- 
dict substantially  with  the  sealed  ver- 
dict. Heehter  v.  State,  94  Md.  429,  443, 
50  Atl.  1041,  56  L.  B.  A.  457. 

18.  Jackson  v.  State,  45  Ga.  198; 
Pehlman  v.  State,  115  Ind.  131,  17  N. 
E.  270. 

19.  lU.  — Bond  V.  Wood,  69  111.  282; 
Williams  v.  People,  44  111.  478.  Mo. 
Snell  V.  Bangor  Steam  Nav.  Co.,  30  Me. 
337.  N.  y.  —  Herzberg  v.  Murray,  40 
N.  T.  Super,  271.  Ohio.  —  Sargent  v. 
State    11  Ohio  472. 

[a]  The  reason  of  the  rule  is  that 
when  the  jury  has  affirmed  the  verdict 
which  they  have  sealed,  their  powers 
are  exhausted  and  cannot  be  revived 
by  the  court.  Snell  v.  Bangor  Steam 
Nav.  Co.,  30  Me.  337. 

Same  rule  applies  to  verdicts  gener- 
ally, see  supra,  VII,  A,  1,  b,  (II). 

[b]  But  if  the  alteration  is  merely 
of  the  form  of  the  verdict,  it  will  not 
be  set  aside.  Herzberg  v.  Murray,  40 
N.  Y.  Super.  271. 

20.  Bronstein  v.  American  Ice  Co., 
119  Md.  132,  86  Atl.  131.  See  supra, 
VII,  A,  2. 

21.  Sutliff  v.  Gilbert,  8  Ohio  405; 
Hancock  v.  Winans,  20  Tex.  320. 

22.  Thompson  v.  Turner,  69  Ga.  219. 

23.  Pittsburg,   C.   C.   &  St.  L.   By. 


Co.  V.  Darlington's  Admr.,  129  Ky.  266, 

111  S.  W.  360;     Miller  v.  Shakelford, 
4  Dana  (Ky.)  264,  271. 

24.  la.  —  Fromme  v.  Jones,  13  Iowa 
474.  Ky.  — Miller  v.  Shackleford,  4 
Dana  264,  271.  Mont  —  Consolidated 
G.  &  S.  Min.  Co.  v.  Struthers,  41  Mont. 
665,  111  Pae.  152.  Ore.  —  Portland  v. 
Blue,  87  Ore.  271,  170  Pac.  715.  Tex. 
Patterson  v.  Allen,  50  Tex.  23.  W.  Va. 
Lewis  V.  Childers,  13  W.  Va.  1. 

[a]  As  very  frequently,  perhaps 
most  generally,  jurors  are  not  men  of 
literary  or  legal  learning,  courts  view 
the  findings  of  juries  with  great  leni- 
ency. Pittsburg,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  B.  Co. 
V.  Darlington's  Admr.,  129  Ky.  266, 
271,  111  S.   W.  360. 

[b]  The  technical  rules  of  construc- 
tion applicable  to  pleadings  are  not 
applicable  to  verdicts.  McGowan  v. 
Lynch,  151  Ala.  458,  44  So.  573;  Wit- 
tick  V.  Traun,  27  Ala.  562,  62  Am.  Dec. 
778;     Carroll  v.  Graham,  8  E.  I.  242. 

[c]  The  strictness  of  construction 
used  in  construing  an  indictment  or 
information  should  not  be  indulged  in 
when  construing  a  verdict.  People  v. 
Kargula,  ,285  111.  478,  121  N.  B.  179; 
People  17.  Buckman,  279  111.  348,  116  N. 
E.  835;     People  v.  Brown,  273  111.  169, 

112  N.  E.  462. 

[d]  Verdicts  Should  Be  Favorably 
Construed.  —  Peters  v.  Johnson  Jack- 
son &  Co.,  50  W.  Va.  644,  41  S.  E.  190, 
88  Am.  St.  Eep.  909,  57  L.  E.  A.  428. 

[e]  A  construction  to  sustain  the 
verdict  is  to  be  preferred.  Blackfoot 
Stock  Co.  V.  Delamue,  3  Idaho  291,  29 
Pae.  97. 

[f]  Though  the  time  i  in  which  a  ver- 
dict may  be  amended  may  have  ex- 
pired,  the    court,   if  it   can   determine 
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sonable^^  construction.  All  reasonable  presumptions  and  intendments 
must  be  made  to  sustain  them,=«  and  they  are  not  to  be  avoided  unless 
from  necessity.^'  The  verdict  should  be  taken  as  a  whole  and  its  mean- 
ing determined  from  a  consideration  of  every  part.^*  Though  a  general 
verdict  cannot  be  aided  by  reference  to  extrinsic  facts/^  as,  for  example, 
by  evidence  not  in  the  record,^"  it  should  be  construed  in  connection 


witli  certainty  the  real  intention  of  the 
jury,  will  pronounce  judgment  upon  it 
in  the  same  manner  as  if  amended. 
State  v.  Wade,  56  Kan.  76,  42  Pac.  353. 

[g]  Technical  and  luisuhstantial  oh- 
jections  will  not  be  considered  in  de- 
termining the  sufficiency  of  a  verdict. 
Fla.  —  Eiehardson  v.  State,  72  Fla. 
665,  72  So.  665.  Ind.— Ellis  v.  State,  141 
Ind.  357,  40  N.  E.  801.  Tex.  — Burton 
V.  State,  62  Tex.  Grim.  648,  138  S.  W. 
1019;  Bryant  v.  State,  54  Tex.  Grim. 
65,  111  S.  W.  1009. 

[h]  Some  of  the  earlier  cases  have 
placed  a  somewhat  technical  construc- 
tion on  verdicts  in  criminal  cases,  how- 
ever. See  Bryant  v.  State,  54  Tex. 
Grim.  65,  111  S.  W.  1009;  Wooldridge  v. 
State,  13  Tex.  App.  443,  44  Am.  Kep. 
708. 

25.  Ala.  —  Wiggins  v.  Witherington 
&  Co.,  96  Ala.  535,  11  So.  539.  Cal. 
People  V.  Sykes,  10  Cal.  App.  67,  101 
Pac.  20.  Ga.  —  Milledgeville  v.  Stem- 
bridge,  139  Ga.  692,  78  S.  E.  35;  Smith 
V.  State,  117  Ga.  16,  43  S.  E.  440; 
French  Piano  &  Organ  Go.  v.  Cardwell, 
114  Ga.  340,  40  S.  E.  292;  Southern 
Fittings  &  Foundry  Go.  v.  Warfield,  18 
Ga.  App.  283,  89  S.  E.  376.  Dl.— People 
V.  Tierney,  250  111.  515,  95  N.  E.  447. 
Ind.  —  Goodman  v.  State,  121  N.  E. 
826;  Poison  v.  State,  137  Ind.  519,  35 
N.  E.  907;  Westfield  Gas  &  M.  Go.  v. 
Abernathy,  8  Ind.  App.  73,  35  N.  E. 
399.  Kan.  —  State  v.  Bowen,  16  Kan. 
475.  Ky.  —  Hunn  t;..  Com.,  143  Ky. 
143,  136  S.  W.  144.  Minn.  —  Lef twich 
V.  Day,  32  Minn.  512,  21  N.  W.  731. 
N.  D.  —  State  v.  Maloney,  7  N.  D.  119, 
72  N.  W.  927.  Okla.  — Walker  v.  State, 
11  Okla.  Grim.  339,  127  Pac.  895.  Ore. 
State  V.  Setsor,  61  Ore.  90,  119  Pac. 
346.  S.  D.  —  Jeansch  v.  Lewis,  1  S.  D. 
609,  48  N.  W.  128;  Kelsey  v.  Chicago 
&  N.  W.  E.  Co.,  1  S.  D.  80,  45  N.  W. 
204.  Tex. ^Bryant  v.  State,  54  Tex. 
Grim.  65,  111  S.  W.  1009;  McMillan 
V.  State,  7  Tex.  App.  100.  Wis.  —  Tan- 
dy V.  State,  94  Wis.  498,  69  N.  W.  160. 

See  11  Standard  Proc.  693,  homi- 
cide. 
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26.  Fla.  —  Eiehardson  v.  State,  72 
Fla.  154,  72  So.  665;  O'Neal  v.  State, 
54  Fla.  96,  44  So.  940;  Freeman  v. 
State,  50  Fla.  38,  39  So.  785.  Ga. 
Manget-Brannon  Go.  ■».  White  Crown 
Fruit  Jar  Co.,  20  Ga.  App.  339,  93  S. 
E.  307;  Smith  v.  State,  12  Ga.  App. 
667,  78  S.  E.  134.  ni.  —  People  v.  Kar- 
gula,  285  111.  478,  121  N.  E.  179;  People 
V.  Buckman,  279  HI.  348,  116  N.  E. 
835;  Meadowcroft  v.  People,  163  111. 
56,  87,  45  N.  E.  991,  54  Am.  St.  Eep. 
447,  35  L.  E.  A.  176.  Ind.  —  Goodman 
V.  State,  121  N.  E.  826;  Central  Union 
Tel.  Go.  V.  Fehring,  146  Ind.  189,  45 
N.  E.  64;  Eose  v.  State,  82  Ind.  344. 
Ky.  — Pittsburg  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Go. 
V.  Darlington's  Admr.,  129  Ky.  266,  111 
S.  W.  360.  Mo.  —  State  v.  Simeuson, 
263  Mo.  264,  172  S.  W.  601;  State  v. 
Fink,   186   Mo.   50,   84   S.   W.   921. 

See   22   Standard   Peoc.   448. 

27.  Peninsular  Naval  Stores  Go.  v. 
State,  20  Ga.  App.  501,  93  S.  B.  159; 
Manget-Brannon  Go.  v.  White  Grown 
Fruit  Jar  Co.,  20  Ga.  App.  339,  93  S.  E. 
307. 

[a]  And  verdicts  should  not  be  set 
aside  unless  from  necessity  originating 
in  doubt  as  to  their  meaning,  or  from 
an  immateriality  as  to  the  issue  found, 
or  a  failure  to  find  upon  a  material 
issue.  Warren  v.  State,  12  Ga.  App. 
695,  78  S.  E.  202;  People  v.  Patrick, 
277  111.  210,  115  N.  E.  390;  People  v. 
Lee,  237  111.  272,  86  N.  E.  573. 

28.  People  v.  Cornell,  29  Cal.  App. 
430,  155  Pac.  1026;  State  v.  Bowen, 
16  Kan.  475. 

29.  Ex  parte  State,  197  Ala.  419,  73 
So.  35;  Merchants'  Bank  &  Trust  Co. 
V.  J.  A.  Elliott  &  Son,  16  Ala.  App. 
620,   80   So.   624. 

30.  la.  —  Fromme  v.  Jones,  13  Iowa 
474.  Ind.  —  Wines  v.  State  Bank,  22 
Ind.  App.  114,  53  N.  E.  389.  Minn. 
Gohues  V.  Pinholt,  101  Minn.  180,  112 
N.  W.  12.  Tex.  — Silliman  v.  Gano,  90 
Tex.  637,  39  S.  W.  559,  40  S.  W.  391; 
Smith  V.  Tucker,  25  Tex.  594;  Browne 
V.  Fechner  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  159  S.  W. 
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with  the  rest  of  the  record,'^  including  the  pleadings'^  and  the  evidence 


461;     Blakeley  v.  El  Paso  Bldg.  &  L. 
Assn.,  26  S.  W.  292. 

But  see  Morris  v.  Hatch,  2  Mart.  N. 
S.   (La.)   491. 

[a]  The  reason  that  reference  can- 
not be  made  to  the  evidence  is  that 
it  is  the  province  ot  the  jury  to  draw 
inferences  of  fact  from  the  evidence, 
and  if  they  fail  clearly  to  express  the 
ultimate  fact  found  hy  them,  the  court 
cannot  examine  the  evidence  to  ascer- 
tain the  fact.  Cohues  v.  Finholt,  101 
Miun.  180,  112  N.  W.  12. 

[b]  Verdicts  must  Tae  read  and  con- 
strued by  the  trial  court  in  the  light 
of  the  issues  made  by  the  pleadings, 
exclusive  of  the  evidence.  Cohues  v. 
Finholt,  101  Minn.  180,  112  N".  W.  12. 

[c]  But  some  authorities  hold  (1) 
that  the  trial  court  is  at  liberty  to 
consult  his  recollection  of  the  evidence, 
as  well  as  the  files  of  the  court.  Pitts- 
burg, C.  C.  &  St.  L.  E.  Co.  V.  Darling- 
ton's Admr.,  129  Ky.  266,  111  S.  W. 
360:  Buckeye  Engine  Co.  v.  Buckwal- 
ter,  22  Ky.  L.  Eep.  17'06,  61  S.  W.  263. 
(2)  Then  if  necessary  to  perfect  the 
record  and  sustain  the  verdict,  he  may 
require  the  record  to  be  completed  by 
a  bill  of  exceptions.  Pittsburg,  C.  C. 
&  St.  L.  E.  Co.  V.  Darlington's  Admr., 
129  Ky.  266,  272,  111  S.   W.  360. 

31.  U.  S.  —  Kaye  v.  United  States, 
177  Fed.  147,  100  C.  C.  A.  567.  Fla. 
Thomas  v.  State,  74  Fla.  200,  76  So. 
780;  O'Neal  v.  State,  54  Fla.  96,  44 
iSo.  940.  Ga.  —  Giles  v.  Spinks,  64  Ga. 
205;  Manget-Brannon  Co.  v.  White 
Crown  Fruit  Jar  Co.,  20  Ga.  App.  339, 
93  S.  E.  307.  ni.  — West  Chicago  St. 
E.  Co.  V.  Home,  100  111.  App.  259; 
Westphal  v.  Sipe,  62  HI.  App.  111.  Ky. 
Pittsburg,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Darlington's  Admr.,  129  Ky.  266,  111 
S.  W.  360;  Buckeye  Engine  Co.  v. 
Buckwalter,  22  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1706,  61 
S.  W.  263.  Minn.  —  Cohues  v.  Finhalt, 
101  Minn.  180,  112  N.  W.  12;  Ander- 
son V.  Dan  Doren,  142  Minn.  237,  172 
N.  W.  117;  Jones  v.  King,  30  Minn. 
368,  15  N.  W.  670.  Neb.  — Keeler  v. 
State,  73  Neb.  441,  103  N.  W.  64.  'Tex. 
Gulf,  C.  &  8.  F.  E.  Co.  V.  Hathaway, 
75  Tex.  557,  12  S.  W.  999;  Avery  v. 
Avery,  12  Tex.  54,  62  Am.  Dec.  513; 
Smith  V.  Johnson's  Admr.,  8  Tex.  418. 
Wis.  — Bartlett  v.  Clough,  94  Wis.  196, 
68  N.  W.  875,  I 


[a]  Verdicts  may  be  liberally  aided 
by  the  contents  of  the  record.  Gulf, 
C.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.  V.  Hathaway,  75  Tex, 
557,  12  S.  W.  999. 

[b]  "Although  a  verdict  may  be 
informal,  yet  it  is  sufScient  to  justify 
the  entry  of  a  judgment  thereon,  if  by 
a  reference  to  the  pleadings  and  rec- 
ord rt  can  be  made  certain."  Cohues 
V.  Finholt,  101  Minn.  180,  182,  112  N. 
W.  12. 

[c]  A  general  verdict  will  be  con- 
strued  in  the  light  of  the  maxim,  "Id 
certum  est  quod  certum  reddi  potest." 
Espy  V.  State,  19  Ga.  App.  743,  92  S, 
E.  229;  Mosley  v.  State,  11  Ga.  App. 
1,  303,  75  S.  E.  144. 

32.  Ala.  —  Merchants' Bank  &  Trust 
Co.  17.  J.  A.  Elliott  &  Son,  16  Ala.  App. 
620,  80  So.  624.  Ga.  —  Harvey  v.  Head, 
68  Ga.  247;  Southern  Fittings  & 
Foundry  Co.  v.  Warfield,  18  Ga.  App. 
283,  89  S.  E.  376.  Idaho.  — Betts  v. 
Butler,  1  Idaho.  185.  Ind.  —  Wines  v. 
State  Bank,  22  Ind.  App.  114,  53  N.  E. 
389.  Kan.  — O'Keef  v.  Seip,  17  Kan. 
131.  Ky.  — Pittsburg,  C.  C.  &  St.  L. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Darlington's  Admr.,  129  Ky. 
266,  111  S.  W.  360.  Mont.  —  Consoli- 
dated G.  &  S.  Min.  Co.  v.  Struthers,  41 
Mont.  565,  111  Pac.  152.  Tex.  —  New- 
comb  V.  Walton,  41  Tex.  318;  Darden 
V.  Mathews,  22  Tex.  320;  Pearce  v. 
Bell,  21  Tei.  688;  Browne  v.  Fechner 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  159  S.  W.  461;  Chi- 
cago, E.  I.  &  T.  E.  Co.  V.  Henderson 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  73  S.  W.  36. 

[a]  Indictment  or  Information. 
Ark.  —  Blackshare  v.  State,  94  Ark. 
548,  128  S.  W.  549;  Strawn  v.  State, 
14  Ark.  549.  Cal.  — People  v.  Tilley, 
135  Cal.  62,  67  Pac.  42;  People  v.  Wet- 
zel, S  Cal.  App.  223,  98  Pac.  549.  Ga. 
Espy  i).  State,  19  Ga.  App.  743,  92  S. 
E.  |229.  Ind.  — Evans  v.  State,  150 
Ind.  651,  50  N.  E.  820.  Nev. — Ex  parte 
Booth,  39  Nev.  183,  154  Pac.  933.  Tex, 
Steinberger  v.  State,  35  Tex.  Crim.  492, 
34  S.  W.  617.  Va.  —  Henderson  v. 
Com.,  98  Va.  794,  34  S.  E.  381;  Eogers 
V.  Com.,  19  S.  E.  162.  W.  Va.  — State 
V.  Moneypenny,  81  W.  Va.  362,  94  l8. 
E.   540. 

As  to  name  of  defendant,  see  supra, 
III,  D,  1,  e;  III,  E,  5. 

As  to  offense,  see  supra,  III,  E,  7. 

[a]  The  jury  must  be  presumed  to 
have   expressed  their  finding  with  re- 
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in  the  record,''  and  the  charge  of  the  court,'*  and  in  some  instances  the 
notes  of  the  judge,'=  to  see  what  the  jury  meant  by  their  verdict. 

C.  Special  Verdict.  —  A  special  verdict  must  be  fairly  construed,'* 
having  in  view  the  issues  made  by  the  pleadings,'^  and  it  must  be  con- 
sidered as  an  entirety.'*  In  the  absence  of  a  specific  reference  to  the  in- 
dictment or  information,  in  construing  a  special  verdict,'^  or  a  verdict 
which,  although  intended  as  a  general  verdict,  contains  specific  find- 
ings,*" it  is  not  permissible  to  go  beyond  the  words  used  by  the  jury, 


ferenee  to  the  facts  in  the  pleadings 
and  the  charge  of  the  court  pursuant 
thereto,  unless  Jhey  also  state  some- 
thing indicating  a  contrary  intention. 
Patterson  v.  Allen,  50  Tex.  23;  Darden 
V.  Mathews,   22    Tex.   320. 

33.  Harvey  v.  Head,  68  Ga.  247,  250. 
See  Consolidated  G.  &  S.  Min.  Co.  v. 
Struthers,  41  Mont.  565,  111  Pac.  152; 
Southern  Gas  &  G.  E.  Co.  v.  Hicholson 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  216  S.  W.  158. 

As  to  evidence  not  in  the  record,  see 
supra,  this  subsection. 

34.  la.  —  State  v.  Lee,  80  Iowa  75, 
45  N.  W.  545,  20  Am.  St.  Eep.  401.  Ky. 
Pittsburg,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  E.  Co.  v.  Darl- 
ington's Admr.,  129  Ky.  266,  272,  111 
S.  W.  360.  Mont.  —  Consolidated  G.  & 
S.  Min.  Co.  V.  Struthers,  41  Mont.  565, 
111  Pac.  152.  N.  C.  —  State  v.  Gilchrist, 
113  N.  C.  673,  18  S.  E.  319.  Tex. 
Veck  V.  Holt,  71  Tex.  715,  9  8.  W.  743; 
Eountree  v.  Haynes  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
73  S.  W.  435;  Stroggins  v.  State,  43 
Tex.  Crim.  606,  68  S.  W.  170;  Burgess 
V.  State,  33  Tex.  Crim.  9,  24  S.  W.  286; 
Vincent  v.  State,  10  Tex.  App.  330; 
Henderson  v.  State,  5  Tex.  App.  134. 

[a]  When  ambiguous,  a  verdict  may 
be  construed  in  the  light  of  th^  issues 
actually  submitted  to  the  jury  under 
the  charge  of  the  court.  Barbour  v. 
State,  8  Ga.  App.  27,  68  S.  E.  458. 

35.  Harvey  v.  Head,  68  Ga.  247.  But 
see  Fries  v.  Mack,  33  Ohio  St.  52. 

36.  Conn.  —  State  v.  Stanton's 
Liquors,  38  Conn.  233.  Ind.  —  Branson 
V.  Studebaker,  133  Ind.  147,  33  N.  B. 
98.  Ky.  — Miller  v.  Shackleford,  4 
Dana  264,  271.  N.  H.  — Plummer  v. 
Currier,  5|g  N.  H.  287.  Wis.  — -  Euscher 
V.  Stanley,  120  Wis.  380,  98  N.  W.  223. 

[a]  Bad  grammar  will  not  vitiate 
when  its  meaning  is  apparent.  Eey- 
nolds  V.  Narragansett  Elec.  L.  Co.,  26 
E.  L  457,  59  Atl.  393. 

[b]  The  utmost  rigor  of  criticism  is 
not  proper,  The  verdict  is  suflScient  if 
it   appears   with    reasonable   certainty , 

Vpl.  XXV 


what  the  jury  means.    Pullman  Palace- 
Car  Co.  V.  Gaylord,  9  Ky.  L.  Eep.  58. 

[c]  Subtle  and  refined  distinctions 
are  not  to  be  drawn.  It  is  to  be  con- 
strued reasonably  and  fairly.  Becknell 
V.  Hosier,  10  Ind.  App.  5,  37  N.  E.  580. 

[d]  A  special  verdict  will  be  con- 
strued most  strongly  against  the  party 
having  the  burden  of  proof.  Citizens' 
Street  E.  Co.  v.  Eeed,  151  Ind.  396,  51 
N.  E.  477. 

37.  Ind.  —  Miller  v.  Eichards,  139 
Ind.  263,  38  N.  E.  854.  N.  Y.  — Barto 
V.  Himrod,  8  N.  T.  483,  59  Am.  Dec. 
506.  Wis.  —  Mack  v.  Bensley,  74  Wis. 
112,  42  N.  W.  215. 

38.  Cal.  —  Alhambra  Addition  Water 
Co.  V.  Eichardson,  72  Cal.  598,  14  Pac. 
379.  Ind.  — Dixon  v.  Duke,  85  Ind.  434; 
Voris  V.  Star  City  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.,  20 
Ind.  App.  630,  50  N.  E.  779.  la.  —  Seek- 
el  V.  Norman,  78  Iowa  254,  43  N.  W. 
190.  Mo.  —  Brinson-Judd  Grain  Co.  v. 
Becker,  76  Mo.  App.  375.  Wis.  —  Innes 
V.  Milwaukee,  96  Wis.  170,  70  N.  W. 
1064. 

39.  Ala.  —  Clay  v.  State,  43  Ala.  350. 
Dak.  —  Territory  v.  Conrad,  1  Dak.  363, 
46  N.  W.  605.  La.  — State  v.  Johnson, 
133  La.  63,  62  So.  407;  State  v.  French, 
50  La.  Ann.  461,  23  So.  606;  State  v. 
Bellard,  50  La.  Ann.  594,  23  So.  504, 
69  Am.  St.  Eep.  461;  State  v.  Eitehie, 
3  La.  Ann.  511.  Mass.  —  Com.  t;.  Piseh- 
blatt,  4  Mete.  354;  Com.  v.  Call,  21 
Pick.  509,  32  Am.  Dec.  284.  Mich. 
People  V.  Wells,  8  Mich.  104.  N.  Y. 
Miller  v.  People,  25  Hun  473.  N.  O, 
State  V.  Custer,  65  N.  C.  339.  Ore. 
State  V.  Stephanus,  53  Ore.  135,  99  Pac. 
428.  S.  O.  —  State  v.  Duncan,  2  MeCord 
129,  S.  D.  — State  v.  Peterson,  23  S. 
D.  629,  122  N.  W.  667.  Va.  — Boiling 
V.  Petersburg,  3  Eand.  (24  Va.)  563. 
Eng.  —  Langley  v.  Paine,  Palm.  192, 
Com.  Eep.  480,  2  East  P.  C.  708,  784,  4 
Burr.  2073. 

40.  People  V.  Tilley,  135  Cal.  61,  67 
Pac.    42.    But    compare   Blackshare   v. 
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or  to  refer  to  extrinsic  facts  appearing  in  the  record.*^  "What  is  not 
found  is  not  supposed  to  exist,*^  and  a  court  cannot  supply  the  want  of 
any  facts  by  argument  or  implication  from  what  is  expressly  found.*' 

X.  OPERATION  AND  EFFECT.  —  A.  Conclusiveness.  —  In  suits 
not  triable  by  jury  as  of  right,  a  verdict  of  a  jury  is  advisory  only.** 
But  in  other  actions,  the  verdict  is  binding,  unless  it  is  set  aside,*^  and 
the  judgment  must  conform  thereto.** 

B.  Effect  of  Defective  Verdict  in  Criminal  Prosecutions.  —  The 
fact  that  a  verdict  in  a  criminal  case  is  defective  does  not  operate  as 
an  acquittal  and  entitle  a  defendant  to  his  discharge.*'  This  rule  has 
been  applied  to  a  special  verdict  or  verdicts  in  the  nature  of  special 
verdicts  which  faii  to  find  all  the  elements  of  an  offense,*'  but  accord- 
ing to  some  authorities  such  a  verdict  amounts  to  an  acquittal  of  the 
defendant.*'  If,  however,  a  verdict,  while  insufficient  as  a  conviction  of 
the  offense  it  purports  to  set  out,  is  sufficient  as  to  a  lesser  offense,  the 
accused  will  be  sentenced  on  that.®" 


State,  94  Ark.  548,  128  N.  W.  549.   See 
supra,  III,  B,  7. 

[a]  If  the  verdict  does  not  express 
the  intention  of  the  jury  unequivo- 
cally, (1)  it  must  be  regarded  as  insuf- 
ficient, especially  if  it  is  susceptible  of 
a  different  eoiistruction  than  that  of 
guilty  of  the  crime  charged.  People  v. 
Tilley,  135  Cal.  61,  67  Pac.  42.  (2) 
But  an  assessment  of  punishment  may 
make  the  intention  of  the  jury  clear, 
where  it  would  not  otherwise  be  clear. 
Blackshare  v.  State,  94  Ark.  548,  128  S. 
W.  549. 

41.  State  V.  Hanner,  143  N.  C.  632, 
57  S.  E.  154. 

42.  State  v.  French,  50  I/a.  Ann.  461, 
23  So.  606. 

43.  N.  C  — State  v.  Blue,  84  N.  C. 
807;  State  v.  Custer,  65  N.  C.  339. 
Tenu.  —  Jones  v.  State,  2  Swan  399. 
Eng.  —  Eex  v.  Plummer,  Kel.  109, 
84  Eng.  Eeprint  1103,  but  this  rule 
does  not  require  the  jury  to  find 
that  the  killing  in  a  manslaughter 
case  was  done  voluntarily  since  the 
finding  that  the  act  was  done,  intends 
that  it  was  voluntarily  done,  unless  the 
centrary  appear. 

[a]  If  time  be  not  stated  when  acts 
occurred,  the  court  may  presume  they 
happened  in  the  order  stated  in  the 
verdict.  Rex  v.  Keite,  1  Ld.  Eaymond 
138,  91  Eng.  Eeprint  989. 

44.  See  14  Standard  Peoc.  536. 
Conclusiveness  of  verdict  in  divorce 

actions,  see  7  Standard  Proc.  791. 

45.  See  14  Standard  Proc.  539. 
Affidavits  of  jurors  to  impeach  ver- 


dict, see  3  Enct.  ofEv.  220;  8  Ency.  OP 
Ev.  964;  17  Standard  Proc.  480. 

46.  See  15  Standard  Proc.  55. 

47.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Lee  Yune 
Chong,  94  Cal.  379,  29  Pac.  776.  Kan. 
In  re  Black,  52  Kan.  64,  34  Pac.  414, 
39  Am.  St.  Eep.  331.  Mass.  — Com.  v. 
Call,  21  Pick.  509,  32  Am.  Dec.  284. 
Tex.  —  Garza  v.  State,  39  Tex.  Crim. 
358,  46  S.  W.  242,  73  Am.  St.  Eep.  927; 
Eobinson  v.  State,  .23  Tex.  App.  315,  4 
S.  W.  904. 

48.  la.  —  State  v.  Arthur,  21  Iowa 
322,  where  the  intent  is  not  found.  La. 
State  V.  Eitchie,  3  La.  Ann.  511.  Mass. 
Com.  V.  Call,  21  Pick.  509,  32  Am.  Dec. 
284,  where  the  verdict  failed  to  find 
the  crime  was  committed  in  the  county. 
N.  C.  —  State  v.  Hanner,  143  N.  C.  632, 
57  S.  E.  154;  State  v.  Crump,  104  N.  C. 
763,  10  S.  E.  468;  State  v.  Bray,  89  N.- 
C.  480.  S.  O.  —  State  v.  Duncan,  2  Mc- 
Cord  129;  City  Council  v.  Gadsden,  8 
Eich.  L,  (S.  C.)  180.  Eng.  — Eex  v. 
Woodfall,  5  Burr.  2661,  98  Eng.  Eeprint 
398. 

See  the  title,  "Venire  De  Novo." 

49.  People  v.  TUley,  135  Cal.  61,  67 
Pac.  42;  People  v.  Small,  1  Cal.  App. 
320,  82  Pac.  87;  State  v.  Stephanus,  53 
Ore.  135,  99  Pac.  4i28. 

50.  Dak.  —  Territory  e.  Conrad,  1 
Dak.  363,  46  N.  W.  605.  N.  D.  — State 
V.  Johnson,  3  N.  D.  150,  54  N.  W.  547. 
Okla.  —  Sanders  v.  State,  13  Okla. 
Crim.  134,  162  Pac.  676.  S.  D.  — State 
V.  Peterson,  23  S.  D.  629,  122  N.  W.  667. 

[a]  Dlustration.  —  There  being  no 
crime  known  as  "aggravated  assault," 
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C.  Aider  by  Veedict.  —  The  effect  of  a  verdict  as  a  cure  of  irre^- 
larities  in  the  proceedings  is  elsewhere  discussed.^^ 

XI.  OBJECTIONS  AND  WAIVER.  — When  a  verdict  is  defective 
a  party  has  several  remedies  which  may  be  available  to  him,  depending 
upon  the  circumstances  of  the  case  and  the  defects  objected  to.^^  He 
may  require  the  jury  to  reconsider  and  amend  its  verdict.^^  He  may 
move  for  a  new  trial,^*  or  for  a  venire  de  novo,^^  or  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment,^°  or  for  a  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto,®'  or  he  may  appeal 
from  the  judgment  and  procure  a  reversal  of  the  judgment  rendered 
on  the  verdict.®*  And  in  criminal  cases,  if  the  verdict  is  void,  the  de- 
fendant may  invoke  the  remedy  of  habeas  corpus.®^  A  motion  to  strike 
out  portions  of  a  verdict  is  not  a  proper  remedy,  as  a  verdict  must 
stand  or  fall  as  it  is  made.®" 

A  defendant  should  urge  objections  to  formal  defects  in  a  verdict 
at  the  time  of  its  rendition  and  before  the  discharge  of  the  jury,®^  or 


a  verdict  finding  the  defendant  guilty 
thereof  is  in  effect  a  conviction  of  an 
assault,  and  the  word  "aggravated" 
will  be  treated  as  surplusage.  San- 
ders V.  State,  13  Okla.  Crim.  134,  162 
Pae.  676. 

51.  See  21  Standard  Proc.  415. 

52.  Assignment  of  errors  as  to  ver- 
dict, see  8  Standard  Proc.  602. 

53.  See  supra,  VH,  and  see  infra, 
this  section. 

54.  See  20  Standard  Proc.  456,  513, 
517,  534. 

New  trial  on  the  ground  that  verdict 
is  contrary  to  law  or  evidence,  see  20 
Standard  Peoo.  513,  517. 

Befusal  to  poll  jury  as  a  ground  for 
new  trial,  see  20  Standard  Proc.  456. 

[a]  If  the  findings  in  a  special  ver- 
dict are  not  supported  by  the  evidence, 
the  general  rule  is  to  bring  matter  up 
by  motion  for  new  trial.  Tarkington  v. 
Purvis,  128  Ind.  182,  25  N.  E.  879,  9 
L.  E.  A.  607. 

55.  See  the  title,  "Venire  De 
Novo." 

56.  See  2  Standard  Proc.  1027. 

57.  See  14  Standard  Proc.  963  (note 
91),  964. 

58.  See  generally  the  titles  "Ap- 
peals;" "Review;"  and  "Writ  of 
Error." 

[a]  If  a  verdict  is  not  responsive 
to  the  issue,  or  is  uncertain  or  indefi- 
nite, it  is  open  for  review  on  appeal 
or  writ  of  error  as  part  of  the  record 
proper.  State  v.  Modlin,  197  Mo.  376, 
379,  95  S.  W.  345;  Advance  Thresher 
Co.  V.  Speak,  167  Mo.  App.  470,  151  S. 
W.  235. 

[b]  A  verdict  finding  the  defendant 
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guilty  of  a  non-included  oCense  is  er- 
roneous, and  will  be  set  aside  on  ap- 
peal.  State  V.  Behee,  17  Kan.  402. 

59.  Ex  parte  Dela,  25  Nev.  346,  60 
Pac.  217,  83  Am.  St.  Eep.  603.  See  the 
title,  "Habeas  Corpus." 

[aj  Where  Verdict  Is  for  a  Non- 
included  Offense.  —  Eic  parte  Dela,  25 
Nev.  346,  60  Pae.  217,  83  Am.  St.  Kep. 
603. 

60.  Ind.  —  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Hart,  119  Ind.  273,  21  N.  E.  753, 
4  L.  E.  A.  549.  Pa.  —  Donaldson  Iron 
Co.  V.  Howley  Const.  Co.,  226  Pa.  445, 
75  Atl.  685,  18  Ann.  Cas.  778.  Wyo. 
McBride  v.  Union  Pae.  Ey.  Co.,  3  Wyo. 
24,7„  21  Pac.  687.  Wis.  —  But  see 
Keller  v.  Schmidt,  104  Wis.  596, 
80  N.  W.  935;  Menominee  Eiver 
S.  &  D.  Co.  V.  Milwaukee  &  N. 
E.  Co.,  91  Wis.  447,  65  N.  W.  176. 
The  practice  is  to  move  to  strike  out 
the  parts  of  a  special  verdict  not  sup- 
ported by  evidence,  and  if  there  be 
then  suf&cient  on  the  remaining  find- 
ings and  fhe  uncontroverted  evidence 
to  support  it  a  judgment  follows  for 
the  moving  party. 

[a]  If  there  is  a  confiict  in  the 
evidence  on  which  the  finding  is  based 
the  court  cannot  strike  out.  Menominee 
Eiver  S.  &  D.  Co.  v.  Milwaukee  &  N.  E. 
Co.,  91  Wis.  447,  65  N.  W.  176. 

61.  Fla.  —  Marianna  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Boone,  55  Fla.  289,  45  So.  754.  Ind. 
Thomas  v.  Felt,  21  Ind.  App.  265,  52 
N.  E.  171.  Ky.  —  Williams  v.  Com.,  140 
Ky.  34,  130  S.  W.  807.  Neb.— Kingman 
Implement  Co.  v.  Strong,  2  Neb.  Unof. 
729,  89  N.  W.  993.  S.  C  — Ehame  v. 
Sumter,  101  S.  E.  832. 


VERDICT 


1055 


they  will  be  deemed  to  have  been  waived.'^  But  defects  of  substance 
are  not  so  waived."' 

While  the  receipt  of  a  verdict  may  be  compelled  by  mandamus,'*  an 
error  in  setting  aside  a  verdict  cannot  be  reviewed  by  mandamus  pro- 
ceedings."" 

XII.  DIRECTED  VERDICT.  — A.  In  General.  — The  power  of  a 
court  to  direct  the  return  ol"  a  particular  verdict  under  certain  circum- 
stances is  recognized  in  most  jurisdictions  in  civil  actions,*"  and  to  a 


See  supra,  VII;  VIII,  E. 

62.  Ark.  —  Hodges  v.  Bayley,  102 
Ark.  2O0,  143  S.  W.  92.  Oal.  — Eankin 
V.  Central  Pac.  E.  Co.,  73  Cal.  93,  15 
Pac.  57.  Idaho.  —  Blackfoot  Stock  Co. 
V.  Delamue,  3  Idaho  291,  29  Pae.  97. 
Ind.  —  Kluse  v.  Sparks,  10  Ind.  App. 
444,  36  N.  E.  914,  37  N.  E.  1047.  Ky. 
Walter  v.  Louisville  Ey.  Co.,  150  Ky. 
652,  150  S.  W.  824;  Williams  v.  Com., 
140  Ky.  34,  130  S.  W.  807.  Neb. 
Kingman  Implement  Co.  v.  Strong,  2 
Neb.  Unof.  729,  89  N.  W.  993.  Tex. 
Barker  v.  Ash  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  194  S. 
W.  465. 

[a]  Objections  to  the  form  of  a  ver- 
dict cannot  be  raised  for  the  first  time 
(1)  on  appeal  (Quimby  v.  Boyd,  8  Colo. 
194,  6  Pae.  462),  or  (2)  on  motion  for 
new  trial.  Kingman  Implement  Co.  v. 
Strong,  2  Neb.  Unof.  729,  89  N.  W.  993; 
Ehame  v.  Sumter  (S.  C.)  101  S.  E.  832. 

[b]  A  motion  to  make  a  verdict 
more  specific  comes  too  late  if  made 
after  the  discharge  of  the  jury.  Thom- 
as V.  Felt,  21  Ind.  App.  265,  52  N.  E. 
171. 

63.  Williams  v.  Com.,  140  Ky.  34, 
130  S.  W.  807;  Archer  v.  Long,  32  S. 
C.  171,  11  S.  E.  86. 

[a]  Irresponsiveness  in  a,  verdict  is 
not  waived  by  a  failure  (1)  to  object 
before  the  discharge  of  the  jury.  Oal. 
Eankin  v.  Central  Pac.  E.  Co.,  73  Cal. 
93,  15  Pac.  57.  Ky.  —  Davis  v.  Stone, 
172  Ky.  696,  189  S.  W.  937.  Mo.  —  Ad- 
vance Thresher  Co.  v.  Speak,  167  Mo. 
App.  470,  151  S.  W.  235.  W.  Va. 
State  V.  Friedley,  73  W.  Va.  684,  80  S. 
E.  1112.  (2)  But  the  objection  cannot 
be  urged  on  appeal,  unless  first  brought 
to  the  attention  of  the  trial  court  either 
by  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment  or  for 
a  new  trial.  Marquis  v.  Clark,  64  Mo. 
601;  Kamerick  v.  Castleman,  29  Mo. 
App.  658;  Bdington  v.  Pickle,  1  Sneed 
(Tenn.)  122,  125,  under  statute. 

[b]  An  express  waiver  of  substan- 
tial  defects   is   as   irregular   and   inef- 


fectual as  the  verdict  itself.    Campbell 
V.  Jones,  38  Cal.  507. 

64.  See  supra,  VI,  K. 

65.  State  v.  Powell,  10  Neb.  48,  4 
N.  W.  317. 

66.  U.  S.  —  Oscanyan  v.  Arms  Co., 
103  V.  S.  261,  26  L.  ed.  539.  lU.  — An- 
thony V.  Wheeler,  130  111.  128,  22  N.  E. 
494,  17  Am.  St.  Eep.  281.  Mich.  — Pox 
V.  Spring  Lake  Iron  Co.,  89  Mich.  387, 
399,  50  N.  W.  872.  N.  Y.  — People  v. 
Walker,  198  N.  Y.  329,  91  N.  E.  806. 
Tex.  —  Morris  v.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co. 
(Tex.   Civ.  App.),  43  S.  W.  898. 

See  13  Standard  Proc.  789. 

Directing  verdict  as  a  denial  of  a 
trial  by  jury,  see  16  Standard  Peoc. 
950. 

Directing  verdict  subject  to  opinion 
of  court,  see  swpra.  III,  D,  3. 

In  libel  suit,  see  18  Standard  Proc. 
951. 

In  third  party  claims,  see  16  Stand- 
ard Proc.  153. 

In  action  for  rent,  see  18  Standard 
Pkoc.  501. 

In  proceeding  to  enforce  landlord's 
lien,  see  18  Standard  Proc.  557. 

Directing  verdict  in  equity,  see  14 
Standard  Proc.  535. 

Direction  of  verdict  by  justice  of  the 
peace,  see  18  Standard  Proc.  69,  602. 

On  trial  de  novo,  on  appeal  from  jus- 
tice's court,  see  18  Standard  Proc.  336. 

Comment  by  court  on  evidence,  see 
13  Standard  Proc.  829,  et  seq. 

[a]  In  a  will  contest,  a  verdict  may 
be  directed.  In  re  Carey's  Estate,  56 
Colo.  77,  136  Pac.  1175,  Ann.  Cas. 
1915B,  951,  51  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  927; 
La  Eue  v.  Lee,  63  W.  Va.  388,  60  S.  E. 
388,  129  Am.  St.  Eep.  978. 

[b]  Either  for  the  defendant  or  the 
plaintiff,  a  verdict  may  be  directed. 
Anthony  v.  Wheeler,  130  111.  128,  22 
N.  E.  494,  17  Am.  St.  Eep.  281. 

[c]  A  federal  court  has  power  to 
direct  a  verdict.  Oscanyan  v.  Arms  Co., 
103  U.  S.  261,  26  L.  ed.  539. 
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limited  extent  in  criminal  prosecutions.'^  A  motion  for  a  directed  yer- 
dict  performs  the  same  function  in  connection  with  the  evidence  as 
does  a  demurrer  in  connection  with  a  pleading.  It  challenges  the  legal 
sufScieney  of  the  evidence."  It  is  in  the  nature  of,"'  but  not  equivalent 
to^"  a  demurrer  to  the  evidence,,  which  remedy  it  has  largely  super- 
seded. It  is  similar  also  to  a  motion  for  a  nonsuit,'^  but,  according  to 
most  authorities  there  is  a  marked  difference  between  the  two  as  to  the 
effect  of  the  judgment  rendered.'* 


[d]  In  Virginia.  —  Directing  a  ver- 
dict is  not  in  accordance  with  the  prac- 
tice in  Virginia,  but  any  error  in  doing 
so  is  harmless  where  it  appears  no  oth- 
er verdict  can  be  properly  rendered. 
Hargrave's  Admr.  v.  Shaw  Land  &  T. 
Co.,  Ill  Va.  84,  68  S.  E.  278,  Ann.  Cas. 
1912A,  151. 

67.  See  infra,  XII,  B,  2. 

On  embracery,  see  8  Standabd  Peoo. 
255. 

[a]  Statutes  governing  the  direction 
of  verdicts  in  civil  cases  do  not  extend 
to  criminal  prosecutions.  Ryan  v. 
State,  60  Pla.  25,  27,  53  So.  448. 

68.  Eidley  v.  Portland  Taxicab  Co., 
90  Ore.  529,  177  Pae.  429. 

69.  tr.  S.  —  Merrick  v.  Giddings, 
115  Xr.  S.  300,  305,  6  Sup.  Ct.  65,  29  L. 
ed.  403;  Parks  v.  Boss,  11  How.  362,  13 
L.  ed.  730.  Ore.  —  Sorenson  v.  Smith, 
65  Ore.  78,  129  Pae.  757,  131  Pac.  1022, 
Ann.  Cas.  1915A,  113'7.  Term.  —  Green- 
law V.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  114  Tenn. 
187,  19)2,  86  S.  W.  1072.  Vt.  — Mason 
V.  Sault,  108  Atl.  267;  Bass  v.  Eublee, 
76  Vt.  395,  57  Atl.  965;  Latremouille  v. 
Bennington  &  E.  Ey.  Co.,  63  Vt.  336, 
22  Atl.  656. 

See  infra,  XII,  B,  1,  c;  XII,  C,  4. 

[a]  Bemedies  Compared.  —  A  mo- 
tion for  a  verdict  is  governed  by  the 
same  rules  as  a  demurrer  to  the  evi- 
dence as  to  the  mode  of  viewing  the 
evidence.  But  the  required  technicali- 
ties of  the  demurrer  and  the  procedure 
incident  thereto  have  no  place  when 
the  court  is  moved  to  direct  a  verdict. 
The  province  of  the  court  on  such  a 
motion  is  not  to  weigh  the  evidence 
and  ascertain  where  the  preponderance 
is;  but  it  is  limited  strictly  to  deter- 
mining whether  there  is,  or  is  not,  evi- 
dence from  which,  if  believed,  it  may 
reasonably  be  inferred,  in  legal  con- 
templation, that  the  fact  affirmed  ex- 
ists, excluding  the  effect  of  all  modify- 
ing or  countervailing  evidence;  and  on 
overruling  the  motion,  no  judgment  is 
rendered    against    the    moving    party. 
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Bass  V.  Eublee,  76  Vt.  395,  400,  57  Atl. 
965.  See  also  7  Standaed  Peoo.  25,  note 
86. 

_  [b]  The  remedy  by  directing  a  ver- 
dict in  its  practical  operation  appears 
more  direct  and  easily  administered 
than  that  by  demurrer  to  the  evidence. 
Greenlaw  v.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  114 
Tenn.  187,  192,  86  S.  W.  1072. 

70.  Bartelott  v.  International  Bank, 
119  111.  259,  269,  9  N.  E.  898.  See  7 
Standard  Pboc.  25,  and  infra,  XII,  0,  6. 

71.  N.  H.  —  Ordway  v.  Boston  &  M. 
E.  E,,  69  N.  H.  429,  45  Atl.  243.  Ore. 
Eidley  v.  Portland  Taxicab  Co.,  90  Ore. 
529,  177  Pac.  429.  Utah.  —  Stewart  *-. 
Oregon  Short  Line  E.  E.  Co.,  39  Utali 
375,  117  Pac.  465. 

See  Mayer  v.  Carothers,  14  Mont. 
274,  36  Pac.  182;  Creek  v.  McManus, 
13  Mont.  152,  32  Pac.  675;  McKay  v. 
Montana  Union  Ey.  Co.,  33  Mont.  15, 
31  Pac.  999,  holdiog  an  order  directing 
a  verdict  for  the  defendant  should  be 
classified  as  a  nonsuit. 

[aj  Though  an  involuntary  nonsuit 
cannot  be  ordered  by  a  particular 
court,  it  may  direct  a  verdict.  Oscan- 
yan  v.  Arms  Co.,  103  IT.  S.  261,  26  L. 
ed.  639;  People  v.  Bennett,  49  N.  Y. 
137. 

[b]  Both  Take  the  Case  From  the 
July.  —  Stewart  v.  Oregon  Short  Line 
E.  Co.,  39  Utah  375,  117  Pac.  465. 

[cj  The  same  failure  to  make  a  case 
proper  to  be  submitted  to  a  jury  auth- 
orizes both  a  motion  for  a  directed  ver- 
dict and  for  a  nonsuit.  Ordway  i>. 
Boston  &  M.  E.  E.,  69  N.  H.  429,  4S 
Atl.  243. 

72.  In  re  Sharon's  Estate,  179  Cal. 
447,  177  Pac.  283.  Contra,  Ordway  v. 
Boston  &  M.  E.  E.,  69  N.  H.  429,  45 
Atl.  243,  holding  both  judgments  are  a 
bar  to  a  subsequent  action.  See  also 
Consolidated  G.  &  S.  Min.  Co.  v. 
Struthers,  41  Mont.  565,  111  Pac.  152, 
holding  that  whether  the  remedy  by 
nonsuit  or  a  directed  verdict  is  pur- 
sued, the  result  is  the  same. 
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B.  When  Verdict  May  Be  Directed.  —  1.  In  Civil  Cases.  —  a.  On 
Pleadings.  —  A  motion  for  a  directed  verdict  does  not  ordinarily  reach 
defects  in  the  pleadings/'  especially  such  defects  as  are  curable  by 
amendment."  But  it  has  been  held  that  this  is  a  proper  remedy  where 
the  plaintiff's  pleading  fails  to  state  a  cause  of  action/^  or  the  defend- 
ant's answer  fails  to  state  a  defense." 

b.  On  Opening  Statement  of  Counsel.  —  In  some  jurisdictions,  a  trial 
court  may  direct  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  when  counsel  for  the  plain- 
tiff in  his  opening  statement  clearly  and  deliberately  admits  a  fact 
which  necessarily  precludes  a  recovery.''  But  a  mere  omission  or  mis- 
statement of  some  fact  in  the  opening  does  not  authorize  the  direction 
of  a  verdict.'* 


ESect  of  judgment  of  nonsuit,  see  7 
Standakd  P«oc.  683;  15  Standard  Peoo. 
592. 

Effect  of  judgment  on  directed  ver- 
dict, see  infra,  XII,  C,  6. 

73.  lU.  — Gerke  v.  Pancher,  158  111. 
375,  41  N.  E.  982,  holding  that  as  a 
motion  to  direct  a  verdict  is  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  demurrer  to  the  evidence,  it 
cannot  reach  defects  in  the  declara- 
tion, la.  —  Wrought  Iron  Bridge  Co.  v. 
Green,  53  Iowa  562,  5  N.  W.  770.  Ore. 
Eidlej  V.  Portland  Taxicab  Co.,  90  Ore. 
529,  177  Pac.  429. 

As  to  judgment  on  tlie  pleadings,  see 
14  Standard  Peoc.  926. 

74.  Cahill  v.  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co., 
137  Iowa  577,  115  2Sr.  W.  216;  Ridley 
V.  Portland  Taxieab  Co.,  90  Ore,  529, 
177  Pac.  429. 

75.  Smith  v.  Burlington  C.  E.  &  N. 
E.  Co.,  59  Iowa  73,  12  N.  W.  763.  See 
6  Standard  Peoc.  994. 

As  to  whether  this  defect  is  cureahle 
hy  amendment,  see  20  Standard  Peoc. 
353 

76.  Hrabak  v.  Dodge,  62  Neb.  591, 
87  N.  W.  358;  Sloan  Com.  Co.  v.  Pry 
&  Co.,  4  Neb.  (Unof.)  647,  95  N.  W.  862. 

77.  TJ.  S.  —  Oseanyan  v.  Arms  Co., 
103  U.  S.  261,  26  L.  ed.  539.  D.  C. 
Hornblower  v.  George  Washington  Uni- 
versity, 31  App.  Cas.  64,  14  Ann.  Cas. 
696.  111.  —  See  Martin  Emerich  Out- 
fitting Co.  V.  Siegel  Cooper  &  Co.,  108 
111.  App.  364.  Kan.  —  Brashear  v.  Eab- 
enstein,  71  Kan.  455,  80  Pac.  950. 

Compare  Leonard  c.  Beaudry,  68 
Mich.  312,  36  N.  W.  88.  And  see  20 
Standard  Prog.  808. 

[a]  Limitation  on  Exercise  of  Pow- 
er.—  The  trial  court  should  not  exer- 
cise its  power  of  directing  a  verdict, 
unless  it  clearly  appears  from  the  plain- 
tifiE's  own  statement  that  he  cannot  re- 


07 


cover,  unless  the  statement  clearly 
shows  that  no  cause  of  action  exists. 
The  party  should  be  allowed  to  explain 
and  qualify  his  statement  so  far  as  the 
truth  will  permit;  but  if  with  such  ex- 
planation and  qualification,  it  should 
clearly  appear  that  there  could  be  no 
recovery,  the  court  should  not  hesitate 
to  so  declare  and  give  such  direction 
as  will  dispose  of  the  action.  Horn- 
blower  V.  George  Washington  Univer- 
sity, 31  App.  Oas.  (D.  C.)  64,  14  Ann. 
Cas.  696. 

[b]  It  is  not  good  practice  to  de- 
cide a  case  upon  the  opening  of  coun- 
sel. Leonard  v.  Beaudry,  68  Mich.  312, 
36  N.  W.  88.  See  20  Standard  Peoc. 
808. 

[c]  Corrupt  Cause  of  Action.  —  If 
it  appears  from  the  opening  statement 
that  the  action  is  brought  to  obtain 
compensation  for  acts  denounced  by 
law  as  corrupt,  and  immoral,  or  crim- 
inal, a  verdict  for  the  defendant  may 
be  directed.  Oseanyan  v.  Arms  Co.,  103 
U.  S.  261,  26  L.  ed.  539. 

[d]  If  it  appears  that  plaintiff's 
cause  of  action  is  barred  by  the  statute 
of  limitations,  a  verdict  may  be  di- 
rected. Hornblower  v.  George  Wash- 
ington University,  31  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.) 
64,  14  Ann.   Cas.   696. 

[e]  Survival.  —  Where  it  appears 
the  cause  of  action  sued  on  does  not 
survive  to  the  plaintiff.  Hey  v.  Prime, 
197  Mass.  474,  84  N.  E.  141. 

Nonsuit  on  opening  statement,  see  20 
Standard  Peoc.  808,  note  87. 

78.  Pietsch  v.  Pietsch,  245  111.  454, 
92  N.  E.  325,  29  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  218 
(note) ;  Martin  Emerich  Outfitting  Co. 
);.  Siegel  Cooper  &  Co.,  108  111.  App.  364. 
See  Fletcher  v.  London,  etc.  E.  Co., 
[1892]  1  Q.  B.  122,  65  L.  T.  N.  S.  605. 
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In  like  manner,  a  verdict  may  be  directed  on  the  defendeint's  open- 
ing statement/' 

c.  Upon  the  Evidence.  —  It  is  a  fundamental  rule  that  a  trial  court 
may  direct  a  verdict  in  a  civil  action  when  the  evidence  raises  questions 
which  are  purely  questions  of  law.*"  If  the  evidence  is  such  that  reason- 
able minds  might  draw  but  one  conclusion  therefrom,  the  question  pre- 
sented is  one  of  law,  and  the  court  may  direct  the  jury  to  return  a  ver- 
dict for  the  party  entitled  thereto.*^  But  if  different  inferences  of  fact 
may  be  drawn  from  the  evidence,*^  or  if  there  is  any  substantial  con- 
flict in  the  evidence  relating  to  a  material  issue  or  question  of  faet,*^ 


79.  See  Nelson  v.  Metz  Bros.  Brew. 
Co.,  3  Neb.  (Unof.)  81,  90  N.  W.  766. 
See  8  Standard  Peoc.  1122. 

80.  U.  S.  — The  Texas  &  Pae.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Cox,  145  U.  S.  593,  636,  12  Sup. 
Ct.  905,  36  L.  ed.  829;  United  States 
V.  Taylor,  3  MeCrary,  500,  11  Fed.  470. 
Ark.  — Paxton  v.  State,  114  Ark.  393, 
170  S.  W.  80,  Ann.  Cas.  1916A,  1239. 
Conn.  —  Bradbury  v.  South  Norwalk,  80 
Conn.  298,  68  Atl.  321.  111.  — "Wolf  V. 
Chicago  Sign  Printing  Co.,  233  111.  501, 
84  N.  E.  614,  13  Ann.  Caa.  369;  Swift 
&  Co.  V.  Pue,  167  111.  443,  47  N.  E.  761. 
Vt.  — Mason  v.  Sault,  108  Atl.  267. 

See  21  Standard  Peoc.  857. 

81.  Cal.  —  Los  Angeles  F.  &  M.  Co. 
V.  Thompson,  117  Cal.  594,  49  Pac.  714. 
Del.  —  Philadelphia  B.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
Gatta,  4  Boyce  38,  85  Atl.  721,  Ann. 
Caa.  1916E,  1227.  Fla.  — C.  B.  Rogers 
Co.  V.  Meinhardt  Bros.  &  Co.,  37  Fla. 
480,  19  So.  878,  under  statute.  Ga. 
Code,  1910,  §5926;  People's  Bank  v. 
Insurance  Co.,  146  Ga.  514,  91  S.  E. 
684,  L.  R.  A.  1917D,  868.  Okla.  — Su- 
preme Tribe  of  Ben  Hur  v.  Owens,  50 
Okla.  629,  151  Pac.  198,  L.  E.  A.  1916A, 
979.  S.  C.  —  Gobbel  v.  Columbia  Ey. 
G.  &  E.  Co.,  107  S.  C.  367,  93  S.  E.  137. 
S.  D.  —  Haugen  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P. 
E.  Co.,  3  S.  D.  394,  53  N.  W.  769.  Tex. 
Eason  v.  Eason,  61  Tex.  225.  Utah. 
Smallev  v.  Rio  Grande  Western  E.  Co., 
34  Utah  423,  440,  98  Pac.  311. 

See  the  title  "Province  of  Judge 
and  Jury." 

82.  U.  S.  —  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Randolph,  78  Fed.  754,  24  C.  C.  A.  305. 
Cal.  —  Los  Angeles  F.  &  M.  Co.  v. 
Thompson,  117  Cal.  594,  49  Pac.  714. 
Mich. — Fox  V.  Spring  Lake  Iron  Co., 
89  Mich.  387,  50  N.  W.  872.  N.  C. 
Taylor  v.  Security  L.  &  A.  Co.,  145  N. 
C.  383,  59  S.  E.  139.  Tenn.  —  Tyrus  v. 
Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  &  M.  R.  Co.,  114 
Tenn.  579,  593,  86  S.  W.  1074. 
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See  infra,  XII,  C,  4. 

[a J  Where  reasonable  minds  might 
reach  different  conclusions  from  the 
evidence.  Offutt  ■;;.  Columbian  Expo- 
sition, 175  111.  472,  51  N.  E.  651;  Rich 
V.  Rich,  16  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  663. 

83.  U.  S.  —  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Randolph,  78  Fed.  754,  i24  C.  C.  A.  305. 
Ark.  — St.  Louis  S.  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Mul- 
key,  100  Ark.  71,  139  S.  W.  643,  Ann. 
Cas.  1913C,  1339.  Cal.  — 7n  re  Sharon's 
Estate,  179  Cal.  447,  177  Pac.  283;  Los 
Angeles  F.  &  M.  Co.  v.  Thompson,  117 
Cal.  594,  49  Pac.  714;  Lacey  v.  Porter, 
103  Cal.  597,  37  Pae.  635.  Conn. 
Bradbury  v.  South  Norwalk,  80  Conn. 
298,  68  Atl.  321.  Del.  —  Philadelphia, 
B.  &  W.  E.  Co.  V.  Gatta,  4  Boyce  38, 
85  Atl.  721,  Ann.  Cas.  1916E,  1227.  Ind. 
Cincinnati,  I.  St.  L.  &  C.  E.  Co.  v. 
Darling,  130  Ind.  376,  30  N.  E.  416. 
Pa.  —  Holland  v.  Kindregan,  155  Pa. 
156,  25  Atl.  1077.  Tenn.  —  Tyrus  v. 
Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  &  M.  E.  Co.,  114 
Tenn.  579,  86  S.  W.  1074;  Cantrell  v. 
Knoxville,  C.  G.  &  L.  E.  Co.,  90  Tenn. 
638,  18  S.  W.  271. 

See  14  Standard  Peoc.  510,  and  in- 
fra, XII,  C,  4. 

[a]  If  there  is  substantial  evidence 
both,  ways,  even  if  there  be  a  prepon- 
derance of  evidence  one  way,  a  verdict 
may  be  directed.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  V. 
Randolph,  78  Fed.  754,  24  C.  C.  A.  305. 

[b]  Testimony  will  not  be  consid- 
ered as  necessarily  undisputed  (1)  be- 
cause no  witness  denies  it.  Kennedy  v. 
Modern  Woodmen,  243  111.  560,  90  N.  E. 
1084,  28  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  181;  Wilson 
V.  Eoyal  Neighbors,  139  Mich.  423,  102 
N.  W.  957.  Compare  Skillern  v.  Baker, 
82  Ark.  86,  100  S.  W.  764,  12  Ann.  Cas. 
243  (note),  and  14  Ency.  op  Ev.  121, 
et  seq.  (2)  Where  the  plaintiff  relies 
on  a  presumption  of  death  from  unex- 
plained absence,  the  mere  fact  that  a 
witness  testifying  to  having  seen  the 
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or  if  a  cause  fairly  depends  upon  the  effect  or  weight  of  testimony,**  or 
on  the  credibility  of  witnesses,*^  the  question  presented  is  one  of  fact, 
not  of  law,  and  a  verdict  cannot  be  directed..  It  is  not  a  proper  test 
that  the  trial  court  after  weighing  the  evidence  would,  on  a  motion  for 
a  new  trial,  set  aside  a  verdict,*®  though  if  the  testimony  is  such  as  to 
compel  the  court  to  set  aside  a  verdict  in  opposition  to  it,  so  that  a  re- 
fusal to  do  so,  would  be  held  by  an  appellate  court  to  be  error,  the  trial 
court  should  direct  a  verdict.*' 

Verdict  Against  Party  Holding  Burden  of  Proof.  —  While  the  scintilla  of 
evidence  doctrine  still  prevails  in  some  states,"  this  doctrine  has  been 


missing  man  is  not  contradicted  does  not 
necessitate  the  direction  of  a  verdict 
for  the  defendant.  Kennedy  v.  Modern 
Woodmen,  243  111.  560,  90  N.  E.  1084, 
28  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  181. 

[c]  In  New  York,  statute  authorizes 
the  court,  pending  a  motion  for  the  di- 
rection of  a  verdict,  to  submit  to  the 
jury  any  disputed  question  of  fact 
raised  by  the  pleadings,  and  then  direct 
such  a  verdict  as  either  party  is  en- 
titled to.  Page  V.  Shainwald,  52  App. 
Div.  349,  65  N.  Y.  Supp.  174. 

84.  Phoenix  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Doster,  106  U.  S.  30,  1  Sup.  Ct.  18,  27 
L.  ed.  65.    See  infra.,  XII,  C,  4. 

85.  McDonald  v.  Metropolitan  St. 
By.  Co.,  167  N.  T.  66,  60  N.  E.  282.  See 
infra,  this  subsection  and  XII,  C,  4; 
also  21  Standard  Peoc.  859. 

86.  TJ.  S.  —  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Randolph,  78  Ped.  754,  760,  24  C.  C. 
A.  305;  Mt.  Adams  &  E.  P.  Inclined 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Lowery,  74  Fed.  463,  20  C 
C.  A.  596.  Fla. —  Gravette  v.  Turner,  81 
So.  476;  Florida  East  Coast  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Hayes,  66  Ela.  589,  594,  64  So.  i274.  N. 
Y.  —  McDonald  v.  Metropolitan  St.  Ey 
Co.,  167  N.  Y.  66,  60  N.  E.  282. 

As  to  setting  aside  verdict,  see  20 
Standard  Peoc.  524. 

[a]  There  is  a  difference  (1)  be- 
tween the  legal  discretion  of  a  court 
to  set  aside  a  verdict  as  against  the 
weight  of  evidence,  and  that  obligation 
which  a  court  has  to  withdraw  a  case 
from  the  jury  or  direct  a  verdict,  foi 
insufficiency  of  evidence.  In  the  lat- 
ter ease  it  must  be  so  insufficient  in  fact 
as  to  be  insufficient  in  law;  in  the  for- 
mer case  it  is  merely  insufficient  in 
fact,  and  it  may  be  either  insufficient 
in  law,  or  may  have  more  weight,  and 
not  enough  to  justify  the  court,  in  ex- 
ercising the  control  given  it  by  law  to 
prevent  unjust  verdicts,  to  allow  a  ver- 
dict to  stand.    In  the  former  case,  he 


is  necessarily  required  to  weigh  the 
evidence;  in  the  latter  he  cannot  do 
so.  Mt.  Adams  &  E.  P.  Inclined  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Lowery,  74  Fed.  463,  20  0.  C. 
A.  596,  610.  (2)  Furthermore,  there  is 
no  standard  by  which  to  determine 
when  a  verdict  may  be  set  aside  as 
against  the  evidence.  It  depends  en 
the  discretion  of  the  trial  court.  The 
results  of  setting  aside  and  directing 
a  verdict  are  different  also.  One  re- 
sults in  a  retrial.  In  the  other  case  the 
judgment  is  final.  One  involves  a  mere 
matter  of  remedy  or  procedure.  The 
other  determines  substantial  rights. 
One  rests  in  discretion,  the  other  upon 
legal  right.  McDonald  v.  Metropolitan 
St.  Ey.  Co.,  167  N.  Y.  66,  60  N.  E.  282. 

87.  U.  S.  — Phoenix  Mut.  Life  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Doster,  106  U.  S.  30,  1  Sup.  Ct. 
18,  27  L.  ed.  65;  Travelers'  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Eandolph,  78  Fed.  754,  24  C.  C.  A. 
305.  Cal.  —  Los  Angeles  F.  &  M.  Co.  v. 
Thompson,  117  Cal.  594,  49  Pac.  714. 
Me.  —  See  Moore  v.  McKenney,  83  Me. 
80,  21  Atl.  749,  23  Am.  St.  Eep.  753. 
S.  I>.  —  Peet  V.  Dakota,  Fire  &  M.  Ins. 
Co.,  1  S.  D.  462,  47  N.  W.  532. 

[a]  When  it  would  be  a  plain  duty, 
not  merely  a  matter  of  discretion,  to 
set  aside  a  verdict,  a  verdict  may  be 
directed.  Thompson  v.  Pioneer-Press 
Co.,  37  Minn.  285,  33  N.   W.  856. 

88.  G-a.  —  Mercier  v.  Meroier,  43 
Ga.  323.  Ky.  — Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co. 
V.  Chambers,  165  Ky.  703,  178  S.  W. 
1041,  Ann.  Cas.  1917B  471;  American 
Dist.  Tel.  Co.  v.  Oldham,  148  Ky.  320, 
146  S.  W.  764,  Ann.  Cas.  1913E,  376; 
Stephens  v.  Brooks,  2  Bush  137.  Mich. 
Rosie  V.  Willards,  44  Mich.  382,  6  N. 
W.  872.  Pa.  — Fitzwiater  v.  Stout,  16 
Pa.   22. 

See  Rogers  Co.  v.  Meinhardt,  37  Fla. 
480,  19  So.  878. 

fa]  The  scintilla  of  evidence  doc- 
trine requires  the  submission  of  a  case 
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exploded  in  most  jurisdietions,''-and  a  more  reasonable  and  better  rule 
has  been  established,  namely,  that  if  there  is  no  substantial  evidence 
upon  which  the  jury  may  properly  return  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the 
party  having  the  burden  of  proof,*"  the  case  should  be  withdrawn  from 
the  jury  and  a  verdict  directed,  unless,  it  has  been  held,  the  circum- 

to  the  jury  if  there  i3  a  scintilla  of 
evidence  to  support  the  averments  of 
the  party  having  the  burden  of  proof. 
Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Zachary's  Admr.,  32  Ky.  L.  Eep.  678, 
106  S.  W.  842. 

[b]  Definition.  —  "A.  mere  scintilla 
of  evidence,  if  it  means  anything, 
means  the  least  particle  of  evidence, — 
evidence  ■which  without  further  evi- 
dence, is  a  mere  trifle."  Offutt  v. 
Columbia  Exposition,  175  111.  472,  51 
N.  E.  651.  The  doctrine  does  not  pre- 
vail in  Illinois. 

Effect  of  evidence  inconsistent  with 
physical  laws,  see  infra,  this  section. 

89.  Ark.  —  Catlett  v.  St.  Louis,  I. 
M.  &  S.  Ey.  Co.,  57  Ark.  461,  21  S.  W. 
1062,  38  Am.  St.  Eep.  254.  111.  — Of- 
futt V.  Columbian  Exposition,  175  111. 
472,  51  N.  E.  651.  la.  —  Cherry  v.  Des 
Moinea  Leader,  114  Iowa  298,  86  N.  W. 
323,  89  Am.  St.  Eep.  365,  64  L.  E.  A. 
855.  Me.  —  Connor  v.  Giles,  76  Me.  132, 
134.  N.  1>.  —  Duncan  v.  Great  North- 
ern Ey.  Co.,  17  N.  D.  610,  118  N.  W. 
826,  19  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  952.  Eng. 
Eyder  v.  Wombwell,  L.  E.  4  Exeh.  32, 
36. 

90.  U.  S.  —  Empire  State  Cattle  Co. 
V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ey.  Co.,  210  U.  S. 
1,  28  Sup.  Ct.  607,  52  L.  ed.  931;  Sparf 
V.  United  States,  156  U.  S.  51,  15  Sup. 
Ct.  273;  Marion  County  v.  Clark,  94 
U..  S.  278,  284,  24  L.  ed.  59;  Pleasants 
V.  rant,  22  Wall.  116,  122,  22  L.  ed. 
780;  Oudahy  Packing-  Co.  v.  Marcan, 
106  Ted.  645,  45  C.  C.  A.  515,  54  L.  E. 
A.  258.  Ark.  — Catlett  v.  St.  Louis,  I. 
M.  &  S.  Ey.  Co.,  57  Ark.  461,  21  S.  "W. 
10612,  38  Am.  St.  Eep.  254.  Cal.  — Los 
Angeles  P.  &  M.  Co.  v.  Thompson,  117 
Cal.  594,  49  Pac.  714.  111.  — Devine  v. 
Delano,  272  111.  166,  111  N.  E.  742, 
Ann.  Cas.  1918A,  689;  Offutt  V.  World's 
Columbian  Expo.,  175  111.  472,  51  N.  E. 
651;  Bartelott  v.  International  Bank, 
119  111.  259,  9  N.  E.  898.  la.  —  Cherry 
V.  Des  Moines  Leader,  114  Iowa  298,  86 
N.  W.  323,  89  Am.  St.  Eep.  365,  54  L. 
E.  A.  856.  Me.  —  Connor  v.  Giles,  76 
Me.  132.  Md.  —  Belt  «.  Marriott,  9 
Gill  331,  334.  Miss.  —  Illinois  Cent. 
E.  Co.  V.  Boehms,  70  Miss.  11,  12  So. 


23.  Pa. —  Hyatt  v.  Johnston,  91  Pa. 
196.  Eng.  —  Eyder  v.  Wombwell,  L. 
E.  4  Exch.  32,  38. 

[a]  Rule  Stated.  —  (1 )  "  Judges  are 
no  longer  required  to  submit  a  case 
to  the  jury  merely  because  some  evi- 
dence has  been  introduced  by  the  party 
having  the  burden  of  proof,  unless  the 
evidence  be  of  such  a  character  that  it 
would  warrant  the  jury  to  proceed  in 
finding  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  party 
introducing  such  evidence.  Eyder  v. 
Wombwell,  Law  Eep.  4  Exch.  [Eng.] 
39.  Decided  eases  may  be  found  where 
it  is  held  that,  if  there  is  a  scintilla  of 
evidence  in  support  of  a  case,  the 
judge  is  bound  to  leave  it  to  the  jury: 
but  the  modern  decisions  have  estab- 
lished a  more  reasonable  rule;  to  wit, 
that  before  the  evidence  is  left  to  tha 
jury,  there,  is  or  may  be  in  every  case 
a  preliminary  question  for  the  judge, 
not  whether  there  is  literally  no  evi- 
dence, but  whether  there  is  any  upon 
which  a  jury  can  properly  proceed  to 
find  a  verdict  for  the  party  producing 
it,  upon  whom  the  burden  of  proof  is 
imposed."  Marion  v.  Clark,  94  TJ.  S. 
278,  24  L.  ed.  59.  See  also  Hathaway 
V.  East  Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  E.  E.,  29 
Fed.  489.  (2)  The  preliminary  question 
for  the  judge  is  "whether  or  not  thera 
is  any  substantial  evidence  upon  which 
the  jury  can  properly  return  a  verdict 
in  favor  of  the  party  who  produces  it. ' ' 
If  there  is  no  such  evidence,  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  court  to  direct  a  verdict 
against  him.  Cudahy  Packing  Co.  v. 
Marcan,  106  Fed.  645,  45  C.  C.  A.  515, 
54  L.  E.  A.  258.  (3)  The  question  for 
the  judge  is  not  whether  there  is  liter- 
ally no  evidence,  but  whether  there  ii 
none  that  ought  reasonably  to  satisfy 
the  jury  that  the  fact  sought  to  be 
proved  ia  established.  Eyder  v.  Womb- 
well, L.  E.  4  Exch.  (Eng.)  32,  38; 
Jewell  V.  Parr,  13  Com.  Bench  (Eng.) 
909,  916. 

[b]  The  question  Is,  not  whether  on 
all  the  evidence  the  prepondering 
weight  is  in  his  favor,  but  conceding 
'to  all  the  evidence  the  greatest  proba- 
tive force  it  is  entitled  to,  ia  it  suf- 
ficient to  justify  a  verdict.    Pleasants 
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stances  indicate  that  upon  another  trial  the  evidence  may  be  materially 
different.*^  If,  therefore,  there  is  no  evidence  legally  tending  to  prove 
the  essential  averments  of  the  party  having  the  burden  of  proof,"^  or 


V.  Fant,  22  Wall.  (U.  S.)  116,  22  L.  ed, 
780. 

[c]  In  other  words,  when  the  evi- 
dence with  all  the  inferences  that  the 
jury  may  justifiably  draw  from  it,  is 
So  insufficient  to  support  a  verdict  for 
the  party  having  the  burden  of  proof 
that  such  a  verdict,  if  returned,  would 
"be  set  aside,  the  court  may  direct  a 
verdict  for  the  adverse  party.  U.  S. 
Stewart  v.  Sixth  Ave.  E.  Co.,  45  Fed. 
21.  Oal.— Lacey  v.  Porter,  103  Cal.  597, 
37  Pac.  635.  Colo.^Hilburn  v.  Mercan- 
tile Nat.  Bank,  39  Colo.  189,  89  Pac.  45.- 
HI.  —  OfEutt  V.  World's  Columbian 
Expo.,  175  111.  472,  51  N.  E.  651;  Bar- 
telott  V.  International  Bank,  119  111. 
259,  9  N.  E.  898;  Knight  v.  Gaultney, 
23  111.  App.  376.  Tex.  —  Washington 
V.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  E.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  36  S.  "W.  778. 

[d]  Even  though,  there  may  be  some 
conflict  in  the  evidence,  a  verdict  may 
be  directed  under  the  circumstances 
stated  in  the  text.  Cal.  —  In  re  Shar- 
on's Estate,  179  Cal.  447,  177  Pac.  283; 
Lacey  v.  Porter,  103  Cal.  397,  37  Pac. 
635.  Ind. — Faria  v.  Hoberg,  134  Ind. 
B69,  33  N.  E.  1028,  39  Am.  St.  Eep.  261. 
Tex.  —  Lancaster  Gin  &  C.  Co.  v.  Mur- 
ray Ginning  System  Co.,  19  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  110,  47  S.  W.  387. 

[e]  Terms  Defined. —  (1)  When,  in 
jurisdictions  in  which  the  scintilla  rule 
has  been  exploded,  the  -court  states 
that  a  case  should  not  be  taken  from 
the  jury,  if  there  is  "some  evidence," 
"any  evidence,"  "any  evidence  what- 
ever," or  any  evidence  at  all,  it 
means  evidence  legally  sufficient  to 
warrant  a  verdict.  Catlett  v.  St. 
Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ey.  Co.,  57  Ark.  461, 
21  S.  W.  1062,  38  Am.  St.  Eep.  254. 
(2)  By  "evidence  tending  to  prove" 
the  court  means  more  than  a  mere 
scintilla  of  evidence,  but  evidence 
upon  which  the  jury  could  without  act- 
ing unreasonably  in  the  eye  of  the 
law,  decide  in  favor  of  the  party  pro- 
ducing it.  OfEutt  V.  World's  Colum- 
bian Exposition,  175  111.  472,  51  N.  E. 
651;  Bartelott  v.  International  Bank, 
119  HI.  259,  272,  9  N.  E.  898.  See  also 
Devine  v.  Delano,  272  111.  166,  111  N.  E. 
742,  Ann.  Cas.  1918A,  689. 

[f]  In  Massachusetts,  the  rule  ia 


that  if  the  evidence  is  such  that  the 
court  would  set  aside  any  number  of 
verdicts,  the  court  may  direct  a  ver- 
dict. But  if  the  court  would  set  aSide 
one  or  two  verdicts,  but  would  suffer 
a  second  or  third  to  stand,  it  should 
not  take  the  ease  from  the  jury.  Denny 
V.  Williams,  5  Allen  (Mass.)   1,  5. 

As  to  nonsuit,  see  7  Standard  P«oc. 
655,  and  672. 

91.  Pleasants  v.  Fant,  22  Wall.  (TJ. 
S.)  116,  22  L.  ed.  780;  Laeey  r.  Por- 
ter, 103  Oal.  597,  37  Pac.  635. 

[a]  IProcedure. —  (1)  If  it  appears 
that  the  evidence  at  another  trial  may 
be  materially  different,  the  case  should 
be  submitted  to  the  jury  in  order  that 
motion  for  a  new  trial  may  be  made. 
Lacey  v.  Porter,  103  Cal.  597,  605, 
37  Pac.  635.  (2)  If  the  plain- 
tiff's evidence  is  insufficient  to 
warrant  a  verdict  in  his  favor,  he 
can  submit  to  a  nonsuit  and  try  hia 
case  again  if  he  can  strengthen  it;  if 
he  has  done  his  best  he  must  abide  the 
judgment  of  the  court  subject  to  the 
right  of  review.  Pleasants  v.  Fant,  22 
Wall.  (U.  S.)  116,  22  L.  ed.  780.  See 
infra,  XII,  C,  2,  as  to  right  to  move  for 
directed  verdict  at  close  of  plaintiff '• 
case. 

92.  XT.  S.  —  Eichardson  v.  Boston,  19 
How.  263,  15  L.  ed.  639:  Ark.  —  Little 
Eock  &  Ft.  Smith  Ey.  v.  Henson,  39 
Ark.  413.  111.  — Offutt  v.  World's  Co- 
lumbian Exposition,  175  111.  472,  51  N. 
E.  651.  Md.  —  Davia  v.  Barney,  2  Gill 
&  J.  382,  explained,  Cole  v.  Hebb,  7 
Gill  &  J.  20.  Mich.  —  Carver  v.  Detroit 
&  S.  Plank  Eoad  Co.,  61  Mich.  684,  28 
N.  W.  721.  Mont. — See  McKay  v. 
Montana  Union  Ey.  Co.,  13  Mont.  15, 
31  Pac.  999.  N.  C  — Everett  v.  Wil- 
liams, 152  N.  C.  117,  67  S.  E.  265. 
S.  I>.  —  Haugen  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St. 
P.  E.  Co.,  3  S.  D.  394,  53  N.  W.  769. 
Tex.  —  Morris  v.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  43  S.  W.  898.  Eng. 
Jewell  V.  Parr,  13  Com.  Bench  909. 

[a]  But  where  the  plaintiff  refuses 
to  introduce  evidence,  and  the  defend- 
ant does  not  prove  his  cross  demand, 
the  court  should  dismiss  the  action  or 
render  a  judgment  of  nonsuit,  instead 
of  directing  a  verdict  for  the  defend- 

Vol.  XXV 


1062 


VERDICT 


if  there  is  a  mere  scintilla  of  evidence  in  his  favor,'^  or  if  there  is  such 
a  defect  in  his  evidence  that  the  court  would  be  compelled  to  set  aside 
a  verdict  in  his  favor ,^*  or  if  his  proof  or  that  of  the  adverse  party  con- 
clusively establishes  some  afSrmative  defense,^^  the  court  should  direct 
a  verdict  for  the  adverse  party.  So  also  if  the  evidence  of  the  party 
having  the  burden  of  proof  is  absolutely  at  variance  with  recognized 
physical  laws  judicially  noticed,  a  verdict  against  him  may  be  direct- 
edj^"  even  in  jurisdictions  in  which  the  scintilla  rule  prevails.®'^  The 
rule  applies  as  well  where  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  defendant  as 
where  it  is  on  the  plaintiff.  Thus  where  a  defendant  confesses  and 
avoids,  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  may  be  directed  where  no  evidence 
reasonably  tending  to  support  the  affirmative  defenses  is  produced.*' 


ant.  Simmons  v.  Cunningham,  4  Idaho 
426,  39  Pao.  1109. 

As  to  nonsuit  on  this  ground,  see 
7  Standabd  Pkoc.  672. 

93.  IT.  S.  —  Pleasants  v.  Fant,  22 
Wall.  116,  22  L.  ed.  780;  Improvement 
Co.  17.  Munson,  14  Wall.  442,  20  L.  ed. 
867.  111.  — Offutt  V.  World's  Colum- 
bian Exposition,  175  111.  4712,  51  N.  E. 
651;  Bartelott  v.  International  Bank, 
119  111.  259,  9  N.  E.  898.  Md.  — Con- 
solidated/ Gas  &  Elec.  L.  &  P.  Co.  v. 
State,  109  Md.  186,  72  Atl.  651.  N.  Y. 
Bagley  v.  Bowe,  105  N.  Y.  171,  11  N. 
E.  386,  59  Am.  Eep.  488;  Baulee  v. 
New  York  &  H.  R.  Co.,  69  N.  Y.  356, 
17  Am.  Rep.  325.  N.  O. — State  v. 
Vinson,  63  N.  C.  335.  Pa.  — Holland 
V.  Kindregan,  155  Pa.  156,  25  Atl.  1077; 
Howard  Express  Co.  v.  Wile,  64  Pa. 
201.  S.  J>.  —  Peet  v.  Dakota,  Fire  & 
M.  Ins.  Co.,  1  S.  D.  462,  47  N.  W.  532. 
Tex.  —  Scripture  v.  Scottish- American 
Mortg.  Co.,  20  Tex.  Civ.  App.  153,  49 
S.  W.  6i44;  International  &  G.  N.  R. 
Co.  V.  Hall,  12  Tex.  Civ.  App.  11,  33 
S.  W.  127.  Eng.  —  Toomey  v.  London, 
etc.  R.  Co.,  3  C.  B.  N.  S.  146,  150. 

[a]  A  scintilla  of  evidence  or  a 
mere  surmise  that  there  may  have  been 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ants clearly  would  not  justify  the  judge 
in  leaving  the  case  to  the  jury;  there 
must  be  evidence  upon  which  they 
might  reasonably  and  properly  conclude 
that  there  was  negligence.  Toomey  v. 
London,  etc.,  R.'  Co.,  3  C.  B.  N.  S. 
(Eng.)  146,  150.  Compare,  Hodges  v. 
Baltimore  Engine  Co.,  126  Md.  307,  94 
Atl.  1040,  Ann.  Cas.  1917C  766;  Clarke 
V.  Dederick,  31  Md.  148. 

[b]  When  evidence  ceases  to  be  a 
mere  scintilla  and  becomes  of  greater 
weight     is    not    clearly    defined.      Mt. 
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Adams  &  E.  P.  Inclined  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Lowery,  74  Fed.  463,  20  C.  C.  A.  696, 
610. 

94.  XT.  S.  —  Hickman  v.  Jones,  9 
Wall.  (IT.  S.)  197,  201,  19  L.  ed.  551. 
Ind.— Faris  v.  Hoberg,  134  Ind.   269, 

33  N.  E.  1028,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  261.  Md. 
Cole  V.  Hebb,  7  Gill  &  J.  20.  Tex. 
Pope  V.  American  Surety  Co.,  42  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  152,  93  S.  W.  480.  Utah. 
Smalley  v.  Rio  Grande  Western  R.  Co., 

34  Utah  423,  440,  98  Pac.  311. 

[a]  When  some  essential  element 
of  a  cause  of  action  is  not  proved.  Faris 
V.  Hoberg,  134  Ind.  269,  33  N.  E.  1028, 
39  Am.  St.  Rep.  261. 

[b]  Where  plaintiff  fails  to  prove 
that  the  negligence,  charged  was  the 
proximate  cause  of  his  injury.  Cole  v. 
German  Sav.  &  Loan  Soc,  124  Fed.  113, 
59  C.  C.  A.  593,  63  L.  R.  A.  416. 

95.  Horn  «.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co., 
54  Fed.  301,  4  C.  C.  A.  346;  Smalley  v. 
Rio  Grande  Western:  R.  Co.,  34  Utah 
423,  440,  98  Pac.  311. 

96.  Ky.  —  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Chambers,  165  Ky.  703,  178  S.  W.  1041, 
Ann.  Cas.  1917B,  471.  Me.  —  Blumen- 
thal  V.  Boston  &  M.  R.  E.  Co.,  97  Me. 
255,  54  Atl.  747.  N.  Y.  — McKinley  v. 
Metropolitan  St.  Ry.  Co.,  91  App.  Div. 
153,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  461. 

See  14  Enct.  of  Ev.  137. 
Judicial  notice  of  physical  laws,  see 
7  Enct.  op  Ev.  893. 

97.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Cham- 
bers, 165  Ky.  703,  178  S.  W.  1041,  Ann. 
Cas.  1917B,  471. 

98.  Wolff  V.  Campbell,  110  Mo.  114, 
19    S.    W.    622;     ConwiU    v.    Eldridge. 
(Okla.),  177  Pac.  79. 

[a]  It  is  error  to  refuse  the  direc- 
tion. ConwiU  V.  Eldridge  (Okla.),  177 
Pac.  79. 
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Variance  as  a  ground  for  directing  verdict  is  elsewhere  discussed.'' 
Verdict  for  Party  Holding  Burden  of  Proof. —  There  is  a  distinction,  how- 
ever, between  directing  a  verdict  against  and  directing  a  verdict  for 
the  party  having  the  burden  of  proof.  If  the  evidence  of  such  party  is 
oral,  the  adverse  party  is,  on  principle,  entitled  to  have  it  submitted  to 
the  jury,  even  though  it  is  uncontradicted,  for  the  reason  the  credibility 
of  witnesses  is  for  the  jury.^  But  if  his  proof  consists  of  written  evi- 
dence uncontradicted  by  that  of  the  adverse  party,  a  verdict  for  him 
may  be  directed,  as  it  is  for  the  court  to  construe  writings.^  There  are 
authorities,  however,  to  the  effect  that  a  verdict  may  be  directed  for  the 
party  holding  the  burden  of  the  issue  though  his  evidence  is  oral.* 


99.  See  the  title,  "Variance  and 
Failure  of  Proof." 

1.  IT.  S.  —  See  Piekel  v.  Isgrigg,  6 
Fed.  676.  Md.  —  Charleston  Ins.  &  Tr. 
Co.  V.  Corner,  2  Gill  410.  Mich.— Wilson 
V.  Royal  Neighbors,  139  Mich.  423,  102 
N.  W.  957;  Wooden  v.  Durfee,  46  Mich. 
424,  9  N.  W.  457.  Mo.  — Wolff  v. 
Campbell,  110  Mo.  114,  19  S.  W.  622; 
Link  V.  Jackson,  158  Mo.  App.  63,  88, 
139  S.  W.  588;  Atkinson  v.  Illinois 
Milk  Co.,  44  Mo.  App.  153.  N.  O. 
Dobbins  v.  Dobbins,  141  N.  C.  210,  53 
S.  E.  870,  115  Am.  St.  Eep.  682,  10  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  185;  Gwyn  Harper  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Carolina  Cent.  E.  Co.,  128  N.  C. 
280,  38  S.  B.  894,  83  Am.  St.  Eep.  675. 
Pa.  —  Genesee  Fork  Imp.  Co.  i;.  Ives, 
144  Pa.  114,  22  Atl.  887,  13  L.  E.  A. 
4i27. 

See  United  States  v.  Taylor,  3  Mc- 
Crary  500,  11  Fed.  470;  18  Standaed 
PBGC.  951,  note  91;  and  14  Enct.  of 
Ev.  121,  et  seq. 

[a]  Distinction  Noted.  —  A  motion 
for  a  directed  verdict  made  by  the  de- 
fendant admits  the  credibility  of  the 
plaintiff's  witnesses.  But  the  party 
holding  the  affirmative  of  the  issue 
cannot  assume  that  he  has  proved  his 
case,  and  that  his  witnesses  are  cred- 
ible as  a  matter  of  law.  See  Link  v. 
Jackson,  158  Mo.  App.  63,  88,  139  S.  W. 
588. 

[b]  Thus  where  a  plaintiff's  allega- 
tions are  denied  in  the  answer,  and  the 
plaintiff  has  the  burden  of  proof,  and 
makes  out  a  prima  facie  case  by  oral 
evidence,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to 
have  the  issue  of  fact  submitted  to 
the  jury,  though  the  plaintiff's  evi- 
dence is  uncontradicted  and  unim- 
peached,  and  even  though  the  defend- 
ant introduces  no  evidence.  Link  v. 
Jackson,  158  Mo.  App.  63,  88,  139  S. 
W.  588. 


Credibility  of  witnesses  as  a  question 
for  the  jury,  see  21  Standard  Proc. 
859. 

2.  Ind.  —  Gaff  v.  Greer,  88  Ind.  122, 
45  Am.  Eep.  449.  See  Moore  v.  Baker, 
4  Ind.  App.  115,  30  N.  E.  629,  51  Am. 
St.  Eep.  203.  Kan.  —  Irwin  v.  Dole, 
7  Kan.  App.  84,  62  Pac.  916.  Me. 
Moore  v.  McKenney,  83  Me.  80,  21  Atl. 
749,  23  Am.  St.  Eep.  753;  Heath  v. 
Jaquith,  68  Me.  433,  action  on  a.  prom- 
issory note.  Mo.  —  Wolff  v.  Camp- 
bell, 110  Mo.  114,  19  S.  W.  622.  Okla. 
Cockrell  v.  Schmidt,  20  Okla.  207,  94 
Pac.  521,  129  Am.  St.  Eep.  737.  Tex. 
Montgomery  v.  Carlton,  56  Tei.  361, 
where  plaintiff  in  an  action  to  try  title 
proved  a  paper  title  in  himsplf.  W.  Va. 
La  Eue  v.  Lee,  63  W.  Va.  388,.  60  S.  E. 
388,   129   Am.    St.    Eep.    978. 

3.  Mont.  —  Consolidated  G.  &  S. 
Min.  Co.  V.  Strutiers,  41  Mont.  565, 
111  Pac.  152.  Neb.  —  Burke  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  61  Neb.  20,  84  N.  W.  408, 
87  Am.  St.  Eep.  447.  Ore.  — CofOn  v. 
Hutchinson,  22  Ore.  554,  30  Pac.  424. 
Tex.  —  Brown  v.  McKinney  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  208  S.  W.  565.  Wash.  —  Clancy 
V.  Eeis,  5  Wash.  371,  31  Pac.  971.  Eng. 
Davis  V.  Hardy,  6  Barn.  &  Cress.  225, 
13  B.  C.  L.  152. 

See  Skillern  v.  Baker,  82  Ark.  86, 
100  S.   W.  764,  12  Ann.  Cas.  243. 

[a]  If  the  witness  is  biased  by 
interest,  his  testimony  though  uncontra- 
dicted cannot  be  accepted  as  true  as 
a  matter  of  law.  Ark.  —  Skillern  v. 
Baker,  82  Ark.  86,  100  S.  W.  764,  12 
Ann.  Cas.  243.  Minn.  —  Thompson  v. 
Pioneer  Press  Co.,  37  Minn.  285,  33  N. 
W.  856.  N.  Y.  — Eoseberry  v.  Nixon, 
58  Hun  121,  11  N.  Y.  Supp.  523. 

Direction  with  hypothesis,  see  13 
Standard  Proc.  841,  note  88  [a]. 
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Co-Parties.  —  A  verdict  may  be  directed  for  or  against  one  of  several 
co-parties  when  the  evidence  warrants  it.* 

2.  In  Criminal  Oases.  —  a.  Verdict  of  Acquittal.  —  (i.)  in  General. 
A  motion  for  a  peremptory  instruction  to  return  a  verdict  of  acquittal 
is  not  a  proper  remedy  to  raise  the  question  of  former  conviction,^  or 
absence  of  preliminary  examination,®  or  the  constitutionality  of  the 
statute  on  which  the  prosecution  is  based.'^  And  though  it  is  proved  that 
the  indorsement  on  an  indictment  that  the  names  of  witnesses  were  to 
the  grand  jury  unknown  is  false,  it  has  been  held  that  a  motion  to  di- 
rect a  verdict  of  acquittal  may  be  denied.* 

(II.)  On  Indictment  or  Information.  —  Some  authorities  hold  that  a  mo- 
tion for  a  directed  verdict  is  not  a  proper  remedy  to  question  the  suffi- 
ciency of  an  indictment  or  information,"  though  other  authorities  seem 
to  hold  that  it  is  a  proper  remedy." 

(III.)  On  Opening  Statement.  —  It  has  been  held  that  a  court  can  never 
advise  a  jury,  upon  the  opening  statement  of  the  prosecution,'  to  acquit 
a  defendant. ^^  But  there  is  authority  to  the  contrary.^* 


4.  Capital  Traction  Co.  v.  Vawter, 
37  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  29,  Ann.  Cas. 
1912D,  1059  (note) ;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  E. 
Co.  V.  Powell,  25  Tex.  Civ.  App.  91, -60 
S.  W.  979. 

[a]  Where  parties  are  incompetent 
as  witnesses,  (1)  a  verdict  for  a  co- 
defendant  who  is  Improperly  joined  for 
the  purpose  of  excluding  his  testimony, 
and  against  whom  no  evidence  is  intro- 
duced may  be  directed  at  the  close  of 
plaintiff's  case  so  that  he  may  be  a 
witness  for  his  codefendants.  Castle 
V.  Bullard,  23  How.  (U.  S.)  172,  16  L. 
ed.  424;  Bates  v.  Conkling,  10  Wend. 
(N.  T.)  389;  Van  Deusen  v.  Van  Slyck, 
15  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  223.  (2)  The  motion 
is  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the 
court.  Capital  Traction  Co.  v.  Vawter, 
37  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  29,  Ann.  Cas. 
1912D,  1059,  note.  Contra,  Van  Deusen 
V.  Van  Slyck,  15  Johns.  (N.T.)  223; 
Bates  V.  Conkling,  10  Wend.  (N.  T.) 
389,  holding  the  defendant  has  a  right 
to  have  a  verdict  of  acquittal  directed 
that  he  may  be  a  witness  for  his  co- 
defendants.  (3)  But  it  should  not  be 
granted  unless  there  is  strong  reason 
to  believe  that  no  evidence  of  the  lia- 
bility of  the  codefendant  will  be  ad- 
duced later.  Castle  v.  Bullard,  23  How. 
(U.  S.)   172,  16  L.  ed.  424. 

5.  Fugate  v.  Com.,  171  Ky.  227,  188 
S.  W.  324.  See  14  Standard  Peoc.  609. 

6.  State  V.  Barr,  7  Penne.  (Del.)  340, 
358,  79  Atl.  730. 

As  to  proper  remedy,  see  21  Standard 
Pkoc.  523. 
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7.  Cohen  v.  State,  7  6a.  App.  5,  65 
S.  E.  1096;  People  v.  Angle,  170  Mich. 
364,  136  N.  W.  356. 

8.  Kice  V.  State,  3  Kan.  141. 
Effect  of  variance  in  this  respect,  see 

the    title,   "Variance   and.   Failure   of 
Proof." 

9.  State  V.  Beach  (Ind.)  43  N.  E. 
949,  afflrmed,  147  Ind.  74,  46  N.  E.  145, 
36  L.  B.  A.  179;  State  v.  Dennison,  60 
Neb.  157,  82  N.  W.  383.  See  12  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  660,  and  supplement  thereto. 

[a]  The  reason  is  that  if  a  verdict 
is  directed  on  the  ground  that  the  in- 
dictment does  not  state  a  public  offense, 
the  defendant  would  go  free,  and  can- 
not again  be  tried  for  the  offense 
charged.  State  v.  Beach  (Ind.),  43  N. 
E.  949,  afflrmed,  147  Ind.  74,  46  N.  E. 
145,  36  L.  E.  A.  179. 

10.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  A  verdict  of  acquittal  may  not 
be  directed  because  of  (1)  defects  in 
an  indictment  or  information,  unless 
they  are  such  as  would  be  fatal  on  mo- 
tion in  arrest  of  judgment.  Stearns  v. 
United  States,  152  Fed.  900,  82  C.  C.  A. 
48.  (2)  When  the  indictment  will  not 
support  a  conviction,  the  court  should 
on  request,  give  "the  general  affirma- 
tive charge  with  hypothesis."  Cagl» 
V.  State,  151  Ala.  84,  44  So.  381. 

11.  People  V.  StoU,  143  Cal.  €89,  77 
Pae.  818. 

12.  See  infra,  this  note  and  State  v. 
Welty,  65  Wash.  244,  118  Pae.  9,  hold- 
ing motion  properly  overruled  under 
the  facts. 
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(IV.)  On  Evidence.  -  In  a  criminal  prosecution,  a  trial  court  may  di- 
rect," or  under  statute,  advise,"  a  verdict  of  acquittal  if  it  deems  the 
evidence  insufficient  to  warrant  a  conviction  of  an  accused.  It  may  do 
so  if  there  is  no  evidence  whatever  for  the  prosecution,^'  or  if  the  evi- 
dence does  not  as  a  matter  of  law  come  up  to  the  standard  which  the 
law  requires  in  quantity  or  quality  to  warrant  a  conviction.^''  An  ac- 
quittal of  one  of  several  co-defendants  may  be  directed  in  a  proper 


[a]  Rule  Stated.  — "Where,  by  the 
opening  statement  for  the  prosecution 
in  a  criminal  trial,  and  after  full  op- 
portunity for  the  correction  of  any  am- 
biguity, error  or  omission  in  the  state- 
ment, a  fact  is  clearly  and  deliberately 
admitted  which  must  necessarily  pre- 
vent a  conviction  and  require  an  ac- 
quittal, the  court  may,  upon  its  motion 
or  that  of  counsel,  close  the  case  by 
directing  a  verdict  for  the  accused." 
United  States  v.  Dietrich,  126  Ted.  676. 

13.  ria.  — Hughes  v.  State,  61  Tla. 
32,  55  So.  463.  Ind.  — State  v.  McCaf- 
frey, 181  Ind.  200,  103  N.  E.  801.  la. 
See  State  v.  Myer,  69  Iowa  148,  28  N. 
W.  484.  Ky.  —  Daniel  v.  Com.,  170  Ky. 
693,  186  S.  W.  489  (the  court  may  di- 
rect a  dismissal  or  direct  a  verdict) ; 
Blankenship  v.  Com.,  147  Ky.  768,  145 
S.  W.  752;  Com.  v.  Murphy,  33  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  141,  109  S.  W.  353.  N,  D.  — See 
State  V.  Hunskor,  16  N.  D.  420,  114 
N.  W.  996.  Ore.  —  See  State  v.  Couper, 
32  Ore.  212,  49  Pac.  959;  State  v. 
Jones,  18  Ore.  256,  22  Pac.  840. 

[a]  In  Louisiana,  the  judge  cannot 
take  the  case  from  the  jury  on  the 
ground  of  want  of  evidence.  State  v. 
Dudenhefer,  122  La.  288,  47  So.  614. 

14.  See  the  statutes  and  the  follow- 
ing: Cal.  —  People  v.  Ward,  145  Cal. 
736,  79  Pac.  448;  People  v.  StoU,  143 
Cal.  689,  77  Pac.  818;  People  v.  Dan- 
iels, 105  Cal.  262,  38  Pac.  720.  Idaho. 
State  V.  Downing,  23  Idaho  540,  130 
Pac.  461;  State  v.  Peck,  14  Idaho  712, 
95  Pac.  515;  State  v.  Wright,  112  Idaho 
212,  85  Pac.  493.  N.  Y.  — People  v. 
Tuczkewitz,  149  N.  T.  240,  43  N.  E, 
548;  People  V.  Gresser,  124  N.  T.  Supp. 
581.  N.  D.  — State  v.  Wright,  20  N.  D. 
216,  126  N.  W.  1023.  Okla.  —  Taylor  v. 
Territory,  2  Okla.  Grim.  1,  99  Pac.  628. 
S.  D.  — State  v.  Stone,  30  S.  D.  23,  137 
N.  W.  606. 

[a]  '  'Advise' '  Not  "IHrect.' '  —  (1) 
The  court  has  no  power  under  this  stat- 
ute to  summarily  direct  the  jury  to  ac- 
quit. It  can  simply  advise  them  to  do 
so,  an  advice  which  they  are  not  bound 


to  follow,  under  some  statutes.  People 
V.  StoU,  143  Cal.  689,  77  Pac.  818  (see 
this  case  as  to  the  effect  of  verdict  of 
acquittal  as  a  bar);  People  v.  Robert*, 
114  Cal.  67,  45  Pac.  1016;  People  v. 
Daniels.  105  Cal.  262,38  Pac.  720;  State 
V.  Peck,  14  Idaho  712,  95  Pac.  515.  (2) 
But  other  statutes  provide  "they  must 
follow  the  advice."  N.  Y.  Code  Crim. 
Proc,  §410;  People  v.  Ledwon,  153  N. 
Y.  10,  16,  46  N.  E.  1046. 

[b]  But  the  fact  that  counsel  in  his 
motion  uses  the  word  "instruct"  in- 
stead of  "advise"  does  not  justify  a 
denial  of  the  motion.  People  v.  Ward, 
145  Cal.  736,  79  Pac.  448. 

15.  Ind.  — State  v.  Trove,  1  Ind. 
App.  553,  27  N.  E.  878.  la.  —  State  v. 
Myer,  69  Iowa  148,  28  N.  W.  484;  State 
V.  Smith,  28  Iowa  565.  Ky.  —  Com.  v. 
Murphy,  33  Ky.  L.  Kep.  141,  109  S.  W. 
353.  Mo.  —  State  v.  Daubert, '42  Mo. 
242.  N.  Y.  — People  v.  Ledwon,  153  N. 
Y.  10,  16,  46  N.  E.  1046. 

16.  tJ.  S.  —  Duff  V.  United  States, 
185  Fed.  101,  107  C.  C.  A.  319;  Union 
Pacific  Coal  Co.  v.  United  States,  173 
Fed.  737,  97  C.  C.  A.  578.  Ha.  — Mc- 
Cray  v.  State,  45  Ha.  80,  34  So.  5.  Me. 
State  V.  Simpson,  113  Me.  27,  92  Atl. 
898.  Mich.  —  People  v.  Minney,  155 
Mich.  534,  119  N.  W.  91S.  Mo.— State 
V.  Daubert,  42  Mo.  |242.  N.  Y.  ^  People 
V.  Ledwon,  153  N.  Y.  10,  16,  46  N.  E. 
1046. 

[a]  Unless  there  is  substantial  evi- 
dence of  facts  which  exclude  every 
other  hypothesis  but  that  of  guilt,  it 
is  the  duty  of  the  trial  court  to  instruct 
the  jury  to  rlturn  a  verdict  for  the  ac- 
cused. Isbell  V.  United  States,  227  Fed. 
788,  142  C.  C.  A.  312;  Union  Pac.  Coal 
Co.  V.  United  States,  173  Fed.  737,  97 
C.  C.  A.  578;  State  v.  Young,  237  Mo. 
170,  140  S.  W.  873. 

[b]  Where  the  evidence  raises  a 
mere  suspicion  of  guilt  of  the  accused, 
the  court  may  direct  a  verdict.  High 
17.  State,  2  Okla.  Crim.  161,  101  Pac. 
115.  See  also  Blankenship  v.  Com.,  147 
Ky.  768,  145  S.  W.  752. 
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case.^'   But  if  the  evidence  warrants  a  cbnviction  on  one  of  several 
counts,  a  general  verdict  of  acquittal  will  not  be  directed.^' 

b.  Verdict  of  Conviction.  —  According  to  the  weight  of  authority,  a 
court  has  no  power  to  direct  a  verdict  of  guilty  in  a  criminal  prosecu- 
tion in  which  a  plea  of  not  guilty  has  been  entered.^*  But  in  some  states 


[c]  Wlten  the  evidence  is  so  slight 
that  a  verdict  would  not  be  allowed  to 
stand,  (1)  it  is  the  duty  of  the  presid- 
ing judge  to  direct  a  verdict  of  acquit- 
tal. State  V.  Simpson,  113  Me.  27,  92 
Atl.  898.  (2)  If  there  is  a  mere  scin- 
tilla of  evidence,  an  acquittal  will  be 
advised.  People  v.  Ledwon,  153  N.  T. 
10,  18,  46  N.  B.  1046. 

[d]  Where  the  only  evidence  of 
guilt  is  the  testimony  of  an  accomplice, 
an  acquittal  may  be  directed  or  ad- 
vised. Ariz.  —  Reynolds  «.  State,  14 
Ariz.  302,  127  Pac.  731.  Ky,  —  Lane  v. 
Com.,  134  Ky.  519,  121  S.  W.  486.  Okla. 
Thompson  v.  State,  9  Okla.  Crim.  525, 
132  Pac.  695.  Wis.  —  Murphy  v.  State, 
124  Wis.  635,  102  N.  W.  1087. 

[e]  If  an  essential  element  of  the 
offense  is  not  proved,  an  acquittal  may 
be  directed  or  advised.  People  v.  Ben- 
nett, 49  N.  Y.  137. 

[f  ]  If  the  crime  Is  not  proved  to  have 
been  committed  in  the  county,  a  gen- 
eral a.fBrmative  charge  for  the  defend- 
ant should  be  given.  Stone  v.  State, 
105  Ala.  60,  17  So.  114. 

17.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Eule  Stated. —  (1)  If  no  evi- 
dence is  given  to  affect  a  material  wit- 
ness improperly  made  a  codefendant 
for  the  purpose  of  excluding  his  testi- 
mony, the  court  may  direct  an  acquittal 
of  such  defendant  to  give  the  other  de- 
fendants an  opportunity  to  avail  them- 
selves of  his  testimony.  State  u.  Gus- 
tavo, 27  La.  Ann.  395;  State  v.  Alex- 
ander, 2  Mill.  Const.  (S.  C.)  171;  1 
Arehbold's  Crim.  Pr.  [8  Ed.]  476.  See 
3  Enct.  of  El?.  213.  (2)  The  matter 
rests  in  the  discretion  of  the  court. 
Goldman  v.  State,  75  Md.  621,  23  Atl. 
1097. 

[b]  As  to  consent  of  state  to  entry 
of  verdict,  see  Goldman  v.  State,  75  Md. 
621,  23  Atl.  1097. 

18.  State '«.  Terry,  7B  N.  J.  L.  375, 
61  Atl.  148. 

19.  TJ.  S.  —  Konda  v.  United  States, 
166  Fed.  91,  92  C.  C.  A.  75,  22  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  304;  Breese  v.  United  States, 
108  Fed.  804,  48  C.  C.  A.  36;  United 
States  V.  Taylor,  3  McCrary  500,  11 
Fed.  470.    Ooim.  —  State  v.  Buonomo, 
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87  Conn.  285,  87  Atl.  977.  D.  O.  —  Mas- 
ters f.  United  States,  42  App.  Cas.  350, 
Ann.  Cas.  1916A,  1243.  Ga.  — Tucker 
V.  State,  57  Ga.  503.  HI.  —  People  v. 
Koehler,  146  111.  App.  641,  under  stat- 
ute. Kan.  —  State  v.  Wilson,  62  Kan. 
621,  64  Pac.  23,  52  L.  E.  A.  679.  Mo. 
State  V.  McNamara,  212  Mo.  150,  110 
S.  W.  1067;  State  v.  Picker,  64  Mo. 
App.  126.  Mont.  —  State  ex  rel.  Eow« 
V.  Silver  Bow  Dist.  Ct.,  44  Mont.  318, 
119  Pac.  1103,  Ann.  Cas.  1913B,  396; 
State  V.  Koch,  33  Mont.  490,  85  Pac. 
272,  8  Ann.  Cas.  804,  note,  a  murder 
ease.  N.  J.  —  State  v.  Self ert,  86  N.  J. 
L.  706,  92  Atl.  345.  N.  M.  —  Territory 
V.  West,  14  N.  M.  546,  99  Pac.  343; 
Territory  v.  Kee,  5  N.  M.  510,  25  Pac. 
924.  N.  Y.  — People  v.  Walker,  198  N. 
Y.  329,  91  N.  E.  806;  Breen  v.  People, 
4  Park  Cr.  380;  Howell  v.  People,  5 
Hun  620.  N.  C  — State  v.  Godwin,  145 
N.  C.  461,  59  S.  E.  132;  State  v.  Eiley, 
113  N.  C.  648,  18  S.  E.  168.  Ore. 
State  V.  Keed,  52  Ore.  377,  97  Pae.  627. 
Pa.  —  Com.  V.  Marcinko,  242  Pa.  388, 
89  Atl.  457;  Shaffner  v.  Com.,  72  Pa. 
60,  13  Am.  Eep.  649.  See  Com.  v.  Gam- 
ble, 36  Pa.  Super.  146.  Tenn,  — Shipp 
V.  State,  128  Tenn.  499,  161  S.  W.  1017, 
a  felony  case.  Tex.  —  Potts  v.  State, 
45  Tex.  Crim.  45,  74  S.  W.  31.  Wash. 
State  V.  Holmes,  68  Wash.  7,  122  Pae. 
345.  See  14  Standard  Pkoc.  449. 

[a]  Though  the  incriminating  evi- 
dence is  uncontradicted  or  conclusive, 
the  court  cannot  direct  a  verdict  of 
guilty  in  a  felony  case.  Shipp  r.  State, 
128  Tenn.  499,  161  S.  W.  1017;  See  also 
United  States  v.  Taylor,  3  McCrary  (U. 
S.)  500,  11  Fed.  470. 

[b]  But  a  charge  that  if  the  jury 
tielieve  certain  undisputed  evidence  (1) 
beyond  all  reasonable  doubt,  they  can- 
not acquit  the  defendant,  is  not  in  vio- 
lation of  this  rule.  Jones  v.  State,  145 
Ala.  51,  40  So.  947;  Bell  v.  State,  104 
Ala.  79,  15  So.  557;  Lewis  v.  State,  14 
Ala.  App.  72,  71  So.  617.  See  also  State 
».  Buonomo,  87  Conn.  285,  87  Atl.  977; 
State  V.  Eiley,  113  N.  C.  648,  18  S.  E. 
168.  (2)  Such  an  instruction  is  not  a 
direction  of  a  verdict.  Everett  *.  Wil- 
liams, 162  N.  C,  117,  67  6.  E.  265. 
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it  is  held  that  the  court  may  direct  a  verdict  of  guilty  under  certain 
circumstances.^" 

C.  Proceedings.  —  1.  Propriety  and  Necessity  of  Motion.  —  A  ver- 
dict may  be  directed  by  a  court  on  his  own  motion,^^  or  on  motion  of 
counsel.^^ 

2.  Time  for.  —  It  is  error  to  direct  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  at  the 
close  of  his  ease  without  allowing  the  defendant  an  opportunity  to  in- 
troduce competent  evidence.^'  But  a  defendant  may  move  for  a  di- 
rected verdict  at  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  opening  statement,^*  at  the 
close  of  the  plaintiff's  evidence,*'  or  at  the  close  of  the  whole  case.^^ 


Instruction  as  to  finding  on  plea  of 
once  in  jeopardy,  see  14  Standard  Pboc. 
622,  note  95. 

20.  United  States  r.  Anthony,  11 
Blatchf.  200,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,459. 
See  People  v.  Creeks,  170  Cal.  368,  149 
Pac.  821. 

[aj  In  Arkansas,  (1)  a  trial  court 
may  direct  9,  jury  to  return  a  verdict 
of  guilty  where  imprisonment  is  not  a 
part  of  the  punishment.  Paxton  v. 
State,  114  Ark.  393,  170  S.  W.  80,  Ann. 
Cas.  1916A,  1239  (note);  Eoberts  v. 
State,  84  Ark.  564,  106  S.  W.  952.  (2) 
"But  this  should  be  done  only  when 
the  evidence  is  reasonable  and  consist- 
ent, and  the  witnesses  stand  unim- 
peaehed  on  account  of  either  bias  or 
prejudice,  and  nothing  is  shown  in  the 
evidence  which  would  raise  any  ques- 
tion as  to  their  veracity,  and  the  evi- 
dence offered  is  of  such  a  nature  that 
it  would  be  arbitrary  and  capricious 
for  a  jury  to  refuse  to  believe  the  wit- 
nesses and  the  proof  is  such  that  rea- 
sonable minds  could  draw  only  one  con- 
clusion from  the  evidence,  that  conclu- 
sion being  the  guilt  of  the  party." 
Paxton  V.  State,  114  Ark.  393,  170  S.  W. 
80,  Ann.  Cas.  1916A,  1239. 

[b]  In  Michigan,  upon  a  plea  of  not 
guilty,  where  the  facts  are  not  con- 
ceded, a  verdict  of  guilty  must  be  ren- 
dered by  the  jury  rather  than  by  the 
court.  It  is  the  right  of  the  trial  judge 
to  inform  a  jury  that  it  is  their  duty 
to  bring  in  a  verdict  of  guilty  if  in  his 
judgment  the  evidence  in  the  case  and 
the  law  applicable  thereto  warrants 
such  an  instruction.  But  he  may  not 
go  further  and  compel  them  to  follow 
his  instructions.  People  v.  Worges,  176 
Mich.  685,  142  N.  W.  1100;  People  v. 
Doyle,  160  Mich.  423,  125  N.  W.  358; 
People  V.  North,  153  Mich.  612,  117  N. 
W.  63.  Compare  People  v.  Curry,  163 
Mich.  180,  128  N.  W.  213. 


21.  People  1;.  Ledwon,  153  N.  Y.  10, 
16,  46  N.  E.  1046  (a  criminal  case); 
Gobbel  «.  Columbia  By.  G.  &  E.  Co., 
107  S.  C.  367,  93  S.  E.  137.    , 

22.  Gobbel  v.  Columbia  By.  G.  &  B. 
Co.,  107  S.  C.  367,  93  S.  E.  137. 

23.  Porter  v.  White,  127  N.  C.  73,  37 
S.  E.  88. 

24.  Oscanyan  v.  Arms  Co.,  103  U.  S. 
261,  26  L.  ed.  539.  See  sv/pra,  XII,  B,  1, 
b;  XII,  B,  2,  a,  (III). 

25.  U.  S.  — Grand  Trunk  B.  Co.  ■». 
Cummings,  106  U.  S.  700,  1  Sup.  Ct.  493, 
27  L.  ed.  266.  Ark.  — Grooms  v.  NefE 
Harness  Co.,  79  Ark.  401,  96  S.  W.  136. 
HI., —  Bartelott  v.  International  Bank, 
119  HI.  259,  269  9  N.  E.  898.  Md. 
See  Crean  v.  McMahon,  106  Md.  507, 
68  Atl.  265.  Mo.  —  Harris  v.  Woody,  9 
Mo.  113;  Eucker  v.  Eddings,  7  Mo.  115. 
Utah.  —  Smalley  v.  Bio  Grande  West- 
ern E.  Co.,  34  Utah  423,  98  Pac.  311. 

Contra,  Kaley  v.  Van  Ostrand,  134 
Wig.  443,  114  N.  W.  817,  the  motion  is  , 
premature  if  made  before  both  parties 
rest.  See  also  Hines  v.  MoLellan,  117 
Ga.  845,  45S.  E.  279,  holding  that  where 
the  plaintiff  hai  failed  to  make  out  a 
prima  facie  ease,  it  is  error  to  direct  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant  at  the  con- 
elusion  of  the  plaintiff's  evidence.  A 
nonsuit  should  be  awarded,  thereby  re- 
serving to  him  the  right  to  institute  a 
subsequent  action.  Compare  Thompson 
V.  Etowah  Iron  Co.,  91  Ga.  538,  17  S.  E. 
663  (holding  there  is  no  error  where  the 
court  allows  the  plaintiff  an  opportu- 
nity to  submit  to  a  nonsuit) ;  Eyder  v. 
Wombwell,  L.  E.  4  Exeh.  (Eng.)  32,  36, 
the  court  should  grant  a  nonsuit  if  the 
burden  is  on  the  plaintiff,  or  direct  a 
verdict  if  on  the  defendant. 

26.  Bartelott  v.  International  Bank, 
119  111.  259,  269,  9  N.  B.  898;  Dow  v. 
Kansas  City  So.  Ey.  Co.,  116  Mo.  App. 
555,  92  S.  W.  744. 

[a]     A  faJlur?,  at  the  close  of  the 
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The  court  may  recall  a  jury  after  submission  of  the  case  to  them  and 
before  verdict  and  direct  a  verdict.^' 

3.  Requisites  of  Motion.  —  A  motion  for  a  directed  verdict  need  not 
be  in  writing.^^  It  may  be  informal,^'  and  is  frequently  made  by  pre- 
senting to  the  court  a  peremptory  instruction  to  be  given  or  refused.'" 
The  particular  grounds  upon  which  verdict  is  directed  must  be  stated'^ 


platatiff's  evidence,  to  ask  a,  peremp- 
tory instruction  (1)  does  not  preclude 
a  motion  by  the  defendant  at  the  close 
of  the  whole  evidence.  Travelers'  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Randolph,  78  Fei.  754,  24  C.  C. 
A.  305;  Bartelott  v.  International  Bank, 
119  111.  259,  269,  9  N.  E.  898.  (2)  But 
see  Price  v.  Phoenix  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co., 
17  Minn.  497,  10  Am.  Eep.  166,  hold- 
ing the  court  may  decline  to  pass  on  » 
motion  made  when  both  parties  have 
rested,  when  no  motion  to  dismiss  has 
been  made  and  when  other  instructions 
are  requested. 

[b]  A  peremptory  instruction  sub- 
mitted with  other  instructions  may  be 
denied.  Ewen  v.  Wilbor,  208  111.  492, 
70  N.  E.  575;  West  Chicago  St.  E.  E. 
Co.  V.  Yund,  169  111.  47,  48  N.  B.  208. 
See  Price  v.  Phoenix  Mut.  I/.  Ins.  Co., 
17  "Minn.  497,  10  Am.  Eep.  166. 

[ej  Before  Argument.  —  Not  per- 
missible under  Florida  statute.  Florida 
Cent.  &  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Seymour,  44  Fla. 
557,  33  So.  424. 

[d]  Before  Close  of  Defendant's 
Case.  —  Where  defendant's  own  testi- 
mony discloses  that  he  has  no  case  and 
he  is  the  only  witness  having  personal 
knowledge  of  the  facts  in  issue,  a  ver- 
dict may  be  directed  before  the  close 
of  his  case.  Williamsburg  City  Fire 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Liehtenstein,  181  App.  Div. 
681,  169  N.  T.  Supp.  146. 

[eJ  Most  properly  made  at  the  close 
of  all  the  testimony.  McCown  v.  Mul- 
drow,  91  S.  C.  623,  74  S.  E.  386,  Ann, 
Cas.  1914A,  139. 

27.  Ga.  —  Waters  v.  Supreme  Con- 
clave, 105  Ga.  151,  31  S.  E.  155.  lU. 
Garrett  v.  John  V.  Parwell  Co.,  102  111, 
App.  31.  Ind.  —  McClaren  v-  Indian- 
apolis &  V.  E.  Co.,  83  Ind.  319.  Me, 
Heath  v.  Jaquith,  68  Me.  433. 

[a]  When  the  jury  report  their  in- 
ability to  agree,  the  court  may  direct  a 
verdict.   Heath  v.  Jaquith,  68  Me.  433. 

[b]  But  the  court  may  refuse  an  in- 
struction made  after  the  submission  of 
the  case  to  the  jury.  Starkweather  v. 
Maginnis,  196  111.  274,  63  N.  E.  692. 

28.  Southern  lee  Co.  v.  Black,   136 
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Tenn.  391,  189  S.  W.  861. 

29.  See  infra,  this.  note. 

[a]  A  motion  in  form  to  discharge 
the  accused,  or  dismiss  the  indictment 
may  be  regarded,  as  in  substance,  a  re- 
quest to  direct  an  acquittal,  or  to  in- 
struct the  jury,  as  a  matter  of  law, 
that  the  prisoner  cannot  be  convicted. 
People  V.  Ledwon,  153  N.  Y.  10,  17,  46 
N.  E.  1046. 

[b]  The  movant  need  not  formulate 
the  evidence  and  sign  a  statement  as 
in  the  case  of  a  demurrer  to  the  evi- 
dence. Southern  Ice  Co.  v.  Black,  136 
Tenn.  391,  189  S.  W.  861. 

30.  Swift  &  Co.  1).  Fue,  167  111.  443, 
47  N.  E.  761;  Bartelott  v.  International 
Bank,  119  111.  259,  269,  9  N.  E.  898; 
Boss  V.  Kohler,  163  Ky.  583,  174  S.  W. 
36,  L.  E.  A.  1915D,  621. 

[a]  An  instruction  in  writing  must 
be  offered.  Boss  v.  Kohler,  163  Ky.  583, 
174  S.  W.  36,  L,.  E.  A.  1915D,  681. 

31.  N.  I>.  —  Hanson  v.  Lindstrom, 
15  N.  D.  684,  108  N.  W.  798.  S.  D, 
State  V.  Kirby,  34  S.  D.  281,  148  N.  W. 
533;  Tanderup  v.  Hansen,  8  S.  D.  375, 
66  N.  W.  1073.  Utah.  — Smalley  v.  Eio 
Grande  Western  E.  Co.,  34  Utah  423, 
442,  98  Pac.  311.  Vt.  — State  v.  Nulty, 
57  Vt.  543. 

[a]  Wherein  the  facts  proved  fail 
to  constitute  an  offense,  (1)  must  be 
pointed  out  (State  v.  Tamler,  19  Ore, 
528,  25  Pac.  71;  State  v.  Kirby,  34  S.  D, 
281,  148  N.  W.  533),  unless  (2)  the  fail- 
ure is  total.  State  v.  Tamler,  19  Ore. 
528,  25  Pac.  71,  9  L.  E.  A.  863. 

[b]  But  the  reasons  supporting  the 
grounds  need  not  be  stated.  Smalley  v. 
Eio  Grande  Western  E.  Co.,  34  Utah 
423,  445,  98  Pac.  311. 

[cj  A  failure  to  specify  the  grounds 
will  not  cause  a  reversal  of  the  ruling, 
if  the  grounds  are  otherwise  made  man- 
ifest, and  the  defects  on  which  the  rul- 
ing is  based  do  not  admit  of  correction 
and  cannot  be  corrected  even  if  direct 
attention  is  called  to  them.  Smalley  v. 
Eio  Grande  Western  E.  Co.,  34  Utah 
423,  445,  98  Pac.  311. 
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in  the  motion,  or  in  the  direction  of  the  verdict.^^ 

4.  Hearing  and  Determination  of  Motion.^'  —  A  motion  made  at  the 
close  of  the  plaintiff 's  or  of  the  state 's  case,  is  held  by  some  authorities 
to  be  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the  court,^*  and  not  reviewable  on 
exception.^*  The  same  is  held  by  some  authorities  in  criminal  cases  of 
a  motion  made  at  the  conclusion  of  all  the  evidence.^" 

The  same  rules  for  determining  the  sufficiency  of  evidence  as  obtain 
on  hearings  of  demurrers  to  the  evidence  and  motions  for  nonsuit  gov- 
ern the  hearing  of  a  motion  for  a  directed  verdict,^^  rather  than  the 
principles  and  rules  -which  govern  the  granting  of  a  new  trial.'^  The 
court  cannot  weigh  the  evidence,^'  or  pass  on  the  credibility  of  wit- 
nesses.*" It  must  take  the  evidence  for  the  adverse  party  as  true,*^  and 
draw  every  reasonable  inference  in  his  favor  fairly  deducible  there- 
from,*^ and  determine  whether  or  not  under  the  law  a  verdict  might 
be  found  for  the  party  having  the  onus.*^  "While  contradictory  evidence 
of  the  defendant  moving  for  a  verdict,  is  not  considered/*  the  plaintiff 


32.  See  infra,  XII,  C,  5. 

33.  Presence  of  jury  during  argu- 
ment, see  17  Standard  Proc.  456. 

34.  Del.  —  State  v.  Xynn,  3  Penne. 
316,  51  Atl.  878.  N.  J.  —  State  v.  Metz- 
ger,  82  N.  J.  L.  749,  82  Atl.  330;  State 
V.  Lieberman,  80  N.  J.  L.  506,  79  Atl. 
331;  State  v.  Brown,  72  N.  J.  L.  354, 
60  Atl.  1117.  Pa.  —  Com.  v.  George,  13 
Pa.  Super.  542. 

Compare  supra,  XII,  B,  1,  c;  XII,  B, 
2,  a,  (IV). 

Waiver  of  error  in  overruling  motion, 
see  infra,  XII,  C,  7. 

35.  Detroit  Crude-Oil  Co.  v.  Grable, 
94  Fed.  73,  36  C  C.  A.  94. 

36.  Hughes  v.  State,  61  Fla.  32,  55 
So.  463;  McCray  v.  State,  45  Fla.  80, 
34  So.  5;  State  v.  Collins,  24  E.  I.  242, 
52  Atl.  990.  See  also  Bishop  v.  State, 
18  Ga.  App.  714,  90  S.  E.  369,  holding 
it  is  never  error  to  refuse  to  direct  a 
verdict. 

37.  D.  C  —  Hardy  v.  Wise,  5  App. 
Cas.  108.  Fla.  —  Gravette  v.  Turner,  81 
So.  476.  Ore.  —  Sorenson  v.  Smith,  65 
Ore.  78,  129  Pae.  757,  131  Pac.  1022, 
Ann.  Cas.  1915A,  1127. 

See  supra,  XII,  B,  1,  e. 
As  to  demurrer  to   evidence,  see   7 
Standard  Pkoc.  4,  5,  and  6. 

38.  Gravette  v.  Turner  (Fla.),  81  So. 
476.   See  supra,  XII,  B,  1,  c. 

39.  U.  S.  —  Pleasants  v.  Fant,  '22 
Wall.  116,  22  L.  ed.  780;  Mt.  Adams  & 
E.  P.  Inclined  Ey.  Co.  v.  Lowery,  74 
Fed.  463,  20  C.  C.  A.  596,  610.  111. 
Brezinski  v.  Swift  &  Co.,  91  111.  App. 
537.    R.  I.  —  Dawley  v.   Congdon,  105 


Atl.  393.  Vt.  —  Bass  v.  Eublee,  76  Vt. 
395,  57  Atl.  965. 

See  supra,  XII,  B,  1,  c. 

40.  Brezinski  v.  Swift  &  Co.,  91  HI. 
App.  537;  Dawley  v.  Congdon  (E.  I.), 
105  Atl.  393. 

41.  U.  S.  —  Parks  v.  Eoss,  11  How. 
362,  372,  13  L.  ed.  730;  Chicago  G.  W. 
R.  Co.  V.  Healy,  86  Fed.  245,  30  C.  C. 

A.  11.  Fla.  —  Gravette  v.  Turner,  81  So. 
476.  la.  —  Griffin  v.  Chicago  E.  I.  &  P. 
Ry.  Co.,  68  Iowa  638,  27  N.  W.  792.  Ky. 
Stevenson  v.  Yates,  183  Ky.  196,  208  S. 
W.  820;  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Cham- 
bers, 165  Ky.  703,  178  S.  W.  1041,  Ann. 
Cas.  191 7B,  471.  Mich.  — Noble  v.  Pir- 
son,  204  Mich.  306,  169  N.  W.  860. 
Mont.  —  Mayer  v.  Carothers,  14  Mont. 
274,  288,  36  Pac.  182.  Mo.  —  Glasscock 
V.  SwofEord  Bros.  Dry  ftoods  Co.  (Mo. 
App.),  74  S.  W.  1039,  reversed,  106  Mo. 
App.  657,  80  S.  W.  364. 

42.  U.  S.  —  Parks  v.  Eoss,  11  How. 
362,  372,  13  L.  ed.  730;  Mt.  Adams  & 

B.  P.  Inclined  Ey.  Co.  v.  Lowery,  74 
Fed.  463,  20  C.  C.  A.  •596,  610.  Ky. 
Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Chambers,  165 
Ky.  703,  178  S.  W.  1041,  Ann.  Cas. 
191 7B,  471.  Mich.  —  Burghardt  v.  De- 
troit United  Ey.,  206  Mich.  545,  173  N. 
W.  360,  5  A.  L.  E.  1333;  Gibbons  v. 
Farwell,  63  Mich.  344,  29  N.  W.  855,  6 
Am.  St.  Eep.  301.  Ore.  —  Sherman, 
Clay  &  Co.  V.  Bufifum  &  Pendleton,  91 
Ore.  352,  179  Pae.  241.  R.  I.  — Dawley 
V.  Congdon,  105  Atl.  393. 

43.  Mt.  Adams  &  E.  P.  Inclined  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Lowery,  74  Fed.  463,  20  C.  C.  A. 
596,  610. 

44.  Glasscock  v.  Swofiford  Bros.  Dry 
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must  be  given  the  benefit  of  the  defendant's  evidence  when  determining 
whether  he  has  made  a  case  sufficient  to  go  to  the  jury.*''  Doubts  as  to 
whether  a  verdict  should  be  directed  should  be  resolve^  in  favor  of  the 
submission  of  the  case  to  the  jury.*' 

The  court  is  not  required  to  specially  find  the  facts  before  a  verdict 
may  be  directed.*' 

5.  Form  of  Direction.  —  A  direction  to  find  a  particular  verdict  need 
not  be  in  writing,  as  a  general  rule,**  but  the  court  in  directing  the  ver- 
dict should  indicate  the  question  of  law  that  takes  the  case  from  the 
jury.*' 

6.  Proceedings  After  Granting  Motion,  —  Ordinarily  when  a  mo- 
tion for  a  directed  verdict  is  granted,  the  cause  is  submitted  to  the  jury, 
to  render  the  verdict  directed,'"  but  a  failure  to  observe  this  formality 
is  not  fatal,  being  at  most  a  mere  technical  error.*^  The  consent  of  the 


Goods  Co.,  106  Mo.  App.  657,  80  S.  W. 
364. 

45.  U.  S.  —  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Eandolph,  78  Fed.  764,  24  C.  C.  A.  305. 
Ky.  —  Ohio  Valley  Ey.  Co.  v.  McKin- 
ley,  16  Ky.  L.  Eep.  445.  But  see  Van- 
arsdell's  Admr.  v-  Louisville  &  N.  E. 
Co.,  23  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1666,  65  S.  W.  858. 
Md.  —  Crean  v.  McMahon,  106  Md.  507, 

68  Atl.  265.  Mich.  —  Gibbons  v.  Far- 
well,  63  Mich.  344,  29  N.  W.  855,  6  Am. 
St.  Eep.  301.   N.  H.  —  Gagnon  v.  Dana, 

69  N.  H.  264,  39  Atl.  982,  76  Am.  St. 
Eep.  170,  41  L.  E.  A.  389.  Ore.  — Eid- 
ley  «/•.  Portland  Taxicab  Co.,  90  Ore. 
529,  177  Pae.  429.  Tenn.  —  Greenlaw  v. 
Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.,  114  Tenn.  187, 
86  S.  W.  1072. 

But  see  Lynch  v.  Erie,  151  Pa.  380, 
25  Atl.  43. 

46.  Mexican  Cent.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Mur- 
ray, 102  Fed.  264,  42  C.  C.  A.  334. 

47.  Griffin  v.  Chicago  E.  I.  &  P.  Ey. 
Co.,  68  Iowa  638,  27  N.  W.  792.  See 
also  Fidelity  Trust  Co.  v.  Palmer,  22 
Wash.  473,  61  Pac.  158,  79  Am.  St.  Eep. 
953. 

48.  See  13  Standard  Pboc.  757.  But 
see  Franklin  Park  v.  Franklin,  231  111. 
380,  83  N.  E.  214. 

[a]  Better  practice  requires  that 
the  direction  be  in  writing.  Swift  & 
Co.  V.  Fue,  167  111.  443,  47  N.  E.  761. 

[b]  Instruction  Presumed  To  Be  in 
Writing.  —  Franklin  Park  v.  Franklin, 
231  111.  380,  83  N.  E.  214. 

49.  Mich.  —  Howey  v.  Fisher,  111 
Mich.  422,  69  N.  W.  741;  DeMill  v. 
Moffat,  45  Mich.  410,  8  N.  W.  79.  Pa. 
Foote  V.  American  Product  Co.,  195  Pa. 
190,  45  Atl.  934,  49  L.  E.  A.  764;  My- 
ers V.  Kingston  Coal  So.,  126  Pa.  582, 
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17  Atl.  891.  Utah.  —  Smalley  v.  Eio 
Grande  Western  E.  E.  Co.,  34  Utah 
423,  442,  98  Pac.  311. 

[a]  Wiere  there  are  several  pleas 
and  the  court  directs  a  verdict  for  some 
of  the  defendants,  the  direction  should 
designate  on  which  plea  to  base  it, 
but  an  omission  thereof  is  iot  ground 
for  new  trial  if  the  verdict  is  a  neces- 
sary result  of  the  evidence.  Lewis  v. 
Brown,  89  Ga.  115,  14  S.  E.  881.  See 
also  Buffington  v.  Davis,  33  Md.  511. 

50.  Hodges  v.  Easton,  106  TJ.  S.  408, 
1  Sup.  Ct.  307,  27  L.  ed.  169;  Bowman 
V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.,  184  Fed. 
697,  106  C.  C.  A.  651;  Moore  v.  Petty, 
135  Fed.  668,  68  C.  C.  A.  306. 

[a]  The  jury  act  ministerially  only. 
In  re  Sharon's  Estate,  179  Cal.  447,  177 
Pae.  283. 

[b]  The  jury  is  bound  to  render  a 
verdict  as  directed.  Cahill  v.  Chicago, 
M.  &  St.  P.  Ey.  Co.,  74  Fed.  )285,  20 
C.  C.  A.  184;  Smalley  «.  Eio  Grande 
Western  E.  Co.,  34  Utah  423,  446,  98 
Pac.  311. 

[c]  If  a  jiKor,  or  a  part  of  the  jury, 
refuse  to  obey  the  direction  of  the 
court,  contempt  proceedings  are  unnec- 
essary. The  court  may  appoint  one  of 
the  jurors  as  foreman  and  direct  him 
to  sign  a.  verdict.  In  re  Sharon's  Es- 
tate, 179  Cal.  447,  177  Pac.  283. 

51.  TJ.  S.  —  Moore  v.  Petty,  135  Fed. 
668,  68  C.  C.  A.  306.  III.  — Chicago 
City  E.  Co.  V.  Cooney,  196  111.  466,  63 
N.  E.  1029.  Mo.  —  Petersen  v.  St.  Louis 
Transit  Co.,  199  Mo.  331,  97  S.  W.  860. 
N.  y.  —  Noyes  v.  Hewitt,  18  Wend.  141. 
Tex.  —  Gray  v.  Freeman,  37  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  556,  84  S.  W.  1105.  Wis.  — Cal- 
teaui  17.  Mueller,  102  Wis.  525,  78  N. 
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jurors  is  immaterial  in  such  ease,  and  the  parties  have  no  right  to  poll 
the  jury.^^ 

The  judgment  rendered  on  a  directed  verdict  is  a  judgment  on  the 
merits ;  it  ends  the  controversy,  unless  a  new  trial  be  granted  on  motion 
or  on  appeal,  and  operates  as  a  merger  or  bar.°'  Any  error  in  directing 
a  verdict  must  be  excepted  to,  according  to  many  authorities,  to  be  re- 
viewable on  appeal.^* 

Dismissal  of  Action.  —  The  plaintiff  cannot,  after  the  sustaining  of  a 
motion  to  direct  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  have  his  action  dismissed 
without  prejudice.^^  > 

7.  Proceedings  After  Overruling  Motion.  —  By  moving  for  a  di- 
rected verdict,  a  party  does  not  waive  any  right  that  he  has  to  have  the 
case  submitted  to  the  jury.''"   On  the  overruling  of  the  motion,  judg- 


W.  1082;    Gammon  v.  Abrams,  53  Wis. 
323,  10  N.  W.  479. 

[a]  The  court,  instead  of  submit- 
ting the  case  to  the  jury  (1)  for  a  mere 
formal  or  meaningless  verdict,  may 
proceed  at  once  to  render  judgment. 
Bee  Building  Co.  v.  Dalton,  68  Neb:  38, 
93  N.  W.  930,  4  Ann.  Cas.  508;  Ordway 
».  Boston  &  M.  E.  E.,  69  N.  H.  429,  45 
Atl.  243.  (2)  The  court  may  direct  the 
entry  of  a  verdict  without  asking  the 
formal  assent  of  the  jury.  Cahill  v. 
Chicagp,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ey.  Co.,  74  Fed. 
285,  20  G.  C.  A.  184. 

52.  Oal.  —  In  re  Sharon 's  Estate,  179 
Cal.  447, 177  Pae.  283.  111.  —  Kinser  v. 
Calumet  Fire-CIay  Co.,  165  111.  505,  46 

,N.  E.  372;  Halladay  v.  Underwood,  90 
III.  App.  130.  Ind.  —  McClaren  v.  In- 
dianapolis &  V.  R.  Co.,  83  Ind.  319. 
Mich.  —  Donoghue  «.  Indiana  &  L.  M. 
E.  Co.,  87  Mich.  13,  49  N.  W.  512.  Tex. 
Jameson  v.  Officer,  15  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
212,  39  S.  W.  190. 

[a]  Effect  of  Dissent. —  Where  a 
verdict  is  directed,  the  fact  that  on  a 
poll,  some  of  the  jurors  expressed  their 
dissent  is  immaterial.  Gaskill  v.  Pacific 
Electric  Ey.  Co.,  30  Cal.  App.  593,  159 
Pae.  200.  Contra,  Bowman  v.  Wheaton, 
2  Kan.  App.  581,  44  Pae.  750. 

53.  XJ*.  S.  —  Oscanyan  v.  Arms  Co-, 
103  U.  S.  261,  26  L.  ed.  539.  Oal.  —  In 
re  Sharon's  Estate,  179  Cal.  447,  177 
Pae.  283.  Ore.  —  Eidley  v.  Portland 
Taxicab  Co.,  90  Ore.  529,  177  Pae.  429. 
S.  C  — McCown  V.  Muldrow,  91  S.  0. 
523,  74  S.  E.  386,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A,  139. 
Utah. — Smalley  D.  Eio  Grande  W.  E. 
Co.,  34  Utah  423,  439,  98  Pae.  311; 
Stewart  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  E.  Co., 
39  Utah  375,  117  Pae.  465.  Wis.  —  Ka- 
ley  V.  Van  Oatrand,  134  Wis.  443,  114 
N.  W.  817. 


See  McKay  v.  Montana  Union  Ey. 
Co.,  13  Mont.  15,  31  Pae.  999,  explained 
in  In  re  Sharon's  Estate,  179  Cal.  447, 
177  Pae.  283. 

When  judgment  is  on  the  merits  so 
as  to  operate  as  a  merger  or  bar,  see  15 
Standard  Peoc.  566,  595. 

Judgment  on  demurrer  to  evidence 
as  a  bar,  see  15  Standard  Proc.  577. 

54.,  m.— Stock  Quotation  Tel.  Co. 
V.  Board  of  Trade,  144  111.  370,  33  N.  E. 
42.  Neb.  —  Warner  v.  Sohn,  85  Neb. 
571,  123  N.  W.  1054;  Startzer  v.  Clarke, 
1  Neb.  (Unof.)  91,  95  N.  W.  509.  S.  D. 
Barnura  v.  Chamberlain  L.  &  L.  Co.,  34 
S.  D.  137,  147  N.  W.  647,  Ann.  Cas. 
1917A,  348,  note.  Tex.  —  Needham  v. 
Cooney,  173  S.  W.  979.  Contra,  Hender- 
son V.  Gilbert,  171  S. -W.  304.  Utah. 
Stewart  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  E.  Co., 
39  Utah  375,  117  Pae.  465. 

Contra,  Collins  v.  Potts,  9  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
536,  neither  an  exception  nor  a  motion 
for  a  new  trial  is  necessary. 

[a]  But  where  a  motion  for  new 
trial  on  the  ground  the  evidence  is  in- 
sufficient to  sustain  a  verdict  is  made, 
the  appellate  court  may  review  the 
question  though  no  exception  to  per- 
emptory instruction  was  saved.  Dahl 
V.  Stakke,  12  N.  D.  325,  96  N.  W.  353. 

55.  Bee  Building  Co.  v.  Dalton,  68 
Neb.  38,  93  N.  W.  930,  4  Ann.  Cas.  508. 
See  generally  the  title  "Dismissal, 
Discontinuance  and  Nonsuit." 

Bule  in  case  of  demurrer  to  evidence, 
see  7  Standard  Pboc.  661. 

What  constitutes  "final  submission" 
of  case  so  as  to  preclude  voluntary  dis- 
missal, see  7  Standard  Proc.  661. 

56.  HI.  —  Wolf  V.  Chicago  Sign 
Printing  Co.,  233  111.  501,  84  N.  E.  614, 
13  Ann.  Cas.  369.  Mich.  —  People  v. 
Slater,  164  Mich.  156,  129  N.  W.  22. 
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ment  is  not  rendered  against  the  moving  party,  and  the  trial  proceeds 
as  if  the  motion  had  not  been  made,"'  though  in  some  states  it  is  held 
that  there  is  no  question  for  the  jury,  unless  a  party,  on  the  overruling 
of  his  motion,  asks  the  court  for  leave  to  go  to  the  jury  on  questions 
of  fact." 

Effect  of  Motion  by  Both  Parties.  —  Although  there  is  authority  to  the 
contrary,*'  the  weight  of  authority  is  to  the  effect  that  where  both  par- 
ties ask  for  a  directed  verdict  they  in  effect  ask  the  court  to  find  the 
facts,*"  unless  the  person  whose  motion  is  denied  specially  requests  that 


S.  D.  —  Wilson  V.  Commercia]  Union 
Ins.  Co.,  15  S.  d:  322,  89  N.  W.  649. 
But  see  Angier  v.  Western  Assur.  Co., 
10  S.  D.  82,  71  N.  W.  761,  66  Am.  St. 
Eep.  685.  Tex.  —  Eberstadt  v.  State,  92 
Tex.  94,  45  S.  W.  1007;  Hook  v.  Payne 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  211  S.  W.  280.  Vt 
Mason  v.  Sault,  108  Atl.  267. 

57.  TJ.  S.  —  See  One  Pearl  Chain  v. 
United  States,  123  Fed.  371,  69  C.  C.  A. 
499;  Ligua  Iron  Co.  v.  Greene,  88  Ted. 
207,  31  C.  C.  A.  477.  lU.  —  Bartelott  v. 
International  Bank,  119  III.  259,  269, 
9  N.  E.  898.  Md.  —  Schwanteek  v.  Ber- 
ner,  96  Md.  138,  53  Atl.  670,  under 
statute.  Tex.  —  Eberstadt  v.  State,  92 
Tex.  94,  45  S.  W.  1007;  Woldert  Groc. 
Co.  V.  Veltman  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  83 
S.  W.  224.  Vt.  — Bass  v.  Eublee,  76 
Vt.  395,  400,  57  Atl.  965. 

See  also  7  Standaed  Puoc.  25. 

58.  Banken  v.  Donovan,  166  N.  T. 
626,  60  N".  E.  1119;  Sweetland  v.  Buell, 
164  N.  Y.  541,  58  N.  E.  663,  79  Am.  St, 
Eep.  676 ;  Ormes  v.  Dauchy,  82  N.  Y.  443, 
37  Am.  Eep.  583;  Winchell  v.  Hicks,  18 
N.  Y.  558;  Stanford  v.  McGill,  6  N.  D. 
536,  72  N.  W.  938,  38  L.  E.  A.  760.  See 
also  Battis  v.  MoCord,  70  Iowa  46,  30 
N.  W.  11,  holding  that  where  the  de- 
fendant stands  on  his  motion,  the  court 
may  direct  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Contra,  see  cases  in  two  preceding 
notes,  and  Wolf  v.  Chicago  Sign  Print- 
ing Co.,  '233  111.  501,  84  N.  E.  614,  13 
Ann.  Cas.  369,  holding  no  request  to 
go  to  the  jury  essential. 

59.  HI.  —  Wolf  V.  Chicago  Sign 
Printing  Co.,  233  111.  501,  84  N.  E.  614, 
13  Ann.  Cas.  369,  note.  Okla.  —  Far- 
mers' Nat.  Bank  v.  McCall,  25  Okla. 
600,  106  Pac.  866,  26  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
217.  Tenn.  —  Virginia-Tennessee  Hdw. 
Co.  17.  Hodges,  126  Tenn.  370,  149  8.  W. 
1056.  Vt.  —  Fitzsimons  v.  Eichardson, 
86  Vt.  229,  84  Atl.  811. 

[a]  Reason  of  Rule. —  (1)  The  mere 
fact  that  each  party  move»  for  a  ver- 
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diet  in  his  favor  does  not  amount  to  a 
consent  that  the  case  shall  be  taken 
from  the  jury.  Fitzsimons  v.  Eichard- 
son, 86  Vt.  229,  84  Atl.  811.  (2)  The 
motion  of  each  party  should  be  treated 
for  what  it  is,  a  matter  wholly  dis- 
tinct from  and  adverse  to  that  of  his 
adversary.  Such  motion  should  stand 
as  if  made  alone,  and  the  only  ques- 
tion submitted  to  the  trial  court  is  the 
preliminary  question  whether  there  is 
any  substantial  conflict  in  the  evidence, 
or  if  there  is  undisputed  evidence  from 
which  conflicting  inferences  may  be 
drawn.  Virginia-Tennessee  Hdw.  Co.  v. 
Hodges,  126  Tenn.  370,  149  S.  W.  1056. 
60.  XT.  S.  —  Empire  State  Cattle  Co. 
V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.,  210  U. 
S.  1,  28  Sup.  Ct.  607,  52  L.  ed.  931,  15 
Ann.  Cas.  70;  Sampliner  v.  Motion 
Picture  Patents  Co.,  255  Fed.  242,  168 
C.  O.  A.  202  (rehearing  denied,  259  Fed. 
152,  170  C.  C.  A.  220);  Melton  v.  Pen- 
sacola  Bank  &  Tr.  Co.,  190  Fed.  126, 
111  O.  C.  A.  166;  McCormick  v.  Na- 
tional Bank,  142  Fed.  132,  73  C.  C.  A. 
350,  6  Ann.  Cas.  544,  note.  Ark.  —  Gib- 
son V.  Allen- West  Comsn.  Co.,  211  S.  W. 
142;  St.  Louis  S.  W.  E.  Co.  i;.  Mulkey, 
100  Ark.  71,  139  S.  W.  643,  Ann.  Cas. 
1913C,  1339,  where  the  evidence  was 
"practically  undisputed."  Ga.  —  Mima 
V.  Johnson,  8  Ga.  App.  850,  70  S.  E. 
139.  Neb.  —  Howell  v.  Bowman,  89 
Neb.  389, 131  N.  W.  597.  N.  Y.  —Sweet- 
land  V.  Buell,  164  N.  Y.  541,  58  N.  E. 
663,  79  Am.  St.  Eep.  676;  Thompson 
V.  Simpson,  128  N.  Y.  270,  283,  28  N.  E. 
627;  Secor  v.  Ardsley  Ice  Co.,  133  App. 
Div.  136,  117  N.  Y.  Supp.  414.  N.  D. 
Citizens'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Osborne-McMil- 
lan  Elev.  Co.,  21  N.  D.  335,  131  N.  W. 
266;  Duncan  v.  Great  Northern  E.  Co., 
17  W.  D.  610,  118  N.  W.  826,  19  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  952.  S.  D.  — Langbehn  v. 
American  Ins.  Co.,  171  N.  W.  820;  Eice 
V.  Bennett,  29  S.  D.  341, 137  N.  W.  359. 
Wis. — See  Jonea  o.  Citizens'  Sav.  & 
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controverted  questions  of  fact  be  submitted  to  the  jury,"^  or  unless 
other  instructions  are  asked  for."^ 

Review.  —  An  exception  to  an  adverse  ruling  on  a  motion  for  a  di- 
rected verdict  preserves  the  question  of  law  for  the  consideration  of  an 
appellate  tribunal.''  The  action  of  a  trial  court  in  overruling  a  motion 
for  a  directed  verdict  is  not  reversible  error  when  the  matter  lies  in  the 
discretion  of  the  court,  or  where  as  in  criminal  cases  the  jury  is  not 
bound  to  follow  the  direction  or  advice.**  But  where  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  court  to  give  such  direction,  its  refusal  to  do  so  constitutes  error 
which  justifies  a  reversal,*"  unless  the  error  is  waived.** 

Waiver  of  Error.  —  An  error  in  overruling  a  motion  made  at  the  close 


Tr.  Co.,  168  Wis.  646,  171  N.  "W.  648. 

[a]  The  reason  for  the  rule  is  that 
the  parties  By  moving  for  a  directed 
verdict  take  the  position  that  there  is 
no  question  of  fact  which  they  desire 
to  have  submitted  to  the  jury.  Beut- 
tell  V.  Magone,  157  U.  S.  154,  15  Sup. 
Ct.  566,  39  L.  ed.  654;  iStanford  v.  Mo- 
GilT,  6  N.  D.  536,  72  N.  W.  938,  38  L. 
E.  A.  760. 

As  to  waiver  of  trial  by  jury,  see  16 
Standakd  Proc.  935. 

61.  U.  S.  —  Empire  iState  Cattle  Co. 
V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  E.  Co.,  SIO  U. 
S.  1,  28  Sup.  Ct.  607,  52  L.  ed.  931,  "15 
Ann.  Cas.  70.  N.  M.  — Bank  of  Com- 
merce V.  Broyles,  16  N.  M.  414,  120  Pac. 
670.  N".  Y.  —  Peniston  v.  Coleman,  141 
App.  Div.  676,  126  N.  T.  Supp.  736. 
KT.  D.  —  Duncan  v.  Great  Northern  Ey. 
Co.,  17  N".  D.  610,  118  N.  W.  826,  19  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  952;  Stanford  v.  McGill, 
6  N.  D.  536,  72  N.  W.  938,  38  L.  E.  A. 
760.  S.  D.  — Share  v.  Coats,  29  S.  D. 
603,  137  N.  W.  402. 

[a]  Scope  of  Request.  —  The  party 
ruled  against  may  request  to  go  to  the 
jury  upon  any  specific  question  of  fact 
which  he  points  out  to  the  court,  but 
he  cannot  ask  to  go  to  the  jury  gener- 
ally upon  all  the  facts  in  the  case. 
Maxwell  v.  Martin,  130  App.  Div.  80, 
114  N.  Y.  Supp.  349. 

[b]  At  any  time  before  the  direct- 
ed verdict  is  actually  rendered  by  the 
jury,  the  request  may  be  made.  Mai- 
well  V.  Martin,  130  App.  Div.  80,  114 
N.  Y.  iSupp.  349. 

68 


62.  tJ.  S.  — Charlotte  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Southern  E.  Co.,  179  Fed.  769,  103  C. 

C.  A.  261;  McCormick  v.  National  City 
Bank,  142  Fed.  132,  73  C.  C.  A.  350,  6 
Ann.  Cas.  544^  note,  per  concurring 
opinion  of  Shelby.  Ark.  —  Gibson  v. 
Allen-West  Comsn.  Co.,  '211  S.  "W.  142. 
See  also  St.  Louis  S.  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Mul- 
key,  100  Ark.  71,  139  S.  W.  643,  Ann. 
Cas.  1913C,  1339,  note.  Mich.  —  Kane 
V.  Detroit  L.  Ins.  Co.,  204  Mich.  357, 
170  N.  W.  35. 

63.  Wolf  V.  Chicago  Sign  Printing 
Co.,  233  111.  501,  84  N.  E.  614,  13  Ann. 
Cas.  369.  See  Benedict  v.  Pineus,  109 
App.  Div.  20,  95  N.  T.  Supp.  1042,  hold- 
ing an  exception  to  a  refusal  to  grant 
a  request  to  go  to  the  jury  is  suflcient. 

64.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Lewis,  124  Cal. 
551,  57  Pac.  470,  45  L.  E.  A.  783.  N.  D. 
State  V.  Wright,  20  N.  D.  216,  126  N. 
W.  1023.    S.  D.  —  State  v.  Stone,  30  S. 

D.  23,  137  N.  W.  606. 

65.  Ky.  —  Blankenship  v.  Com.,  147 
Ky.  768,  145  S.  W.  752;  Lucas  v.  Com., 
147  Ky.  744,  145  S.  W.  751.  Me. 
State  V.  Simpson,  113  Me.  27,  92  Atl. 
898.  N.  T.  —  People  v.  Ledwon,  153  N. 
Y.  10,  16,  46  N.  E.  1046. 

66.  Waiver  by  introduction  of  evi- 
dence, see  infra,  this  section. 

[a]    By  moving  for  a  new  trial,  the 

defendant  waives  his  exception  to  the 
action  of  the  court  in  overruling  his 
motion  for  a  directed  verdict.  State  v. 
Simpson,  113  Me.  27,  92  Atl.  898; 
Mowry  v.  Saunders,  33  E.  I.  45,  80  Atl. 
421,  Ann.  Cas.  1913A,  1344. 
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of  the  state's  or  the  plaintiff's  ease  is  waived  if  the  defendant  proceeds 
with  the  ease,  and  gives  evidence  on  his  part,*'  but  he  may  renew  his 
motion  at  the  conclusion  of  the  whole  case.** 


67.  TJ.  S.  —  Accident  Ins.  Co.  «. 
Crandal,  120  U.  S.  527,  7  Sup.  Ct.  685, 
30  L.  ed.  740;  Grand  Trunk  E.  Co.  v. 
Cuinmings,  106  TJ.  S.  700,  1  Sup.  Ct. 
493,  27  L.  ed.  266;  Detroit  Crude  Oil 
Co.  V.  Grable,  94  Fed.  73,  36  C.  C.  A. 
94;  Mt.  Adams  &  E.  P.  Inclined  By. 
Co.  V.  Lowery,  74  Ped.  463,  20  C.  C.  A. 
596.  Del.  —  State  v.  Lynn,  3  Penne. 
316,  328,  51  Atl.  878.  HI.  —  Late  Shore 
&  M.  S.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Eichards,  152  HI. 
59,  38  N.  E.  773,  30  L.  E.  A.  33;  Joliet, 
A.  &  N.  By.  Co.  V.  Velie,  140  111.  59, 
29  N.  E.  706.  Ind.  —  Greenfield  v.  John- 
son, 30  Ind.  App.  127,  65  N.  E.  642. 
la.  —  State  v.  Asbury,  172  Iowa  606, 
154  N.  W.  915,  Ann.  Gas.  1918 A,  856; 
State  V.  Bosworth,  170  Iowa  329,  152 
N.  W.  581.    Md.  —  Barabasz  v.  Kabat, 
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91  Md.  53,  46  Atl.  337.  N.  D.  — Bow- 
man V.  Eppinger,  1  N.  D.  21,  44  N.  W, 
1000.  Ohio.  —  Cincinnati  Traction  Co. 
V.  Durack,  78  Ohio  St.  243,  85  N.  E. 
38,  14  Ann.  Caa.  218,  note.  Vt.  —  Noye» 
V.  Parker,  64  Vt.  379,  24  Atl.  12. 

[a]  To  avail  Iiimself  of  his  motion, 
at  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  testi- 
mony, the  defendant  should  abide  by 
his  motion,  or  else  renew  it  at  the  con- 
clusion of  the  case.  Lake  Shore  k  M. 
S.  E.  Co.  V.  Eichards,  152  111.  59,  38  N. 
E.  773,  30  L.  E.  A.  33. 

68.  Lasky  v.  Smith,  115  Md.  370,  S& 
Atl.  1010;  Burnham  v.  Concord  E.  E., 
69  N.  H.  280,  45  Atl.  563.  And  see 
cases  in  next  preceding  note,  and  tinpra, 
XXI,  0,  2. 
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work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  title. 

Vol.  XXV 


1076 


VERIFICATION 


I.  DEFINITION  AND  NATURE.  —  A  verification  of  a  pleading  is 
an  affidavit  of  the  truth  of  its  allegations.^  Though  attached  to  the 
pleading  to  which  it  relates,  a  verification  is  not  regarded  as  a  part 
thereof.^ 

II.  NECESSITY  FOR  AND  PROPRIETY  OF.  —A.  Genebal 
Statement.  —  The  necessity  for  the  verification  of  particular  plead- 
ings and  papers  in  actions  is  treated  in  the  specific  titles,'  and  verifica- 
tion will,  therefore,  be  treated  here  from  a  general  standpoint  only. 


1.  Forest  Oil  Co.  v.  Wilion  (T«i. 
Civ.  App.),  178  S.  W.  626.  See  Dorn  v. 
Tyler,  64  111.  App.  110, 

2.  Idaho.  —  Pence  v.  Durbin,  1  Idaho 
550.  Mo.  —  Euch  v.  Jones,  33  Mo.  393. 
Mont.  —  Bryant  v.  Davis,  22  Mont.  534, 
57  Pac.  143.  N.  Y.  — Pardi  v.  Conde, 
27  Misc.  496,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  410;  Pusco 
V.  Adams,  19  Civ.  Proc.  48,  11  N.  Y. 
Supp.  735.  Va  —  Lewis'  Admr.  v. 
Hicks,  96  Va.  91,  30.  S.  B.  466. 

See  14  Standard  Proc.  497. 

Therefore,  a  demurrer  will  not  lie 
when  it  is  omitted.  See  6  Standard 
Peoc.  909. 

3.  Account,  verification  of,  see  1 
Standard  Proc.  226. 

In  admiralty,  see  1  Standard  P«oc. 
446. 

Admissions,  verified  pleadings  as,  see 
1  Enct.  of  Ev.  412,  414,  426,  444. 

Answers  in  equity,  see  4  Standard 
Proc.  176;  answer  to  bill  of  discovery, 
see  7  Standard  Proc.  537,  541;  of  an- 
swers or  pleas  in  actions  on  contracts, 
see  11  Standard  Proc.  1033;  4  Stand- 
ard Proc.  521. 

Appeal,  petition  for,  see  2  Standard 
Peoc.  296;     18  Standard  Proc.  201. 

Bankruptcy,  petition  in,  see  3  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  917,  921,  933,  972,  1601. 

Bills  in  equity,  generally,  see  4 
Standard  Proc.  148;  bill  of  discovery, 
see  7  Standard  Proc.  537;  bill  to  im- 
peach judgments,  see  4  Standard  Proc. 
488;  bill  to  restore  or  establish  lost 
instruments,  see  19  Standard  Proc.  32; 
bill  of  review,  see  4  Standard  Proc. 
449;  bill  for  injunction,  see  13  Stand- 
ard Proc.  89;  bill  to  set  aside  probate, 
see   the    title,    "WiUs." 

Bill  of  Particulars,  see  4  Standard 
Peoc.  373. 

Certiorari,  petition  for,  see  4  Stand- 
ard Proc.  908;    18  Standard  Peoc.  369. 

Of  exception  or  traverse  to  return, 
see  18  Standaed  Peoc.  379. 

Of  complaint  in  attachment  suit,  see 
3   Standard   Proc.   703. 
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Of  complaint  in  action  to  review 
judgment,  see  15  Standard  Peoc.  368. 

Contempt,  information  for,  see  5 
Standard  Proc.  401. 

Creditor's  bill,  see  6  Standard  Proc. 
218. 

Cross-bills,  see  6  Standard  Proc. 
280. 

Decedent's  estates,  verification  of 
petitions,  claims,  etc.,  see  6  Standard 
Proc.  504,  530,  554,  582,  592,  600. 

Of  denials,  see  7  Standard  Proc.  55; 
11  Standard  Peoc.  1017,  note  60;  13 
Standard  Proc.  609,  note  8;  18  Stand- 
ard Proc.  927,  note  59;  of  denial  of  a 
verified  account,  see  1  Standard  Proc. 
227;  13  Standard  Peoc.  609-;  of  denial 
of  partnership,  see  21  Standard  Proc. 
76;  of  plea  denying  award,  see  % 
Standard  Proc.  658. 

In  disbarment  proceedings,  see  3 
Standard  Peoc.  869. 

In  divorce  actions,  see  7  Standaed 
Proc.  784. 

In  election  contests,  see  8  Standard 
Proc.  74,  77. 

In  eminent  domain,  see  8  Standarb 
Proc.  289. 

Forcible  entry  and  detainer,  see  S 
Standard  Proc.  1117. 

Fraudulent  conveyance,  see  10  Stand- 
ard Proc.   173. 

Guardianship,  see  18  Standard  Proc. 
504,  535. 

Habeas  corpus,  see  10  Standard  Peoc. 
924,  931. 

Homestead,  petition  for,  see  11 
Standaed  Peoc.  393. 

Infants,  in  proceedings  involving, 
see  12  Standard  Proc.  759,  806,  820, 
858,  867. 

Of  information  by  prosecuting  at- 
torney, see  12  Standard  Proc.  565. 

Insane  persons,  in  proceedings  in- 
volving, see  13  Standard  Proc.  452, 
479,   537,  554,  609. 

Insolvency  proceedings,  see  13  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  647,  651,  672,  677. 

Interpleader,  bill  of,  see  14  Standard 
Peoc.  205,  237. 
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B.  At  Common  Law.  —  It  is  a  general  rule  of  the  common  law,  that 
all  new  matter  in  pleadings  in  response  to  previous  pleadings  must  be 
followed  by  a  verification,  or  as  it  is  frequently  termed,  an  averment, 
expressed  in  the  form  "and  this  he  [the  pleader]  is  ready  to  verify."* 
By  a  statute  of  Anne,  all  dilatory  pleas  are  required  to  be  sworn  to.® 
Therefore,  where  this  statute  is  in  force,  it  is  necessary  to  verify  pleas 
in  abatement,^  pleas  to  the  jurisdiction,'  and  pleas  puis  darrein  con- 
tinuance.* But  it  is  not  necessary  by  virtue  of  this  statute  to  verify 
pleas  in  bar,"  or  pleas  of  the  general  issue.^" 

C.  Under  the  Codes  and  Practice  Acts.  —  Under  the  codes  and 
practice  acts  the  verification  of  pleadings  is  a  matter  regulated  by 
statute  or  rule  of  court.^^  Some  statutes  and  rules  of  court  require 
that  every  pleading  of  fact,  with  certain  exceptions,  be  verified.^^ '  A 


lutenreution,  see  14  Standard  Proc. 
314,  note  41   [f],  322,  note  78   fc]. 

Intoxicating  liquorg,  complaint  for 
seizure  of,  see  14  Standasd  Peoc.  497. 

Jurisdiction,  plea  to,  see  17  Standard 
Pkoc.  919. 

Jury,  verification  as  affecting  right 
to,   see   16  Standard   Proc.   872. 

Justice's  courts,  pleadings  in,  see  18 
Standard  Peoc.  34,  38,  48. 

Landlord  and  tenant,  see  18  Stand- 
ard Proc.  585. 

Mecliauic's  liens,  see  19  Standakd 
Proc.  694. 

Motions,  see  20  Standard  Proc.  16. 

Ne  exeat,  see  20  Standard  Pkoc.  293. 

Partition,  see  20  Standard  Pboc. 
1029. 

Petitions,  see  21  Standard  Peoc.  351. 

Fleas,  in  abatement,  see  1  Standard 
Peoc.  45,  1039;  of  jurisdiction,  see  17 
Standard  Proc.  919;  puis  darrein  con- 
tinuance, see  21  Standard  Peoc.  965. 

Fleas  in  equity,  see  1  Standard  Proc. 
1040;     21  Standard  Peoc.  450,  note  84. 

Freliminary  complaint  in  criminal 
prosecution,  see  12  Standard  Peoc.  141. 

Quo  warranto,  see  22  Standard  Peoc. 
74. 

Receiver,  pleading  seeking,  see  22 
Standard  Peoc.  345. 

Removal  of  causes,  petition  for,  gee 
22  Standard  Proc.  833. 

Of  rejoinder  and  surrejoinder,  see  22 
Standard  Peoc.   687,  689. 

Replevin,  see  22  Standard  Pkoc.  927. 

Of  replication,  see  22  Standard  Peoc. 
fl68. 

Of  supplemental  bill,  see  13  Standard 
Proc.  91,  109,  supplemental  bill  for  in- 
junction. 

Effect  of  verification  as  protecting  a 
pleading   against  &   charge  of  frivol- 


ousness,  see  10  Standard  Peoc.  280. 

4.  Will's  Gould  on  Pleading,  p.  323. 
Verification  of  pleas,  see  21  Standard 

Pkoc.  438. 

Verification  of  repUcatiou,  see  22 
Standard  Peoc.  968;  of  rejoinder,  see 
22  Standard  Proc.  687;  of  surrejoinder, 
see  22  Standard  Proc.  689. 

5.  4  and  5  Anne,  ch.  16. 

[a]  In  Kentucky,  this  statute  was 
never  in  force  and  has  never  been  re- 
enacted.  Ingraham  v.  Arnold,  1  J.  J. 
Marsh.  (Ky.)  406. 

6.  See  1  Standard  Proc.  45,  1039. 

[a]  But  pleas  setting  up  irregular- 
ities appuent  on  the  record  need  not 
be  sworn  to.  Brown  v.  Peevey,  6  Ark. 
37. 

7.  See  Ingraham  v.  Arnold,  1  J.  J. 
Marsh.  (Ky.)  406  (holding  however 
that  the  statute  is  not  in  force  in  Ken- 
tucky), and  17  Standard  Proc.  919. 

8.  See  21  Standard  Proc.  965. 

9.  Accord  and  satisfaction,  plea  of, 
see  1  Standard  Peoc.  187. 

10.  See  7  Standard  Peoc.  55. 

11.  See  the  codes,  practice  acts,  and 
rules  of  courts. 

Exceptions  to  statutes,  see  infra,  II, 

12.  Ark.  —  Halliburton  v.  Nance,  40 
Ark.  161.  Ky.  — Ball  v.  Sandlin,  176 
Ky.  537,  195  S.  W.  1089;  Berea  Col- 
lege V.  Powell,  25  Ky.  L.  Bep.  1220,  77 
S.  W.  382.  Mont.  —  Collier  v.  Brvin, 
3  Mont.  142.  Ohio.  —  State  ex  rel. 
Treadwell  v.  Hancock  Co.  Comrs.,  11 
Ohio  St.  183. 

[a]  A  statement  of  claim  under  tha 
Pennsylvania  practice,  is  required  to 
be  verified.  Goldbeek  v.  Brady  4  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  169.  See  the  title,  "Statemenli 
or  Affidavit  of  Claim." 
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more  common  statute  provides  that  where  a  pleading  is  verified,  each 
subsequent  pleading,  except  a  demurrer  and  certain  other  pleadingj 
must  be  verified.^' 

Except  under  statutes  requiring  that  all  pleadings  of  fact  be  veri- 
fied,^* it  is  not  necessary  for  a  plaintiff  to  verify  his  complaint.^*  Bufi 
he  may  do  so,  if  he  so  elects,  for  the  purpose  of  requiring  a  verified 
pleading  from  the  defendant,^*  and  of  requiring  specific  denials  from 
him." 

The  verification  of  demurrers  is  generally  unnecessary,^'  and  it  ia 
not  necessary  for  a  defendant  to  verify  his  answer,**  unless  the  com- 
plaint is  verified,^"  unless  the  answer  contains  certain  denials  required 
to  be  made  under  oath,^*  or,  under  some  codes,  unless  the  state  or  an 
oflScer  thereof  in  his  official  capacity  is  plaintiff.*'    Some  statutes,  how- 


is.  Colo.  — Rice  V.  Van  Why,  49 
Colo.  7,  111  Pac.  599;  Perras  v.  Den- 
ver &  E.  G.  E.  Co.,  5  Colo.  App.  21,  36 
Pac.  637.  la.  —  Targer  v.  Chicago,  M. 
&  St.  P.  Ey.  Co.,  78  Iowa  650,  43  N.  W. 
469;  Searle  v.  Eichardaon,  67  Iowa  170, 
25  N.  W.  113.  N.  Y.  —  Code  Civ.  Proc. 
§  523;  Hempstead  v.  Hempstead,  7 
How.  Pr.  8;  Levi  v.  Jakewaya,  4  How. 
Pr.  126.  S.  C  — Smalls  v.  Wilder,  6  S. 
C.  402.  Wis.  —  Knowles  v.  Fritz,  58 
Wis.  216,  16  N.  W.  621. 

[a]  BecLuirement  Is  Mandatory. 
Perras  v.  Denver  &  E.  G.  E.  Co.,  5  Colo. 
App.  21,  36  Pac.  637. 

[b]  The  words  "suhseciuent  plead- 
ing" mean  subsequent  in  order  of 
pleading;  not  subsequent  in  time.  They 
apply  only  to  pleadings  in  answer  to 
the  pleading  verified,  or  to  those  which 
follow  in  the  order  of  pleading.  Eiee 
V.  Van  Why,  49  Colo.  7,  111  Pac.  599; 
Hempstead  t;.  Hempstead,  7  How.  Pr. 
(N.  T.)   8. 

An  amended  complaint  as  <a  sub- 
sequent pleading,  see  infra,  XI. 

[c]  If  the  answer  is  verified,  a  reply 
must  be  verified,  though  the  original 
complaint  was  unverified.  Levi  v.  Jake- 
ways,  4  How.  Pr.    (N.  Y.)    1)26. 

[d]  A  counterclaim  is  a  subsequent 
pleading  within  the  rule.  Yarger  v. 
Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ey.  Co.,  78  Iowa 
650,  43  N.  W.  469,  overruling  Innea  k 
Co.  V.  Krysher,   9   Iowa  295. 

14.  See  supra,  this  section. 

15.  Phif  er  v.  Travelers '  Ins.  Co.,  123 
N.  C.  410,  31  S.  B.  716. 

Verification  where  service  by  pub- 
lication is  sought,  see  the  title,  "Ser- 
vice of  Process  and  Papers." 

Necessity  of  verification  as  a  basis 
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for  judgment  of  default,  see  11  Stano- 
AKD  Pboc.  858. 

As  basis  of  consent  judgment^  tec  14 
Standabd  Pboc.  918. 

In  Ubel  and  slander,  aee  18  Stanb- 
ABD  Proc.  897. 


See  infra,  this  section. 

See  7  Standard  Proc.  87,  not* 


16. 
17. 
13. 

18.  See  6  Standard  Proc.  886. 

19.  Cal.  —  San  Francisco  v.  Itsell, 
80  Cal.  57,  22  Pac.  74.  Ga. — See  Con- 
ant  V.  Jones,  120  Ga.  568,  48  S.  E.  234; 
Jones  V.  Hodges,  21  Ga.  App.  594,  94 
S.  E.  831.  N".  Y.  — Beglin  v.  People 'i 
Trust  Co.,  48  Misc.  494,  95  N.  Y.  Supp. 
910;  White  v-  Bennett,  7  How.  Pr.  59. 
N.  O.  —  Phifer  v.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co., 
123  N.  C.  410,  31  S.  B.  716. 

[a]  Unnecessarily  verifying  an  an- 
swer does  not  impair  its  effect.  Porter 
V.  Bichard,  1  Ariz.  87,  25  Pac.  530. 

20.  Cal.  —  Benham  v.  Connor,  113 
Cal.  168,  45  Pac.  258.  Ga.  —  Neal  v. 
Davis  Foundry  &  Machine  Wks.,  131 
Ga.  701,  63  S.  E.  221.  N.  0.  — Phifer 
V.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.,  123  N.  C.  410,  31 
S.  E.  716.  S.  O.  — Southern  Cotton  Oil 
Co.  V.  Lightsey,  100  S.  C.  41,  84  S.  E. 
301.  Wis.  —  Knowles  «.  Fritz,  58  Wi». 
216,  16  N.  W.  621. 

As  to  statute  requiring  verification 
of  subsecLuent  pleadings^  see  supra,  thii 
section. 

21.  See  7  Standard  Proc.  55. 

22.  Monterey  v.  Cushing,  83  CSil. 
507,  23  Pac.  700;  San  Francisco  v.  It- 
sell,  80  Cal.  57,  22  Pac.  74.  See  th« 
title,  "States  and  Territories." 

[a]  Counties  are  not  within  the 
statute.  Monterey  v.  Cushing,  83  Cal. 
507,  23  Pac.   700. 
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ever,  specifically  require  that  all  pleas  ^'  and  all  dilatory  pleas  ^*  shall 
be  sworn  to. 

D.  Exhibits.  —  A  separate  and  distinct  verification  of  an  exhibit  is 
not  necessary  if  the  pleading  is  verified  to  which  it  is  attaehed.^^ 

E.  Amended  Pleadings.  —  "Where  a  pleading  is  required  by  law  to  • 
be  verified,  an  amendment  thereto  should  also  be  verified,^"  except  when 
the  amendment  is  merely  formal  and  does  not  change  or  modify  the 
averments  or  denials  of  the  original  pleading.^^  Conversely,  it  has 
been  held  that  the  court  may  allow  the  verification  of  an  amended 
complaint  though  the  original  was  not  verified.^*  These  rules  are  some- 
times affected  by  statutes  relating  specifically  to  amendments.^* 

F.  Exceptions.  —  The  statutes  generally  make  certain  exceptions 
to  the  rules  requiring  verification.*"  Thus  some  statutes  provide  that 
a  verification  may  be  omitted,  in  a  case  where  it  is  not  otherwise  spec- 
ially prescribed  by  law,  where  the  party  pleading  would  be  privileged 


[b]  Cities  are  not  within  the  stat- 
ute. San  Francisco  v.  Itsell,  80  Cal.  57, 
22  Pac.  74. 

23.  See  the  statutes  and  the  follow- 
ing: Ropes  V.  Snyder  Harris  Basse tt 
Co.,  37  Fla.  529,  20  So.  535;  Turpin  v. 
Derickson,  105  Md.  620,  66  Atl.  276. 

Flea  in  abatement,  see  1  Standard 
Peoc.  45,   1039. 

Flea  to  jurisdiction,  see  17  Standard 
Proc.  919.  ' 

24.  See  the  statutes  and  the  follow- 
ing: Thurman  v.  WilUngham,  18  Ga. 
App.  395,  89  S.  E.  442;  Carroll  v. 
Building  Committee  (Md.),  77  Atl.  128. 

Common  law  rule,  see  supra,  II,  B. 

25.  Ely  V.  Frisbie,  17  Cal.  250.  See 
8  Standard  Proc.  814. 

26.  See  1  Standard  Peoc.  635. 

In  divorce  actions,  see  7  Standard 
Proc.  785. 

Criminal  complaints,  see  12  Standard 
Proc.   567. 

[a]  Bui;  an  amended  complaint  is  not 
a  "subsectuent  pleading"  (1)  within 
a  statute  requiring  the  verification  of 
every  pleading  subsequent  to  a  verified 
pleading.  Eiee  v.  Van  Why,  49  Colo. 
7,  111  Pac.  599;  Hempstead  v.  Hemp- 
stead, 7  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  8.  (2)  But 
if  a  plaintiff  who  has  filed  a  verified 
pleading,  files  an  unverified  amended 
complaint,  he  thereby  waives  the  veri- 
fication of  all  subsequent  pleadings. 
Eice  V.  Van  Why,  49  Colo.  7,  111  Pac. 
599;  Brooks  Bros.  v.  Tiffany,  117  App. 
Div.  470,  102  N.  y.  Supp.  626.  The 
reason  is  that  an  amended  pleading 
supersedes  the  original  pleading  which 
has  no  more  force.  See  I  STANPABD 
PKog.  927. 


27.  Cal.  —  Buell  v.  Beckwith,  59  Cal. 
480.  HI.  — McCabe  v.  Porter,  73  111. 
244;  Whipple  v.  Whipple,  145  111.  App. 
228.  Mich.  —  Matthews  v.  Montreal 
Min.  COy  183  Mich.  541,  50  N.  W.  127. 
Mo.  —  Matthews  v.  Eountree's  Admr., 
20  Mo.  282,  amendment  of  caption. 

[a]  When  a  pleading  is  amended  by 
numbering  the  pages,  it  may  be  refiled 
without  a  re-verification.  Buell  v.  Beck- 
with, 59  Cal.  480. 

28.  Euffatti  v.  Societe  ete.  Lexing- 
ton, 10  Utah  386,  397,  37  Pac.  591. 

29.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  Unless  a  new  and  distinct  cause, 
of  action  or  defense  is  introduced,  the 
court  is  permitted  by  statute  to  allow 
the  filing  of  unverified  amendments. 
Ark.  —  Halliburton  v.  Nance,  40  Ark. 
161.  I».  —  Keller  v.  Harrison,  139  Iowa 
383,  116  N.  W.  327;  Boos  v.  Dulin,  103 
Iowa  331,  72  N.  W.  533.  Ky.  — Ball  v. 
Sandlin,  176  Ky.  537,  195  S.  W.  1089. 
But  a  failure  of  the  court  to  require  a 
verification  when  demanded  by  this 
statute  is  not  prejudicial  error.  Ball 
V.  Sandlin,  176  Ky.  537,  195  S.  W. 
1089.  As  to  when  new  causes  of  action 
are  introduced,  see  the  title,  "New 
Cause  of  Action  or  Defense." 

[b]  In  Iowa,  the  code  provides  that 
the  court  may  permit  unverified  amend- 
ments to  verified  pleadings.  Thomp- 
son V.  Brown,  106  Iowa  367,  76  N.  W. 
819;  Tegler  &  Co.  v.  Shipman,  33  Iowa 
194,  11  Am.  Eep.  Il8. 

30.  See  the  statutes. 
Demurrers.  —  See  supra,  II,  C. 

[a]  Uxecutors  and  administrators 
need  not  swear  to  their  defenses  when 
sued  in  their  representative  capacity, 
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from  testifying  concerning  an  allegation  or  denial  contained  in  the 
pleading.'^  So  also  some  statutes  do  not  require  a  verification  of  an 
answer  when  an  admission  of  the  truth  of  the  complaint  might  subject 
the  defendant  to  a  criminal  proseeution,^^  or  when  an  offlcer  of  the 
state  in  his  official  capacity  is  defendant,^^  or  when  a  guardian  ad 
litem  files  a  general  answer  on  behalf  of  an  infant.^* 

According  to  some  authorities,  when  the  right  of  a  party  to  file  an 
unverified  pleading  in  these  exceptional  cases,  does  not  appear  on  the 
face  of  the  pleading,  it  is  necessary  for  him  to  file  an  affidavit  showing 
the  reason  for  omitting  the  verification.^^ 

III.  BY  WHOM  MADE.  —  A.  In  General.  —  At  common  law, 
pleadings  may  be  verified  by  the  pleader  himself  or  by  some  one  for 
him.'*  But  under  modern  practice,  the  statutes  require  pleadings  to  be 
verified  by  a  party,'^  except  in  certain  cases  specifically  enumerated  in 


by  virtue  of  the  practice  of  the  court. 
Edwards  ;;.  Ewing,  4  Yeates  (Pa.)  235. 

In  partition,  see  20  Standard  Pboo. 
1029,  note   60. 

31.  See  the  statutes,  and  the  follow- 
ing: Rogers  v.  Decker,  131  N.  Y.  490, 
30  N.  E.  571;  Gadsen  v.  Woodward, 
103  N.  Y.  242,  8  N.  E.  653;  Thompson 
V.  McLaughlin,  138  App.  Div.  711,  123 
N.  Y.  Supp.  762;  Anderson  v.  Doty, 
33  Hun  (N.  Y.)  238;  Anable  v.  Anable, 
24  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  92;  Sweet  v. 
Sweet,  15  How.  Pr.  169;  Olney  v.  Gl- 
uey, 7  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  350;  Blaisdell 
V.  Raymond,  5  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  144, 
149,  affirmed,  6  Abb.  Pr.  148;  Beck- 
ley  V.  Chamberlin,  65  Hun  37,  19  N.  Y. 
Supp.  745,  22  Civ.  Proc.  338. 

[a]  The  Statute  does  not  apply  to  a 
case  (1)  where  the  party  would  not  be 
permitted  to  testify  at  the  trial,  but 
only  when  he  would  be  privileged  for 
hia  own  proteetion  and  at  his  own 
option.  Olney  v.  Olney,  7  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  350.  Contra,  Sweet  v.  Sweet, 
15  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  169.  (2)  Nor  does 
the  statute  apply  to  cases  within  a 
statute  which  provides  that  "a  defend- 
ant is  not  excused  from  verifying  his 
answer  to  a  complaint"  in  certain 
named  cases.  Beckley  v.  Chamberlin, 
65  Hun  37,  19  N.  Y.  Supp.  745,  22  N.  Y. 
Civ.  Proc.  338,  overruling  Frist  v. 
Climm,  6  N.  y.  Civ.  Proc.  30.  (3)  This 
latter  statute,  however,  is  not  valid 
in  so  far  as  it  requires  a  verification  of 
an  answer  to  a  charge  of  a  criminal 
offense.  Kellogg  v.  Match  Supply  Co., 
165  App.  Div.  885,  151  N.  Y.  Supp.  361. 

[b]  In  an  action  for  libel,  where 
the  answer  denies  the  publication,  the 
verification   may   be   omitted,     Crpff  ■"• 
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Star  Printing  Co.,  '21  Abb.  N.  C.  (N. 
Y.)  211;  Wilson  v.  Bennett,  2  N.  Y. 
Civ.  Proc.  34. 

In  divorce  actions,  see  7  Standard 
PBGC.  785. 

32.  Cal.   Code   Civ.   Proc,   §446. 
[a]     But  in  some  states,  instead  of 

the  provision  in  the  text,  the  code 
provides  that  a  pleading  cannot  be 
used,  in  a  criminal  prosecution  against 
the  party,  as  proof  of  a  fact  admitted 
or  alleged  therein.  See  N.  Y.  Code  Civ. 
Proc.  §  523;  Wolcott  v.  Winston,  8 
Abb.  Pr.   (N.  Y.)  422. 

33.  Cal.    Code    Civ.    Proc,    §446. 

34.  See    12    Standard   Proc.    759. 

35.  Anderson  v.  Doty,  33  Hun  (N. 
Y.)  238;  Boache  v.  Kivlin,  25  Hun 
(N.  Y.)  150;  Goff  v.  Star  Printing 
Co.,  21  Abb.  N.   Cas.   (N.  Y.)    211. 

36.  Goldbeck  v.  Brady,  4  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
169.  See  also  Solomon  v.  Huey,  1  Pos. 
TJnrep.  Cas.  (Tex.)  265. 

[a]  At  common  law,  a  verification 
of  a  plea  in  abatement  may  be  made 
either  by  the  party  himself  or  a  third 
person,  as  by  an  attorney  or  agent. 
Ala.  —  Prim  v.  Davis,  2  Ala.  24.  Me. 
Atwood  V.  Higgins,  76  Me.  423.  N.  M. 
Geek  V.  Shepherd,   1   N.   M.   346. 

Replevin,  see  22  Standard  Proc.  927. 

37.  See  the  codes  and  practice  acts 
and  the  following:  6a.  —  Cook  v. 
Houston,  54  Ga.  163;  Misenheimer  v. 
Gainey,  11  6a.  App.  509,  75  S.  E.  844, 
an  amendment  to  answer  after  expira- 
tion of  time  for  answering  must  be 
made  by  party  in  person  under  stat- 
ute. Md.  —  Salmon  v.  Clagett,  3  Bland 
125.  Mo.  —  Hinkle  V.  Lovelace,  204  Mo. 
208,  102  S.  W.  1015,  120  Am.  St.  Eep. 
698,  11  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)   730.     N.  J. 
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the  statute.^^  And  even  in  such  cases,  the  adverse  party  may  under 
certain  circumstances  require  a  verification  by  the  party  himself/®  and 
some  statutes  contain  provisions  to  that  effect.*" 

B.  Where  There  Are  Several  Pakties.  —  It  is  a  general  rule,  that 
one  of  several  coparties  may  verify  a  joint  pleading  filed  by  them.*^ 
But  some  statutes  limit  the  rule  to  cases  where  there  are  two  or  more 
parties  united  in  interest  and  pleading  together.*^ 

0.  By  Persons  Not  Parties.  —  The  codes  and  practice  acts  general- 
ly enumerate  certain  cases  in  which  pleadings  may  be  verified  by  per- 
sons who  are  not  parties.  They  differ  somewhat  in  their  enumeration.** 
Thus  verification  by  such  persons  is  variously  authorized  when  the 


Youngblood  v.  Sehamp,  15  N.  J.  Eq.  42. 
Ohio.  —  Stickney  v.  Wolf,  2  Ohio  Dec. 
(Eeprint)  403.  Tex.  —  Lane  v.  Jones 
(Tex.   Civ.   App.),   167  S.    W.   177. 

In  admiralty,  see  1  Standard  Pboc. 
447. 

Plea  to  jurisdiction,  see  17  Standard 
Peoc.  919. 

[a]  Presumption  of  identity  of  per- 
son from  identity  of  name,  see  Brot- 
ton  V.  Allston,  2  Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint) 
393,  and  the  Encyclopaedia  or  Evi- 
dence,  title    "Identity." 

Verification  by  partner,  see  ,21  Stand- 
ard Proc.  78. 

38.  See  the  statutes. 

When  corporation  is  a  party,  see  5 
Standard  Proc.  651. 

39.  Jaillard  v.  Tomes,  3  Abb.  N.  C. 
(N.  Y.)   24. 

[a]  When  the  Terlfication  of  an  at- 
torney contains  allegations  inconsistent 
with  the  pleading  verified,  the  party 
may  be  required  to  verify  in  person. 
Thus  where  an  answer  denies  the  exist- 
ence of  a  partnership  and  the  verifica- 
tion by  an  attorney,  states  that  the 
ground  of  his  belief  is  information  de- 
rived from  a  defendant  "who  was  a 
partner,"  the  defendant  may  be  re- 
quired to  verify  in  person.  Jaillard  v. 
Tomes,  3  Abb.  N.  Cas.   (N.  Y.)    24. 

40.  See  the  statutes  and  Harrison  v. 
Lebanon  Waterworks  Co.,  91  Ky.  255, 
15  S.  W.  522,  34  Am.  St.  Kep.  180. 

[a]  The  statute  applies  where  one 
of  several  coparties  verifies  on  behalf 
of  all.  Harrison  v.  Lebanon  Water- 
works Co.,  91  Ky.  255,  15  S.  W.  522, 
34  Am.  St.  Eep.  180. 

41.  Cal.  —  Butterfleld  v.  Graves,  138 
Cal.  156,  71  Pac.  510;  Claiborne  v. 
Castle,  98  Cal.  30,  32  Pac.  807;  Patter- 
son V.  Ely,  19  Cal.  28.  Ga.  —  Cook  v. 
Houston,  54  Ga.  163;  Hemphill  v. 
Euckersville  Bk.,  3  Ga.  435.   Ind.— Wil- 


lett  V.  Porter,  42  Ind.  250.  Md.  —  Sal- 
mon V.  Claggett,  3  Bland  125;  Jones  v. 
Magill,  1  Bland  177.  Tex.  —  Queen 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Keller  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  186 
S.  W.  359. 

But  see  Eobertson  v.  Travis,  4  La. 
Ann.  151. 

[a]  The  reason  is  that  the  statute 
only  requires  a  verification  by  the  "af- 
fidavit of  a  party."  Butterfield  v. 
Graves,  138  Cal.  155,  158,  71  Pac.  510. 

But  as  to  rule  in  equity,  see  4  Stand- 
ard Proc.  176. 

[b]  It  is  the  rule  that  one  party 
may  verify  a  pleading  on.  behalf  of  his 
coparty.  Conceding  that  a  rea'l  party 
in  interest  may,  within  the  rule,  shift 
the  responsibility  of  verification  on  his 
nominal  coparty,  the  remedy  therefor 
lies  with  the  legislature.  Claiborne  v. 
Castle,  98  Cal.  30,  32  Pac.  807. 

Form  of  verification  by  two  parties, 
see  9  Standard  Proc.  1256. 

Where  husband  and  wife  file  a  joint 
pleading,   see   11   Standard  Proc.   784. 

42.  See  the  statutes  and  Connolly  v. 
Schroeder,  121  App.  Div.  634,  106  N.  Y. 
Supp.  303;  Paddock  v.  Palmer,  32  Misc. 
426,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  743. 

[a]  If  the  interests  of  the  parties 
uniting  in  a  pleading  are  several,  they 
must  all  verify  the  pleading,  under  the 
statute  set  forth  in  the  text.  Wendt 
V.  Peyser,  14  Hun  (N.  Y.)  114;  Gray 
V.  Kendall,  10  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  66. 

[b]  A  maker  and  endorser  of  a  note 
are  not  united  in  interest  within  the 
rule.  Andrews  v.  Storms,  5  Sandf.  (N. 
Y.)   609. 

43.  See   the   statutes. 

As  to  common  law  rule,  see  supra, 
III,  A. 

By  attorney  of  domestic  corpora- 
tion, see  5  Standard  Proc.  651. 

Effect  on  allegations  in  pleading,  see 
infra,  IX. 
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party  is  absent  from  the  county  where  the  attorney  resides,**  or  is  from 
some  cause  unable  to  verify  the  pleading,*^  or  where  the  party  is  a 
foreign  corporation,*"  or  where  the  action  or  defense  is  founded  on  a 
written  instrument  for  the  payment  of  money  only,  which  is  in  the 
possession  of  the  agent  or  attorney,*'  or  when  the  facts  are  within  the 
knowledge  of  the  attorney  or  agent,  or  other  person  verifying  it.*=  If 
any  ground  exists,  the  existence  or  nonexistence  of  the  «ther  statutory 
grounds  is  immaterial.*® 
IV.    WHO  MAY  TAKE.  —  Pleadings  may  be  verified  before  any 


44.  Cal.  —  Stephens  v.  Parrish,  83 
Cal.  561,  23  Pac.  797.  Ga.  —  Adamson 
V.  Eeagin,  143  aa.  306,  84  S.  E.  965; 
17  Ga.  App.  126,  86  S.  E.  455.  N.  Y. 
Clark's  Cove  Fertilizer  Co.  v.  Stever", 
29  Misc.  571,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  249;  Levey 
V.  Duff,  90  N.  Y.  Supp.  410.  Utah. 
Thaekara,  Buck  &  Co.  v.  Eeid,  1  Utah 
238. 

Creditor's  bills,  see  6  Standard  Pkoc. 
218. 

45.  See  Smith  v.  Eosenthall,  11 
How.  Pr.   (N.  Y.)   442. 

46.  American  Audit  Co.  v.  Indus- 
trial Federation,  84  App.  Div.  3'04,  82 
N.  Y.  Supp.  642. 

[a]  A  secretary  of  a  foreign  cor- 
poration is  an  agent  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute,  and  may  verify  its 
pleading.  Eobinson  v.  Ecuador  Dev. 
Co.,  32  Misc.  106,  65  N.  Y.  Supp.  427. 

47.  Neb.  —  Cropsey  v.  Wiggenhorn, 
3  Neb.  108.  N.  Y.  —  Peyser  v.  McCor- 
mack,  7  Hun  300,  51  How.  Pr.  205; 
Smith  V.  Eosenthall,  11  How.  Pr.  442; 
Syracuse  Moulding  Co.  v.  Squires,  61 
Hun  48,  15  N.  Y.  Supp.  321,  21  N.  Y. 
Civ.  Proc.  58.  N.  C  — Griffin  v.  Ashe- 
vUle  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Ill  N.  C.  434,  16 
S.  E.  423;  Hammerslaugh  v.  Farrior, 
95  N.  C.  135.  S.  C  — Hecht  *.  Freis- 
leben,  28  'S.  C.  181,  6  S.  E.  475.  Wis. 
Half  hill  V.  Malick,  145  Wis.  200,  129 
N.  W.  1086;  Market  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Hogan,  21  Wis.  317;  Bates  v.  Pike,  9 
Wis.  224;  Gillett  v.  Houghton,  8  Wis. 
311. 

[a]  The  statute  applies  in  equity  as 
well  as  at  law,  under  the  code  practice. 
Cropsey  v.   Wiggenhorn,  3  Neb.  108. 

[b]  Whether  the  party  Is  an  individ- 
ual or  a  corporation  is  immaterial,  as 
affecting  an  attorney's  right  to  verify 
on  this  ground.  Market  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Hogan,  21  Wis.  317. 

[c]  The  instruments  referred  to  are 
(1)  the  same  as  those  upon  which 
judgment  by  default  may  be  rendered, 
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of  course,  without  application  to  the 
court.  Peyser  v.  McCormack,  7  Hun 
(N.  Y.)  300,  51  How.  Pr.  205.  As  to 
such  instruments,  see  14  Standard 
Pkoc.  887.  (2)  But  an  instrument  for 
the  payment  of  money  and  providing 
for  a  sale  of  defendant's  property  in 
ease  of  default  is  not  within  the  stat- 
ute. Peyser  v.  McCormack,  7  Hun  (N. 
Y.)  300,  51  How.  Pr.  205. 

[d]  A  mortgage  to  secure  the  pay- 
ment of  a  promissory  note  is  not  with- 
in the  statute.  Purdon  v.  Carrington, 
31  Ohio  St.  168. 

[e]  A  judgment  is  not  within  the 
statute.  Smith  v.  Mulliken,  2  Minn. 
319. 

[f]  An  account  verified  by  a  credi- 
tor is  not  a  written  instrument  with- 
in the  rule.  Bray  Clothing  Co.  v. 
Shealy,  53  S.  C.  12,  30  S.  E.  620. 

[g]  In  assumpsit  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered,  an  attorney  cannot  verify. 
Hammerslaugh  v.  Farrior,  95  N.  C.  135. 

[h]  Subsequent  pleadings  may  be 
verified  by  an  attorney  authorized  to 
verify  the  complaint.  Kirkland  V. 
Aiken,  66  Barb.   (N.  Y.)    211. 

48.  Cal.  —  Bittleston  Law  &  O. 
Agency  v.  Howard,  172  Cal.  357,  156 
Pac.  515;  Silcox  v.  Lang,  78  Cal.  118, 
20  Pac.  297;  Newman  v.  Bird,  60  Cal. 
372.  la.  —  Searle  v.  Eichardson,  67 
Iowa  170,  ,25  N.  W.  113.  N.  C  — Ham- 
merslaugh V.  Farrior,  95  N.  C.  135.  S. 
C  — Hecht  V.  Freisleben,  28  S.  C.  181, 
5  S.  E.  475. 

As  to  bill  for  'Injunction,  see  13 
Standard  Peoc.  91,  note  15. 

49.  Smith  v.  Eosenthall,  11  How. 
Pr.    (N.   Y.)    442. 

[a]  Whether  the  party  Is  or  Is  not 
in  the  county  is  immaterial  if  tha 
agent  or  attorney  has  personal  knowl- 
edge of  the  facts,  or  has  possession  of 
the  instrument.  Smith  v.  Eosenthall, 
11  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  442;  Wheeler  v. 
Chesley,  14  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  441. 
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officer  within  the  state,  authorized  to  administer  oaths.^"  And  in  the 
case  of  nonresidents,  it  has  been  held  proper  to  verify  pleadings  before 
similar  officers  of  other  states.^^  It  is  not  good  practice  for  an  attorney 
who  is  a  notary  public  to  take  the  affidavit  of  his  clieilt,  but  according 
to  many  courts  a  verification  so  taken  is  not  void,^^  unless  statute  for- 
bids him  to  act  in  this  capacity.'^ 

V.  WHEN  MADE.  —  The  codes  and  statutes  do  not  as  a  rule,  pro- 
vide for  any  time  when  a  verification  to  a  pleading  shall  be  made.^* 
The  verification  is  usually  made  before  the  filing  of  the  pleading  to  be 
verified,^^  but  it  may  be  added  afterwards  by  amendment.^* 

VI.  FORM  AND  REQUISITES  OF.  — A.  In  General.  — The  test 
of  a  verification  is  that  it  must  be  so  direct  and  unequivocal  that  an  in- 
dictment for  perjury  will  lie,  if  the  oath  is  falsely  made.^^  No  particu- 
lar form  is  necessary,^*  unless  a  form  is  prescribed  by  statute  or  rule 


50.  See  infra,  this  note. 

Judge.  —  See  7  Standard  Pboc.  785, 
note  99. 

[a]  Master  in  Chancery.  —  Snowden 
V.  Snowden,  1  Bland  (Md.)  550. 

[b]  Clerk  of  Court.  —  Hiuton  v.  Life 
Ins.  Co.,  116  N.  C.  22,  21  S.  E.  201. 

[e]  Notary  Public.  —  Hinton  v.  Life 
Ins.  Co.,  116  N.  C.  22,  21  S.  E.  201.  In 
federal  equity  practice,  see  Equity  Eule 
36. 

[d]  Deputy  Prothonotary.  —  First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Collins,  3  Boyce  (Del.) 
475,  85  Ati;  412. 

[e]  District  Attorney.  —  Haile  v. 
Smith,  128   Cal.  415,  60  Pac.   1032. 

51.  Crane  &  Breed  Mfg.  Co.  «. 
Stagg's  Admr.,  135  Ky.  428,  122  S.  W. 
225;  Cheatham  v.  Pearce,  89  Tenn.  668, 
681,  15  S.  W.  1080.  But  see  Benedict, 
Hall  &  Co.  V.  Hall,  76  N.  C.  113,  decided 
before  the  present  statute  of  North 
Carolina. 

52.  Cal.  —  Kuhland  v.  Sedgwick,  17 
Cal.  123.  lU.  — Phillips  v.  Phillips,  185 
111.  629,  57  N.  E.  796;  Hollenbeck  v. 
Detrick,  162  111.  388,  44  N.  E.  732; 
McCormick  v.  Higgins,  190  111.  App. 
241.  Ind.  — Yeagley  v.  Webb,  86  Ind. 
424.  N.  Y.  —  Gilmore  v.  Hempstead,  4 
How.  Pr.  153.  Tex.  —  Coody  v.  Shaw- 
ver  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  161  S.  W.  935; 
Kosminsky  v.  Eaymond,  fiO  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  702,  51  S.  W.  51. 

See  also  the  following  cases:  Cal. 
Eeavis  v.  Cowell,  56  Cal.  588.  Minn. 
Young  V.  Young,  18  Minn.  90.  Mass. 
McDonald  v.  Willis,  143  Mass.  452,  9 
N.  E.  835.  Wis.  —  Dawes  v.  Glasgow, 
1  Pin.  171. 

[a]  "We  are  not  (1)  aware  of  any 
provision  of  law  making  the  attorney 


incompetent  to  take  it  [a  verification 
of  his  client]."  Kuhland  v.  Sedgwick, 
17  Cal.  123.  (2)  In  Yeagley  v.  Webb, 
86  Ind.  424,  it  was  held  that  this  is 
not  ground  for  striking  out  a  plead- 
ing. But  in  Gilmore  v.  Hempstead,  4 
How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  153,  it  was  held  (3) 
that  the  verification  was  not  a  nullity, 
so  that  it  could  be  objected  to  after ' 
judgment,  but  that  the  parties'  remedy 
is  by  motion  to  set  aside. 

53.  See  the  statutes  and  Warner  v. 
Warner,  11  Kan.  121. 

54.  See   the   codes  and   statutes, 
[a]   An  answer  to  a  verified  amended 

complaint  must  be  verified  subsequent 
to  the  verification  of  the  amended 
pleading.  A  verified  answer  purporting 
to  answer  an  original  complaint  can- 
not be  offered  as  an  answer  to  an 
amended  complaint,  unless  it  is  re- 
verified  subsequent  to  such  pleading. 
Pettit  V.  Seligman,  104  N.  Y.  Supp. 
397. 

55.  Atwood  V.  Higgins,  76  Me.  423 
(statute  so  provides);  Youngblood  v. 
Schamp,  15  N.  J.   Eq.   42. 

[a]  That  the  complaint  was  verified 
several  days  prior  to  its  service  does 
not  necessitate  that  it  be  regarded  as 
a  verified  pleading.  Di  Lello  v.  Gmelin, 
141  N.  Y.  Supp.  500. 

56.  See   infra,  XI. 

57.  Lane  v.  Jones  (Tex.  Civ,  App.), 
167   S.   W.   177. 

58.  Chancey  v.  Allison,  48  Tex.  Civ. 
App.   441,   107   S.    W.   605. 

Eule  in  admiralty,  see  1  Standard 
Proc.  447. 

Form  of  Verification.  —  See  4  Stand- 
ard Proc.  148;    9  Standard  Proc.  1255. 

[a]      An  affidavit  which   omits  to 
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of  court."'  If  a  form  is  prescribed,  it  must  be  followed  substantially,^" 
though  a  failure  to  follow  it  exactly  does  not  render  the  verification  in- 
sufficient, if  no  substantial  requirement  is  omitted.°^  Where  a  pleading 
contains  several  causes  of  action  or  defenses,  a  general  verification  em- 
bracing the  whole  of  the  pleading  is  sufficient.'^ 

B.  Reading  and  Knowledge  of  Contents  op  Pleading.  —  In  the 
absence  of  statute,  requiring  it,  it  is  not  necessary  to  state  that  the 
affiant  has  read,  or  has  heard  read,  the  pleading  he  verifies,  and  knows 
the  contents  thereof.** 

C.  Knowledge,  Information  and  Belief.  —  While  in  certain  cases 
a  direct  and  positive  verification  is  required,**  a  verification  on  informa- 
tion and  belief  is  usually  allowable."  Except  under  statutes  requiring 
all  verification  to  be  to  the  effect  that  the  affiant  believes  the  statements 


state  that  the  pleading  is  true  Is  in- 
sufficient as  a  verification.  Dorn  v. 
Tyler,  64  111.  App.  110. 

[b]  An  affidavit  that  a  defendant 
has  a  good  defense  on  the  merits  is  not 
an  affidavit  that  a  plea  of  nonasaump- 
sit  is  true.  Eeed  v.  Fleming,  102  111. 
App.  668. 

[e]  A  certificate  that  a  pleading  has 
heen  "suhscrihed  and  sworn  to"  is 
sufficient  according  to  some  authorities. 
Ala.  —  Powers  v.  Bryant's  Admr.,  7 
Port.  9.  Mo.  —  O'Brien  v.  Tare,  8S 
Mo.  App.  489,  statutory  form.  Tex. 
Bowles  V.  Boydstun  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
41  S.  W.  368.  Compare  Sayles,  Tex. 
Civ.  St.,  1914,  Art.  1829a.  Contra,  Mar- 
tin V.  Martin,  130  N.  C.  27,  40  S.  B. 
822;  Freidlander,  Stick  &  Co.  v.  S. 
Pollock  &  Co.,  5  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  490. 

59.  See  the  statutes  and  rules  of 
court. 

60.  Neb.  —  Abbott  v.  Campbell,  69 
Neb.  371,  95  N.  W.  591.  N".  Y.— 
W'helpley  v.  Van  Epps,  9  Paige  332,  37 
Am.  Dec.  400.  N.  C.  —  White  v.  Guynn, 
168  N.  C.  434,  84  S.  E.  694;  Cole 
<D.  Boyd,  125  K  0.  496,  34  .S.  E. 
657.  Ohio.  —  See  State  ex  rel.  Tread- 
well  V.  Hancock  Co.  Comrs.,  11  Ohio 
St.  183.  W.  Va.  —  Baltimore  Bargain 
House  V.  St.  Clair,  58  W.  Va.  565,  52 
S.  E.  660. 

See  21  Standard  Pboc.  449,  note  83. 

61.  Cal.  — Ely  v.  Frisbie,  17  Cal. 
250,  258.  N.  O.  —  McLamb  v.  McPhail, 
126  N.  C.  218,  35  S.  E.  426;  Cole  v. 
Boyd,  125  N.  C.  496,  34  iS.  E.  557; 
Alspaugh  V.  Winstead,  79  N.  C.  526. 
S.  C  — Smalls  v.  WUder,  6  S.  C.  402. 
Tenn.  —  Armstrong  v.  State,  101  Tenn. 
389,   47   S.   W.  492.      Tex.  — Bilby  v. 
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Hancock,  58  Tex.  Civ.  App.  365,  125 
S.  W.  370.  Wis.  —  Closson  v.  Chase,  158 
Wis.  346,  149  N.  W.  26;  Morley  v. 
Guild,   13  Wis.  576. 

[a]  The  use  of  the  past  tense  is  not 
fatal.  Whelpley  v.  Van  Epps,  9  Paige 
{N.  Y.)  332,  37  Am.  Dec.  400. 

[b]  Belief.  —  Under  a  statute  re- 
quiring pleadings  to  be  verified  to  the 
effect  that  the  affiant  believes  that  the 
itatements  of  the  pleading  are  true,  a 
verification  that  the  statements  are 
true  to  the  best  of  affiant's  knowledge 
and  belief  is  a  substantial  compliance. 
WaJBh  V.  Pearce,  148  Ky.  760,  147  S. 
W.  739. 

62.  Harris  v.  Castleberry,  3  Ind.  Ter. 
576,  64  S.  W.  541. 

[a]  But  a  verification  of  two  pleas 
in  which  the  affiant  states  that  the 
"foregoing  plea"  ia  true  is  insufficient. 
Brewer  &  Hoffman  Brew.  Co.  v.  Boddie, 
59  111.  App.  45. 

63.  Fleming  v.  Wells,  65  Cal.  336,  4 
Pac.  197;  Patterson  v.  Ely,  19  iCal.  28. 

64.  See  infra,  this  note. 
Affidavits    in    support    of    pleas    in 

abatement,  see  12  Standard  Peoc.  899. 
In    receivership,    see    22    Standaed 
Peoc.   345. 

65.  Deering  Harvester  Co.  v.  Peugh, 
17  Ind.  App.  400,  45  N.  E.  808. 

Where  corporation  is  a  party,  see  5 
Standard  Peoc.  651. 

BUI  for  injunction,  see  13  Standard 
Peoc.  93. 

Bill  of  discovery,  see  7  Standard 
Proc.  537. 

In  divorce  actions,  see  7  Standard 
Proc.  785,  note  1. 

In  case  of  verification  Ity  a  person 
who  is  not  a  party,  see  infra,  VI,  E, 
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in  the  pleading  are  true,*'  it  is  a  general  rule  that  a  verification  of  a 
party  must  be  adapted  to  and  appropriate  to  the  mode  of  statement 
in  the  pleading  to  be  verified.  If  the  allegations  in  the  pleading  are 
positive  and  absolute,  the  verification  must  be  positive  and  absolute; 
but  if  the  allegations  are  on  information  and  belief  the  verification 
must  be  on  information  and  belief.'^  The  verification  or  the  verifica- 
tion and  the  pleading  should  be  so  drawn  as  to  show  what  matters  are 
verified  upon  knowledge,  and  what  on  belief."*  If,  only  one  mode  of 
statement  is  used  in  a  pleading,  the  verification  may  omit  all  reference 
to  the  other  mode  of  statement."  In  that  event,  the  pleader  may  ac- 
cording to  the  weight  of  authority,  swear  that  the  pleading  in  its  en- 
tirety is  true  to  his  own  knowledge  except  as  to  those  matters  stated 
on  information  and  belief  and  to  those  he  believes  it  to  be  true.  If 
no  facts  are  stated  to  be  on  information  and  belief,  the  exception  is 
regarded  as  surplusage." 

The  authorities  are  conflicting  as  to  whether  a  statement  that  the 
pleading  is  true  is  vitiated  by  additional  words  "to  the  best  of  his 
knowledge  and  belief,"  or  "as  he  verily  believes."    Some  authorities 


66.  See  the  statutes  and  the  follow- 
ing: Gillman  v.  Baldwin  &  Co.,  6  Ky. 
L.  Kep.  369.  See  also,  West  v.  Home 
Ins.  Co.,  9  Sawy.  (U.  S.)  412,  13  Fed. 
622  (under  statute  of  Oregon) ;  Walsh 
V.  Pearce,  148  Ky.  760,  147  S.  W.  739. 
[a]  Under  this  statute,  a  party  may 
verify  a  pleading  positive  in  form  by 
stating  that  he  believes  the  allegations 
are  true,  though  such  a  qualification 
would  be  objectionable  if  the  allega- 
tions were  on  information  and  belief 
simply.  Gillham  v.  Baldwin  &  Co.,  6 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  369. 

,  67.  Orvis  v.  Goldschmidt,  64  How. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  71;  Goldbeck  v.  Brady,  i 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  169. 

[a]  Exceptions  Exist.  —  But  it  wa» 
not  intended  that  the  verification 
should  "in  all  cases"  follow  or  be 
governed  by  the  form  of  the  allegations 
in  the  pleadings.  Morley  i;.  Guild,  13 
Wis.  576,  581. 

[b]  ,  Where  the  matters  in  a  plead- 
ing are  negative  merely  of  matters  in 
previous  pleadings,  the  same  form  of 
verification  is  required  as  in  the  case 
of  pleading  affirmatively.  Smalls  v. 
Wilder,  6   S.  C.  402. 

68.  111.  —  Christian  Hospital  v. 
People,  223  111.  244,  79  N.  E.  72.  S.  C. 
Hecht  V.  Freisleben,  28  S.  C.  181,  5  S. 
E.  475;  Smalls  v.  Wilder,  6  S.  C.  402. 
Wis.  —  Morley  v.  Guild,  13  Wis.  576. 

See  Abilene  Ind.  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.  v. 
Southwestern  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  185  8.  W.  356. 


[a]  The  verification  and  the  pleading 
may  toe  taken  together,  and  if  the  plead- 
ing shows  which  facts  are  alleged  on 
knowledge,  and  which  on  belief,  the 
law  is  satisfied.  Eobinson  v.  Gregg,  57 
Fed.   186. 

69.  N.  Y.  —  Orvis  v.  Goldsohmidt, 
64  How.  Pr.  71;  Kinkaid  v.  Kipp,  1 
Duer  692.  S.  0.  —  Smalls  v.  Wilder,  6 
S.  C.  402.  Wis.  — Morley  v.  Guild,  13 
Wis.   676. 

[a]  It  is  not  only  unnecessary  tout 
improper,  to  put  a  senseless  exception 
in  the  verification  as  to  the  information 
and  belief  of  the  affiant,  when  there 
are  no  allegations  in  the  pleading  on 
information  and  belief.  Kinkaid  V. 
Kipp,  1  Duer   (N.  Y.)   692. 

70.  Cal.  ^ — Bittleston  Law  &  0. 
Agency  v.  Howard,  172  Cal.  357,  156 
Pae.  515;  Christopher  v.  Condogeorge, 
128  Cal.  581,  61  Pae.  174;  Seattle  C. 
&  T.  Co.  V.  Thomas,  57  Cal.  197;  Pat- 
terson V.  Ely,  19  Cal.  28,  40;  Lassen  v. 
Board  of  Dental  Examiners,  24  Cal. 
App.  767,  142  Pae.  505.  Fla.  — State 
en  rel.  Smith  v.  Anderson,  26  Pla.  240, 
8  So.  1.  N.  Y.  —  In  re  Curtiss,  134 
App.  Div.  547,  119  N.  Y.  Supp.  556; 
Kieley  v.  Barron  &  Cook  H.  &  P.  Co., 
87  App.  Div.  317,  '84  N.  Y.  Supp.  306. 
N.  C  — Payne  v.  Boyd,  125  N.  C.  499, 
34  S.  E.  631. 

Contra,  Christian  Hospital  v.  People, 
223  111.  244,  79  N.  E.  72;  Grabarski  v. 
Stankowicz,  179  111.  App.  45;  Hovnan- 
ian  V.  Bedessern,  63  111.  App.  353;    Stir- 
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hold  the  additioitial  words  to  be  surplusage,'^  others  hold  they  qualify 
the  preceding  statements  and  render  the  verification  insufficient  as  a 
positive  verification.'^ 

D.  Veeipication  op  One  op  Several  1'arties.  —  A  verification  by 
one  of  several  parties  united  in  interest,  need  not  show  the  nature  of 
their  interest  when  this  appears  from  the  pleadings/'  One  party  can- 
not swear  to  a  want  of  sufficient  information  to  form  a  belief  on  the 
part  of  a  eoparty.'*  / 

E.  Verification  op  Agent  or  Other  Person.  —  A  verification  of 
an  attorney,  agent  or  other  person  not  a  party  must  conform  to  the 
general  rules  governing  verifications  of  parties,  so  far  as  applicable,'^ 
and  state  such  additional  matters  as  the  law  may  require.'^  But  if  the 
affiant  is  deemed  to  be  embraced  within  the  meaning  of  the  term 
"party,"  it  is  unnecessary  to  set  forth  such  additional  matters,  even 
though  he  may  not  be  a  party  of  record." 

Reasons  Why  Verification  Is  Not  Made  by  Party.  —  Since  a  person  who  is 
not  a  party  is  authorized  to  make  a  verification  in  particular  cases 


len  V.  Neustadt,  50  111.  App.  378;  Brab- 
rook  Tailoring  Co.  v.  Belding,  40  111. 
App.  326;  Burmeater  v.  Moseley,  33 
S.  C.  251,  11  S.  E.  786;  Hecht  v.  Freis- 
leben,  28  8.  C.  181,  5  S.  E.  475;  Smalls 
V.  Wilder,  6  S.  C.  402,  holding  that  a 
verification  of  any  matter  not  stated  to 
be  pleaded  according  to  information  and 
belief  must  affirm  two  propositions: 
first,  that  he  has  knowledge  of  the 
matters  pleaded;  and  second,  that  they 
are  pleaded  truly,  according  to  that 
knowledge. 

[a]  But  if  the  oath  to  a  pleading  of 
this  description  is  that  those  facts 
stated  of  his  own  knowledge  are  true 
and  those  facts  stated  on  information 
and  belief  are  believed  to  be  true,  it  is 
seen  that  the  words  ' '  of  his  own 
knowledge"  do  not  modify  the  word 
"true"  and  do  not,  therefore,  refer  to 
the  entire  pleading.  Therefore  as  it 
cannot  be  ascertained  which  facts  are 
positively  stated,  and  which  are  quali- 
fiedly  stated,  the  verification  is  insuf- 
ficient. Carroll  v.  McMillan,  133  N.  C. 
190,  45  8.  E.  530;  Payne  v.  Boyd,  125 
N.  C.  499,  34  S.  E.  631;  Cole  v.  Boyd, 
125  N.  C.  496,  34  S.  E.  557;  Phifer  v. 
Travelers'  Ins.  Co.,  123  N.  C.  410,  31 
S.  E.  716. 

71.  Oal.  —  Seattle  Coal  &  Transp. 
Co.  V.  Thomas,  57  Cal.  197.  Kan. 
Johnson  v.  Woodbury  Trust  Co.,  8  Kan. 
App.  860,  57  Pac.  134,  following  Gib- 
son V.  Shorb,  7  Kan.  App.  732,  52  Pac. 
679.  Mo.  —  Hambel  v.  Lowry,  ,264  Mo. 
168,  174  S.  W.  405.    N.  Y.  — People  v. 
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Campbell,  88  Hun  544,  34  N.  Y.  Supp. 
801. 

72.  Plant  V.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.,  92 
Ga.  636,  19  8.  E.  719;  Graham  v.  Mc- 
Carty,  69  Tex.  323,  7  S.  W.  342;  Forest 
Oil  Co.  V.  Wilson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  178 
S.  W.  626.    See  8  Standard  Pboc.  1117. 

73.  Paddock  v.  Palmer,  32  Misc.  426, 
66  N.  Y.  Supp.  743. 

74.  Kiukaid  v.  Kipp,  1  Duer  (N.  Y.) 


692. 
75, 
76, 


See  supra,  VI,  A,  B,  and  C. 

See  infra,  this  section. 

That  he  is  the  attorney  of  the 
party  need  not  be  stated  and  sworn  to. 
O'Brien  v.  Yare,  88  Mo.  App.  489. 

77.  Johnson  v.  Case,  97  Misc.-  247, 
162  N.  Y.  Supp.  841. 

[a]  The  word  "party,"  as  used  in 
the  statute,  embraces  the  party  in  inter- 
est, or  person  for  whose  immediate 
benefit  the  action  is  prosecuted  or  de- 
fended, though  not  named  on  the  rec- 
ord. Taber  v.  Gardner,  6  Abb.  Pr.  N. 
S.  (N.  Y.)  147.  See  also  20  Standard 
Proc.  877,  note  3. 

[b]  In  Heiutzelman  v.  L'Amoroux,  3 
Nev.  377,  the  court  says,  "we  think 
ihe  word  'party'  .  .  .  may  be  held  to 
refer  to  the  party  who  by  law  is  made, 
primarily,  the  proper  person  to  verify  a 
pleading,  rather  than  to  the  party 
plaintiff  or  defendant." 

I  c]  A  guardian  of  an  infant  plain- 
tiff is  regarded  as  a  party,  so  as  to 
permit  him  to  verify  as  a  party  rather 
than  as  agent  or  attorney.  Anable  v. 
Anable,  24  How.  Pi:.  (N.  Y.)  92;     Hill 
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only,^^  it  is  necessary  that  the  verification  of  such  a  person  state  the 
reasons  why  it  is  not  made  by  a  party,"  except  when  a  corporation  is 
a  party.^°  It  is  not  necessary  to  formally  specify  the  facts  constitut- 
ing the  reasons  when  such  reasons  can  be  gathered  from  all  the  facts 
stated  in  the  affidavit  read  in  the  light  of  the  pleading.*^  But  it  must 
appear  that  the  ease  is  within  the  provision  of  the  statute  authorizing 
a  verification  by  him.'^  Thus  if  an  affiant  has  knowledge  of  the  facts, 
and  verifies  on  this  ground,  this  must  appear  ;*'  but  it  is  unnecessary  in 


V.  Thaeter,  3  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  407; 
Phillijjs  V.  Portage  Transit  Co.,  137 
Wis.    189,   US   K.    W.   539. 

[d]  An  administrator  verifies  as  a 
party  and  not  as  agent  of  the  intes- 
tate. Kaufman  v.  Boismier,  25  Okls. 
252,   105   Pae.   326. 

[e]  The  verification  by  an  officer  of 
a  domestic  corporation  is  (1)  a  verifica- 
tion of  the  corporation  itself,  and  con- 
sequently the  officer's  knowledge  or 
ground  of  belief  need  not  be  set  forth. 
Treen  Motors  Corp.  v.  Van  Pelt,  106 
Misc.  357,  174  N.  Y..Supp.  500;  Com- 
mercial Nat.  Bank  v.  Hutchison,  87  N. 
C.  22.     (2)  But  since  the  code  requires 

,  the  pleadings  of  a  foreign  corporation 
to  be  verified  by  its  agent  or  attorney, 
foreign  corporations  are  placed  on  a 
different  footing.  While  it  TTOuld  be 
senseless  to  state  why  the  verification 
is  not  made  by  the  party,  the  grounds 
of  the  affiant's  belief  must  be  stated,  if 
any  allegations  in  the  pleading  are  on 
information  and  belief.  Treen  Motors 
Corp.  V.  Van  Pelt,  106  Misc.  357,  174 
N.  Y.  Supp.  500;  Eobinson  v.  Ecuador 
Dev.  Co.,  32  Misc.  106,  65  N.  Y.  Supp. 
427. 

78.  As  to  such  eases,  see  supra, 
III,  C. 

79.  Ala.  —  Guyton  v.  Terrell,  132 
Ala.  66,  31  So.  83.  Cal.  —  Bittleiton 
Law  &  C.  Agency  v.  Howard,  172  Cal. 
357,  156  Pac.  515.  Colo.  —  Colorado 
Springs  Rapid  Transit  Ry.  Co.  v.  Al- 
breoht,  22  Colo.  App.  201,  123  Pac.  957. 
Fla.  — Milton  V.  Milton,  62  Fla.  564,  56' 
So.  947.  Idaho.  —  Wiles  v.  Northern 
Star  M.  Co.,  13  Idaho  326,  89  Pac.  1053. 
Ohio.  —  Stickney  v.  Wolf,  2  Ohio  Dec. 
(Reprint)  403.  Okla.  —  Aldred  v.  Bay, 
54  Okla.  154,  153  Pac.  664;  Chicago,  E. 
I.  &  P.  Rj^.  Co.  V.  Mitchell,  19  Okla. 
579,  101  Pae.  850;  Board  of  Comrs.  v. 
Isenberg,  10  Okla.  378,  61  Pac.  1067. 
Pa.  —  Goldbeck  v.  Brady,  4  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
169. 

Form,  see  9  Standard  Pkoc.  1266. 


80.  Hornick  v.  Union  Pac.  E.  Co., 
85  Kan.  568,  118  Pac.  60,  Ann.  Cas. 
1913A,  208,  38  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  826; 
Treen  Motors  Corp.  v.  Van  Pelt,  106 
Misc.  357,  174  N.  Y.  Supp.  500;  Eobin- 
son V.  Ecuador  Dev.  Co.,  32  Misc.  106, 
65  N.  r.  Supp.  427.  Contra,  Chicago,  E. 
I.  &  P.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Mitchell,  19  Okla. 
579,  583,  101  Pac.  850. 

[a]  8iac«  the  corporation  cannot 
make  an  affidavit,  it  is  useless  to  state 
the  reason  why  it  does  not  make  the 
affidavit.  Eobinson  v.  Ecuador  Dev.  Co., 
32  Misc.  106,  65  N.  Y.  Supp.  427. 

81.  Bittlestou  Law  &  C.  Agency  v.' 
Howard,  172  Cal.  357,  156  Pac.  515.  See 
also  Boykins  Buggy  Co.  v.  Lightsey, 
102  S.  C.  283,  86  S.  E.  639. 

82.  Cal.  — Siloox  v.  Lang,  78  Cal. 
118,  20  Pac.  297.  Kan.  —  Johnson,  v. 
Woodbury  Trust  Co.,  63  Kan.  880,  64 
Pac.  1030.  N.  Y.  — Lyons  v.  Murat,  64 
How.  Pr.  23. 

[a]  Showing  of  absence  of  client 
from  county  held  sufficient.  Ala. — Guy- 
ton  V.  Terrell,  132  Ala.  66,  31  So.  83. 
Kan.  —  Gjbson  v.  Shorb,  7  Kan.  App. 
732,  52  Pac.  579.  N.  Y.  — Levey  v. 
Duff,  90  N.  Y.  Supp.  410. 

[b]  Showing  of  possession  of  in- 
strument sued  on  (1)  held  sufficient. 
In  re  Mahoney's  Estate,  88  App.  Div. 
140,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  329;  Boykins  Bug- 
gy Co.  V.  Lightsey,  102  S.  C.  283,  86  «. 
E.  639;  Carolina  Grocery  Co.  v.  Moore, 
63  S.  C.  184;  41  S.  E.  88.  (2)  That  the 
instrument  in  the  possession  of  the  at- 
torney is  in  writing  need  not  be  stat- 
ed, as  the  word  "instrument"  imports 
a  writing.  Abbott  v.  Campbell,  69  Neb. 
371,  95  N.   W.  591. 

83.  U.  S.  — West  V.  Home  Ins.  Co., 
9  Sawy.  412,  18  Fed.  622.  Cal.  — New- 
man V.  Bird,  60  Cal.  372.  Ga.  —  Boston 
Mercantile  Co.  v.  Ould-Carter  Co.,  123 
6a.  458,  51  S.  E.  466.  Kan.  —  Johnson 
f.  Woodbury  Trust  Co.,  8  Kan.  App. 
860,  57  Pac.  134;  Aiken  v.  Franz,  2 
Kan.  App.  75,  43   Pac.  306.     W.  Va. 
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Bueh  case  to  state  any  other  reasons  which  may  authorize  a  verification 
by  him.'*  So  also  when  the  action  or  defense  is  founded  on  a  written 
instrument  in  the  possession  of  the  affiant,  no  additional  reason  why 
the  party  does  not  verify  his  pleading  need  be  stated.^' 

Knowledge,  Infonnation  and  Belief  and  Competency.  —  As  a  general  rule 
the  verifications  of  an  agent,  or  attorney  of  the  plaintiff  may  be  made 
on  information  and  belief,*'  as  well  as  upon  personal  knowledge." 
Whether  the  pleading  to  be  verified  by  an  attorney  or  agent,  states 
facts  as  of  the  knowledge  **  or  of  the  information  and  belief  "  of  the 
party  himself,  it  is  sufficient  for  his  attorney  or  agent  to  verify  it  upon 
information  and  belief.  Some  statutes,^"  but  not  all,  require  the  verifica- 
tion of  a  person  other  than  a  party  to  set  forth  his  knowledge  or  the 


Baltimore  Bargain  House  v.  St.  Clair, 
68  W.  Va.  565,  52  S.  E.  660. 

Of  bill  for  injunction,  lee  13  Stand- 
ard Proc.  95. 

[a]  A  statement  that  the  facts  are 
more  fuUy  known  to  the  attorney  than 

'  to  the  defendant  is  insufS.cient  under  a 
statute  authorizing  a  verification  by 
an  attorney  having  knowledge  of  the 
facts.  Silcox  V.  Liang,  78  Cal.  118,  20 
Pac.  297. 

[b]  If  a.  pleading  merely  denies  any 
knowledge  or  information  of  the  alle- 
gation sought  to  be  controverted,  and 
the  verification  only  states  that  the 
facts  contained  in  the  answer  are 
within  the  agent's  knowledge,  there  is 
an  admission  that  he  has  no  knowledge 
of  the  matter.  It  should  state  that  all 
the  material  allegations  therein  are 
within  the  personal  knowledge  of  the 
agent.  West  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.,  9 
Sawy.     (U.  S.)  412,  18  Fed.  622. 

84.  Gourney  v.  Wersuland,  3  Duer 
(N.  Y.)  613;  iSmith  v.  Rosenthall,  11 
How.  Pr.  (N.  T.)  442;  Betts  v.  Kridell, 
20  Abb.  N.  C.   (N.  Y.)   1. 

85.  Smith  v.  MuUiken,  2  Minn.  319: 
Hyde  ».  Salg,  27  Hun  (N.  Y.)  369; 
femith  V.  Rosenthall,  11  How.  Pr.  (N. 
Y.)  442.  See  also  Mead»  v.  Gleason,  13 
How.  Pr.   (N.  Y.)   309. 

86.  Cal.  —  Bittleston  Law  k  C. 
Agency  v.  Howard,  172  Cal.  357,  361, 
156  Pac.  515,  explaining  Silcox  v. 
Lang,  78  Cal.  118,  20  Pac.  297.  N.  Y. 
Pitch  V.  Bigelow,  5  How.  Pr.  237.  Wis. 
Morley  v.  Guild,  13   Wis.  576. 

[a]  Statute  Construed.  —  Under  a 
statute  authorizing  a  verification  by 
an  attorney  or  other  person  (1)  when 
the  parties  are  absent  from  the  county 
where  the  attorney  has  his  office,  or 
(2)    are    for    some    reason    unable    to 
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verify  it,  or  (3)  when  the  facts  ar« 
within  the  knowledge  of  the  attorney 
or  other  person  verifyirg  the  pleading, 
a  pleading  may  be  verified  in  the  first 
two  cases  by  the  attorney  or  other  per- 
son on  information  and  belief.  This  is 
not  true,  of  course,  in  the  third  case. 
Bittleston  Law  &  C.  Agency  v.  How- 
ard, 172  Cal.  357,  361,  156  Pac.  515, 
distinguisMng  Silcox  v.  Lang,  78  Cal. 
118,  20  Pac.  297,  where  the  verification 
of  the  attorney  stating  that  the  facts 
were  more  fully  known  to  him  and  ho 
therefore  made  the  affidavit,  was  held 
to  be  within  the  third  class  as  no  other 
reasons  were  given,  and  consequently 
insufficient  as  it  failed  to  show  the 
facts  to  be  within  his  knowledge. 

87.  Knowledge  of  agent  as  a  ground 
for  verification  by  him,  see  »upra,  III, 
C,  and  supra,  this  section. 

88.  Taylor  v.  Robinson,  26  Wis.  545; 
Morley  v.  Guild,  13  Wis.  576. 

89.  Market  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hosan,  Jl 
Wis.  317. 

[a]  If  the  verification  on  informa- 
tion and  belief  contains  statements  sa 
to  the  knowledge  and  as  to  the  in- 
formation and  belief  of  the  agent,  and 
sets  forth  his  grounds  of  belief,  tha 
part  relating  to  his  knowledge  may  be 
rejected  as  surplusage.  Market  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Hogan,  2,1  Wis.  317. 

90.  Ga.  — Plant  v.  Mutual  L.  Ins. 
Co.,  92  Ga.  636,  19  S.  E.  719.  TS.  Y. 
Bowery  Sav.  Bank  v.  Ward,  188  App. 
Div.  593,  177  N.  Y.  Supp.  219;  David- 
son V.  Penn-Virginia  Coal  &  Coke  Corp., 
109  Misc.  130,  178  N.  Y.  Supp.  205; 
High  Rock  Knitting  Co.  v.  Bronner,  18 
Misc.  627,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  725;  Meads 
V.  Gleason,  13  How.  Pr.  309;  Smith  v. 
Rosenthall,  11  How.  Pr.  442.  S.  0. 
Hecht  V.  Preisleben,  28  S.  C.  181,  5  S. 
B.  475.    Wis.  — Booseyelt  v.  Ulmer,  98 
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grounds  of  belief  on  the  subject,  or  to  contain  averments  showing  his 
competency.^^ 

F.  Formal  REQxnsiTES.  —  A  verification  should  have  a  proper 
venuej^^*  and  jurat.*'  It  should  be  signed  by  the  affiant,^*  and  when  a 
pleading  is  verified  in  another  state,  the  attaching  of  a  proper  certi- 


Wis.   356,   74   N.   W.    124;    Morley     . 
Guild,  13  Wia.  676. 

[a]  Wliea  Statement  Is  Unuecessaxy, 
But  when  the  action  or  defense  is  on 
a  written  instrument  in  the  possession 
of  the  affiant,  or  all  the  material  facts 
are  within  his  personal  knowledge,  the 
statute  is  satisfied  and  it  is  unneces- 
sary to  set  forth  his  knowledge.  Smith 
«;.  MuUiken,  2  Minn.  319;  Matthews  v. 
Smith,  9  Civ.  Proe.  (N.  Y.)  165;  Smith 
V.  Eosenthall,  11  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  442; 
Hyde  v.  Salg,  27  Hun  (N.  Y.)  369. 
Contra  Wheeler  v.  Chesley,  14  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  441;  Soutter  v.  Mather,  14 
Abb.  Pr.  440  (holding  an  attorney  must 
state  his  knowledge  or  grounds  of  be- 
lief in  all  cases);  Meads  v.  Gleason, 
13  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  309;  Griffin  v. 
Asheville  Light  &  P.  Co.,  Ill  N.  C. 
434,  16  S.  E.  423.  But  see  Crane  v. 
Wiley,  14  Wis.  658;  Morley  v.  Guild, 
13    Wis.   576,   582. 

[b]  Evidential  matters  need  not  be 
set  out.  Griffin  v.  Asheville  Light  & 
P.  Co.,  Ill  N.  C.  434,  16  S.  E.  423. 

[c]  A  statement  that  the  source  of 
an  affiant's  knowledge  and  information 
is  (1)  the  admissions  and  statements 
of  the  defendant  and  others  is  too 
general.  Hecht  v.  Freisleben,  28  S.  C. 
181,  5  S.  E.  475.  (2)  An  affidavit  of 
the  truth  of  the  allegations  to  the  beat 
of  an  attorney's  knowledge  "formed 
upon  information  furnished  by  his 
client,"  is  insufficient.  Thomas  v. 
Kean  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  190  S.  W.  847. 
(3)  A  verification  of  a  complaint  posi- 
tive in  form,  which  states  the  affiant's 
source  of  information  is  conversations 
with  the  plaintiff,  shows  the  affiant  to 
be  incompetent  to  make  the  affidavit. 
Moran  v.  Helf,  52  App.  Div.  481,  65 
N.  Y.  Supp.  113. 

[d]  When  the  denial  in  the  pleading 
is  a  denial  of  any  knowledge  or  In- 
formation sufficient  to  form  a  belief, 
the  grounds  of  the  attorney's  belief 
need  not  be  stated.  American  Audit 
Co.  V.  Industrial  Federation,  84  App. 
Piv.  304,  82  N.  Y.  Supp.  642. 

91.    Turner  v.  Loomis,  146  Iowa  655, 
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125  N.  W.  662;  D.  H.  Baldwin  &  Co. 
V.  Moser  (Iowa),  123  N.  W.  989;  First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Mason  &  Co.,  57  Iowa  105, 
10  N.  W.  294;  Clute  Bros.  &  Co.  v. 
Hazleton,  61  Iowa  355,  1  N.  W.  672; 
Yoe  &  Co.  V.  Nichols,  51  Iowa  330,  1 
N.  W.  664. 

92.  Kuhland  v.  Sedgwick,  17  C»L 
123. 

[a]  The  omission  of  a  venue  rend- 
ers a  verification  a  nullity.  American 
Book  Co.  V.  Watson,  24  Misc.  524,  53 
N.  Y.  Supp.  974.  Contra,  Brotton  v. 
AUston,  2  Ohio  Deo.    (Eeprint)   393. 

[b]  The  omission  of  the  name  of  the 
county  in  the  venue  is  not  fatal,  as  the 
party  may  be  convicted  of  perjury  on 
such  a  verification  if  he  swears  false- 
ly. Barnard  v-  Darling,  1  Barb.  Ch. 
(N.  Y.)   218. 

93.  Kuhland  v.  Sedgwick,  17  Cal. 
123;  Lord  V.  Bowse,  195  Mass.  216, 
80  N.  E.  822. 

Form  of  jurat,  see  :9  Standard  Pkoc. 
1257. 

[a]  The  omission  of  the  date  is  not 
fatal.  Order  of  Aztecs  v.  Noble  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  174  S.  W.  623. 

[b]  Affixing  the  notarial  seal  is  not 
absolutely  essential  to  the  validity  of 
a  verification,  as  the  court  of  the 
county  where  the  pleading  is  verified 
can  take  judicial  notice  that  the  of- 
ficer is  a  notary.  Wiley  v.  Carson,  15 
S.  D.  298,  89  N.  W.  475.  See  7  Enct. 
of  Ev.  975,  1009. 

94.  See  Hershiser  v.  Delone,  24  Neb. 
380,  38  N.  W.  863;  Matagorda  CanaJI 
Co.  V.  Markham  Irr.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  154  S.  W.  1176. 

[a]  The  omission  of  the  signature  of 
the  affiant  (1)  is  not  fatal.  Currie  v. 
Golconda  Min.  &  Mill.  Co.,  157  N.  C. 
209,  72  S.  E.  980;  Crist  v.  Parks,  19 
Tex.  234.  (2)  If  the  affiant  is  men- 
tioned in  the  verification  and  has 
signed  the  pleading,  it  is  not  necessary 
for  him  to  sign  the  verification, 
Smith's  Exr.  v.  Benton,  15  Mo.  371; 
People  V.  Campbell,  88  Hun  544,  34  N. 
Y.  Supp.  801. 
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fieate  of  the  authority  of  the  officer  to  administer  oaths  is  sometimes 
required.°° 

VII.  REQUISITES  OF  OATH  OR  AFFIRMATION.  —  In  order 
to  make  an  affidavit  of  verification,  there  must  be  present  the  officer, 
and  affiant  and  the  paper,  and  there  must  be  something  done  which 
amounts  to  the  administration  of  an  oath.^*  Telephonic  affidavits  are 
unknown  to  the  law,  and  are  unauthorized." 

VIII.  SERVICE  OF  COPY  OF  PLEADING  ON  ADVERSE 
PARTY.  —  When  a  copy  of  a  verified  pleading  is  served  on  the  adverse 
party,  the  copy  served  must  include  a  copy  of  the  verification.  The 
party  served  has  a  right  to  rely  on  the  copy  served  upon  him,  and  if 
the  verification  should  be  inadvertently  omitted,  he  may  act  or  plead 
accordingly.^* 

IX.  EFFECT  ON  PLEADING.  —  The  allegations  contained  in  the 
pleadings  need  not  be  varied  so  as  to  accommodate  themselves  to  the 
condition  of  the  person  who  is  to  verify  them,^^  and  some  statutes  ex- 
pressly provide  that  allegations  or  denials  in  a  verified  pleading  must 
in  form  be  stated  to  be  made  by  the  party  pleading.^  Allegations  in  a 
pleading  are  not  aided  by  statements  in  the  verification.^ 

X.  EFFECT  OF  LACK  OR  INSUFFICIENCY  OF  VERIFICAr 
TION.  —  Where  verification  is  optional,  its  omission  merely  affecting 
the  character  of  the  subsequent  pleadings,  an  insufficiently  verified 
pleading  may  be  treated  as  an  unverified  pleading.*  Thus,  if  a  plain- 
tiff elects  to  file  a  verified  complaint  and  the  verification  is  defective, 
the  defendant  may  file  an  unverified  answer.* 

Where  a  rerification  is  requiredits  absence  or  insufficiency  is  waived  by 
any  subsequent  action  on  the  part  of  the  adverse  party  which  treats  it 


95.  In  re  Eockwell's  Estate,  17 
Misc.  €70,  41  N.  Y.  Supp.  431. 

96.  Carnes  v.  Carnes,  138  Ga.  1,  74 
8.  E.  785. 

97.  Carneg  v.  Carnea,  138  Ga.  1,  74 
S.  E.  785. 

98.  KnoTTles  v.  Fritz,  58  Wis.  216,  16 
N.  W.  621. 

As  to  service  of  copy  of  pleading 
generally,  see  the  title,  "Service  of 
Process  and  Papers." 

[a]  If  the  copy  of  the  complaint 
served  omits  the  verincation,  (1)  the 
defendant  may  answer  it  as  unverified 
pleading.  Knowles  v.  Fritz,  58  Wis. 
216,  16  N.  W.  621.  (2)  But  if  the 
copy  served  on  one  defendant  is  un- 
verified,  and  the  copies  served  on  the 
others  are  verified,  all  cannot  unite  in 
an  unverified  answer,  when  their  inter- 
ests are  several,  and  when  one  can 
not  verify  for  all.  Wendt  v.  Peyser, 
14  Hun  (N.  T.)  114. 

99.  Morley  v.  Guild,  13  Wis.  576. 
See  West  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.,  9  Sawy, 
(XT.  S.)  412,  18  Fed.  622. 
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Mode  of  verification  by  agent  or  at- 
torney, see  supra,  VI,  E. 

1.  See  the  statutes,  and  the  follow- 
ing: American  Audit  Co.  i;.  Industrial 
Federation,  84  App.  Div.  304,  82  N.  Y. 
Supp.  642;  See  also  Pardi  v.  Conde,  27 
Misc.  496,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  410. 

2.  Nickerson  v.  Canton  Marble  Co., 
35  App.  Div.  Ill,  54  N.  Y.  Supp.  705; 
Pardi  v.  Conde,  27  Misc.  496,  58  N.  T. 
Supp.  410. 

[a]  Thus,  a  denial  on  information 
and  belief  of  facts  necessarily  within 
the  knowledge  of  the  defendant  [See 
12  Standard  Peoc.  905]  is  not  aided  by 
a  verification  by  his  attorney  showing 
the  absence  of  the  defendant  from  the 
county.  Pardi  v.  Conde,  27  Misc.  496, 
58  N.  Y.  Supp.  410. 

3.  N.  Y.  — Code  Civ.  Proe.  §528. 
N".  O.  —  Phifer  v.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co., 
123  N.  C.  410,  31  e.  E.  716.  S.  C. 
Smalls  V.  Wilder,  6  S.  C.  402. 

4.  Minn.  —  Smith  v.  Mulliken,  2 
Minn.  319.  N.  Y.  —  Treen  Motors 
Corp.  V.  Van  Pelt,  106  Misc.  357,  174 
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as  sufficient  in  this  respect,^  unless  objection  has  been  previously  made 
on  this  ground,®  or  unless  the  defect  is  regarded  as  jurisdictional.'' 
"WTiere  a  required  verification  is  lacking  or  insufficient,  the  adverse 
party  may  move  to  strike  it,^  or,  according  to  some  authorities,  he 
should  return  the  copy  served  upon  him  with  his  objections  on  this 
ground.'    But  the  lack  of  a  required  verification  is  not  a  ground  for 


N.  Y.  Supp.  600;  Fitch  «.  Bigelow,  5 
How.  Pr.  237.  N.  C.  —  Hammerslaugh 
V.  Parrior,  95  N.  C.  135.  Wis.  —  Know- 
lea  V.  Fritz,  58  Wis.  216,  16  N.  W.  621. 

5.  IT.  S.  —  Eckerson  v.  Tanney,  235 
Fed.  415.  Ala.  —  Woodward  v.  State, 
173  Ala.  7,  55  So.  506.  Cal.  — San 
Francisco  v.  Itsell,  80  Cal.  57,  i22  Pac. 
74.  Idaho.  —  Moore  v.  Hupp,  17  Idaho 
232,  105  Pac.  209;  Pence  v.  Durbin,  1 
Idaho  550.  Ind.  —  Wickizer  v.  Bolin, 
22  Ind.  App.  1,  53  N.  E.  238.  la. 
Wilson  V.  Preston,  15  Iowa  246.  Ky. 
Hite  V.  Reynolds,  163  Ky.  502,  173  S. 
W.  1108,  Ann.  Cas.  1917B,  619.  Minn. 
Smith  V.  Mulliken,  2  Minn.  319.  Mont. 
Collier  v.  Ervin,  3  Mont.  142.  N.  Y. 
Wilson  V.  Bennett,  2  Civ.  Proc.  34. 
Ore.  —  Moore  v.  Willamette  Transp. 
&  Locks  Co.,  7  Ore.  359.  Tex. —  Wedg- 
worth  V.  Smith  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  178 
S.  W.  641;  Taber  v.  Eyler  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  162   S.    W.  490. 

See  4  Standard  Peoc.  394;  13  Stand- 
ABD  PBGC.  452;  22  Standard  Proc.  345. 

By  entering  Into  recognizance,  see  12 
Standard  Peoc.  670. 

[a]  By  filing  a  replication,  a  defect 
in  the  verification  of  a  plea  in  abate- 
ment is  waived.  King  v.  Haines,  23 
m.  280,  where  verification  was  not 
positive. 

[b]  Before  any  objection  is  made 
to  the  pleading  itself,  objections  to 
the  verification  must  be  made.  Her- 
shiser  v.  Delone,  24  Neb.  380,  38  N.  W. 
863.  See  Griswold  v.  Baoheller,  77  Fed. 
857. 

[c]  Before  trial,  (1)  objection  must 
he  made.  Horniek  v.  Union  Pac.  B. 
Co.,  85  Kan.  568,  118  Pac.  60,  Ann. 
Cas.  1913A,  208,  38  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
826;  Farmers'  State  Bank  v.  Keen 
(Okla.),  167  Pac.  207;  St.  Louis,  S.  F. 
&  T.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Wall  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
165  8.  W.  527.  (2)  An  objection  after 
a  jury  is  sworn  to  try  a  cause  comes 
too  late.  Wilson  v.  Poole,  33  Ind.  443. 
(3)  The  lack  of  or  defect  in  a  verifica- 
tion are  cured  by  the  verdict.  Perras 
V.  Denver  &  E.  G.  E.  Co.,  5  Colo.  App. 
21,  36  Pac.  637;      Johnson  v,  Daniel, 


25  Tex.  Civ.  App.  587,  63  S.  W.  1032. 
As  to  aider  by  verdict  generally,  see  21 
Standard  Peoc.  391. 

In  divorce  actions,  see  7  Standard 
Proc.  785. 

6.  Ware  v.  MeCormick,  15  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  59;  State  v.  Quillen  (Tex.  Civ, 
App.),  115  S.  W.  660. 

7.  See  infra,  this  note  and  cases  in 
preceding  notes. 

[a]  Not  Jurisdictional. —  (1)  The 
omission  of  a  verification  to  a  com- 
plaint or  petition,  when  one  is  re- 
quired, is  not  a  jurisdictional  defect 
(Moore  v.  Willamette  Transp.  &  Locks 
Co.,  7  Ore.  359;  Salt  Lake  City  v.  Salt 
Lake  Inv.  Co.,  43  Utah  181,  134  Pae. 
603),  unless  (2)  the  statute  makes  it 
such.  Ilinkle  v.  Lovelace,  204  Mo.  208, 
102  S.  W.  1015,  120  Am.  St.  Rep.  698, 
11  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  730. 

8.  See  th6  title,  "Striking  Out 
and  Withdrawal." 

In  justice's  court,  see  18  Standak* 
Peoc.  44. 

[a]  Where  an  unverified  answer  ts 
a  verified  complaint  is  filed,  a  motion 
to  strike  the  answer  from  the  files  is 
a  proper  remedy.  Ark.  —  Wilson  t. 
Shannon,  6  Ark.  196.  Cal.  —  Hearit  *. 
Hart,  128  Cal.  327,  60  Pac.  846;  Sil- 
eox  V.  Lang,  78  Cal.  118,  20  Pac.  297. 
Colo.  —  Tulloch  V.  Belleville  etc.  Wks., 
17  Colo.  579,  31  Pac.  229;  Speer  v. 
Craig,  16  Colo.  478,  27  Pac.  891.  Fla. 
Eopes  V.  Snyder  Harris  Bassett  Co.,  37 
Fla.  529,  20  So.  535.  Idaho.  — Pence  ». 
Durbin,  1  Idaho  550.  N.  Y.  —  Olney  v, 
Olney,  7  Abb.  Pr.  350.  Wyo.  —  Turner 
V.  Hamilton,  13  Wyo.  408,  80  Pac.  664. 

[b]  Where  an  unverified  reply  is 
filed.  Wells  v.  Dickey,  15  Ind.  361; 
Ncwburn  v.  Lucas,  126  Iowa  85,  101 
N.  W.  730. 

[c]  Where  a  defectively  verified 
answer,  or  plea  is  filed.  Cal.  —  Butter- 
field  V.  Graves,  138  Cal.  155,  71  Pae. 
510.  HI.  — King  V.  Haines,  23  111.  280. 
Kan.  —  Warner  v.  Warner,  11  Kan.  121. 

9.  Nev.  —  Heintzelman  v.  L'Amor- 
oux,  3  Nev.  377.  N.  Y.  — Wilkin  v. 
Gilman,  13  How.  Pr.  225.    S.  C. — South- 
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demurrer,^"  or  for  dismissal  of  the  bill,^^  or  for  objection  to  evidence," 
as  a  general  rule.  According  to  some  authorities  if  a  pleading  is  not 
properly  verified,  the  adverse  party  may  treat  it  as  a  nullity  and  pro- 
ceed accordingly  as  upon  default  in  pleading,^^  or  by  motion  for  judg- 
ment on  the  pleadings.^*  According  to  others  the  pleading  must  be 
stricken  from  the  files  on  this  ground  before  it  may  be  disregarded.^^ 
It  has  been  held  that  the  party  may  apply  for  judgment  as  upon  de- 
fault at  the  same  time  as  he  moves  to  strike."  An  objection  to  the 
verification  of  a  pleading  cannot  be  raised  by  the  party  filing  it  or 
by  those  claiming  under  him.^' 

If  an  injunction  has  been  allowed  on  a  complaint  which  is  defectively 
verified,  the  defendant  may  move  to  dissolve  it.^* 

XI.  AMENDMENT.  —  Where  the  verification  of  a  pleading  has 
been  omitted,^'  or  is  insufficient,*"  the  trial  court*^  may,  in  its  discre- 


ern  Cotton  Oil  Co.  V.  Lightsey,  100  iS. 
C.  41,  84  S.  E.  301. 

[a]  The  purpose  of  this  remedy  is 
to  give  the  pleader  an  opportunity  to 
correct  the  defect  or  supply  the  omis- 
sion. Fusco  V.  Adams,  19  Civ.  Proe. 
(N.  Y.)  48;  Snape  v.  Gilbert,  13  Hun 
(N.  Y.)  494.  As  to  amendment,  see 
infra,  XI. 

[b]  The  better  practice  is,  where 
the  verification  is  so  clearly  defective 
that  the  .attorney  is  willing  to  take  the 
risk  of  treating  it  as  insufficient, 
promptly  to  return  the  answer  with  the 
reasons  for  not  receiving  it.  If  it  be 
doubtful  whether  the  verification  is 
sufficient  or  not,  it  is  better,  general- 
ly, to  make  no  question  about  it,  and 
treat  it  as  sufficient.  Wilkin  v.  Gil- 
man,  13  How.  Pr.   (N.  Y.)   225. 

[c]  The  notice  should  specify  the 
particular  defects  or  omissions.  Fusco 
V.  Adams,  19  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  48;  Snape 
V.  Gilbert,  13  Hun  (N.  Y.)  494. 

[d]  Pleadings  which  may  be  treated 
as  nullities,  should  be  immediately  re- 
turned. Levi  V.  Jakeways,  4  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  126. 

10.  See  6  Standard  Proc.  909;  12 
Standard  Proc.  651,  note  43;  13  Stand- 
ard Proc.  91,  note  11  [d] ;  19  Standard 
Proc.  694. 

11.  Pullen  V.  Baker,  41  Tex.  419. 

12.  State  V.  Quillen  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  115  8.  W.  660. 

13.  Ark.  —  "Williams  v.  "Williams,  13 
Ark.  421.  Fla.  —  "Williams  v.  Phiel,  60 
Fla.  272,  53  So.  638;  Ropes  v.  Snyder 
Harris  Bassett  Co.,  87  Fla.  529,  20  So. 
535.  la.  —  Wilson  v.  Preston,  15  Iowa 
246.     N.  0.  — Cole  v.  Boyd,  125  N.  C. 
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496,  34  S.  E.  557;     Alspaugh  v.  Win- 
stead,  79  N.  C.  526. 
See  14  Standard  Proc.  872. 

14.  See  14  Standard  Pkoc.  936. 

15.  "Wells  V.  Dickey,  15  Ind.  361 
holding  an  unverified  reply  is  suffi- 
cient to  prevent  judgment  for  want  of 
a  reply);  Euch  v.  Jones,  33  Mo.  393. 

16.  Drum  v.  "Whiting,  9  Cal.  422; 
Tulloch  V.  Belleville  etc.  Works,  17 
Colo.  579,  31  Pac.  229;  Perras  v.  Den- 
ver &  E.  G.  E.  Co.,  5  Colo.  App.  21,  36 
Pac.  637.     See  14  Standard  Pkoc.  872. 

As  to  amendment,  see  infra,  XI. 
In  admiralty,  see  1  Standard  Pkoc. 
448. 
As  to   amendment,   see   infra,   XI. 

17.  "Winslow  V.  Barry^  5  Rich.  Eq. 
(S.   C.)    200,  note. 

18.  Fitch  V.  Bigelow,  5  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  237. 

19.  See  1  Standard  Proc.  905;  6 
Standard  Peoc.  280;  12  Standard 
Proc.  665;  13  Standard  Proc.  96;  i22 
Standard   Proc.    345. 

20.  Ga.  —  "Wood  v.  United  States 
Fid.  &  Guar.  Co.,  4  6a.  App.  671,  62 
S.  E.  97.  m.  —  Cook  County  Brick  Co.  ■ 
V.  Bach  &  Sons  Co.,  93  111.  App.  88. 
la.  —  Hughes  v.  Feeter,  18  Iowa  142. 
Mich.  —  Glidden  v.  Norvell,  44  Mich. 
202,  6  N.  "W.  195.  Miss.  — Eootes  v. 
Thomas,  85  Miss.  493,  38  So.  502.  Neb. 
Johnson  v.  Jones,  2  Neb.  126.  N.  C. 
Payne  v.  Boyd,  125  N.  C.  499,  34  S.  E. 
631.  Tenn.  —  Cheatham  v.  Pearce,  89 
Tenn.  668,  15  S.  W.  1080.  Tex.  — Col- 
lier V.  Smith  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  169  S. 
"W.  1108.  Utah.  — Milner  v.  Friel,  1 
Utah  186. 

See  1  Standard  Proc.  905. 

21.  See  infra,  this  note. 
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tioii,^^  allow  the  defect  to  be  amended,  in  accord  with  the  general  rules 
relating  to  amendments.^^  It  may  do  so  either  before  or  at  the  trial,^* 
or  after  reversal  and  remand,^^  except,  perhaps,  when  the  verification 
of  the  plaintiff's  pleading  is  regarded  as  a  jurisdictional  requirement.^* 
And  in  the  case  of  a  motion  to  strike,  the  party  should  be  allowed, to 
amend,  if  he  desires  to  do  so.^'  But  such  an  amendment  should  not 
be  allowed  over  objection,  after  submission  of  a  cause  for  final  decree,** 
or  after  judgment.''* 


[a]     But  the  appellate  court  cannot 

allow  the  amendment  pending  appeal, 
Perras  v.  Denver  &  E.  G.  E.  Co.,  5  Colo. 
App.   21,  36   Pac.   637. 

22.  Benjamin  v.  Bankers'  Union, 
173  111.  App.  620;  Eeed  v.  New  York 
Nat.  Exeh.  Bank,  135  111.  App.  170,  230 
111.  50,  82  N.  E.  341. 

[a]  Terms  may  be  imposed.  Chin- 
berg  V.  Gale  Sulky  Harrow  Mfg.  Co., 
38   Kan.  228,  16  Pac.  462. 

23.  See  the  title,  "Amendments  and 
Jeofails." 

24.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  After  answer  filed,  the  court 
may  permit  the  verification  of  a  peti- 
tion. After  such  verification,  it  is  as 
much  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to 
verify  his  answer  aa  if  the  petition  had 
been  sworn  to  in  the  first  instance.  If 
he  refuses  to  do  so,  judgment  as  by 
default  may  be  rendered  against  him. 
Wilson  V.  Preston,  15  Iowa  246.  But 
see  Phoenix  Assur.  Co.  v.  Fristoe,  53 
W.  Va.  361,  44  S.  E.  253. 

[b]  "After  the  First  Term."— Oli- 
ver V.  Webb,  12  Ga.  App.  216,  76  S.  E. 
1081. 

[c]  At  Trial  Term.  —  Baker  v. 
Smith,  135  Ga.  628,  70  S.  E.  239. 

At  trial,  see  1  Standard  Peoc.  884. 

[d]  After  the  Close  of  Plaintiff's 
Evidence.  —  Arrington  v.  Tupper,  10 
Cal.  464. 


25.  Perras  v.  Denver  &  R.  G.  E.  Co., 
5  Colo.  App.  21,  36  Pac.  637.  See  19 
Standard  Peoc.   324, 

26.  See  Hinkle  v.  Lovelace,  204  Mo. 
208,  102  S.  W.  1015,  120  Am.  St.  Eep. 
698,  11  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  730  (verifica- 
tion of  petition  for  divorce);  In  re 
Eockwell's  Estate,  17  Misc.  670,  41  N. 
Y.  Supp.  431.  Compare  17  Standard 
Proc.  915. 

27.  Ala.— Yancy  v.  Gordon,  172 
Ala.  439,  55  So.  239,  Ann.  Caa.  1913B, 
251.  Cal.  —  Lattimer  v.  Eyan,  20  Cal. 
628.  Ga.  — Ward  v.  Frick  Co.,  95  Ga. 
804,  22  S.  E.  899.  Nev.  —  Heintzelman 
V.  Ii 'Amorous,  3  Nev.  377. 

28.  McMinn  v.  Karter,  116  Ala.  390, 
22  So.  517. 

29.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  But  when  the  defendant  files  an 
unverified  answer,  and  a  judgment  by 
default  is  rendered,  an  amendment  to 
the  complaint  to  sustain  the  judgmeni 
will  not  be  allowed.  American  Book 
Co.  V.  Watson,  24  Misc.  524,  53  N.  Y. 
Supp.  974. 

[b]  After  it  has  orally  announced 
its  judgment,  the  court  may  refuse  an 
application  to  amend  a  plea  denying 
the  contract  sued  on.  Fisher  v.  Savan- 
nah Guano  Co.,  97  Ga.  473,  25  S.  E. 
477. 


VESSELS. — See  Admiralty;  Collision;  Ships  and  Shipping. 


VETERINARY  SURGEON.— See  Physicians  and  Surgeons. 


VIDELICET.— See  Scilicet. 
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(I.)     In  General,  1103 
(II.)     Judge,  1104 
(III.)     Accused,  1104 
(IV.)     Counsel,  1106 
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b.  Admonishing  Jury,  1107 
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9.  Instructions  as  to  View,  1108 

III.  VIEW  BY  JUDGE,  1109 
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CBOSS-REFEBENOES: 

Discovery;  Physical  Examination. 

Expenses  of  view  as  costs,  see  5  Standard  Pboc.  953. 
View  in  eminent  domain,  see  8  Standard  Pboc-  323. 
View  in  justice's  court,  see  18  Standard  Proc-  69. 
For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  title. 
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I.  DEFINITION.  —  A  view  is  an  inspection,  outside  of  a  court- 
room, by  a  jury  or  other  trier  of  fact,  of  property  in  litigation  or  of  a 
place  where  a  crime  or  a  material  fact  occurred.^ 

II.  VIEW  BY  JURY.  —  A.  Eaelt  Common  Law  and  Statutes. 
In  the  ancient  common  law  practice,  there  could  be  no  view  by  a  jury 
except  in  real  and  mixed  actions,'  and  until  after  the  cause  had  been 
brought  on  for  trial.'  But  an  early  English  statute,*  authorized  trial 
courts  to  grant  a  view  of  messuages,  lands  or  places  in  question,  before 
trial,  in  any  action  where  it  should  appear  to  the  court  proper  and 
necessary  to  enable  the  jurors  better  to  understand  the  evidence  on  the 
trial.*  This  statute  did  not  extend  to  criminal  prosecutions,*  or  to 
views  of  personal  property,'  or  of  work  done,*  and  therefore  views 
could  not  be  directed  in  such  cases  without  the  consent  of  both  parties. 
Prior  to  the  statute  of  Anne,  the  awarding  of  a  view  was  regarded  as 
a  matter  of  right,  but  this  was  changed  by  the  statute  and  by  a  resolu- 
tion of  the  judges.* 

B.  Under  Modern  Pbacticb.  —  1.  In  General.  —  Under  the  modem 


1.  SeeWharfemlj. Liexicon, "View." 
Bee  also  Cyo.  L.  Diet.,  "View." 

[a]  "A  view  is  one  means  (1)  of 
obtaining  a  certain  class  of  evidence." 
Carpenter  v.  Carpenter,  78  N.  H.  440, 
101  Atl.  628,  L.  E.  A.  1917F,  974,  979. 
(2)  A  view  is  a  method  of  procedure, 
conducted  in  the  absence  of  the  court 
as  an  aid  in  the  ascertainment  of  the 
truth  from  the  physical  act  of  inspec- 
tion, and  which  does  not  require  the 
exercise  of  the  judicial  powers  of  a 
court  at  the  time  for  its  proper  per- 
formance. Carpenter  v.  Carpenter,  78 
N.  H.  440,  101  Atl.  628,  L.  B.  A.  1917F, 
974.  Necessity  for  presence  of  judge, 
see  infra,  11,  B,  7,  a,  (11). 

2.  See  the  following  cases:  Cal. 
People  V.  White,  6  Cal.  App.  329,  90 
Pac.  471.  Ga.  —  Bibb  v.  Reese,  115  Ga. 
346,  41  S.  E.  636;  Peterson  v.  Lett,  11 
Ga.  App.  536,  75  S.  E.  834.  lU. 
Springer  v.  Chicago,  135  HI.  552,  26 
N.  E.  514,  12  L.  R.  A.  609;  Doud  v, 
Guthrie,  13  111.  App.  653.  Ohio.— Col- 
umbus V.  Bidlingmeier,  7  Ohio  C.  C. 
136,  3  Ohio  C.  D.  698.  Wis.  —  Wash- 
burn V.  Milwaukee  &  L.  W.  R.  Co.,  59 
Wis.   364,  18  N.  W.   328. 

See  St.  Edw.  1,  c,  48. 

fa]  Only  where  the  title  was  in 
question.  Kempstet  v.  Deacon,  2  Salk. 
665,  91   Eng.  Reprint  566. 

3.  Flint  V.  Hill,  11  East  184,  103 
Eng.  Reprint  974. 

4.  St.  4  Anne,  c.  16,  S  8. 

5.  Washburn  v.  Milwaukee  &  L.  W. 
R.   Co.,   59  Wis.   364,   18  N,  W.   828; 


Stones  V.  Menhem,  2  Exch.  (Eng.)  382, 
17  L.  J.  Exch.  215;  1  Burr.  254,  note; 
Jacobs  L.  Diet.,  "View." 

[a]  Title  need  not  be  in  issue  to 
authorize  a,  view,  since  the  enactment 
of  the  statute.  Flint  v.  Hill,  11  East 
184,   103   Eng.  Reprint  974.  . 

[b]  In  case  of  land,  a,  view  may  ba 
granted.  Thus  a  view  may  ba  granted 
in  trespass  quare  clausum  fregit,  in 
actions  of  waste  and  in  informationg 
of  intrusion.  Attorney  General  v. 
Green,  1  Price  130,  145  Eng.  Reprint 
1354. 

[c]  But  in  other  cases  where  the 
question  may  be  tried  by  the  produc- 
tidn  of  a  model,  a  view  will  not  be 
granted.  Attorney  General  v.  Green, 
1  Price  ISO,  145  Eng.  Reprint  1354. 

[d]  Practice.  —  Where  a  view  was 
granted  under  this  statute,  six  or  mors 
of  the  jurors  on  the  panel  were  se- 
lected to  take  the  view;  and  on  the 
trial  they  were  the  first  jurors  sworn 
in  to  try  the  case.     1  Burrows  252. 

6.  Fla.  —  Garcia  v.  State,  34  Fla. 
311,  334,  16  So.  '223.  Ga.  — Bibb  v. 
Reese,  115  Ga.  346,  41  S.  E.  636.  Eng, 
Rex  V.  Redman,  1  Kenyon  384,  96  Eng. 
Reprint  1029;  1  Burr.  252,  note.  Can. 
Regina  v.  Petrie,  20  Ont.  Rep.  317; 
Rex'  r.  Crawford,  18  B.  C.  20. 

7.  Peterson  v.  Lott,  11  Ga.  App.  536, 
75  S.  E.   834. 

8.  Stones  v.  Menhem,  2  Exch. 
(Eng.)   382,  17  L.  J.  Exch.  215. 

9.  Vane  r.  Evanston,  150  111.  616,  37 
N.  B.  901;  1  Burrows  252,  note. 
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practice,  in  the  absence  of  statute,  courts  have  authority,  by  virtue  of 
their  inherent  common  law  powers,  to  ditect  a  view  by  a  jury  in  thoss 
cases  in  which  views  were  authorized  at  common  law.^"  And. since  at 
common  law  there  was  no  power  to  direct  a  view  in  criminal  cases 
without  the  consent  of  the  parties,  the  same  rule  prevails  in  most  juris- 
dictions today  in  the  absence  of  statute.^^  In  most  jurisdictions,  how- 
ever, the  practice  of  granting  a  view  is  now  a  matter  of  statutory 
regulation.^*  The  statutes  usually  authorize  the  granting  of  views  in 
criminal  prosecutions,^'  and  in  all  civil  actions  regardless  of  the  is- 
sues."   In  some  jurisdictions,  the  statutes  are  limited  to  particular 


10.  Ga.  — Bibb  v.  'Reese,  115  Ga. 
346,  41  S.  E.  636,  where  the  court  by 
virtue  of  its  common  law  powers  ord- 
ered a  view  in  an  action  for  damages 
to  land,  notwithstanding  a  statement 
that  at  common  law  the  right  to  direct 
a  view  exists  only  in  real  and  mixed 
actions  and  does  not  extend  to  person- 
al actions.  111.  —  Eieh  v.  Chicago,  187 
111.  396,  60  N.  E.  306;  Vane  i;.  Evan- 
ston,  150  111.  616,  37  N.  E.  901;  Sprin- 
ger V.  Chicago,  135  111.  552,  26  N.  E. 
514,  12  L.  R.  A.  609.  N.  C  — State  v. 
Perry,  121  N.  C.  533,  27  S.  E.  997,  61 
Am.   St.  Eep.  683. 

[a]  The  statute  of  4  and  5,  Anne,  c. 
16,  §8,  was  not  adopted  in  Illinois. 
Vane  «.  Evanston,  150  111.  616,  622,  37 
N.  E.  901.  But  in  Springer  v.  Chicago, 
135  111.  552,  26  N.  E.  514,  12  L.  E.  A. 
609,  a  view  was  ordered  in  an  action 
for  damages  to  real  property  by  virtue 
of  the  common  law  powers  of  the 
court. 

[b]  In  Action  for  Injuries  to  Land. 
Osgood  V.  Chicago,  154  111.  194,  41  N.  E. 
40;  Lake  Erie  &  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Purcell, 
75  111.  App.  573.  See  also  Equitable 
Powder  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Cleveland,  0.  C.  & 
St.  L.  E.   Co.,  155   111.  App.   265. 

[c]  But  in  Maryland,  since  the  re- 
peal of  the  statute  authorizing  a  view 
by  jury,  the  practice  is  that  views  are 
not  allowed  except  on  application  and 
consent  of  both  parties.  Arnold  v. 
Green,  95  Md.  217,  228,  52  Atl.  673. 

11.  Fla.  —  Garcia  v.  State,  34  Tla. 
311,  334,  16  So.  223.  Ga.— -Bostoct  v. 
State,  61  Ga.  635.  La.  — See  State  v. 
Bertin,  24  La.  Ann.  46.  Mass.  —  Com. 
V.  Knapp,  9  Pick.  496,  515,  20  Am.  Dec. 
491;  Com.  f.  Parker,  2  Pick.  550.  See 
present  statute  of  Massachusetts.  Mo. 
State  V.  Hancock,  148  Mo.  488,  50  S. 
W.   112. 

Contra,  State  v.  Perry,  121  N,  C.  533, 
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27  S.  E.  997,  61  Am.  St.  Eep.  683.    6e« 
2  Wigmore  on  Ev.  §  1163. 

12.  See  the  statutes,  and  see  infra, 
II,  B,  2. 

[a]  Tlie  only  states  which  have  no 
statute  are  Alabama,  Georgia,  Louisi- 
ana, Maryland  (see  Peterson  v.  Lott, 
11  Ga.  App.  536,  537,  75  S.  E.  834; 
Arnold  v.  Green,  95  Md.  217,  52  Atl. 
673)  and  North  Carolina.  See  State  v. 
Perry,  121  N.  C.  533,  27  S.  E.  997,  61 
Am.  St.  Eep.  683;  Jenkins  v.  Wilming- 
ton &  W.  E.  Co.,  110  N.  C.  438,  15  S.  E. 
193. 

[b]  In  Texas,  (1)  the  statute  ex- 
pressly prohibits  views.  Smith  v.  State, 
42  Tex.  444;  Ft.  Worth  Imp.  Dist.  No. 
1  V.  Weatherred  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  149 
S.  W.  550.  (2)  AJnd  a  view  cannot  be 
had,  therefore,  in  the  absence  of  the 
consent  of  all  the  parties  to  the  suit. 
Ft.  Worth  Imp.  Dist.  No.  1  v.  Weather- 
red  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  149  S.  W.  550. 

13.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Fitzgerald,  137 
Cal.  546,  70  Pac.  554;  People  v.  Bush, 
71  Cal.  602,  12  Pac.  781.  Fla.  — Garcia 
V.  State,  34  Fla.  311,  16  So.  223.  Haw. 
Terr.  v.  Watanabe  Masagi,  16  Hawaii 
196,  220.  Idaho.  — State  v.  Baker,  28 
Idaho  727,  156  Pac.  103.  Ind.  — Flem- 
ing V.  State,  11  Ind.  234.  Kan.  —  Stats 
V.  Adams,  20  Kau.  311.  Mass.  —  Com. 
V.  Webster,  5  Cush.  295,  52  Am.  Dee. 
711.  Minn.  —  Chute  v.  State,  19  Minn. 
271.  Nev.— State  i;.  Lopez,  15  Nev. 
407.  N.  Y.  — People  v.  Thorn,  156  N. 
Y.  286,  50  N.  E.  947,  42  L.  E.  A.  368. 
Okla.  — Hays  v.  Terr.,  7  Okla.  15,  54 
Pac.  300.  Pa.  — Com.  v.  Miller,  13y 
Pa.  77,  21  Atl.  138,  23  Am.  St.  Eep.  170. 
Va.  — Litton  i'.  Com.,  101  Va.  833,  44 
S.  E.  923.  W.  Va.  — State  v.  McCaus- 
land,  96  S.   E.  938. 

14.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  In  Equity.  —  Fraedrich  v-  Flieth, 
64  Wis.  184,  25  N.  W.  28. 
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actions  or  classes  of  actions."  But  they  are  not  exclusive,  and  do  not 
prevent  the  granting  of  views  in  cases  in  which  a  view  could  have  been 
granted  at  common  law.^* 

2.  What  May  Be  Viewed.  —  The  statutes  relating  to  views  by  juries 
uniformly  allow  a  view  of  real  property  which  is  the  subject  of  litiga- 
tion, and  of  the  place  in  which  any  material  fact  or  the  alleged  offense 
was  committed.^'  Some  statutes  are  broad  enough  to  include  personal- 
ty as  well  as  realty.^'  But  others  are  not  so  broad.  Under  such  stat- 
utes, or  in  the  absence  of  any  statute  at  all,  it  has  been  held  that  a 
view  of  personal  property  cannot  be  had,  unless  perhaps  in  case  the 
court  assembles  as  an  organized  court  at  the  place  where  the  property 
is  situated  and  the  property  is  introduced  in  evidence.^*    On  the  other 


In  eminent  domain,  see  8  Standasd 
Peoo.  323. 

[b]  In  Actions  for  Personal  In- 
juries.—  Ky.  —  Memphis  &  C.  P.  Co. 
V.  Buekner,  108  Ky.  701,  57  S.  W.  482; 
Kentucky  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Smith,  93  Ky 
449,  20  S.  W.  392,  18  L.  B.  A.  63. 
Wash.  —  Klepsch  v.  Donald,  4  "Wash. 
436,  30  Pac.  991,  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  936. 
W.  Va.  —  Gunn  v.  Ohio  B.  B.  Co.,  36  W. 
Va.  165,  14  S.  E.  465,  32  Am.  St.  Eep. 
842. 

[c]  Action  on  Fire  Insurance  Policy. 
Northwestern  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Sun 
Ins.  Office,  85  Minn.  65,  88  N.  W.  272; 
Bickeman  v.  Williamsburg  City  P.  Ins. 
Co.,  120  Wis.  655,  98  N.  W.  960;  Board- 
man  17.  Westchester  F.  Ins.  Co.,  54  Wis. 
364,    11    N.    W.   417.    - 

15.  See  the  statutes. 

[al  Thus  In  New  York,  the  statute 
relating  to  views  in  civil  actions  relates 
only  to  actions  for  waste.  See  Buffalo 
Structural  Steel  Co.  v.  Dickinson,  98 
App.  Div.  355,  90  N.  Y.  Supp.  268. 

[b]  And  in  Illinois,  the  statute  re- 
lates to  eminent  domain  proceedings. 
See  Springer  17.  Chicago,  135  111.  55i2, 
26  N.  E.  514,  12  L.  E.  A.  609. 

16.  Vane  v.  Evanston,  150  111.  616, 
37  N.  E.  901;  Springer  i;.  Chicago,  135 
111.  552,  566,  26  N.  E.  514,  12  L.  B.  A. 
609;  Manuta  v.  Lazarus,  104  Misc.  134, 
171  N.  Y.  Supp.  1076,  holding  remarks 
in  Buffalo  Structural  Steel  Co.  v.  Dick- 
inson, 98  App.  Div.  355,  90  N.  Y.  Supp. 
268,  to  bo  obiter  dicta.  See  also  Mor- 
rison V.  Burlington,  C.  R.  &  N.  By.  Co., 
84  Iowa  663,  51  N.   W.  75. 

[a]  Statute  Not  Exclusive.  —  A 
statute  requiring  a  court  to  order  a 
view  at  the  request  of  a  party  in  con- 
demnation proceedings  does  not  pre- 
clude the  court  from  ordering  a  view 
in  other  cases  by  virtue  of  its  com- 


mon law  powers.  Springer  v.  Chicago, 
135  111.  552,  566,  26  N.  B.  514,  12  L.  E. 
A.  609. 

17.  See  the  statutes  and  Wright  V. 
Carpenter,  50   Cal.   556. 

[a]  In  ejectment  property  which  Is 
not  the  subject  of  litigation  cannot  be 
viewed.  Wright  v.  Carpenter,  50  Cal. 
556. 

Extent  of  examination  in  eminent 
domain  proceedings,  see  8  Standard 
Peoc.    323,   note  64. 

18.  Cal.  —  Clark  v.  Tulare  Lake 
Dredging  Co.,  14  Cal.  App.  414,  112 
Pac.  564.  5  610  of  the  code  of  civil 
procedure  ia  broad  enough  tp  include 
personalty,  but  §  1119  of  the  Penal 
Code  is  not.  See  infra,  this  section,  as 
to  eases  under  the  latter  section.  Fla. 
O 'Berry  v.  State,  47  Fla.  75,  36  So. 
440,  cattle.  Mass.  —  McMahon  v.  Lynn 
&  B.  B.  Co.,  191  Mass.  295,  77  N.  E. 
826,  where  a  snow-plow  was  examined. 

[a]  Under  a  statute  providing  that 
the  judge  "may  order  a  view  by  the 
jury,"  it  seems  that  personalty  may 
be  viewed.  See  Trafton  v.  Pitts,  7J 
Me.  408. 

19.  Cal.  — People  v.  Fitzpatrick,  80 
Cal.  538,  22  Pac.  215,  followed  in  People 
17.  Pagan,  99  Cal.  iviii,  .33  Pac.  846, 
cattle.  Ga.  —  Peterson  v.  Lott,  11  Ga. 
App.  536,  75  S.  E.  834.  See  also  John- 
son  17.  Winship  Mach.  Co.,  108  Ga!  554, 
33  8.  E.  1013,  not  finally  deciding  the 
point.  Miss.  —  Dillard  i7.  State,  58 
Miss.  368,  holding  it  competent  for  a 
court  to  permit  an  examination  of  the 
horse  on  which  the  deceased  was  rid- 
ing when  killed,  when  the  production 
of  the  horse  is  a  part  of  the  proof  of- 
fered by  the  state. 

See  also  State  v.  Landry,  29  Mont. 
218,  74  Pac.  418;  Simonds  17.  State, 
76  Tei.  Crim.  487,  175  S.  W.  1064.        ' 
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hand,  however,  views  of  personalty  have  been  upheld  by  a  number  of 
authorities,  on  the  ground  that  as  small  articles  may  be  introduced  in 
evidence,  the  same  course  should  be  permitted  in  the  ease  of  larger 
articles  which  cannot  be  conveniently  presented  in  court  as  exhibits,'* 
Whether  an  inspection  of  work  done  may  be  allowed  is  doubtful.'^ 
3.  Time  of  View.  —  As  a  general  rule,  a  view  by  a  trial  jury  is  not 


View  of  personalty  at  common  law, 
see  supra,  II,   A. 

[a]  Reason  of  Rule.  —  Since  at 
common  law  a  view  by  a  jury  of  per- 
sonal property  was  not  allowed,  a  view 
of  such  property  cannot  be  had  under 
the  modern  practice  in  the  absence  of 
statute  authorizing  it.  There  may  be 
no  sound  reason  for  any  distinction 
between  real  or  personal  property,  but 
such  must  continue  to  be  the  rule  until 
it  is  changed  by  statute.  Peterson  v. 
Lott,  11  Ga.  App.  536,  75  S.  E.  834. 

[b]  A  view  of  an  animal  alleged  to 
have  been  stolen  is  not  authorized  un- 
der a  statute  authorizing  a  view  of  the 
"place"  where  the  crime  was  com- 
mitted. Furthermore,  the  jury  must 
base  its  verdict  on  evidence  regularly 
introduced  during  the  trial  and  must 
not  receive  evidence  out  of  court,  and 
therefore  where  the  court  does  not  as- 
semble as  an  organized  court,  where 
the  animal  is,  and  the  animal  is  not 
offered  in  evidence,  the  view  is  er- 
roneous. People  V.  Fitzpatrick,  80  Cal. 
538,  22  Pac.  215,  followed  in  People  v. 
Fagan,  99   Cal.   xviii,  33  Pac.  846. 

As  to  place  of  holding  court  gen- 
erally, see  the  title,  "Trial." 

20.  Ala.  —  Sulser  v.  Sayre,  4  Ala. 
App.  452,  58  So.  758,  upholding  a  view 
of  a  mule  in  the  sale  of  which  the  de- 
fendant was  alleged  to  have  practiced 
deceit.  Ark.  —  Dobbins  v.  Little  Eock 
Ry.  &  Elec.  Co.,  79  Ark.  85,  95  S.  W, 
794,  machinery.  See  Trumbull  v.  Mar- 
tin, 208  S.  W.  803,  where  machinery 
was  viewed  at  the  request  of  the  de- 
fendant, who  later  objected  thereto  in 
the  appellate  court.  Colo.  —  See  Colo- 
rado Springs  &  I.  E.  Co.  v.  Allen,  48 
Colo.  4,  108  Pac.  990.  la.  —  Morrison 
V.  Burlington,  C.  E.  &  N.  Ry.  Co.,  84 
Iowa  663,  51  N.  W.  75;  Nutter  v. 
Eicketts,  6  Iowa  92,  96.  Ky.  —  South 
Covington  &  C.  St.  E.  Co.  v.  Finan's 
Admx.,  153  Ky.  340,  155  S.  W.'  742; 
Plaig  V.  Andrews  Steel  Co.,  141  Ky. 
391,  132  S.  W.  1015;  Board  of  Int. 
Imp.  V.  Moore's  Admr.,  23  Ky.  li.  Rep. 
1885,  66  S.  W.  417.    See  Memphis  &  C. 
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Packet  Co.  v.  Buckner,  108  Ky.  7pi, 
57  S.  W.  482,  where  a  boat  on  which 
plaintiff  was  injured  was  viewed.  Me. 
See  State  v.  Slorah,  106  Atl.  768,  4  A. 
L.  E.  1256,  1263.  Pa.  —  Beaver  v. 
Whiteley,  3  Pa,.  Co.  Ct.  613. 

[a]  Rationale  of  Rule.  —  Nothwith- 
standing  the  statute  specifically  author- 
izes a  view  only  "of  real  property 
which  is  the  subject  of  litigation,  or  of 
the  place  in  which  any  material  fact 
occurred,"  the  court  may  authorize  a 
view  of  personalty.  The  party  is  simp- 
ly offering  the  articles  in  evidence 
when  the  jury  is  taken  out  of  the  court 
room  to  inspect  articles  too  large  to  be 
brought  into  the  courtroom.  And  there- 
fore the  statute  has  no  application. 
Board  of  Int.  Imp.  v.  Moore's  Admr., 
23  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1885,  66  S.  W.  417. 

[b]  Ordinarily  articles  to  be  in- 
spected are  to  be  brought  to  the  court 
room  or  to  the  courthouse  yard,  but 
where  the  property  is  of  such  kind  that 
it  cannot  be  transported  to  the  court- 
house, it  is  altogether  proper  to  per- 
mit the  jury,  under  the  charge  of 
proper  attendants,  to  inspect  it  at  the 
most  convenient  point,  even  though  it 
may  not  be  at  the  locus  in  quo.  Bas- 
ham  V.  Owensboro  City  R.  Co.,  169  Ky, 
155,  183  S.  "W.  492,  car. 

[c]  But  to  direct  a  view  of  the 
article  or  animal  in  question  and  sim- 
ilar articles  or  animals  not  directly  in 
controversy  is  error.  Brady  v.  Shirley, 
14  S.  D.  447,  85  N.  W.  1002.  But  see 
Owens  17.  Missouri  Pac.  Ey.  Co.,  38  Fed. 
571,  where  the  jury  was  authorized  to 
inspect  a  railroad  engine  similar  to  that 
which  injured  the  plaintiff. 

21.  Snell  V.  Evans,  55  111.  App.  670, 
holding  it  to  be  error  to  direct  a  view 
of  work  done.  Compare  Eichmond  v. 
Atkinson,  58  Mich.  413,  25  N.  W.  328; 
Piper  V.  Murray,  43  Mont.  230,  115  Pac, 
669,  holding  a  refusal  of  such  a  view 
was  in  the  discretion  of  the  court.  Se« 
also  Fitzgerald  v.  La  Porte,  67  Ark.  263, 
54  S.  W.  342;  Noreross  Bros.  Co.  *. 
Vose,  199  Mass.  81,  85  N.  E.  468,  where- 
in the  propriety  of  certain  instruction! 
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had  until  after  it  is  impanelled.^^  But  there  is.no  particular  time  during 
trial  when  an  application  for  a  view  should  be  made  and  the  view 
taken,23  as  this  is  a  matter  within  the  discretion  of  the  trial  judge.^* 
A  view  may  be  made  after  dark  if  it  does  not  appear  that  the  jury 
fails  adequately  to  see  the  property."^ 

4.  Place  of  View.  —  The  jury  may  be  sent  upon  a  view  to  any  place 
within  the  state,  although  such  plael  be  without  the  territorial  juris- 
diction of  the  court.'^^  And  where  a  view  is  not  regarded  as  equivalent 
to  a  judicial  trial,  a  view  in  another  state  may  be  ordered,^^  or  at  least 


as  to  the  view  of  the  work,  rather  than 
the  power  of  the  court,  was  questioned. 
Kule  at  common  law,  see  supra^  II, 
A. 

22.  See  infra,  this  section. 

As  to  former  practice,  see  supra,  II, 
A. 

[a]  But  in  Pennsylvania,  the  prac- 
tice under  the  statute  of  Anne  of 
ordering  a  view  before  trial  is  sub- 
stantially followed.  Finn  v.  Providence 
Gas  &  Water  Co.,  99  Pa.  631,  638;  Bare 
V.  HofEman,  79  Pa.  71,  21  Am.  Eep.  42. 

23.  Ark.  —  Curtis  v.  State,  36  Ark. 
284,  during  introduction  of  testimony 
by  defendant.  HI.  —  Kankakee  &  S.  E. 
Co.  V.  Straut,  102  111.  666.  Ky.  — Ken- 
tucky Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Smith,  93  Ky.  449, 
20  S.  W.  392,  18  L.  E.  A.  63. 

[a]  Ordinarily,  the  time  for  grant- 
ing a  view  is  before  the  evidence  is  put 
in.  .  Yore  v.  Newton,  194  Mass.  250, 
80  2Sr.  E.  472. 

[b]  It  should  be  prior  to  argument 
of  counsel  and  the  giving  of  instruc- 
tions. State  V.  Baker,  28  Idaho  727, 
166  Pac.  103. 

[c]  At  any  time  before  the  jury  is 
Instructed,  a  view  may  be  allowed. 
Kankakee  &  S.  E.  Co.  v.  Straut,  102 
111.  666;  Galena  &  S.  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Has- 
1am,  73  HI.  494.  But  see  Sanitary  Dist. 
V.  McGuirl,  86  111.  App.  392. 

[d]  At  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's 
evidence,  a  view  may  be  allowed.  Al- 
berts V.  Husenetter,  77  Neb.  699,  110 
N.  W.  657. 

[e]  After  all  the  evidence  is  in,  it 
is  discretionary  with  the  court  whether 
to  allow  or  disallow  a  view.  Dennis- 
ton  V.  Philadelphia  Co.,  1  Pa.  Super. 
599. 

[f  ]  After  submission  of  case  to  jury, 
a  view  may  be  allowed  in  the  court's 
discretion.  People  v.  Hawley,  111  Cal. 
78,  43  Pac.  404.  See  also  Louisville,  N. 
A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Schick,  94  Ky.  191,  21 
S.  W.  1036;     Anderson  v,  Mowatt,  20 


New.    Bruns.     (Can.)    255;     Queen   v. 
Martin,  12  Cox  Cr.  Cas.  (Bng.)  204. 

[g]  Compare  State  v.  Sirmay,  40 
Utah  525,  122  Pac.  748,  754,  holding  it 
to  be  doubtful  whether  the  court  has 
power  after  submission  of  the  case  to 
the  jury  to  direct  a  view.  At  any  rate, 
a  denial  of  the  request  is  not  erron- 
eous. 

24.  Whitley  v.  State,  114  Ark.  243, 
169  S.  W.  952;  Curtis  v.  State,  36  Ark. 
284;  Spurrier  Lunib.  Co.  v.  Dodson,  30 
Okla.   412,   120   Pac.    934. 

25.  Maysville  &  B.  S.  E.  Co.  v. 
Trustees,  18  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1111,  39  S.  W. 
35. 

26.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Bush,  71  Cal. 
602,  12  Pac.  781.  Neb.  — Beck  v. 
Staats,  80  Neb.  482,  114  N.  W.  633,  16 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  768.  N.  H.  —  Carpen- 
ter V.  Carpenter,  78  N.  H.  440,  101  Atl. 
628,  L.  R.  A.  1917F,  974.  Ohio.—  Jones 
V.  State,  51  Ohio  St.  331,  38  N.  E.  79. 

See  also  Young  v.  Pennsylvania  F. 
Ins.  Co.,  269  Mo.  1,  187  S.  W.  85,6. 

Contra,  Eockford,  E.  I.  &  St.  L.  R, 
Co.  V.  Coppinger,  66  111.  510;  Malins  v. 
Lord  Dunraven,  9  Jur.  (Eng.)  690. 

27.  Carpenter  v.  Carpenter,  78  N.  H. 
440,  101  Atl.  628,  L.  R.  A.  1917F,  974. 
See  State  v.  Hawthorn,  134  La.  979,  64 
So.  873,  holding  it  proper  to  deny  a 
view  in  another  state. 

[a]  Rationale  of  Rule.  —  "If,  while 
trying  a  case  in  one  county  he  [the 
judge]  can  order  the  jury  to  take  a 
view  m  another  county,  or  take  a  view 
himself  in  another  county  in  a  case 
tried  without  a  jury, — a  well-recognized 
practice, — why  is  he  or  the  jury  entire- 
ly disqualified  to  perform  the  same  act 
across  the  geographical  boundary  line 
in  another  state?  The  only  suggested 
answer  is  that  it  is  inherently  impos- 
sible for  a  court  to  try  cases  beyond 
the  territorial  limits  of  its  jurisdiction. 
This  argument  is  based  upon  the  false 
assumption  that   a  view  is   equivalent 
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any  irregularity  in  such  a  view  may  be  waived.^' 

5.  Application  and  Order.  —  A  view  may  properly  be  had  only  upon 
an  order  of  the  trial  eourt.^^  This  order  may  be  made  on  the  motion  of 
a  party,^"  or  on  the  court's  own  motion,^^  or  on  the  request  of  a  mem- 
ber of  the  jury,^^  except  when  the  statute  provides  otherwise.''  The 
consent  of  both  parties  is  not  necessary,'*  except  in  cases  in  which  the 
court  is  without  power  to  direct  a  view  either  by  virtue  of  statute  or 
common  law.'°  In  its  order,  the  court  should  direct  the  jury  to  be  con- 
ducted in  a  body '°  in  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  or  a  sworn  officer,"  to 
the  place  to  be  viewed,  specifying  it.'*  And  if  the  judge  does  not 
himself  act,"  he  should  designate  some  person  who  knows  the  place,  to 
point  it  out  to  the  jury.*" 

6.  Discretion  of  Court.  —  Save  in  a  few  exceptional  cases  in  whieh 


to  a  judicial  trial,  while  it  is  apparent 
that  the  trial  is  in  fact  suspended  in 
order  that  a  view  may  be  taken.  The 
presiding  justice  does  not  often  ac- 
company the  jury  on  a  view;  no  sworn 
evidence  is  received,  and  no  arguments 
are  made  .  .  .  The  territorial  juris- 
diction of  the  court  is  as  fully  pre- 
served as  it  is  when  the  court  admits 
the  testimony  of  a  civil  engineer  as 
to  physical  conditions  observed  by  him 
in  another  state,  or  where  maps,  plans, 
and  photographs  are  introduced  for  the 
inspection  of  the  jury."  Carpenter  v. 
Carpenter,  78  N.  H.  440,  101  Atl.  628, 
L.  E.  A.  191 7F,  974,  981. 

28.  Carpenter  v.  Carpenter,  78  N.  H. 
440,  101  Atl.  628,  L.  R.  A.  1917F,  974. 

29.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  section. 
An   unauthorized  inspection   of   the 

premises  or  articles  constitutes  miscon- 
duct, see  17  Standard  Proc.  616,  546, 
13  Enct.  op  Ev.  989,  L.  E.  A.  1915B, 
703,   note. 

Proof  of  unauthorized  Tiew  by  testi- 
mony or  affidavits  of  jurors  them- 
selves, see  3  Enct.  of  Ev.  223;  8  Ency. 
or  Ev.  970:  13  Ency.  op  Ev.  991,  note 
53. 

30.  ru.  — Kankakee  &  S.  R.  Co.  17. 
Straut,  102  111.  66.  Mass.  — Yore  v. 
Newton,  194  Mass.  250,  80  N.  E.  472. 
Eng.  —  1  Burr.  252. 

31.  Louisville  v.  Caron,  28  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  §44,  90  S.  W.  604,  dictum. 

32.  Louisville  v.  Caron,  28  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  844,  90  S.  W.  604;  Reg.  v.  Mar- 
tin, 12  Cox  Cr.  Cas.  204.  See  17  Stand- 
ard Pkoc.  510,  note  14,  and  Tore  v. 
Newton,  194  Mass.  250,  80  N.  E.  472, 
holding  a  request  of  a  juror  should  be 
treated  as  a  motion  of  a  party  where 
he  joined  in  the  request. 
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33.  See  the  statutes. 

LaJ  Under  some  statutes,  (1)  viewi 
can  be  granted  only  on  motion  of  * 
party.  Yore  i;.  Newton,  194  Mass.  250, 
80  N.  E.  472.  (2)  In  such  case,  it  will 
be  presumed  on  appeal,  in  the  absence 
of  a  contrary  showing,  that  a  view  was 
so  granted.  State  v.  Henry,  51  W.  Va, 
283,  41  S.  E.  439. 

34.  Ga.  —  Bibb  v.  Reese,  115  Ga.  346, 
41  S.  E.  636.  Compare  Johnson  v.  Win- 
ship  Mach.  Co.,  108  Ga.  554,  33  S.  E. 
1013;  Broyles  v.  Prisock,  97  Ga.  643,  25 
S.  E.  389.  Minn.  — Chute  v.  State,  19 
Minn.  271.  Va.  —  Litton  v.  Com.,  101 
Va.  833,  44  S.  E.  923. 

See  also  Com.  v.  Miller,  139  Pa.  77, 
21  Atl.  138,  23  Am.  St.  Eep.  170. 

35.  Arnold  v.  Green,  95  Md.  217,  228, 
52  Atl.  673. 

In  criminal  cases  at  common  law,  sea 
supra,  II,  A. 

36.  See  State  v.  Mortensen,  26  Utah 
31)2,  341,  73  Pae.  562,  633,  and  infra, 
II,  B,  7,  b. 

37.  See  infra,  II,  B,  7,  a,  (I). 

38.  State  v.  Lopez,  15  Nev.  407. 

39.  See  infra,  this  note. 

Some  statutes  provide  that  the  court 
may  order  the  jury  to  be  conducted  to 
the  place  "which  shall  be  shown  to 
them  by  the  judge,  or  by  a  person  ap- 
pointed by  the  court  for  that  purpose." 
See  the  statutes. 

40.  State  v.  Lopez,  15  Nev.  407.  See 
also  the  following  cases-  Fla.  —  Garcia 
V.  State,  34  Fla.  311,  335,  16  So.  223. 
N.  C  — State  v.  Perry,  121  N.  C.  533, 
27  S.  E.  997,  61  Am.  St.  Rep.  683. 
Wash.  —  In  re  Jackson  St.,  47  Wash. 
243,  91  Pac.  970. 

[a]  The  couTt  should  send  some  per 
son  to  be  agreed  on  ty  the  parties  or 
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the  statutes  have  given  parties  an  absolute  right  to  a  view  on  demand,** 
it  is  within  the  discretion  of  the  trial  court,  both  in  civil*"  and  in  crim- 


appointed  by  the  court  with  the  jury 
to  point  out  the  premises  to  them. 
Haynes  v.  State,  71  Ma.  585,  72  So. 
180;  Garcia  v.  State,  34  Fla.  311,  335, 
16  So.  223. 

[b]  A  failure  to  appoint  a  person 
to  accompany  the  jury  is  unimportant 
when  they  find  and  inspect  the  right 
place.  Emporia  v.  Juengling,  78  Kan. 
595,  96  Pae.  850,  19  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
223;  Coughleu  v.  Chicago  etc.  E.  Co., 
36  Kan.  422,  13  Pac.  813.  See  also  Ben- 
ton V.  State,  30  Ark.  a28. 

[c]  Objections  to  the  person  ap- 
pointed or  that  he  is  not  sworn  should 
be  made  at  the  time  of  the  appoint- 
ment. In  re  Jackson  St.,  47  Wash.  243, 
91  Pac.  970. 

[d]  A  person  not  personally  ac- 
quainted with  the  loca.lity  and  the  pre- 
cise spot  in  question  should  not  be  ap- 
pointed.   State  V.  Lopez,  15  Nev.  407. 

[e]  A  person  other  than  a  bailiff 
may  be  appointed.  In  re  Jackson  St., 
47  Wash.  243,  91  Pac.  970. 

[f]  A  witness  may  be  appointed. 
People  c.  Milner,  122  Cal.  171,  64  Pac. 
833.  Compare  People  v.  Green,  53  Cal. 
60. 

[g]  A  juror  may  be  appointed. 
State  V.  Adams,  20  Kan.  311,  322. 

[h]  Sheriff.  —  A  direction  to  the 
sheriff  to  proceed  with  the  jury  to  the 
place  in  question  is  virtually  an  in- 
itruction  to  him  to  point  out  the  scene 
to  the  jury.  Whitley  v.  State,  114  Ark. 
243,  169  S.  W.  952.  See  Jenkins  v. 
State,  22  Wyo.  34,  72,  134  Pao.  260, 
135  Pac.  749. 

[i]  Party.  —  Under  a  statute  pro- 
viding that  the  parties  may  designate 
guides,  a  party  may  appoint  himself. 
Wilson  17.  Harnette,  3l2  Colo.  172,  75 
Pae.  395.  See  also  Beals  v.  Cone,  27 
Colo.  473,  493,  62  Pac.  948,  83  Am.  St. 
Bep.  92. 

41.  See  the  statutes  and  McMillen 
V.  Ferrum  Min.  Co.,  32  Colo.  38',  74  Pae. 
461,  105  Am.  St.  Eep.  64;  Beals  v.  Cone, 
27  Colo.  473,  492,  62  Pac.  948,  83  Am. 
St.  Eep.  92;  Connolly  v.  Hughes,  18 
Colo.  App.  372,  71  Pac.  681  (in  suits 
involving  right  of  possession  of  mining 
claims) ;  Springer  v.  Chicago,  135  111. 
552,  566,  26  N.  E.  514,  12  L.  E.  A.  609 
(referring  to  statute  relating  to  con- 
demnation proceedings) ;  TuU/  v.  Fitch- 


burg  E.  Co.,  134  Mass.  499. 
In  eminent  domain  proceedings,  ••• 

8  Standard  Proc.  323,  note  53. 

42.  Ala.  —  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  «. 
Wilson,  162  Ala.  688,  50  So.  188;  Tui- 
caloosa  v.  Hill  (Ala.  App.),  69  So.  486. 
Ark.  —  Louisiana  &  A.  E.  Co.  v.  Wood- 
son, 127  Ark.  323,  192  S.  W.  174;  Cur- 
tis V.  State,  36  Ark.  284.  Oolo.  —  Grea- 
ley  Irr.  Co.  v.  Von  Trotha,  48  Colo.  12, 
108  Pac.  985;  Colorado  Springs  &  I.  E. 
Go.  V.  Allen,  48  Colo.  4,  108  Pac.  990; 
Saint  V.  Guerrerio,  17  Colo.  448,  30 
Pac.  335,  31  Am.  St.  Eep.  320.  Fla. 
Atlantic  Coast  L.  E.  Co.  v.  Whitney,  65 
Fla.  72,  61  So.  179;  Cbker  v.  Merritt's 
Exr.,  16  Fla.  416.  Ga.  —  Jones  v.  Eoy- 
ster  Guano  Co.,  6  Ga.  App.  506,  65  S. 
E.  361.  111.  —  Vane  v.  Evanston,  150 
111.  616,  37  N.  E.  901;  Springer  v.  Chi- 
cago, 135  ni.  552,  26  N.  E.  514,  12  L. 
E.  A.  609.  Ind.  —  Spickelmeir  v.  Hart- 
man  (Ind.  App.),  123  N.  E.  232;  Board 
of  Comrs.  v.  Castetter,  7  Ind.  App.  309, 
33  N.  E.  986,  34  N.  E.  687;  Ohio  4  Mis- 
sissippi Ey.  Co.  V.  Wrape,  4  Ind.  App. 
100,  30  N.  E.  428.  la.  —  Banning  v. 
Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  Ey.  Co.,  89  Iowa  74, 
56  N.  W.  277;  Clayton  v.  Chicago  etc. 
E.  Co.,  67  Iowa  238,  25  N.  W.  150; 
King  V.  Iowa  M.  E.  Co.,  34  Iowa  458. 
Kan. — ■Coughlen  v.  Chicago,  I.  &  K. 
Ey.  Co.,  36  Kan.  422,  13  Pac.  813;  Kan- 
sas Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Allen,  22  Kan.  285, 
31  Am.  Eep.  190.  Ky.  —  Illinois  Cent. 
E.  Co.  V.  Frost,  124  S.  W.  821;  Hender- 
son &  C.  G.  E.  Co.  V.  Cosby,  103  Ky. 
182,  44  S.  W.  639;  Louisville  ».  Caron, 
28  Ky.  L.  Eep.  844,  90  S.  W.  604.  Me. 
Snow  17.  Boston  &  M.  E.  E.,  65  Me.  230. 
Mass.  —  Blanchard  v.  Holyoke  St.  E. 
Co.,  186  Mass.  582,  72  N.  E.  94.  Mich. 
Jaddatz  v.  Grace  Harbor  Lumb.  Co., 
194  Mich.  273,  160  N.  W.  587;  Mulliken 
V.  Corunria,  110  Mich.  212,  68  N.  W. 
141;  Stewart  v.  Cincinnati  etc.  E.  Co., 
89  Mich.  315,  50  N.  W.  852,  17  L.  E.  A. 
539;  Eichmond  v.  Atkinson,  58  Mich. 
413,  25  N.  W.  328.  Minn.  —  Shalgren 
V.  Eed  Cliff  Lumb.  Co.,  95  Minn.  450, 
104  N".  W.  531;  Brown  v.  Kohout,  61 
Minn.  113,  63  N.  W.  248.  Mo.  —  Ella» 
V.  St.  Louis  etc.  E.  Co.,  131  Mo.  App. 
395,  111  S.  W.  839.  Mont.  —  Stephen* 
V.  Elliott,  36  Mont.  92,  92  Pac.  45;  Mo- 
loney V.  King,  30  Mont.  158,  76  Pae.  4. 
Neb.  — Beck  1?.  Staats,  80  Neb.  482, 114 
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inal*'  cases,  whether  or  not  to  grant  a  view.  The  court  in  exercising 
its  power  to  direct  a  view  should  proceed  with  caution  and  circum- 
spection.** It  must  always  determine  from  the  facts  in  each  ease 
whether  a  view  is  necessary  and  would  serve  a  useful  purpose.**  And 
it  may  take  into  consideration  the  lapse  of  time  since  the  occurrence  of 


N.  W.  633,  16  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  768;  Al- 
berts V  Husenetter,  77  Neb.  699,  110 
N.  W.  65^.  N.  H.  — Lydston  v.  Eoek- 
ingham  Co.  L.  &  P.  Co.,  75  N.  H.  23, 
70  Atl.  385;  Fairfield  v.  Amherst,  57  N. 
H.  479.  N.  O.  —  Jenkins  v.  Wilming- 
ton &  W.  E.  Co.,  110  N.  C.  438,  15  S.  E. 
193.  Ore.  —  Wade  v.  Amalgamated 
Sugar  Co.,  65  Ore.  488,  132  Pao.  710. 
Pa.  —  Frasao  v.  Beading,  244  Pa.  525, 
90  Atl.  800;  Mintzer  v.  Green  ough,  192 
Pa.  137,  43  Atl.  465;  Eudolph  v.  Penu. 
sylvania  S.  V.  E.  Co.,  186  Pa.  541,  40 
Atl.  1083,  47  L.  E.  A.  782.  S.  O. 
Eodgers  v.  Hodge,  83  S.  C.  569,  65  S.  E. 
819,  18  Ann.  Cas.  729;  MTcCarley  v. 
Glenn-Lowry  Mfg.  Co.,  75  S.  C.  390,  56 
S.  E.  1.   Va.  —  Scott  17.  Doughty,  97  S. 

E.  80i2;  Stonegap  Colliery  Co.  v.  Ham- 
ilton, 119  Va.  271,  89  S.  E.  305,  Ann. 
Cas.  1917E,  60;  In  re  Cutchin,  113  Va. 
452,  74  S.  E.  403;  Baltimore  &  O.  E. 
Co.  V.  Polly,  Woods  &  Co.,  14  Gratt. 
(55  Va.)  447,  470.  Wash.  —  Klepseh  v. 
Donald,  4  Wash.  436,  30  Pae.  991,  31 
Am.  St.  Eep.  936;  Bellingham  Bay  & 
B.  C.  E.  Co.  V.  Strand,  4  Wash.  311,  30 
Pac.   144.    W.  Va.  —  Bond  v.  National 

F.  Ins.  Co.,  77  W.  Va.  736,  88  S.  E. 
389;  Davis  v.  American  Tel.  &  T.  Co., 
53  W.  Va.  616,  45  S.  E.  926;  Gunn  v. 
Ohio  Eiver  E.  Co.,  36  W.  Va.  165,  14 
S.  E.  465,  32  Am.  St.  Eep.  842,  37  W. 
Va.  421,  16  S.  B.  628.  Wis.  — Koepke 
V.  Milwaukee,  112  Wis.  475,  88  N.  W. 
238;  Andrews  v.  Youmans,  82  Wis.  81, 
52  N.  W.  23. 

[a]  The  word  "may"  in  the  stat- 
ute implies  a  discretion.  Com.  v. 
Chance,  174  Mass.  245,  54  N.  E.  551,  75 
Am.  St.  Eep.  306. 

As  to  ancient  practice,  see  swpra,  II, 
A. 

43.  Ark.  — Benton  v.  State,  30  Ark. 
3l28.  Cal.  — People  v.  Wong  Hing,  176 
Cal.  699,  169  Pac.  357;  People  v.  White, 
116  Cal.  17,  47  Pac.  771;  People  v. 
Bush,  71  Cal.  602,  12  Pac.  781;  People 
V.  Bonney,  19  Cal.  426;  People  v.  How- 
ard, 28  Cal.  App.  180,  151  Pac.  754, 
Fla.  —  Crawford  v.  'State,  70  Fla.  323, 
70  So.  374.  la.  —  State  v.  Jackson,  156 
Iowa  588,  137  N.  W.  1034.   Ky.  — Car- 
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ney  v.  Com.,  181  Ky.  443,  205  S.  W. 
408;  McDonald  v.  Com.,  177  Ky.  224, 
197  S.  W.  665;  Mise  v.  Com.,  25  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  2207,  80  S.  W.  457.  Mass.  — Com. 
V.  Chance,  174  Mass.  245,  54  N.  E.  551, 
75  Am.  St.  Eep.  306.  Mich.  —  People  v. 
Winney,  196  Mich.  347,  163  N.  W.  119; 
People  V.  Auerbach,  176  Mich.  23,  46, 
141  N.  W.  869,  Ann.  Cas.  1915B,  557; 
People  V.  Hull,  86  Mich.  449,  465,  49 
N.  W.  (288.  Minn.  —  Chute  v.  State,  19 
Minn.  271.  Neb.  —  Fouse  v.  State,  83 
Neb.  258,  119  N.  W.  478.  N,  Y.  — Peo- 
ple V.  Buddensieck,  103  N.  Y.  487,  9 
N.  E.  44,  57  Am.  Eep.  766.  N.  O. 
State  V.  Perry,  121  N.  C.  533,  27  S.  E. 
997,  61  Am.  St.  Eep.  683.  Pa.  — Com. 
17.  Van  Horn,  188  Pa.  143,  41  Atl.  469; 
Com.  V.  Miller,  139  Pa.  77,  21  Atl.  138', 
23  Am.  St.  Eep.  170.  S.  C  — State  v. 
Suber,  89  S.  C.  100,  71  S.  E.  466.  Utah. 
State  17.  Mortensen,  26  Utah  312,  341, 
73  Pac.  562,  633.  Va.  —  Stanley  v.  Com., 
109  Va.  796,  63  S.  E.  10.  Wash.  — Stats 
V.  Coella,  8  Wash.  512,  36  Pac.  474.  W. 
Va.  —  State  v.  Musgravej43  W.  Va. 
672,  28  S.  E.  813.  Eng.  —  Queen  v.  Mar- 
tin, 12  Cox  Cr.  Cas.  204. 

44.  People  v.  Sampo,  17  Cal.  App. 
135,  118  Pac.  957;  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co. 
17.  Frost  (Ky.),  124  S.  W.  821. 

45.  Del.  —  Seininski  v.  Wilmington 
Leather  Co.,  3  Boyce  288,  83  Atl.  20. 
Ind.  — Ohio  &  M.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Wrape,  4 
Ind.  App.  100,  30  N.  E.  428.  la. 
Adamson  v.  Harper,  162  Iowa  56,  143 
N.  W.  844;  Morrison  v.  Burlington  etc. 
E.  Co.,  84  Iowa  663,  51  N.  W.  75.  Ky. 
McDonald  v.  Com.,  177  Ky.  224,  197  S. 
W.  665;  L.  A.  Becker  Co.  v.  Baker,  146 
Ky.  233,  142  S.  W.  22S;  Illinois  Cent. 
E.  Co.  17.  Frost,  124  S.  W.  821;  Louii- 
ville  17.  Caron,  28  Ky.  L.  Eep.  844,  90 
S.  W.  604.  La.— State  17.  Hawthorn, 
134  La.  979,  64  So.  873.  S.'C  — Eod- 
gers 17.  Hodge,  83  S.  C.  569,  65  S.  B. 
819,  18  Ann.  Cas.  729.  Va.  — 7n  r» 
Cutchin,  113  Va.  452,  74  S.  E.  403. 
W  Va.  — Gunn  v.  Ohio  Eiver  E.  Co.. 
36  W.  Va.  165,  14  S.  E.  465,  32  Am 
St.  Eep.  842. 

[a]  If  no  useful  purpose  would  ba 
aecred,  a  view  may  be  refused.  John- 
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the  event  in  question"  and  any  change  in  the  condition  of  t^e  PJ^ 
mises,"  as  well  as  the  expense  involved  in  taking  a  view,"  and  the 
distance  the  jury  would  be  required  to  travel,  and  the  delay  consequent 
thGreon  ** 

7.  Taidng  the  View.  —  a.  Who  May  or  Must  Bt  Present.  —(I.)  m 
General.— Under  the  modern  practice  all  the  jurors  should  be  present 


son  V.  Winship  Mach.  Co.,  108  Ga.  554, 
33  S.  E.  1013 ;  Springer  v.  Chicago,  135 
111.  552,  564, '26  N.  E.  514,  12  L.  B.  A. 
bud. 

[b]  If  the  facts  can  be  accurately 
described  by  the  testimony,  a  view  may 
be  refused.  Spickelmeir  v.  Hartman 
(Ind.  App.),  123  N.  E.  232;  Eodgers  v. 
Hodge,  83  S.  C.  669,  65  S.  E.  81S,  18 
Ann.  Cas.  729.  See  Shortino  v.  Salt 
Lake  &  U.  E.  Co.  (Utah),  174  Pac.  860. 

[c]  Where  the  case  is  not  compli- 
catud,  a  view  may  be  refused.  Niosi  v. 
Empire  'Steam  Laundry,  117  Cal.  257, 
49  Pac.  185;  Shalgren  v.  Bed  Cliff 
Lumb.  Co.,  95  Minn.  450,  104  N.  W. 
531. 

[d]  Where  there  is  little  or  no  con- 
troversy as  to  the  facts,  a  view  may  be 
refused.  Lexington  v.  Einn,  149  Ky. 
146,  147  S.  W.  960;  State  v.  Coella,  8 
Wash.  512,  36  Pac.  474. 

[e]  Maps,  plats,  or  like  evidence 
may  render  a  view  unnecessary.  Ark. 
Louisiana  &  A.  By.  Co.  v.  Woodson,  127 
Ark.  323,  192  S.  W.  174.  Cal.  — People 
V.  Wong  Hing,  176  Cal.  699,  169  Pac. 
357;  People  v.  Smith,  13  Cal.  App.  627, 
llu  Pae.  333.  la.  —  Morrison  v.  Burl- 
ington, C.  B.  &  N.  By.  Co.,  84  Iowa  663, 
51  N.  W.  75.  Ky.  — Mise  v.  Com.,  25 
Ky.  L.  Bep.  e207,  80  S.  W.  457.  Mont. 
Stephens  v.  Elliott,  36  Mont.  92,  92  Pac. 
45.  N.  C.  —  Jenkins  v.  Wilmington  & 
W.  B.  Co.,  110  N.  C.  438,  15  S.  E.  193. 
S.  O.  —  McCarley  v.  Glenn-Lowry  Mfg. 
Co.,  75  8.  C.  390,  56  S.  E.  1. 

See  also  Brown  v.  Kohout,  61  Minn., 
113,  63  N.  W.  248. 

46.  Mass.  —  Tully  17.  Fitchburg  B. 
Co.,  134  Mass.  499.  Mich.  —  Stewart 
v.  Cincinnati,  etc.  E.  Co.,  89  Mich. 
315,  50  N.  W.  852,  17  L.  B.  A.  539; 
Williams  v.  Grand  Bapids,  53  Mich. 
271,  18  N.  W.  811.  N.  D.  — Cham- 
bers V.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  S.  M. 
B.  Co.,  37  N.  D.  377,  163  N.  W.  824, 
Ann.  Cas.  1918C,  954.  S.  C  — McCarley 
V.  Glenn-Lowry  Mfg.  Co.,  75  S.  0,  390, 
66  S.  E.  1. 

4tl.    See  infra,  this  note. 


[a]    Effect  of  Change  of  Condition. 

(1)  While  a  change  in  the  condition  of 
the  premises  does  not  affect  the  power 
of  the  court  to  grant  a  view  (111.  —  Os- 
good 1).  Chicago,  154  111.  194,  41  N.  E. 
40.  Ind.  —  Cleveland,  0.  C.  &  St.  L. 
By.  Co.  v.  Penketh,  27  Ind.  App.  210, 
60  N.  E.  1095.  Ky.  —  Louisville  v.  Car- 
on,  28  Ky.  L.  Bep.  844,  90  S.  W.  604. 
Mich.  —  Bedell  v.  Berkey,  76  Mich. 
435,  43  N.  W.  308,  15  Am.  St.  Bep.  370. 
Wis.  —  Serdan  v.  Talk  Co.,  153  Wis. 
169,  140  N.  W.  1036.  See  Barker  v. 
Lawrence  Mfg.  Co.,  176  Mass.  203,  57 
N.  E.  366.  But  see  Mitchell  v.  Eowley 
63  Misc.  643,  118  N.  T.  Supp.  751 
(holding  it  error  in  action  for  the  prica 
of  a  cow,  to  direct  a  view  of  the  cow 
in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  show  that 
she  was  in  the  same  condition  as  at 
the  time  of  sale) ;  Sell  v.  Ernsberger,  S 
Ohio  C.  0.  499,  4  Ohio  C.  D.  100)  it  is 

(2)  ground  for  a  refusal  to  direct  a 
view.  Cal.  —  Oberholzer  v.  Hubbell,  36 
Cal.  App.  16,  171  Pac.  436.  Deli— Sew- 
ard V.  Wilmington,  2  Marv.  189,  42  Atl. 
451.  Fla.  —  Coker  i;.  Merritt's  Exr.,  16 
Fla.  416.  Ga.  —  Broyles  v.  Prisock,  97 
Ga.  643,  25  S.  E.  389.  Ky.  — Hender- 
son &  C,  G.  E.  Co.  «.  Cosby,  103  Ky. 
182,  44  S.  W.  639.  N.  H.  — Lydston  •;;. 
Rockingham  Co.  L.  &  P.  Co.,  75  N.  H. 
23,  70  Atl.  385;  Dewey  v.  Williams,  43 
N.  H.  384.  N.  T.  —  People  v.  Thorn, 
156  N.  T.  286,  50  N.  E.  947,  42  L.  E.  A. 
368.  Okla.  —  Spurrier  Lumb.  Co.  v. 
Dodson,  30  Okla.  412,  120  Pac.  934. 

48.  Ala.  —  United  States  Cast  Iron 
P.  &  E.  Co.  V.  Granger,  172  Ala.  546, 
55  So.  244.  HI.  —  Springer  v.  Chicago, 
135  111.  552,  564,  26  N.  E.  514,  12  L.  R. 
A.  609.  N.  O.  —  Jenkins  v.  Wilminj'ton 
&  W.  E.  Co.,  110  N.  C.  438,  15  S.  E.  133. 

49.  Ala.  —  United  States  Cast  Iron 
P.  &  F.  Co.  V.  Granger,  172  Ala.  546, 

55  So.  244.  Ark.  —  Louisiana  &  A.  By, 
Co.  V.  Woodson,  127  Ark.  323,  192  S.  W. 
174.  111.  —  Springer  v.  Chicago,  135  111. 
552,  564,  26  N.  E.  514,  12  L.  E.  A.  609, 
Ky.  —  Mise  «.  Com.,  25  Ky.  L.  Bep. 
2207,  80  S.  W.  457.  S.  C  — McCarley 
V.  Glenn-Lowry  Mfg.  Co.,  75  S.  C.  390, 

56  S.  E.  1. 
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at  the  view,^°  and  in  the  custody  of  a  proper  sworn  officer.^^  Of  course, 
any  person  directed  to  point  out  the  premises  to  the  jury  should  be 
present.^^ 

(II.)  Judge.  —  Although  the  trial  judge  has  a  right  to  accompany  the 
jury  on  a  view,°^  he  is  not  required,  under  most  statutes,  to  be  pres- 
ent.^* But  in  those  jurisdictions  in  which  the  presence  of  the  accused 
is  deemed  necessary ,^^  the  same  considerations  lead  the  courts  to  de- 
clare it  advisable  for  the  judge  to  accompany  the  jury.^*  And  in  equity 
eases  where  the  verdict  of  a  jury  is  merely  advisory,  it  has  been  held 
that  the  judge  should  always  accompany  the  jury  so  as  to  be  in  posses- 
sion of  all  the  information  upon  which  the  jury  acts.''^  In  any  case, 
however,  the  presence  of  the  judge  on  a  view  may  be  waived.^* 

(in.)  Accused.  —  There  is  considerable  conflict  in  the  authorities  with 
respect  to  the  presence  of  an  accused  on  the  taking  of  the  view.  The 
conflicting  opinions  seem  to  arise,  in  part  at  least,  from  the  different 
conceptions  as  to  the  nature  and  purpose  of  view.*'    The  accused  has 


50.  See  infra,  this  note,  and  section. 
Under  ancient  practice,  see  supra,  II, 

A. 

[a]  But  the  Absence  of  a  Juror  May 
Be  Waived.  —  Guruey  v.  Minneapolis  & 
St.  C.  Ey.  Co.,  41  Minn.  223,  43  N.  W. 
2;  Oregon  Cascades  E.  Co.  v.  Oregon 
Steam  Nav.  Co.,  3  Ore.  178. 

51.  See  the  following:  Ark.  — Whit- 
ley V.  State,  114  Ark.  243,  169  S.  W. 
952;  Curtis  v.  State,  36  Ark.  284,  289. 
Oal.  — People  v.  Green,  53  Cal.  60. 
Nev.  —  State  v.  Lopez,  15  Nev.  407. 
NT.  Y.  — People  v.  Palmer,  43  Hun  397. 

Compare  Emporia  v.  Juengling,  78 
Kan.  595,  96  Pac.  850,  19  L.  R.  A.  (N. 
S.)  223,  holding  the  officer  in  charge 
of  the  jury  need  not  take  lany  addi- 
tional oath. 

As  to  oath  of  officer  generally,  see 
17  Standard  Proc.  446. 

[aj  An  omission  of  the  officer  to 
take  the  prescribed  oath  is  an  irregu- 
larity merely  which  may  be  waived. 
People  V.  Johnson,  110  N.  Y.  134,  17  N. 
E.  684. 

52.  See  supra,  II,  B,  5. 

53.  Lee  v.  Northwestern  R.  Co.,  84 
S.  C.  125,  65  S.  E.  1031. 

Judge  as  shower,  see  supra,  II,  B,  5. 

54.  Ind.  —  Shular  v.  State,  105  Ind. 
289,  4  N.  E.  870,  55  Am.  Rep.  211.  ,Kan. 
State  V.  Adams,  20  Kan.  311.  Mich. 
Toledo,  A.  A.  &  G.  T.  Ey.  v.  Dunlap,  47 
Mich.  456,  11  N.  W.  271,  eminent  do- 
main proceedings.  Nev.  —  State  v. 
Hartley,  22  Nev.  342,  40  Pac.  372,  28 
L.  E.  A.  33.    Okla.  — Hays  v.  Terr.,  7 
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Okla.  15,  54  Pac.  300.    S.  C.  —  State  v. 
Suber,  89  8.  C.  100,  71  S.  E.  466. 

55.  See  infra,  II,  B,  7,  a,  (III). 

56.  Benton  v.  State,  30  Ark.  328; 
People  V.  Yut  Ling,  74  Cal.  669,  16  Pac. 
489;  People  v.  White,  20  Cal.  App.  156, 
128  Pac.  417;  People  v.  White,  5  Cal. 
App.  329,  90  Pac.  471. 

[a]  It  would  be  better  and  proper 
for  the  judge  to  accompany  the  jury,  if 
convenient.  Benton  t;.  State,  30  Ark. 
328,  350. 

[b]  It  is  the  dvety  of  the  trial  judge 
to  be  present  at  every  stage  of  a  crim- 
inal trial  including  a  view  of  the  prem- 
ises. People  V.  White,  20  Cal.  App.  156, 
128  Pac.  417. 

57.  Fraedrich  v.  Plieth,  64  Wis.  184, 
25  N.  W.  28. 

[a]  But  where  the  verdict  Is  con- 
clusive, the  general  rule  applies.  Mor- 
itz  V.  Larsen,  70  Wis.  569,  36  N.  W.  3.'il. 
See  generally  14  Standard  Proc.  536, 
539,  note  40.  Conclusiveness  of  verdict 
in  mechanics'  lien  cases,  see  19  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  703. 

58.  Cal.  — People  v.  White,  20  Cal. 
App.  156,  128  Pac.  417;  People  v.  White, 
5  Cal.  App.  329,  90  Pac.  471;  San  Luis 
Obispo  V.  Simas,  1  Cal.  App.  175,  81 
Pac.  972.  Ky.  —  Newport  v.  Com.,  108 
Ky.  151,  55  S.  W.  914.  La.  — State  v. 
Moore,  119  La.  564,  44  So.  299.  Wis. 
Moritz  17.  Larsen,  70  Wis.  569,  36  N.  W. 
331,  suit  in  equity. 

Presence  of  judge  on  inspection  of 
personal  property,  see  supra,  IT,  B,  2. 

59.  See  State  v.  Slorah  (Me.),  lOfl 
Atl.    768,   4   A.   L.   E.    1256;    State  v. 
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a  right  to  be  present  when  the  view  is  regarded  as  part  of  the  trial, 
or  Avhen  the  jury  has  a  right  to  treat  the  information  received  during 
the  view  as  evidence.'"  But  when  a  view  is  not  regarded  as  evidence 
or  a  part  of  the  trial,  no  rights  of  the  accused  are  violated  in  taking 
a  view  of  the  locus  of  the  crime  in  his  absence,  even  in  capital  cases, 
even  though  no  waiver  of  his  rights  in  this  respect  appears  on  the 
record.'^  The  presence  of  the  accused  is  not  improper,  however,'^  and 
even  in  those  jurisdictions  in  which  his  presence  is  not  required,  he 
should  be  permitted  to  attend  if  he  demands  the  right."''  But  regard- 
less of  the  difference  of  judicial  opinion  as  to  the  effect  of  a  view  and 
as  to  the  right  of  an  accused  to  attend,  it  is  generally  held"*  that  he  may 


Hartley,  22  Nev.  342,  40  Pac.  372,  28 
L.  E.  A.  33. 

As  to  Buch  optuions,  see  13  Snct.  of 
Ev.  981. 

60.  Ark.  —  Benton  v.  State,  30  Ark. 
328.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Bush,  71  Cal.  602, 
12  Pac.  781;  People  v.  Lowry,  70  Cal. 
193,  11  Pao.  605;  People  v.  Bush,  68 
Cal.  623,  10  Pac.  169.  But  see  People 
V.  Bonney,  19  Cal.  426.  D.  O. — See 
Price  V.  United  States,  14  App.  Cas.  391, 
405,  query.  Ky.  —  Eutherford  v.  Com., 
78  Ky.  639.  La.  —  State  v.  Bertin,  24 
La.  Ann.  46.  Miss. — Poster  v.  State, 
70  Miss.  755,  12  So.  8|22;  Dillard  v. 
State,  58  Miss.  368.  Mont.  —  State  v. 
Landry,  29  Mont.  218,  74  Pac.  418. 
Neb.  — Neal  v.  State,  32  Neb.  120,  49 
N.  W.  174;  Carroll  «.  State,  5  Neb.  31. 
Wis.  —  See  Sasse  v.  State,  68  Wis.  530, 
32  N.  W.  849. 

As  to  right  of  accused  to  be  con- 
fronted ■with,  the  witnesses,  see  14  Enct. 
or  Ev.  574. 

As  to  right  of  ascused  to  be  present 
at  the  trial,  see  the  title,  "Trial."- 

As  to  waiver  of  presence,  see  infra, 
this  section. 

61.  Ariz.  —  Eliaa  v.  Terr.,  9  Ariz.  1, 
76  Pac.  605,  11  Ann.  Cas.  1153.  Ind. 
Shular  v.  State,  105  Ind.  289,  294,  4  N. 
E.  870,  55  Am.  Eep.  211.  Kan.  —  State 
V.  Aiarasf  20  Kan.  311.  Me.  —  State  v. 
Slorah,  106  Atl.  768,  4  A.  L.  E.  1256. 
Mich.  — People  v.  Hull,  86  Mich.  449, 
465,  49  N.  W.  288.  N.  Y.  — People  v. 
Thorn,  156  N.  T.  286,  50  N.  E.  947,  42 
L.  E.  A.  368.  But  see  People  v.  Palmer, 
43  Hun  397.  Ore.  —  S'tate  v.  Ghee 
Gong,  17  Ore.  635,  21  Pac.  882.  Pa. 
Com.  V.  Van  Horn,  188  Pa.  143,  41  Atl. 
469;  Com.  v.  Salyards,  158  Pa.  501,  27 
Atl.  993.  Utah.  —  State  v.  Mortensen, 
26  Utah  312,  342,  73  Pac.  562,  633. 
Wash.  —  State  v.  Lee  Boon,  7  Wash. 
308,  34  Pac.  1103. 

TO 


[a.]  "It  is  the  same  as  when  the 
jury  retires  from  the  immediate  pres- 
ence of  the  court  for  any  other  proper 
cause,  as  when  it  retires  to  deliberate 
upon  the  verdict,  which  all  agree  it 
may  do  in  the  absence  of  the  prisoner." 
State  V.  Mortensen,  26  Utah  312,  341, 
73  Pac.  562,  633.  To  same  effect,  see 
State  V.  Adams,  20  Kan.  311. 

62.  Garcia  v.  State,  34  Ela.  311,  334, 
16  So.  223. 

63.  Fla.  —  Garcia  v.  State,  34  Pla. 
311,  334,  16  So.  223.  Idaho.— State  v. 
Eeed,  3  Idaho  754,  35  Pac.  706.  Me. 
State  V.  Slorah,  106  Atl.  768,  4  A.  L.  E, 
1256.  Mich.  —  See  People  v.  Auerbach, 
176  Mich.  23,  141  N.  W.  869,  Ann.  Caa. 
1915B,  557.  N.  Y.  — People  v.  Thorn, 
156  N.  Y.  286,  50  N.  E.  947,  42  L.  E. 
A.  368,  392. 

[a]  In  every  criminal  case,  the 
prisoner  should  be  aSorded  an  oppor- 
tunity to  be  present  at  the  view  if  such 
is  his  desire.  State  v.  Mortensen,  26 
Utah  312,  340,  73  Pac.  562,  633. 

[b]  The  safest  course  is  to  have  the 
defendant  present.  Garcia  v.  State,  34 
Pla.  311,  334,  16  So.  223. 

[c]  A  refusal  of  his  demand  to  ac- 
company the  jury  would  be  reversible 
error.  Benton  v.  State,  30  Ark.  328. 

64.  Ariz.  —  Elias  v.  Terr.,  9  Ariz.  1, 
76  Pac.  605,  11  Ann.  Cas.  1153.  Cal. 
People  V.  Mathews,  139  Cal.  527,  73 
Pac.  416;  People  v.  White,  20  Cal.  App. 
156,  128  Pac.  417.  Idaho.  — See  State 
V.  McGinnis,  12  Idaho  336,  85  Pac.  1089; 
State  V.  Eeed,  3  Idaho  754,  35  Pac.  706. 
Ind. — Shular  v.  State,  105  Ind.  289,  4 
N.  E.  870,  55  Am.  Eep.  211.  Kan. 
State  17.  Adams,  20  Kan.  311.  Me. 
State  V.  Slorah,  106  Atl.  768,  4  A.  L.  E. 
1256.  Neb.  — Neal  v.  State,  32  Neb. 
120,  49  N.  W.  174;  Carroll  v.  State,  5 
Neb.  31.  But  compare  Chicago,  E.  I.  & 
P.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Parwell,  60  Neb.  322,  83 
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waive  his  right  to  be  present,  even  in  capital  cases.^=  The  waiver  may- 
be express,""  as  where  the  accused  declines  an  invitation  to  be  present," 
or  it  may  be  implied,  as  where  the  accused  does  not,  at  the  time  a  view 
is  ordered,  make  known  any  desire  to  be  present.** 

Compelling  Accused  To  Be  Present.— It  is  not  proper  for  a  court  to 
compel  the  presence  of  the  accused  at  a  view  against  his  will."^     , 

(IV.)  Counsel.  —  "Whether  counsel  shall  be  allowed  to  accompany  the 
jury  is  ordinarily  within  the  court 's  discretion.'" 

(V.)  stenographer.—  The  presence  of  a  stenographer  on  the  liew  is 
not  required.''^ 


N.  W.  71.  Nev.  — State  v.  Hartley,  22 
Nev.  342,  40  Pac.  372,  28  L.  E.  A.  33, 
N.  H.  — State  v.  Buzzell,  59  N.  H.  65. 
N.  Y.  — People  v.  Thorn,  156  N.  Y.  286, 
50  JSr.  E.  947,  42  L.  R.  A.  368.  Ohio. 
Blythe  v.  State,  4  Ohio  O.  C.  435,  2 
Ohio  C.  D.  636.  Ore.  —  State  v.  Moran, 
15  Ore.  262,  14  Pac.  419;  State  v.  Ah 
Lee,  8  Ore.  214.  Utah.  —  State  v.  Mor- 
tensen,  26  Utah  312,  347,  73  Pac.  562, 
633.  W.  Va.  — See  State  v.  McCaus- 
land  (W.  Va.),  96  S.  E.  938,  not  decid- 
ing point.  Wis.  —  State  v.  Sasse,  72 
Wis.  3,  38  N.  W.  343.  Wyo.  —  Jenkins 
V.  State,  aa  Wyo.  34,  81,  134  Pac.  260, 
135  Pac.  749. 

[a]  A  temporary  absence  does  not 
require  a  reversal.  StaTe  v.  Moore,  119 
La.  564,  44  So.  299. 

65.  State  V.  Slorah  (Me.),  106  Atl. 
768,  4  A.  L.  E.  1256;  State  v.  Buzzell, 
59  ]Sr.  H.  65.     , 

66.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Searle,  33  Cal, 
App.  228,  164  Pac.  819.  Me.  —  State  v, 
Slorah,  106  Atl.  768,  4  A.  L.  E.  1266, 
ST.  Y.  — People  v.  Thorn,  156  N.  Y.  286, 
298,  50  N.  E.  947,  42  L.  E.  A.  368.  Wis. 
State  V.  Sasse,  72  Wis.  3,  38  N.  W.  343. 

[a]  By  express  stipulation  of  coun- 
sel that  no  one  need  accompany  the 
jury  except  the  sheriff,  the  defendant 
■waives  his  right  to  be  present.  People 
V.  Searle,  33  Cal.  App.  228,  164  Pac. 
819. 

67.  Carroll  v.  State,  5  Neb.  31 ;  State 
V.  Mortensen,  26  Utah  312,  347,  73  Pac. 
562,  633. 

68.  D.  C  — Price  v.  United  States, 
14  App.  Cas.  391.  Fla.  —  Haynes  v. 
State,  71  Fla.  585,  72  So.  18'0.  Kan. 
State  V.  Stratton,  103  Kan.  226,  173 
Pac.  300.  Ky.  —  See  Carney  v.  Com., 
181  Ky.  443,  205  S.  W.  408,  holding 
that  in  the  absence  of  a  request  to  ac- 
company the  jury,  the  failure  to  send 
him  along  is  not  a  prejudicial  error, 
where  the  only  issue  in  the  case  ia  the 

Vol.  XXV 


identity  of  the  accused.  Wyo.  —  Jen- 
kins V.  State,  22  Wyo.  34,  82,  134  Pac. 
260,  135  Pac.  749. 

[a]  But  see  Carroll  r.  State,  5  Neb. 
31,  35,  holding  a  view  should  be  had  in 
the  presence  of  the  prisoner  "unless  he 
decline  the  privilege."' 

[b]  Where  the  accused  requiests  a 
view  but  does  not  ask  to  accompany 
the  jury,  he  waives  his  right  to  be 
present.  Ark.  —  Whitley  v.  State,  114 
Ark.  243,  169  S.  W.  952.  Cal.  — People 
V.  Mathews,  139  Cal.  527,  73  Pac.  416. 
Idaho.  —  State  v.  Eeed,  3  Id^ho  754, 
35  Pac.  706,  doubted  in  State  v.  Mc- 
Ginnis,  12  Idaho  336,  85  Pac.  1089. 
Nev.  —  State  v.  Hartley,  22  Nev.  342, 
40  Pac.  372,  28  L.  E.  A.  33.  B.  I. 
State  V.  Congdon,  14  E.  I.  458. 

[cj  Where  the  state,  in  the  pres- 
ence of  the  accused,  requests  a  view, 
and  the  accused  does  not  indicate  any 
desire  to  be  present,  and  does  not  ob- 
ject to  its  being  taken  in  his  absence, 
he  waives  the  right  to  be  present.  State 
V.  Ah  Lee,  8  Ore.  214. 

69.  Hays  v.  Terr.,  7  Okla.  15,  54  Pac. 
300;  State  v.  Mortensen,  26  Utah  312, 
342,  73  Pac.  562,  633.  Compare  Blythe 
V.  State,  4  Ohio  C.  C.  435,  2  Ohio  C.  B. 
636. 

70.  Chicago  v.  Baker,  98  Ted.  830, 
39  C.  0.  A.  318;  Sasse  v.  State,  68  Wis. 
530,  32  N.  W.  '849.  See  Haynea  v.  State, 
71  Fla.  585,  72  So.  180. 

[a]  Better  practice  would  seem  to 
be  to  allow  counsel  to  be  present  if 
they  so  desire.  Chicago  v.  Baker,  98 
Fed.  830,  39  C.  C.  A.  318. 

[b]  The  absence  of  counsel  Is  im- 
material if  they  had  an  opportunity  to 
be  present.  State  v.  Hartley,  22  Nev. 
342,  40  Pac.  372,  28  L.  E.  A.  33.  And 
see  State  v.  Ctee  Gong,  17  Ore.  635,  21 
Pac.  882. 

71.  Jenkins  v.  State,  22  Wyo.  34,  71, 
134  Pfto.  260,  135  Pac.  749. 
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b.  Admonishing  Jury.  —  Before  the  jury  is  conducted  to  the  place 
of  view,  it  is  proper  to  admonish  them  as  to  the  purpose  of  the  view 
and  their  conduct  thereon/* 

c.  Conduct  and  Proceedings  at  View.  —  The  view  and  inspection 
must  be  so  guarded  and  hedged  about  that  the  jury  may  not  have 
communicated  to  them  any  facts  which  they  may  not  gain  from  the 
inspection  alone."  The  duty  of  the  shower  is  limited  to  pointing  out 
the  places  or  property  specified  in  his  instructions  from  the  trial 
judge.  '*  No  eridence  can  be  taken  at  the  view,  especially  in  criminal 
eases  when  the  accused  is  not  present,^'  and  no  experiments  can  be 
made  by  the  jury,^*  or  in  their  presence  while  taking  a  view.'^ 


72.  Cox  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ey.  Co., 
95  Iowa  54,  63  N.  W.  450;  State  v. 
Mortensen,  26  Utah  312,  73  P*c.  562, 
633. 

Admonishing  jury  generally,  lee  17 
Standard  Peoc.  466,  533. 

[a]  In  the  absence  of  a  request  that 
the  jury  he  specially  directed  regarding 
the  examination,  a  party  cannot  com- 
plain because  the  jury  in  its  discretion 
only  examine  such  features  of  the  prop- 
erty as  it  thinks  necessary.  Beals  v. 
Cone,  27  Colo.  473,  493,  62  Pac.  948, 
83  Am.  St.  Eep.  92. 

73.  State  v.  Landry,  29  kont.  218, 
74  Pac.  418. 

Objections  to  irregularities  on  Tiew, 
see  17  Standard  Proc.  516,  546,  491. 

74.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Milner,  122  Cal. 
171,  54  Pac.  833;  People  v.  Bush,  68 
Cal.  623,  10  Pac.  169;  n.  c.  71  Cal.  602, 
12  Pae.  781.  Minn.  —  Hayward  v. 
Knapp,  22  Minn.  5.  N.  T.  —  People  t^. 
Johnson,  110  N.  Y.  134,  17  N.  E.  684. 

[a]  Party  must  object  to  miscon- 
duct of  shower.  Cal.  —  People  v.  Fitz- 
gerald, 137  Cal.  546,  70  Pac.  554.  Hair. 
Territory  v.  WatanalDe  Mesagi,  16  Ha- 
waii 196,  220.  Mass.  —  McMahon  f. 
Lynn  &  B.  E.  Co.,  191  Mass.  296,  77  N. 
E.  826. 

[b]  Misconduct  of  shower  m»y  b« 
cured  by  an  instruction  to  jury  to  dis- 
regard it.  Beals  v.  Cone,  27  Colo.  473, 
491,  62  Pae.  948,  83  Am.  St.  Eep.  92. 

75.  Fla.  —  Garcia  v.  State,  34  Fla. 
311,  333,  16  So.  223.  Ind.  — Shular  v. 
State,  105  Ind.  289,  4  N.  E.  870,  55  Am. 
Eep.  211.  Ky. — Louisville  Ey.  Co.  P. 
Hallahan,  119  S.  W.  200.  Me.  — State 
V.  Slorah,  106  Atl.  768,  4  A.  L.  E.  1256. 
Mich.  —  People  v.  Auerbach,  176  Mich. 
23,  141  N".  W.  869,  Ann.  Cas.  1915B, 
557.  Nev. — State  v.  Lopez,  15  Ner. 
407.  N.  O.  — State  v.  Perry,  121  N.  C. 
533,  27  S.  E,  997,  61  Am,  St,  Kep.  683, 


Okla.  —  Hays  v.  Terr.,  7  Okla.  15,  54: 
Pac,  300.  W.  Va.  — State  v.  McCaus- 
Ixnd,  96  S.  E.  938. 

[aj  It  is  error  to  allow  a  witness 
(1)  to  show  the  jury  where  he  stood 
during  the  transaction  (People  v.  Green, 
53  Cal.  60),  or  (2)  to  point  out  places 
marked  ou  a  diagram  which  is  in  evi- 
dence. State  V.  Bertin,  24  La.  Ann,  46. 
But  see  Queen  v.  Martin,  12  Cox  Cr. 
Cas.  (Eng.)  204. 

[b]  Contrary  Rule.  —  In  Underwood 
V.  Com.,  119  Ky.  384,  84  S.  W.  310,  one 
of  the  jurors  at  the  view  requested  the 
judge  to  have  the  accused  point  out 
certain  places,  which  was  done.  It  was 
held  there  was  no  error,  as  the  judge 
could  have  tried  the  whole  case  at  the 
scene  of  the  crime.  The  courtroom  is 
for  the  convenience  of  the  court  and 
he  may  hold  his  court  in  the  court  yard 
or  any  other  place  which  was  conven- 
ient, 

76.  See  5  Enct.  of  Ev.  502;  17 
Standard  Peoc.  630. 

77.  See  5  Enct.  of  Ev,  502;  Hughea 
V.  General  Elec.  L.  &  P.  Co.,  107  Ky. 
485,  54  S.  W.  723. 

[a]  Illustration.  —  Under  a  code 
section  authorizing  a  court  to  permit 
a  jury  to  "view  the  place  in  which  the 
offense  is  charged  to  have  been  com- 
mitted," the  inspection  is  limited  to 
inanimate  objects,  which  can  make  no 
manifestation  to  the  jury  and  thus  fur- 
nish additional  facts  confirmatory  of 
the  testimony.  Therefore  in  a  prose- 
cution for  larceny  of  a  colt,  it  is  error 
to  allow  a  jury  to  observe  its  conduct 
towa,rd  several  mares,  one  of  which  is 
claimed  to  be  the  dam  of  the  colt. 
Such  a  view  is  a  violation  of  the  rule 
forbidding  the  .  jury  to  make  experi- 
ments during  the  inspection.  State  v. 
Landry,  29  Mont.  218,  74  Pae.  418, 
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The  jurors  should  not  be  separated  while  taking  the  -view,^=  and  they 
should  not  converse  on  the  subject  of  the  trial  with  a  party,"  or  with 
other  jurors,*"  or  with  any  other  person,*^  except  possibly  with  the 
officer  having  them  in  charge  or  the  shower,  within  the  limits  of  their 

duties.*^ 

Refreshments  Served  to  Jury.  —  The  mere  fact  that  one  of  the  parties 
furnishes  refreshments  ^:o  a  jury  while  on  a  view  is  not  prejudicial 
error,*^  unless  there  is  some  ground  for  suspicion  that  the  jury  were 
influenced  by  the  act.'* 

8.  Effect  of  View.  —  There  is  a  conflict  of  authority  as  to  whether 
a  view  is  evidence."  But  in  any  event  the  mere  fact  that  a  view  has 
been  had  does  not  deprive  the  court  of  power  to  take  the  case  from  the 
jury,  because  of  an  insufficiency  of  evidence.*® 

9.  Instructions  as  to  View.  —  While  it  is  proper  and  advisable  at 
the  close  of  a  trial  that  the  jury  should  be  instructed  with  respect  to 


78.  People  v.  Hull,  86  Mich.  449,  466, 
49  N.  W.  288. 

Separation  of  jury,  see  17  Standard 
Peoc.  457,  et  seq. 

[a]  But  this  requirement  is  suffi- 
cientiy  complied  with  where  it  appear* 
(1)  that  the  jurors  were  at  all  timei 
kept  in  as  much  of  a  hody  as  the  na- 
ture of  the  case  would  permit.  Cal. 
People  V.  Yut  Ling,  74  Cal.  569,  16  Pae. 
489;  People  v.  Bush,  68  Cal.  623, 10  Pae. 
169.  La.  —  State  v.  Moore,  119  La.  564, 
44  So.  299.  N.  Y. — Brooklyn  v.  Patch- 
en,  8  Wend.  47,  84.  (2)  The  fact  that 
a  juror  on  account  of  lameness  did  not 
walJi  over  the  premises  with  the  other 
jurors  is  harmless  where  he  was  in 
sight  of  the  other  jurors  most  of  the 
time.  Keller  v.  Bley,  15  Ore.  4i29,  15 
Pae.  705. 

[b]  It  is  proper  for  the  jury  to 
travel  in  two  conveyances,  where  they 
were  in  sight  of  each  other  all  tht 
time.  People  v.  Bush,  68  Cal.  623,  10 
Pae.  169. 

[c]  A  temporary  separation  Toj  con- 
sent of  both  parties  is  not  error.  Peo- 
ple V.  Tarm  Poi,  86  Cal.  225,  24  Pao. 
998. 

79.  la.  —  See  Hahn  v.  Miller,  60 
Iowa  96,  14  N.  W.  119.  Kan.  —  Pond  t?. 
Barton,  8  Kan.  App.  601,  56  Pae.  139. 
N.  H.  —  See  Beckley  v.  Alexander,  77 
N.  H.  255,  90  Atl.  878,  where  no  preju- 
dice resulted.  Eng.  —  Griffith  v.  Thom- 
as, 5  L.  J.  K.  B.  126.  Can.  —  Anderson 
V.  Mowatt,  20  New  Bruns.  255. 

[a]  The  accused  is  not  permitted  to 
interfere  with  or  participate  in  any 
way  in  the  proceedings.  People  v.  Bon- 
ney,   19   Cal.  426;    State  v.  Moran,  15 
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Ore.  262,  14  Pae.  419;  State  v.  Ah  Lee, 
8  Ore.  214.  Compare  People  v.  Palmer, 
43  Hun  397. 

80.  Kimic  v.  San  Jose-Los  Gates  etc. 
Ey.  Co.,  156  Cal.  379,  104  Pao.  986  (non- 
prejudicial remarks) ;  People  v.  Bush, 
68  Cal.  623,  10  Pae.  169;  State  v.  Moore, 
119  La.  564,  44  So.  299. 

81.  Ind.  —  Erwin  v.  Bulla,  29  Ind. 
95,  92  Am.  Dec.  341.  Nev.  —  State  v. 
Lopez,  15  Nev.  407.  N.  Y.  —  People  v. 
Thorn,  156  N.  Y.  286,  50  N.  E.  947,  42 
L.  B.  A.  368;  People  v.  Gallo,  149  N.  T. 
106,  43  N.  B.  529.  See  People  v.  John- 
son, 46  Hun  667,  prejudicial  error  not 
shown.  N.  C.  —  State  v.  Perry,  121  N. 
0.  533,  27  S.  E.  997,  61  Am.  St.  Rep. 
683. 

82.  Jenkins  v.  State,  22  Wyo.  34,  71, 
134  Pae.  260,  135  Pae.  749.  But  see 
Griffith  V.  Thomas,  6  L.  J.  K.  B.  (Eng.) 
126. 

As  to  duty  of  showers,  see  supra,  this 
jection. 

83.  Vane  v.  Evanston,  150  111.  616, 
37  N.  E.  901;  Coleman  v.  Moody,  4  Hen. 
So  M.  (14  Va.)  1.  See  also  Gurney  v. 
Minneapolis  &  St.  G.  Ey.  Co.,  41  Minn. 
223,  43  N.  W.  2;  Johnson  V.  Greim,  17 
Neb.  447,  23  N.  W.  338. 

rumishing  food  to  juries  generally, 
see  17  Standard  Proc.  441. 

84.  lU.  — Doud  V.  Guthrie,  13  HI. 
App.  653.  Mass.  —  Tripp  v.  County 
Comrs.,  2  Allen  556.  IMich.  —  People  v. 
Hull,  86  Mich.  449,  466,  49  N.  W.  288. 
R.  I.  —  Patton  V.  Hughesdale  Mfg.  Co., 
11  R.  1.  188. 

85.  See  13  Enct.  op  Ev.  981. 

80.  Kurrle  v.  Baltimore,  113  Md.  63, 
77    Atl.    373;    Albright   v.   Sherer,   223 
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the  objects  and  purposes  of  allowing  th^m  to  make  a  personal  inspec- 
tion, it  is  not  indispensable  that  they  should  be  so  instructed  when 
prior  admonitions  covering  the  same  subject  have  been  given  them.^'' 

III.  VIEW  BY  JUDGE.  —  Since  a  judge  trying  a  case  without 
a  jury  stands  in  place  of  a  jury,  he  may  take  'a  view  *^  in  accordance 
with  the  general  rules  governing  views  by  a  jury.^^  He  may  do  so  on 
the  consent  of  both  parties.^"    But  such  consent  is  not  necessary,  in 


Mass.  39,  111  N.  E.  711.  See  Maryland, 
D.  &  V.  K.  Co.  V.  Hammond,  110  Md. 
124,  72  Atl.  650. 

87.  •  Cox  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ey.  Co., 
95  Iowa  54j  63  N.  W.  450,  limiting  Ian- 
guage  in  Morrison  v.  Burlington  etc.  E. 
Co.,  84  Iowa  663,  51  N.  W.  75. 

Instructions  generally,  see  the  title^ 
"Instructions." 

[a]  Instructions  Held  Sufficient. 
Wright  V.  Carpenter,  50  Cal.  556;  Peo- 
ple V.  Palmer,  43  Hun  (N.  Y.)  397. 

[bj  Instruction  Held.  Erroneous. 
Ind.  —  Heady  v.  Vevay,  etc.  Tp.  Co.,  52 
Ind.  117.  la.  —  Morrison  v.  Burlington, 
C.  R.  &  N.  Ey.  Co.,  84  Iowa  663,  51  N. 
W.  75.  Minn.  —  Brakken  v.  Minneap- 
olis etc.  E.  Co.,  29  Minn.  41,  11  N.  W. 
124. 

[c]  To  Disregard  Facts.  —  (1)  It 
may  become  the  duty  of  the  trial  court, 
when  the  testimony  discloses  what  oc- 
curred at  the  view,  to  instruct  the  jury 
to  disregard  certain  facts  which  they 
observed,  as  not  being  within  the  scope; 
of  the  view  they  were  directed  to  take, 
or  as  irrelevant  to  the  issues  in  the 
case.  Albright  v.  Sherer,  223  Mass.  39, 
111  N.  E.  711.  (2)It  is  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  instruct  the  jury  to  disregard 
changes  in  condition  of  the  premises. 
Lydston  v.  Eockingham  Co.  L.  &  P.  Co., 
75  N.  H.  23,  70  Atl.  385. 

88.  Ariz.  —  See  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Clifton  Armory  Co.,  14  Ariz.  360,  128 
Pac.  810,  Ann.  Cas.  1915A,  1061.  Cal. 
Hatton  V.  Gregg,  4  Cal.  App.  537,  88 
Pac.  592.  111.  —  See  Chicago  v.  Lord, 
276  111.  544,  115  N.  E.  8.  Mich.  — Mc- 
Camman  v.  Davis,  162  Mich.  435,  127 
N.  W.  329.  N.  H.  —  Carpenter  v.  Car- 
penter, 78  N.  H.  440,  101  Atl.  628, 
L.  E.  A.  1917F,  974.  Ore.  — Molalla 
Electric  Co.  v.  Wheeler,  79  Ore.  478, 
154  Pac.  686.  S.  O.  —  Parrott  v.  Bar- 
rett, 81  S.  C.  255,  62  S.  E.  241.  S.  D. 
Mason  v.  Braught,  33  S.  D.  559,  146  N. 
W.  687.  Contra,  Farwell  v.  Sturgis  Wa- 
ter Co.,  10  S.  D.  421,  430,  73  N.  W.  916. 
Wash. — See  Elston  v.  McGlauflin,  79 
Wash.   355,   140   Pae,   396,  Ann.   Cas. 


1916A,  255.  Wis.  —  Kremer  v.  Thwaits, 
105  Wis.  534,  81  N.  W.  654.  Bng. 
London  Gen.  O.  Co.  v.  Lavell,  70  L,  J. 
Ch.  17,  under  rules  of  supreme  court 
1883. 

[a]  Beason  of  Rule.  —  When  a  judge 
tries  a  case  without  a  jury,  he  stands 
in  place  of  the  jury  as  a  trier  of  facts, 
and  when  he  takes  a  view  he  acts  sim- 
ply as  a  trier  of  facts.  He  is  pro  hac 
vice  the  jury.  Carpenter  v.  Carpenter, 
78  N.  H.  440,  101  Atl.  Q28,  L.  E.  A. 
1917F,  974,  980. 

[b]  Though  the  statutes  in  author- 
izing a  view  by  a  jury,  nowhere  make 
provision  for  an  inspection  by  the  court, 
it  is  generally  conceded  that  the  court 
has  inherent  power  to  make  such  in- 
spection when  he  deems  it  necessary. 
Mason  v.  Braught,  33  S.  D.  559,  146  N. 
W.  687.  But  see  Eex  v.  Crawford,  18 
B.  C.  20,  a  criminal  case. 

[c]  It  will  be  presumed,  when  neces- 
sary to  sustain  the  action  of  the  judge, 
that  the  information  obtained  by  him 
was  used  only  to  aid  him  in  under- 
standing and  weighing  the  testimony. 
Kremer  v.  Thwaits,  105  Wis.  534,  81 
N.  W.  654. 

■  On  proceeding  to  vacate  judicial  saJle, 
see  16  Standaed  Proc.  821. 

Presence  of  judge  at  view  by  jury, 
see  supra,  II,  B,  7,  a,  (II). 

89.  See  supra,  II,  B. 

[a]  A  view  in  another  county  may 
be  made.  Carpenter  v.  Carpenter,  78  N. 
H.  440,  101  Atl.  628,  L.  E.  A.  1917P, 
974. 

[b]  A  view  in  another  state  may  be 
made.  Carpenter  v.  Carpenter,  78  N.  H. 
440,  101  Atl.  628,  L.  E.  A.  1917F,  974, 
981.    See  supra,  II,  B,  4. 

90.  Oal.  —  Preston  v.  Culbertson,  58 
Cal.  198,  210.  Colo.  — Brown  v.  Colo- 
rado etc.  Co.,  47  Colo.  294,  107  Pac.  258. 
Ga.  —  Atlantic  &  B.  Ey.-Co.  v.  Cordele, 
125  Ga.  373,  54  S.  E.  155.  la.  — Mel- 
son  V.  Ormsby,  169  Iowa  522,  151  N.  W. 
817.  N.  Y.  — Weiant  v.  Eockland  Lake 
T.  E.  Co.,  61  App.  Div.  383,  70  N.  Y. 
Supp.  713.  And  see  In  re  New  York  El. 
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civil  cases,'^  except,,  according  to  some  authorities,  where  the  view  is 
taken  for  the  purpose  of  corroborating  or  discrediting  testimony,*'^ 
or  of  proving  some  res  gestae  or  constituent  fact  as  to  which  no  proof 
was  given. '^  In  criminal  prosecutions,  however,  it  is  erroneous  for  the 
judge,  in  the  absence  of  statutory  authority,  to  view  the  premises  with- 
out the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  parties.** 

IV.  VIEW  BY  OTHERS.  —  The  right  to  a  view  is  not  confined 
to  views  by  juries,'^  or  by  judges  sitting  as  juries."  It  is  permissible 
for  all  triers  of  fact,  whether  court  or  jury,  auditor,*'  or  referee,^^  or 
master,'^  or  arbitrators,^  to  view  material  objects  to  ascertain  the 
truth.  The  propriety  of  a  view  of  premises  by  commissioners  in  con- 
demnation proceedings  is  also  recognized,*    But  the  authority^  of  a 


K.  Co.,  58  Hun  611,  12  N.  Y.  Supp.  858; 
In  re  Staten  Island  M.  B.  Co.,  22  App. 
Div.  366,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  274. 

See  Bitello  v.  Lipson,  80  Conn.  497, 
60i2,  69  Atl.  21,  125  Am.  St.  Eep.  126, 
16  h.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  193,  as  to  presump- 
tion of  consent. 

91.  See  supra,  this  section  and  Hat- 
ton  c.  Gregg,  4  CaL  App.  637,  88  Pac. 
592;  Kremer  v.  Thwaits,  105  Wis.  534, 
81  N.  W.  654,  where  it  does  not  appear 
whether  the  parties  requested  or  con- 
sented to  a  view. 

92.  Colo.  —  Denver  Omnibus  &  Cab 
Co.  V.  J.  E.  Ward  Auction  Co.,  47  Colo. 
446,  107  Pac.  1073,  19  Ann.  Cas.  577, 
view  after  submission  of  case.  Ga. 
Atlantic  &  B.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Cordele,  125 
Ga.  373,  54  S.  E.  155.  Wash.  —  Blgton 
V.  McGlauflin,  79  Wash.  355,  140  Pac. 
396,  Ann.  Cas.  1916A,  255. 

[aj  Where  a  personal  inspection  is 
made  a  part  of  the  trial  and  expressly 
enters  into  the  judgment  rendered, 
there  is  error  unless  the  inspection  was 
authorized  by  the  parties.  Atlantic  & 
B.  By.  Co.  V.  Cordele,  125  Ga.  373,  54 
8.  E.  155. 

[b]  To  Verify  Preconceived  Theory. 
Where  a  view  is  made  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  parties,  not  for  the  purpose 
of  clearing  up  any  doubts  ^he  judge 
may  have,  but  for  the  purpose  of  veri- 
fying a  theory  of  his  own  and  a  pre- 
conceived notion  of  physical  facts,  the 
action  of  the  judge  is  erroneous.  El- 
ston  V.  McGlauflin,  79  Wash.  355,  140 
Pac.  396,  Ann.  Cas.  1916A,  255. 

93.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Clifton 
Armory  Co.,  14  Ariz.  360,  365,  128  Pac. 
810,  Ann.  Cas.  1915A,  1061.  Compare 
Hatton  V.  Gregg,  4  Cal.  App.  537,  88 
Pac.  .592. 

94.  Kegina  v.  Petrie,  20  Out.  Eep. 
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[317;    Rex  V.  Crawford,  18  B.  C.  (Can.) 
20. 

View  by  jury  in  criminal  cases  at 
common  law,  see  supra,  II,  A. 

95.  See  supra,  II. 

96.  See  supra,  III. 

97.  Clark  v.  Baker,  192  Mass.  a26, 
78  N.  E.  455. 

98.  Phillips  V.  Collinsville  Granite 
Co.,  123  Ga.  830,  61  S.  E.  666;  Carpen- 
ter V.  Carpenter,  78  N.  H.  440,  101  Atl. 
628,  L.  E.  A.  1917F,  974;  Adams  v. 
Bushey,  60  N.  H.  290.  See  Claflin  v. 
Meyer,  75  N.  Y.  260,  266,  31  Am.  Eep. 
467. 

99.  Carpenter  v.  Carpenter,  78  N.  H. 
440,  101  Atl.  628,  L.  E.  A.  1917F,  974. 
See  United  States,  C.  I.  P.  &  F.  Co.  v. 
Granger,   172   Ala.   546,   55   So.   244. 

1.  See  Palmer  v.  Van  Wyck,  92 
Tenn.  397,  21  S.  W.  761,  holding  that 
■v^hen  an  agreement  of  arbitration  ex- 
pressly stipulates  that  the  arbitrators 
should  view  the  premises,  all  must  do 

BO. 

2.  See  8  Standard  Peoc.  323. 

3.  See  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  Inspection  of  Private  Property. 
The  proposition  that  grand  juries  can- 
not inspect  premises  or  property  where- 
in or  in  connection  with  which  a  crime 
is  alleged  to  have  been  committed,  is 
not  without  force  when  the  actioii  is 
sought  to  be  taken  in  connection  with 
private  premises  or  as  to  personal 
property  of  nonconsentiug  private  in- 
dividuals. The  ofBcial  deliberations  of 
the  grand  jury  take  place  in  quarters 
provided  for  that  purpose,  and  its 
action  almost  always  rests  upon  the 
testimony  of  witnesses  and  papers  and 
documents  produced  before  it  in  re- 
sponse to  subpoenas.  The  analogy  be- 
tween it  and  a  petit  jury  is  not  per- 
fect,    It  would  seem  that  it  has  no 
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grand  jury  to  inspect  the  situs  of  an  alleged  criminal  offense  is  subject 
to  some  doubt,  at  least  where  private  property  is  to  be  inspected. 


more  right  to  visit  premises  for  the 
purpose  of  inspection  upon  its  own 
motion  than  a  petit  jury.  Such  proceed- 
ings unless  otherwise  provided  by  stat- 
ute must  first  have  the  sanction  of  the 
court.  Wyatt  v.  People,  17  Colo.  252, 
262,   28   Pac.   961. 

[b]  Inspection  of  State  Property. 
Whatever  the  rule  may  be  in  respect 
to  private  property,  when  an  alleged 
crime  involves  property  belonging  to 
the   state,   a   court   may   authorize    an 


inspection  of  such  property  by  a  grand 
jury,  when  it  deems  such  inspection 
necessary.  Wyatt  v.  People,  17  Colo. 
252,  264,   28  Pac.  961. 

[c]  Some  statutes,  «.  g.,  Cal.  Penal 
Code  §  919,  provide  that  grand  juries 
can  receive  no  other  evidence  than  such 
as  is  given  by  witnesses  produced  and 
sworn  before  them,  or  furnished  by 
legal  documentary  evidence,  or  the  dep- 
ositions  of  witnesses  in  certain  eases. 


WAGER.— See  Gaming. 


WAGES. — See  Garnishment;  Judgments  and  Decrees,  Enforcement 
of;  Master  and  Servant;  Seamen;  Work  and  Labor. 


WAIVER; — See  Appearances ;  Estoppel ;  Indictment  and  Information ; 
Notice;  Objections  and  Excep'-ions;  and  the  Index  to  this  vsrork. 


WANTONLY. — See  Injuries  to  Persons  and  Property;  Negligence. 
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